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ABSTRACT

Logic in HegelOsogic

Jacob McNulty

My dissertation concerns HegelOs mature theoretical philosophy. | focus on the role of log
meant here in a much more conventional sense of the term than is usually thought releva
HegelOs thought. | argue that HegelOs main achievement in logic is to attempt a noncirct
derivation of its laws and materials. Central to my interpretation is a sympathetic treatmer
HegelOs claim that Kant did not have a comparably rigorous justification for logic. In Hegs
view, the critical philosophyOs pervasive reliance on logic precludes it from evaluating the
in a non-question-begging way. As a result, Kant is forced to ground logic psychologically
(thoughnot OpsychologisticallyO in FregeOs sense). For Hegel, KantOs critical philosophy
insufficiently self-critical with respect to its own logical foundations. It is therefore vulnerat
criticism on logical grounds N especially from a Hegelian direction. As | also hope to shov
Hegel rejects KantOs critique of metaphysics, arguing that its logical presuppositions are
unfounded. Once those presuppositions are overhauled, the true source of the metaphys
traditionOs impasses becomes apparent, and a non-Kantian-idealist, metaphysical solutic
hand.The lesson is that metaphysics is an enduring possibility, provided it is based on se«

logical foundations.
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Abbreviations

Throughout this work, both in the body and in the footnotes, | provide references to the G
and English versions of primary texts by Kant, Fichte and Hegel. The following are the

abbreviations that | use;

Hegel

There are two editions of HegelOs complete works in German, Suhrkamp and Meiner. My
references refer to the Meiner edition, (1968- Gesammelte Werke, Deutsche

Forschungsgemainschaft. Hamburg: Meire@ept where otherwise indicated. References t
English translations refer to titles from the series, OCambridge Hegel TranslationsO edite
Michael Bauer. | have occasionally referred to other translations of works by Hegel not ye

available in this series.

The Science of Logits cited by volume and page number for the German, and just page ni
for the English. Th&ncyclopediads cited by section number (=) followed, where relevant, b
A for the Anmerkungen (remarks) and/or a Z for the ZusStze (additions). The 1831 lecture
logic are cited by the corresponding section number in the Encyclopedia, and the page nt
the English translation. THeectures in the History of Philosophye cited only by the English

section name and sub-section name, e.g., OAristotle: Logic.O



EL = EnzyklopSdie der philosophischen Wissenschaften im
Grundrisse Teil 1: Logik. Werkenl. 13Encyclopedia of the Philosophical
Sciences in Outline: Part 1, Science of Logi@10. Edited and translated by Brinkmanr
Klaus and Dahlstrom, Daniel O. New York: Cambridge University Press.

VL/LL =Vorlesungen Yber die Logik, Berlin 182D01. Transcribed by K. Hegel. Edited by U.
Rameil and H. C. Lucas. Hamburg: Meihedtures on Logic, Berlin, 1832008. Trans
by C. Butler. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

VGP/LHoP =Vorlesungen Yber die Geschichte der Philosoperkevol. 30Lectures on
the History of Philosophyl995. 3 vols. Translated by E. S. Haldane and Frances
H. Simson. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

WdL/SoL =Wissenschaft der Logik. Werkels. 21, 11, 1HegelOs Science of
Logic.2010. Translated by di Giovanni, George. Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press.

Kant

References to the German are all to the Akademie Ausgab®(uel Kant: Gesamelte
Schriften 1902-. 29 vols. Berlin: De Gruyter). | use the English translations fro@ah#ridge
Edition of the Works of Immanuel Kaeicept where otherwise noted. For the first critique, | |
the standard A/B page referentesefer to the first (1781) and second (1787). editions of the

work.



A/B = Kant, |.Kritik der Reinen VernunfAk vol. 3-4/Kant, 1.Critique of Pure Reasortd. and
Trans. by Guyer P. and Wood A. Cambridgant®ridge University Press, 1999.

P= Kant, I. Ak Prolegomena zu einer jeden kYnftigen Metaphkikvol. 4/Kant, I.
Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysiggited and Translated by Hatfield, G.
Cambridge Texts in the History of Philosophy. New York: Cambridge University Pre

JL=Kant, I. 0JSsche LogikO Ak. vol. 9/Kant., |. OJSsche Lodle@t®s Lectures on Logic
ed. and trans. J. Michael Young, Cambridgambridge University Press.

Fichte

German references are to the version of FichteOs complete works edited by his son, I.H. |

Fichtes Werkel971. ed. Immanuel Hermann Fichte. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter an@ii@ois

not the favored edition, but | refer to it because many of the English translations have refe

to it in the Margins. English references are to what were, at the time of this writing, the mo

recent English translation.

References to the firStissenschaftsleh@re by volume and page number (German), or just

page number (English).

WL/SoK - Fichte, J.GWissenschaftsleh(d794-5).Werkevol. 1/Fichte, J.GScience of

KnowledgeEd. and Trans. Heath, J. Lachs, P. Cambridge: Cambridge University Pi
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Introduction. Philosophy of Logic in Kant, German Idealism (and after)

i. Logic in HegelOkogic

In spite of its title, Hegel@gience of Logidoes not seem to be a work in logic at all.
Clearly, its ambitions go well beyond those of formal logic, the area of philosophy traditior
concerned with the nature of valid argument. For this reasohptfieis more commonly
considered a work of metaphysics, one whose primary aim is to defend an account of the
fundamental nature of reality. Hegel himself certainly appears to present it that way when
introduces the work as a critical survey of different Odefinitions of the AbsoluteO (EL & 85
the course of this survey, definitions from nearly all of the great figures of Western metapt
are considered: for example, SpinozmstanceAristotleOactuality, ParmenidesOs Being,
KantOs transcendental unity of apperception, and so on. Since HegelOs case for his own
of the Absolute will take the form of a critique of virtually all preceding oned, alye will also
provide us with a purified reconstruction of the entire history of philosophy. This historical-
reconstructive aspiration has no parallel in logic as we usually know it. As if further confirr
of its distance from formal logic were needed, HegelOs speculative logic has a religious
dimension. As is well known, Hegel also understands his own definition of the Absolute tc
reflected in the Christian religion, especially in its conception of God. He will therefore oftt
describe his project in unabashedly theological terms, calling it Othe exposition of God as
his eternal essence before the creation of nature and of a finite spiritO (WdL 21:34/SoL 2!
Finally, and as this last passage suggests, there is the role of speculative logic in HegelO

system (OThe EncyclopediaO). In HegelOs system, logic lays the groundwork for the phil



of nature and mind (spirit) which will follow in subsequent parts. It is pure logic, and they |
applied versions. Yet however exactly this claim is understood, it does not seem to sugge
parallel with the role logic has todadmittedly, none of these claims concerning the nature
HegelOkogic project is uncontroversial. Ever since his death, and even while he was still |
HegelOs followers would vigorously debate all of them. Yet there is little controversy on tk
following point. Speculative logic and formal logic are different, so much so that they prob
have almost nothing to do with one another.

Even so, the title of HegelGsgicis not a complete misnomer. As commentators obs
theLogicis also a successor to the enterprise of Otranscendental logicO inaugurated in K
Critique of Pure ReasorBoth works are concerned to offer theories of the categories or, as
Hegel calls them, Othought-determinatiomhkbestimmunggnCategories, such as quantity
guality, and cause are among the most fundamental concepts we possess. They are pres
in nearly all our thinking, and in scientific inquiry as well. Yet as Hume and others had shc
such concepts are incapable of being derived from sense-experience: causation, underst
Onecessary connectionO rather than Oconstant conjunction,O is an OideaO with no corrt
Oimpression.O Unlike ordinary empirical concepts, categories like these stand in need of
type of justification. If they are to be legitimate, then they will need to be shown to have a
different source than sense-experience. What, then, might that source be? In keeping wit
Copernican revolution in philosophy and transcendental idealism, Kant offered a clear an:

For Kant, the categories are contributed by the knowing subject as Oconditions on the po

1 Cf. Longuenesse (2013) for an account of the pre-history of HegelOs three-fold division of philosophy into
nature and spirit (mind). As she makes clear, this goes back at least to the Stoics, and can be found in Kan
most notably in the Preface to l@soundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals.
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of experience.O Rather than have the categories derive from experience, Kant will have
experience derive from them. This is KantOs idealist strategy of defending our entitlemen
categories, but it has well-known costs. In particular, it requires that the use of the catego
theoretical knowledge be restricted to objects of possible experience or appearances. Thi
be used to know things as they are in themselves. Hegel too is involved in the enterprise
giving a theory of the categories, but departs from Kant in important ways. He certainly ag
with Kant that there are non-empirical concepts of this type, with a pervasive role in both
scientific inquiry and everyday experience. He also agrees that they stand in need of a di:
type of justification which ordinary empirical concepts do not require. However, he attem
avoid the costs of KantOs strategy for justifying our use of the categories. More specifical
Hegel wants to avoid the OsubjectivistO character of KantOs theory of the categories, an
a more robustly OobjectiveO theory. How, exactly, he does so is a point of controversy. D
reject KantOs idealist theory of the categories in favor of an alternative pre-Kantian theor
those found in the Aristotelian tradition? Does he instead adopt KantOs theory, but amenc
some crucial respect so that it no longer leaves us disconnected from things-in-themselve
this, perhaps, a false choice from HegelOs point of view? Might his position by some type
hybrid of Kantian and Aristotelian approaches, as some commentators have recently sug
And, if so, how, exactly, should it be understood? Which strand if any N the Kantian or
Aristotelian N would predominate? The jury, it seems, is out.

Whatever the precise nature of HegelOs theory of the categories, it will be of little |
understanding whether, and in what sense, Hegetfiisis a logic at all. Even granting that

HegelOs logic is some type of descendent of KantOs transcendental logic, this would sim

B



relocate rather than resolve the issue. After all, and as Kant himself was well aware,
transcendental logic is not logic in any ordinary sense either. The details of why are comg
for now the following should suffice to explain the difference between the two. In concerni
itself with such substantive topics as causality, substance, and so on, transcendental logi
content that ordinary logiowing to its formality, would not treat. Although not yet empirical
science, transcendental logic does seem to operate at a slightly lower level of abstraction
formal logic. As we have already seen, HegelOs speculative logic departs from ordinary Ic
this respect as well, perhaps even to a greater extent than KantOs transcendental logic. F
cause, substance, and so on, are just the beginning when it comes to enriching logic with
Yet Kant at least does his readers the courtesy of providing an account the precise relatic
his innovative new form of logic to the traditional variety (O(pure) general logicO). Unfortu
Hegel does not do so, at least not in any comparably explicit way. We are therefore left wi
impression that Hegel was oblivious to the existence of logic in the ordinary sense. Howe
impression turns out to be misleading.

Even a cursory glance through Heg&Eence of Logiconfirms that logic in the
traditional sense is a frequent topic of discussion, and that innovative new varieties of log
the German idealist period are by no means the only ones Hegel recognizes. Alongside
discussions of speculative and transcendental logic, there are others focusing on what He
Othe former logic,0 Oordinary logicO and Othe older logic.O Some of these formulations
more unanimity among HegelOs predecessors than actually seems to have existed. Whe

to HegelOs remarks on the history of logic, we find out why. To all appearances, Hegel sh



KantOs assessment that there have been few developments of consequence in this scier
the days of its founding by Aristotle. Passages like the following are representative:

Aristotleis the founder of this scienceETo this day, the logic of Aristotle
represents the logical [sphere], which has merely been made more elaborate,
primarily by the Scholastics of the Middle Ages. The Scholastics did not add to
the material, but merely developed it further. The work of more recent times with
respect to logic consists primarily in omitting many of the logical determinations
spun out further by Aristotle and the Scholastics, on the one hand, and in
superimposing a lot of psychological material [on the otl{EtL].a 20A)

Ewe have still AristotleOs science of abstract thought, a Logic, to consider. For
hundreds and thousands of years it was just as much honoured as it is despised
now. Aristotle has been regarded as the originator of Logic: his logical works are
the source of, and authority for the logical treatises of all times; which last were,
in great measure, only special developments or deductions, and must have been
dull, insipid, imperfect, and purely formal. And even in quite recent times, Kant
has said that since the age of Aristotle, logic like pure geometry since EuclidOs da:
b has been a complete and perfect science which has kept its place even down to
the present day, without attaining to any further scientific improvements or
alteration. (VGP OAvristotle: 4. The Logic:)
From a certain perspective, HegelOs conception of the history of logic is disappointing. C
catch-all term like Othe former logicO really do justice to the more than two millennia of
reflection on this subject that includes AristotleOs logical writings, Stoic logic, Scholastic I
Port-Royal, the logic of the Leibniz-Wolff school, and KantOs logic? Here, there is a stron;
temptation for the commentator to step in and add some much needed nuance and comg
HegelOs account of the history of logic. Yet in my view, this is a temptation we should res|
better or worse, | will defer completely to HegelOs own account of the history of logic. Lat

will argue that a failure to do so has led to fundamental distortions of HegelOs thought on

topic.



Ultimately, then, Hegel and Kant are in broad agreement about the history of logic,
though it would be a mistake to conclude from this that they agree about logic itself. As w
already seen, Hegel refers more than once and, by and large, approvingly to KantOs fam
remark about logic from the preface to the first critique. As Hegel reminds us, Kant had st
logic had not needed to take a single step since its founding by Aristotle, in contrast to the
endless battlefield of controversies metaphysics (B viii). Yet Hegel here sounds a note of
disagreement. He quips that, if this is true, then Kant ought to have drawn the opposite
conclusion. Rather than conclude that logic is complete, Kant ought to have concluded th
change is long overdde:

Kant thought further of logic, that is, the aggregate of definitions and

propositions that ordinarily passes for logic, as fortunate because, as contrasted

with other sciences, it was its lot to attain an early completion; since

Aristotle, it has taken no backward step, but also none forward, thebateunse

to all appearances it seems to be finished and complete. If logic has

not undergone change since Aristotle b and in fact, judging from the latest

compendiums of logic, the usual changes mostly consist only of omissions b

then surely the conclusion to be drawn is that it is all the more in need

of a total reworking(WdL 21:35-6/SoL 31).

In spite of this sarcastic barb, Hegel does share KantOs view that logic attained a certain
completeness in Aristotle. Certainly it had not already achieved everything we might hope
from logic, which is why Hegel looks forward to a re-working. Yet in other contexts, he is
willing to concede that it achieved the more modest goal of completeness in its own limite
domain. A passage like the following is representative of this tendency

A logic that does not perform this task can at most claim the value of a natural

description of the phenomena of thought as they simply occur. It is an infinite
merit of Aristotle, one that must fill us with the highest admiration for the power

2 See also Bowman who cites and discusses this passage (2013: Introduction: OA Totally Transformed Vie
LogicO: 0.1 HegelOs Metaphysical Project)

b



of his genius, that he was the first to undertake this description. But it is necessary

to go further and determine both the systematic connection of these forms and

their value.(WdL 12:28/SoL 525)

As we will see in more detail later, Hegel also inherits from Kant and the tradition tl
conviction that four topics are central to logic. As we will soon see, they are as follows: thi
of logic, concepts, judgments and inferences (syllogisms). Broadly speaking, these topics
unified by a conception of logic as the authoritative source not only of the laws of good
reasoning, but also of the basic materials reasoning uses. Unclarity about either could lec
different types of error. These four topics are discussed in passing in KantOs first critique,
more extensively in his logical writings. All are discussed in Hegiel§ds as well. To be clear,
the four topics do not form a natural set in Heget@& in the way that they did in more
traditional works like KantOs and also those of logicians before him. Treating them as suc
however, can be useful. The aim of doing so would not be to falsely assimilate Hegel to tt
tradition. 1t would, rather, be to take the full measure of his divergence from the tradition k
comparing his views on these traditional topics to the views of his predecessors, including
himself. If Hegel is broadly in agreement with Kant about the history of logic he is by no n
in agreement with Kant about logic itself. On the contrary, the conception of logicOs histol
which both share is only the backdrop to a debate about logic in which they find themselv
completely opposite sides.

As we have already said, HegelOs treatment of logicOs laws and materials is part
broader philosophical enterprise encompassing much that is patently extra-logical (the hi:
philosophy, the Christian religion, the nature of God, the categories like cause and subste

so on). If that is so, then we are confronted with a question one commentator has put witt
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admirable clarity: What is the place of logic Ocommonly so calledO in Hagjel@de of Logi®
Admittedly, there are good reasons to doubt an investigation of HegelOs views on more
conventional logical topics would be fruitful. In addition to being few and far between, the:
discussions are somewhat incongruous with their surroundings, where topics that are any
but formal are discussed (life, freedom, chemistry, and so on). Even considered on their ¢
HegelOs more classically logical discussions are by no means the most promising or infiL
part of his legacy. Notoriously, Hegel, at one point, appears to deny the law of non-contra
providing fodder for some his critics in the Anglophone or OanalyticO tradition who view
an opponent of exact thinking. More recently, HegelOs fortunes have improved considera
the massive revival of interest in non-classical logics among Anglophone philosophers. Tc
certain logicians, e.g. Priest, are more approving of this particular part of his thought than
great many Hegel scholatstill, this is a minority view.

An additional reason for concern has less to do with HegelOs unorthodox views in
than with the broader tradition of logic in which he worked, a tradition now considered obs
Figures in this tradition have always seemed to their analytic critics to be much too intere:
the subject-predicate judgment as well as the syllogism. These were topics central to Aris
logic, but marginal (at best) in the new and more powerful mathematical variety invented
Frege. Syllogisms can be reduced to special cases of a more general theory, a project an

in the introduction of FregeBsgriffschrift. More fundamentally, the central place these item

3 Redding (2014)

4 See Priest (1989), (1995) and (2006) as well as Bordignon (2017), Redding (forthcoming 2019) and Ficar.
(forthcoming) for discussions of the parallels.
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had in the older logic was thought to be a symptom of that logicOs impurity. In particular,
judgment was thought of as being of merely grammatical or psychological significance.
As if to confirm his criticsO worst fears about the impurity of the older logic, Hegel 1
us that hid.ogicis a work in which logic and metaphysics coincddduch of the best recent
scholarship shows that Hegel considered this to be his workOs chief innbRatiore turning
to the topic of the relationship between logic and metaphysics in HegelOs own work, it is
reflecting on why the two areas of philosophy would have seemed distinct to readers fron
time, and often still do to us today. One reason concerns the differing roles they have
traditionally had in philosophy. Logic may be able help us avoid certain gross errors in
reasoning, like embracing a contradiction or drawing an invalid inference. However, it doe
guarantee metaphysical truth. If principles as elementary and widely known as those of Ic
could resolve the persistent controversies of metaphysics, then one imagines they would
been resolved long ago. This is not to deny the obvious fact that logic is a field of sophisti
inquiry in its own right, but merely to remind us that it is somewhat rare for its more techn
findings to bear on metaphysics, especially of the traditional vdrietgic is authoritative in a
way vaguely comparable way to metaphysics (first philosophy). It lays down rules for our
thinking in all areas of philosophy and the sciences. However, logic is also typically neutr:
incapable of being invoked on behalf of any especially controversial position, metaphysici

otherwise. Finally, logic has occasionally been said to be completely empty of content, lac

5 As with other of his most famous slogans, there are slightly different versions, and the ones in the publish
are more nuanced

6 Pippin (2017)(2018), Pinkard (2017).

7 A dramatic counter-example would be G3delOs ontological argument.
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any subject-matter at dlThis is a view sometimes attributed to Kant and the early Wittgen:
though it is not popular today. Yet regardless of whether we hold that logic is completely €
or not, it should be clear that it lacks the type of content traditionally attributed to metaphy
For example, we could recall here the objects of special metaphysics: God, the world, the

Clearly, these philosophical intuitions concerning logic are deeply entrenched. Yet
also suggest an intriguing possibility for any philosopher willing to challenge logicOs tradir
role. | mean the possibility that logic, whose status was traditionally to be a point of
unquestioned common ground for proponents of rival philosophical points gfraigin
nevertheless be invoked on behalf of a particular one: HegelOs own.
ii. What justifies a law of logic? A dilemma

In this dissertation, | argue that HegelOs thought contains a response to a very old
from the history and philosophy of logic. This is a problem going back to Aristotle, though
one | hope to show took on a new and unexpected significance in the wake of KantOs cri
philosophy. The problem concerns the justification of logicOs most fundamental laws and
materials. We rely on these principles in all our efforts to justify ourselves through rational
argument. How, then, can they themselves be justified? The stakes are high. At issue is tl
justification of justification itself via the logical principles on which it depehidisve cannot

answer it then not only logic or philosophy, but all our efforts at rational argument in all ar

8See Conant (1992) for whom this view is characteristic of Kant and the early Wittgenstein, though not of Fi
Frege, logic has a subject-matter, though one more abstract than those of other sciences. Logic studies the
governing concept and object, just as physics studies the laws governing matter in motion.

9 This problem could be seen as a specific instance of a more general one often said to be HegelOs princip
the recent literature: sense-making of all sense-makings, account-giving of all account-givings. See Pippin
and Pinkard (2017). Especially when it is put in the form of a dilemma, it could also be seen as a version of
Agrippan problem at the center of Franks (2005).
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human knowledge might conceivably be thrown into doubt. Yet in attempting to answer th
guestion, we confront a dilemma.

At first, it may seem that our entitlement to these principles is some type of brute f:
one for which no reason can be given. They are, perhaps, self-evident to anyone who refl
them, whether for psychological, semantic or even perhaps pragmatic reasons. They cou
be said to be foundational in a formal system where they are the un-proven basis on whic
everything else is proved. Or maybe they are unchallengeable for some other more exotit
However, this approach soon proves inadequate. Today, as ever, there are figures who d
such principles self-evident in any of these senses. As is well known, there are (alleged) ¢
examples to them: for example, dialetheias, apparent cases of true contradiction, many o
are millennia old. The liar from the well-known paradox is the primary one. His claim abot
what he says is both true and false, true if it is false and false if it is true. Even today, how
is not the only such example. Although seldom cited in the analytic tradition, HegelOs ow!
favorite is ZenoOs account of motion in the arrow paradox. It was later emphasized by Er
other dialectical materialists, as in the following passage:

Motion itself is a contradiction: even simple mechanical change of position can

only come about through a body being at one and the same moment of time both

in one place and in another place, being in one and the same place and also not ir
it. And the continuous origination and simultaneous solution of this contradiction

is precisely what motion i¥.

On this account, motion appears to involve a type of OblurringO in which a thing is in two

different positions at one and the same tiriRegardless of what dialetheia one chooses as

10Engels (1947)

11 See also Priest (1985)(1995) and (2006). Part of the reason this example is not often cited in the analytic
is that it was long believed that the paradoxes had been resolved by modern mathematics, or even moderr
The classic statement of this view is Russell (2015). For a dissenting perspective, see GrYnbaum (1967).
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most promising candidate for a counter-example to the laws of logic, the challenge is clee
course, we may not be persuaded by such counter-examples. But that anyone should rec
cases as potential counter-examples is unsettling enough on its own. After all, it was clair
those laws are self-evident to anyone who reflects them. Clearly, this is not so, regardles:
whether we ourselves share the dissenting perspective. In the face of this type of skeptic:
challenge, appeals to brute fact can seem complacent.

A second possibility is that we respond to this request for a justification of the laws
logic in the way we would in any other area of philosophy. | simply mean giving some typt
rational argument in the way we so often do as philosophers. However, this approach soc
confronts a significant obstacle as well. In the first place, it is unclear what could possibly
more fundamental than the laws of logic (psychology? language? natural-science? somel
else?) But even assuming some more fundamental basis could be identified there is a de
problem. The logical principles in question are so elementary, so fundamental, that any al
we might be able to give for such principles would, it seems, already need to rely o@then
argument would need to do so in order to take even a single step from premise to conclus
the preceding approach seemed complacent, then this one seems far worse. It helps itse
very principles whose credentials are in question. It is question-begging, even circular.

Worse still, the problem quickly generalizes. It not arliges when we attempt to argu
for a law of logic, and find we must rely on it in doing so. It also arises when we attempt tc
justify, in some broader sense of the term, the use of certain basic materials employed in

reasoning. At issue is less compliance with a logical law then the legitimation of some log
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tool but the problem has the same abstract form. Here too these materials are so fundam
any attempt to legitimate them would seem to already rely on them.

In some version or other, this problem is very old, going back to AristBilieds
Analytics12 There, Aristotle proposes the disturbing possibility that there can be no
demonstration of the principles on which all demonstration depends. These would seem t
either brute or justified circularly. In vol. 2 of Hisgical Investigationglusserl also raises a
version of this problem for the nascent program of Opsychologidmtfls program, logic is
said to derive from an empirical science: psychology. However, a science is a body of em
propositions, standing in particular logical (deductive) relations to one another. If that is st
the attempt to derive logic from psychology will be circular, relying on the very laws it seel
derive. Frege encounters a version of this problem, closer to the second we considered tt
first. This he does when he is forced to deny that the language Bégnifschriftcan be used ti
talk about that languadéWe are, apparently, forbidden from making even the most basic
statements about this language (OThe concept horse is a concept.O) Yet such statement
necessary if we are to induct others into our way of speaking. If the form of this problem r
one of WittgensteinOs idea of a ladder one must climb and then cast away, then this is nc
coincidence. Similar problems are broached infifaetatus There, the propositions of logic,
those on which all our sayings depend, cannot themselves be said, only shown. Finally, tl
problem has been raised in the recent literature on inference by authors like Wright, Bogt

and others. Boghossian helpfully describes it as the problem of rule-circularity, relying on

12| owe this reference to Aristotle to Wolfgang Mann, but see also Lu-Adler (2018: 46ff.)
18 Husserl (2013)

14| here follow Conant (1992)
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very rule one is attempting to prove. Here he is explaining how it would arise if one tried t
construct an inferentially-based justification for the rule of inference known as modus pon
(MP):%®

This brings us, then, to the inferential path. Here there are a number of distinct
possibilities, but they would all seem to suffer from the same master difficulty: in
being inferential, they would have to hde- circular. If MPP is the only

underived rule of inference, then any inferential argument for MPP would either
have to use MPP or use some other rule whose justification depends on MPP. And
many philosophers have maintained that a rtikeular justification of a rule of
inference is no justification at allBoghossian 2000: 231)

iii. JSscheOs observation

Is there any reason to think this age-old problem in the history and philosophy of Ic
present in Aristotle and also in recent philosophy, might have been important to German
idealism? After all, German Idealism is a movement more commonly thought of as preocc
with questions in metaphysics, epistemology, ethics, aesthetics, politics, and the philosop
history N but almost never logic. None of its major protagonists is considered an importar
contributor to logic, and this received view is one | would not contest. Still, German idealis
above all a post-Kantian movement, a response to KantOs critical project which revolutiot
philosophical reflection on all of these topics. Yet logic had a new and unprecedented role
KantOs project as we have just seen. If that is so, then it would not be at all surprising if I¢
were important to the idealist reception of his thought. Presumably, the idealistsO interest

be less in logic itself than in philosophical questions about logic. In any case, it is from thi

15 Although it is not my aim to intervene in contemporary debates, | here remark on an intriguing discrepanc
between the solutions advocated by these figures and those that | will argue the idealists embrace. The sol
preferred in this more recent literature are closer to the first family of responses, even if they do not all fit pe
there. Appeals to Odefault justification,O pragmatic entitlement, and virtuous circularity are by no means all
characterized as appeals to brute fact, let alone crude ones. However, they are alternatives to inferential ju
of rules of inference. As we will soon see, the idealistsO favored solutions belong to this second family of in
based solutions. They are therefore in a certain sense more ambitious N but also perhaps less likely to suc
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Kantian perspective that | will approach the idealistsO interest in the topic. As | hope to st
there was one philosophical question about logic in particular which was central to the ide
reception of Kant. So far as | know, this question has been absent from treatments of Ger
Idealism in recent years. Integrating it into discussions of this movement could therefore ¢

us to see it in a new light.

Here, it may be valuable to consult an observation on the philosophical scene in G
c. 1800 by Benjamin JSsche, a student of Kant best known for compiling his lectures on |
publication6 As JSsche observes in the preface to the first edition of these lectures from :
rift appeared to have opened between Kant and his immediate followers in their attitude t
the laws of logic, such as the laws of identity and non-contradiction. Kant's idealist followe
found themselves confronted with the dilemma just considered, which arises when we co
the question of what justifies a law of logic. When we do find we must either treat such la
brute, or else as justified in a way that seems destined to be circular.

Ethere is no doubt about Kant's judgment on this point. He frequently explained,
determinately and expressly, that logic is to be regarded as a separate science,
existing for itself and grounded in itself, and hence that from its origin and first
development with Aristotle, right down to. our times, it could not really gain
anything in scientific grounding. In conformity with this claim, Kant did not think
either about grounding the logical principles of identity and contradiction on a
higher principle, or about deducing the logical forms of judgment. He recognized
and treated the principle of contradiction as a proposition that has its evidence in
itself and requires no derivation from a higher principle. But now whether the
logical principle of identity and of contradiction is really incapable of or does not
need any further deduction, in itself and without qualification, that is of course a
different question, which leads to the highly significant question of whether there
is in general an absolutely first principle of all cognition and science, whether
such a thing is possible and can be found. [FichteOs] doctrine of science believes
that it has discovered such a principle in the pure, absolute |, and hence that it has

16 See also Lu-Adler (2018) who cites and discusses this remark.
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grounded all philosophical knowledge perfectly, not merely as to form but also as
to content. And having presupposed the possibility and the apodeictic validity of
this absolutely one and unconditioned principle, it then proceeds completely
consistently when it does not allow the logical principles of identity and of
contradiction, the propositions A=A and -A =-A, to hold unconditionally, but
instead declares them to be subaltern. principles, which can and must be
established and determined only through it and its highest proposition: | am. (JL
523-4/7-8)
Once more, we run across KantOs (in-)famous remark that logic had attained early comp
and had not had to take a single step since Aristotle. Yet what is more interesting than the
itself are the implications JSsche and other idealists drew from it for understanding the ro
logic in the first critique. Usually the passage is cited to as evidence of KantOs backwardt
the area of logié’ Here, however, it serves a different, more constructive role. In particular
meant to be a clue to understanding the role of logic in the first critique. At least according
JSsche, KantOs conviction that logic is fundamentally in order informs KantOs decision ni
present any type of rational argument for logicOs basic laws and principles, such as the I
identity and non-contradiction. Certainly Kant had not sought anything as ambitious as a |
circular argument, one which would show that these logical laws could be derived from sc
more fundamental principle that did not already rely upon tHe¥s.JSsche tells us, this had
become especially clear in KantOs Metaphysical Deduction of the categories. There, logic

of forms of judgment is appealed to for a very important purpose of identifying the catego

Yet very little explicit indication as to how this table might itself be argued for was given.

17See Russell (2015: 463).

18| here follow Hanna (1986) and, more recently, Tolley (207 argue that Hegel saw logic as a problem for
KantOs critical philosophy, a problem that only an anti-Kantian form of traditional metaphysics could solve.
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By contrast, KantOs immediate followers were dissatisfied with his attitude towards
which they thought of as complacéhfis JSsche explains, they took the opposing view that
logicOs laws and materials would have to be derived from a more fundamental principle.
JSsche alludes to FichteOs own first principle, a version of the Cogito: Ol am.O Yet there
obstacle standing in the way of any such attempt. Would not the argument that takes us fi
philosophyOs first principle to a law of logic have to rely on that law, and thus be circular?
himself had taken up this question in the opening argument 8chesce of Knowledge
[Wissenschaftslehrethe argument JSsche alludes to when he mentions the Fichtean princ
I=I:

The laws of (common) logicEhave not yet been proved valid, but are tacitly

assumed to be familiar and established. Only at a later point will they be derived

from that proposition whose asser}ion is warranted only if they are also. This is a

circle though an unavoidable oneE(WL 92/SK 93-4)

Here, Fichte brings up the problem of circularity that we have seen dogs any attempt to ¢
the laws of logic. Yet as we will soon see, it was a problem others would seek to surmoun
well.

My basic proposal in response to JSscheOs observation is that the rift that had op
between Kant and his idealist followers could be seen as a version of the very dilemma ir
history and philosophy of logic we have been discussing. In JSscheOs portrayal, the idea
choose the way of rational argument with its attendant risk of circularity, Kant the way of <

evidence with its risk of complacency. Yet if this is so, it raises a difficult historical questiol

Why would the German idealists, who proclaimed themselves KantOs followers, depart fr

195, Maimon is among the most important idealist critics of KantOs logic. See Beiser (1987) as well as M.\
(2012: 98 n. 18).

7



on such a fundamental question? The answer, | think, can only be that they believed the 1
the critical philosophy itself depended on a fundamentally revised view of the role ahlogic
philosophy.
iv. Marburg Neo-Kantianism v. German Idealism

Although somewhat arcane, the topic of the role of logic in the first Critique nearly
always emerges as important for figures seeking to understand that workOs argumentativ
structure?° Yet the way in which it became important for KantOs idealist followers is unique
hope to illustrate this through a comparison of the idealistsO Kant-interpretation with that
another school, arguably more influential in the reception of Kant: the Marburg Neo-Kahti
| will here focus on the specific issue of the relationship between general and transcendel
logic. For the Marburgers it was wholly unacceptable that KantOs table of categories shot
been derived from the table of forms of judgment given in the logic of the day. They unde!
the fundamental premise of KantOs system to be Othe fact of science,O i.e., the truth of
Newtonian natural science. Hence, they saw the 12 categories of transcendental logic as
OabstractionsO from more fundamental set of 12 principles more immediately relevant to
Newtonian natural science (KantOs Osystem of principlesO from the Analytic). They then
12 forms of judgment from general logic as further Oabstractiong®lstdther words, pure
general logic was not fundamental, but in an important sense derivative. Indeed, it was at
fold remove from what was genuinely fundamental in KantOs thought, the principles from

theoretical philosophy which formed the basis for natural science. Although Cohen is a fa

20 See Reich (1992: 2ff.) for an overview of the history.
21|n this paragraph, | have benefited from the account of CohenOs thought given in Edgar (2010)

22 CohenOs term is Oscientific abstractions.O See the (partial) English translation (2015).
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exponent of this approach, a more accessible example of such a reading can be found in
Cassire3A notable advantage of the Marburg interpretation is the anti-psychologistic
interpretation of Kant it makes possible. The ultimate foundation of KantOs claims is not f,
psychology but scientific knowledge Oprinted in books,0 as Cohen famously says. Yet th
interpretation also has a serious flaw. It ignores KantOs fairly clear insistence that relying
fact of scienceO is merely an expedient for use in the more popular presentation of his vit
given in theProlegomendP 4:274-5/25-6%* The Critique itself does not rely on this
presupposition, even if tHerolegomenaloes. Guarding against this error is the point of Kan
distinction between the Oanalytic/regressiveO and Osynthetic/progressiveO methods of t
different works. Yet this is a distinction the Marburgers appear to elide. Some are even le
claim (implausibly) that it is thBrolegomenaather than the first Critique which provides the
more accurate representation of KantOs considered view. Given the problem with the Ma
approach, there is reason to consider an alternative. More specifically, there is reason to-
an alternative account of the role of logic in the critical philosophy. Here, the German idec
provide a contrasting perspective. For the Marburgers, as we have seen, the problem pos

logic for the critical philosophy is the overconfidence it seems to reflect on KantOs part in

23 OWhatever complaints may be raised against this form of the deduction, however, in general all the pole|
directed against the systematic relation between category and judgment fall short. For they ignore the true
the central and fundamental transcendental question; they overlook the fact that the significant and preemi
that Kant allots to judgment is of necessity already rooted in the initial presuppositions of his way of putting
problem. Judgment is the natural, factually demanded correlate of the object, since it expresses in the mos
sense the consummation of and demand for that combination to which the concept of the object has been |
uskE.however, when expressed in exact logical notation, the types and forms of synthetic unity are precisely
yield the forms of judgmentE An analysis that is nothing but analysis, that does not in any way relate indire
and rest on an underlying synthesis is impossible, "for where the understanding has not previously combint
cannot dissolve, since only as having been combined by the understanding can anything that allows of ana
given to the faculty of representation.” Thus general logic is concerned with "analysis of the concepts whict
already have of objects,” and explicates the judgments which result from presupposing such objects as a rt
substrate, so to speak, of a propositi¢@&ssirer 1981: 172)

241 discuss this at greater length below in chapter 2.
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philosophy and what it can achieve. For the German idealists, the problem is if anything t
opposite.

The German idealists, like the Marburgers, were preoccupied with KantOs decisior
derive the laws and materials of transcendental logic (categories, ideas) from those of orc
logic (judgments, inferences). In a way, it is unsurprising that they too would have been le
this topic. These figures were doubtful that the order of exposition in the first critique refle
the order of the argument. They sought to discover in it a fundamental Ofirst principleO fr
which the whole of KantOs critical philosophy could be derived. This project, which begar
merely reconstructive, quickly took on a revisionary aspect. Particularly vulnerable to criti
were those doctrines Kant had laid down as self-evident, but apparently not argued for in
sustained way. Among them were the following: the sensibility-understanding distinction;
finitude of our knowledge as contrasted with that of an infinite knower God; the dualism
between subjects of knowledge and the objects they know; the doctrine that these object:
us not just in the empirical world but also from a transcendental standpoint as well; the
inherently apperceptive character of the mind; and others.

Although not itself one of the most prominent examples of a possible point of
vulnerability in the critical system, KantOs commitment to the logic of the day quickly attre
similar sort of scrutiny. Here too this scrutiny based on the suspicion that logic was both
fundamental to the argument and insufficiently well-defended. The idealists argued that cl
attention to this logic would reveal that it lacked the integrity to bear the weight Kant place
upon it in his critical systenfor example, it was important to Kant to demonstrate that his t

of the categories was complete. Yet Kant was less explicit than he might have been abou
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was so important to him to achieve this goal. Given the paucity of explanation Kant provi
some readers doubt that it can have been central to his project as he suggests. Yet the G
idealists did not share this view. | will later attempt to provide an explanation which does |
to the idealistsO conviction that the fate of the critical philosophy itself turns on this issue.
well known, the idealists regard KantOs attempt to prove completeness as a failure. In the
it fails because of the role of the logic of the day in it. In my retelling, this will be the most
important place that logic enters into the dispute between Kant and his idealist followers.
To the idealists, this failure was symptomatic of a deeper problem in the Critical

philosophy, KantOs uncritical attitude towards the logic of the day. Kant had declared that
sciences justify themselves at the bar of the critical philosophy, but apparently made an

exception of logic. It was, after all, complete, and had been for millennia. Yet despite draw
logicOs findings at crucial junctures in his own argument, he had comparatively little to sa
the reasons for its success. Certainly, Kant had not done for logic what he had done for

mathematical and natural scientific knowledge. He had not provided the same type of pro
account of the nature and sources of the knowledge claims madelimfiairness to Kant, logic
seemed to him to be much less mysterious in this regard, and he had good reasons for tt
unproblematic. Yet as we will soon see, this was thought by the idealists to be incompatib
the spirit of his philosophical project. Was this uncharacteristically complacent attitude tov
logic not a betrayal of the critical philosophyOs basic aspiration to subject all knowledge ¢

to critical scrutiny? Did this lapse in critical scrutiny not also constitute a lapse in self-scru

% See Lu-Adler (2018 ch. 5) for a version of this criticism. Although not herself a defender of the German id
project, she nevertheless arrives independently at a criticism of KantOs logic that is broadly similar to Hege
| present it here.
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inasmuch as the logic of the day formed an important presupposition of the critical philost
itself? Although this criticism has been made many times since, and in many different trac
there is no more influential proponent of it than Hegel. Yet it is seldom asked what influen
may have had on the shape of HegelOs own mature system, and the relationship betwee
speculative logic and ordinary logic in it. In many prominent recent studies, it goes compl
unmentioned. In the interpretation defended here, this criticism will be treated as central
critiqgue of Kant.
v. Heidegger and Hegel: logic and Othe question of BeingO

In a lecture course from the O30s on logic, Heidegger poses for his students a sim
disarming question: What does logic have to do with philoscpifter considering and
discarding various influential answers, Heidegger introduces his own. Logic, he tells us,
concerns Othe question of being.O Heidegger anticipates that this will sound surprising. )
claims that this is only because the connection has been occluded in modern mathematic
a technical discipline which has lost touch with the traditional concerns of metaphysics. Ir
outlining his aims for the course, Heidegger proposes to uncover the traditional historical
association between logic and what he maintains is the central question of metaphysics,
question being.O Yet as a clue to the discovery of this connection Heidegger cites the log
copula OisO without which judgment would be possible. Here in the logical form of judgm
itself, we find ourselves confronted with the notion of being. This is to say that we find our
confronted with the question of what this little word, pervasive in our language, could mee

What is it for anything, a number, a planet, a person, a state, to be at all? What definition

26 HeideggerMetaphysical Foundations of Logit984)
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we possibly give of something so ordinary and pervasive? In the ensuing lectures, Heide(
endeavors to show that previous figures always bore the connection between logic and
metaphysics in mind. Leibniz is his main example. Yet he also insists that it is a connectic
modern logicians have never been able to completely sever, even in modern logic. In anc
such course, Heidegger defends this provocative claim by examining the Platonistic meta
that the new crop of mathematical logicians were led to invoke in their struggle against
psychologism. Resisting the reduction of logic to empirical psychology would require plac
logicOs laws and materials in a realm not unlike PlatoOs intelligible world:
Therefore we could say that although this critique of psychologism is from the
outset utterly clear on the guiding distinction between empirical and ideal beingE
These are questions that did not surface first of all in the nineteenth or twentieth
centuries, but that already engaged Greek philosophy, especially Plato. This
distinction is the same as the Platonic one between sensible beingEand the being
that is accessible through reasonE(2010: 44)
Elsewhere Heidegger makes clear that his preferred way of relating logic to the question
is somewhat different from that of the tradition. It is less to relate logic to metaphysics as-
tradition knew it than to what Heidegger calls fundamental ontology/the existential analyti
Dasein. Swiftly and crudely summarized, this means situating the subject-matter of logic i
ordinary, lived experience (specifically, our behavioral and linguistic comportment towards
world and towards others).Yet | want here to focus on the more traditional way of relating

logic to metaphysics which Heidegger describes. As | hope to show, it is found not just in

like Leibniz and the mathematical logicians but in Hegel as well.

27 This alternative is most clearly defended in yet another course from the same period. See (2009)
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The main claim | will defend concerning the metaphysical foundations of logic in H
thought requires that we recall the dilemma from earlier. In the face of a challenge to justi
logic, we find ourselves confronted by a choice between an appeal to brute fact, on the ol
and a viciously circular argument, on the other. In order to resolve this dilemma, Hegel tal
innovative step of treating logic, in this narrower sense, as a subordinate and dependent
ontology, the branch of traditional metaphysics concerned with the nature of being. This n
possible a type of non-circular argument for logic. The key is that laws and materials that
primitive from a logical point of view are not so from the perspective of ontéfogy.
Characteristic features of logicOs laws and materials can better be accounted for in ontol:
than in psychological terms: for example, their formality, universality, and necessity. If son
concept is legitimately what was known as a category within the Aristotelian tradition, thel
applies to any being or entity (or at least any full-fledged one). By contrast, attempts to gr
in invariant features of the mind simply push the problem back a level, where it is less ea:
resolved. Why suppose these features are themselves universal and necessary? Importa
Hegel has the resources to develop an ontological basis for logic that does not itself alree
on logic. It relies, instead, on proto-logical principles less rich in structure than their logica
counterparts.

An important outcome of this investigation will be greater insight into why Hegel ac
categories such a preeminent status in his speculative logic. This is something many of H
readers take for granted as unproblematic. Perhaps this is because Kant had given categ

central place in his transcendental logic. However, | believe this obscures one of HegelOs

28 Many have argued that Hegel®@gic is best approached as ontology, but the interpretations most important
my own are Houlgate (2006) and Doz (1987) as well as the more recent Martin (2012).
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important innovations over both Kant and the tradition. Today, the theory of the categories
considered part of logic, as topics like substance, quantity and quality are substantive in ¢
the concerns of formal logic are not. Even traditionally, however, the theory of the categor
had an ambiguous status between logic and metaphysics. It was considered both a study
fundamental types of predicate and of the fundamental forms of being. Through its treatmr
the Categoriesit was considered part of tleganoncontaining AristotleOs logical writings. Ye
it was clearly also a topic in the central booksNitaphysicswhere the material from the
Categoriegesurfaces. In this new context, the categories are said to describe properties ¢
being or entity considered as such, i.e. being-qua-being. What is more, category theory w
only ambiguous, but marginal in both of the fields to which it was thought to belong. It wa:
upstaged by special metaphysics, on the one hand, and syllogistic, on the other. How, the
Hegel come to accord category theory such an important role?

As | hope to show, HegelOs approach differs from that of Kant, who sought to clair
category theory for a new transcendental logic. KantOs new transcendental logic was to t
distinct from the earlier general logic, but also compatible with it. Indeed, the former woul
on the latter in numerous respects. By contrast, Hegel will incorporate category theory int
Logicin a way that leaves no room for this type of rapprochement. Hegel will first resolve
ambiguity concerning category theory as either a metaphysical or logical discipline. He wi
so decisively in favor of metaphysics: more specifically, general metaphysics (ontology). -
he will argue for the unorthodox thesis that all of logicOs other traditional branches (the la

logic, concept, judgment and syllogism) have their foundation in his ontological theory of |
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categorieg? On this basis, then, Hegel will justify subsuming the whole of logic under a
traditional type of metaphysics, as well as reforming that logic in whatever way this change
requires. Seen in relation to the traditional logic, then, HegelOs approach to category theol
both more radical and less Kantian in its aims than it has often seemed.
vi. Overview of the argument

| begin in chapter 1 with an overview of HegelOs relationship to the logic of the
Aristotelian tradition. This is the logic Kant had praised in the famous remark from the pref
the remark that Hegel ridicules. As | hope to show, Hegel finds in the logic of Aristotle and
Scholastic followers, as well as in that of Kant, an inadequate response to the dilemma jus
considered. In this tradition, principles of logic are treated as constitutive norms of a certai
psychological faculty we possess: the faculty of thinking (as distinct from those of sensing,
willing, imagining and so on). This means they are the laws this faculty naturally does obe
when nothing interferes, the usual source of interference being another faculty. Hence, the
the laws the faculty of thought ought to obey if it is to act in accordance with its nature. The
in question can be discovered when we reflect on the operations of this faculty in abstracti
from the deliverances of the senses. They are empirical, though the experience that yields
intellectual, rather than sensible, and a form of self-knowledge, rather than knowledge of o

As | see it, the interest of HegelOs objection to KantOs logic is that it differs from the
more familiar, and also (very likely) false, accusation of OpsychologismO Frege would late

at similar approaches to logic, and at KantOs in particular: more specifically, the accusatiol

291 here follow Varzi (2009), who defends a similar view of logic. More broadly | am informed by Peacocke(
Ometaphysics-firstO view (2014) (forthcoming 2019). The view is that in any given domain of philosophy, tt
metaphysics of the entities in that domain is prior to the theory of meaning or intentional content for that do
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any approach to logic based on psychology will fail to capture the normative character of
reducing claims about how we ought to think to claims about how people, in fact, défthink
Instead, HegelOs criticism is that the approach in question threatens to render the justific:
the laws of logic a brute fact. For Hegel, this betrays an aspiration inherent to logic and
philosophy themselves. As Hegel sees it, logic is committed to the superiority of justificati
though rational argument. It confronts other areas of philosophy and the sciences with the
demand that they justify themselves in this way. Hence, logic itself ought to be able to she
its principles follow necessarily from others, rather than treat them as brute. It ought to be
provide a rational argument for the principles on which rational argument depends, a logic
rigorous justification for logical justification itself. Even so, HegelOs ambitious attempt to ¢
rational argument for the principles on which all rational argument depends confronts a
significant obstacle: the threat of vicious circularity considered earlier.

For Hegel, the lesson of this traditionOs failures is clear. Hegel will not relyLingiiis
on any presupposition concerning the nature of our cognitive power, least of all that we hi
faculty of thought which operates according to self-given laws. At the outséhdies about
being, nothing, quantity, quality, and so on, themselves, rather than about the concepts w
of these phenomena. It is only at the close ot tigic that we have the theoretical resources
even draw this distinction between concept and object, let alone grasp the nature of the t
conceptual thought we have been engaged in all along. The starting point of HegieliSs
innocent of any such idea. Ultimately, then, it would be a mistake to treat the logic as beir

about thought-determinations from the outset. It is only revealed to be so at the close.

30 Responses can be found in Conant (1991), Tolley (2006), Boyle (forthcoming), Lu-Adler (2014), and othe
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In Chapter 2, | turn to HegelOs critique of KantOs Otranscendental logic,O attempt
show that it builds on his earlier critique of logic in the Aristotelian tradition. | approach thi
critique as part of the post-Kantian project of meta-critiugy this, | mean the attempt to
confront KantOs own critical philosophy with the type of demand for justification it had itse
made of all other areas of philosophy and the sciences. This strategy is embodied in Heg
famous Oswimming objection,O which accuses the critical philosophy of an incoherence
comparable to wanting to learn to swim before getting wet. | attempt to go beyond existini
treatments of this objection by showing both that it is directed specifically at KantOs deriv
the categories in the first critique: more specifically, it implicates his reliance on the logic ¢
Aristotelian tradition in his theory of the categories. In this way, | (re-)unite HegelOs swim
objection and his other most famous objection to KantOs theoretical philosophy, the critiq
KantOs derivation of the categories. | argue that the two function together to confront Kar
dilemma. Unable to non-circularly self-justify, the critical philosophy must appeal to a mor
ultimate source of justification. In ti@ritique itself, that more ultimate source is the logic of 1
day. To rebut this approach, Hegel draws on his earlier criticism of this logic as empirical.
Having considered this criticism of Aristotle earlier will put us in a good position to unders
how it functions here as an objection to Kant.

As Hegel is well aware, this objection to KantOs version of transcendental philosof
does not apply to all possible versions. In response, others had developed reconstituted \
of the critical philosophy. Hegel is most impressed with FichteOs attempt to derive the cal

from a version of DescartesO Cogito, amended so as to be compatible with KantOs critiq

31 See Habermas (1971)
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rational psychology. Yet Hegel maintains the categories can only be derived from a new fi
principle that he associates with the monisms of Parmenides and Spinoza: Being. For col
reasons, this is considered by Hegel to be equivalent to rehabilitating the ontological argL
for the existence of God. Ultimately, Hegel will argue that a reconstituted version of the cr
philosophy requires recourse to an argument Kant himself rejected as the epitome of pre-
dogmatic metaphysics.

In the third and fourth chaptersurn to HegelOs relationship to traditional metaphysit
Hegel concedes that pre-critical metaphysics gave rise to the impasses Kant identifies, bt
that any form of realist metaphysics would have to do so. This he will show by demonstra
that Kant has misdiagnosed the problem with pre-critical metaphysics, and therefore faile
make the case for his preferred alternative: transcendental idealism. In HegelOs view, the
Kant identifies (paralogisms, antinomies, and so on) are not the result of transcendental r
the claim that pure reason can know the unconditioned. Instead, they result from the use
crude set of logical tools to achieve this otherwise legitimate aim. These are tools furnishe
the traditional Aristotelian logic: for example, the judgment of subject-predicate form, but :
the syllogism. This opens up the possibility of arguing that a realist form of metaphysics r
a possibility for us, provided we use a different set of logical tools. This would be a distinc
post-critical metaphysics, traditional in its aspiration to know the unconditioned if not in th
means it employs in attempting to achieve that end.

Having considered HegelOs defense of metaphysics, | turn in a fifth chapter to his
to develop a reconstituted logic based on it. | begin with HegelOs treatment in the openin

sections of the Doctrine of Essence of the laws of logic recognized in the Leibniz-Wolff
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tradition: identity, identity of indiscernibles, non-contradiction, excluded middle, and suffic
ground. As we have seen, Hegel opposes this traditionOs broader conception of a law of
constitutive norm of thinking. For Hegel, no such strategy can ground the universality and
necessity of a law of logic. On HegelOs alternative view, these laws are treated ontologic:
psychologically. The key to this approach is that each such law derives from a category ir
AristotleOs sense of the term, a predicate of any being or entity. More specifically, each s
is a category Oput in the form of a proposition.O For example, the logical law of identity i<
ontological category of identity put in form of a proposition Oeverything is identical with it
In this way, universality and necessity are accommodated, but there is a further benefit. B
the categories are systematically interconnected, deriving from one another, treating the |
logic as deriving from them allows us to construct a system of them as well, a feat that elt
tradition. Drawing on this account, | offer a sympathetic treatment of HegelOs notorious d
of the reality of contradiction. The rationale for this doctrine is simply that it is entailed by
correct ontology or category theory: more specifically, this is an account on which reality i
pervaded by what Hegel calls opposition.

In a sixth and final chapter, | consider HegelOs perspective on three remaining top
traditional formal logic: concept, judgment and syllogism. For Kant, the central topics of fc
logic are prior to those of category theory, conceived of by him as part of transcendental |
this way, he attempts to derive the laws and materials of his transcendental logic from thc
general. Yet as we have seen Hegel regards this project as a failure. As we saw earlier, F
rejects this prioritization, but only now do we see that he proposes to completely idvert it.

well-known Marxist trope applies here: having found Kant standing on his head, Hegel tul
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right side up, arriving at a radically non-Kantian form of metaphysics. The alternative Heg
defend draws on an ontological or general-metaphysical theory of the categories, develoy
logic-independent basis. This then forms the foundation for a new logic of concept, judgnr
and syllogism, contentful in a way the older variety is not.
vii. OLogic and metaphysics coincideO (Pippin)

In recent decades, Anglophone Hegel scholarship has for the most part centered
single question: How could Hegel reconcile a robustly metaphysical project like his own w
profound debt to the Critical Philosophy of Immanuel KéEarlier generations of
commentators had mostly shirked the question, endorsing overly simplistic interpretations
Hegel on which it never arose. One such interpretation, associated with Charles Taylor, tr
Hegel as a Ospirit-monist,O a thinker for whom the whole of reality is a cosmic subjégt, C
On this view, Hegel appears to be an unrepentant pre-critical metaphysician, unconcerne
KantOs warnings against overstepping the limits of human knowledge. Another such
interpretation, associated with Klaus Hartmann, treats Hegel as a category theorist, enga
the more modest project of examining our conceptual schelhmetaphysics is the attempt t
know objects considered apart from our concepts, then Hartmann denies Hegel is a
metaphysician at all. Nearly all commentators writing today would agree that both of thes
approaches are one-sided, perhaps untenably so. Yet in spite of this, Anglophone Hegel

scholarship remains divided along broadly similar littéhe labels often used for these two

32 Helpful overviews of the debate include Redding (1997), Kreines (2006) and Moyar (2017)
33 Taylor (1975)
34 Hartmann (1972). See Rosen (1988) for a response.

35 Post-Kantian (sometimes called non-metaphysical) interpretations include Pippin (1989) Pinkard (1994).
addition to other authors | discuss below, Beiser (2005) is an important example of a metaphysical interpre!
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camps (Onon-metaphysicalO and OmetaphysicalO) are unsatisfactory, since they can su
regression to the type of one-sided position Hegel scholarship has sought to leave behinc
metaphysicalO interpreters, in particular, are uncomfortable with the label, preferring to by
Opost-Kantian.O These interpreters have occasionally suggested that the entire debate r
caricature of their position, and they are not alone in thinking it must rest on a confusion.

are understandably weary of what has often been an unproductive debate. The recent ge
scholars frequently begin their dissertations and monographs with bold proposals for how
might get beyond the metaphysical/non-metaphysical debate. However, these proposals,
interesting, may have to wait. A recent and more prominent contribution to the literature b
figure who has been at its center since the beginning suggests that the debate may not b
just yet.

In his recent studylhe Realm of Shado{2018) Robert Pippin expands upon his
influential earlier interpretation of Hegel to provide a more sustained and in-depth accoun
metaphysics of HegelOsgic-project.Pippin defends an interpretation of thegic based on
HegelOs famous remark that logic and metaphysics coincide (EL & 24 A). For Pippin, this
announces a break with pre-Kantian metaphysics, the use of empirically unaided thought
know the natures of thing8.In this new post-Kantian form of metaphysics, logic is understc
as yielding the type of insight metaphysics traditionally provided. HegelOs alternative app
based on the following thought, which Pippin expresses in language drawn from A.W. Mo

recent worlé” On this approach, our different ways of making sense of things or rendering

36 Pippin (2018: 42)

37 lbid. p. 65. Pinkard (201Does History Make Sensd@fends a similar interpretation.
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intelligible to ourselves (the usual subject-matter of logic), just are the different ways thing:
be (the usual subject-matter of metaphysics). Or: Oto be is to be intelligible.O

According to Pippin, Hegel finds such a project anticipated in Kant himself, but
maintains it was not successfully carried out by him. OCritical philosophy,O Hegel tell us,
Oalready turned metaphysics into logicO (WdL 21:35/Sot BOysuing this suggestion, Pippir
suggests that Hegel may have found inspiration for his own project in KantOs Metaphysic:
Deduction of the categori€$There, it is shown that the forms of judgment examined by logi
are systematically correlated with the categories of traditional metaphysics. For example,
judgments of the form Oground-consequentO are correlated with the category Ocause-eff
those of the form Osubject-predicateO with Osubstance-accident.O Yet, as Hegel proceec
Kant was hindered from pursuing this project by another commitment #flhiparticular, Kant
is hindered by a flawed account of the relationship between intuition and concept, sensibil
understanding. Here, Pippin draws on decades of his own important work on the topic, bu
simplify a more complex story. In PippinOs retellitegel rejects KantOs account of the divisi
of cognitive labor between the two, with intuition putting us in touch with particulars, and
concepts allowing us to subsume them under universals. According to Hegel, KantOs acct
vastly overstates the role of intuition, leaving conceptual thought on its own incapable of p
us in objects. The result is that logic is rendered incapable of realizing its metaphysical po

Once KantOs mistaken account of the sensibility-understanding distinction is jettisc

logic can realize its metaphysical potentialclarifying the nature of HegelOs metaphysics,

38 Quoted in Pippin (2018: 3)
39 |bid. 64.

401bid. 74 ff.
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Pippin distances it from rationalist varieties. He describes it instead as Aristotelian, which
understands to be a metaphysics defined at least in part by its focus on the teleological str
of artifacts and living beings, rather than the super-sensible world of the neo-Platonist, Me(
or rationalist metaphysician. For Pippin, HegelOs metaphysics differs from any that would 1
the essences of things as entities in the world in the way that the conceptual realist interpre
of Hegel doed! At a broader level, Pippin denies that HegelOs metaphysics is concerned w
existence or causal origins of things in our world. Instead, it is intended to provide insight ir
how things ought to be Orendered intelligible® or Omade sense ofO by us. Pippin compar:
position of the Hegelian speculative-logician to that of someone wondering whether a com
that plays chess can genuinely be said to think or whether a certain practice, e.g. peyote s
counts as religio? In such cases, the empirical (causal) facts are known, but there is a dou
about what significance should be attributed to them. Would not HegelOs decision to treat |
metaphysics succumb to the very form of OsubjectivismO for which he criticized Kant? For
Pippin, it would not, since the main threat to the objectivity of our knowledge is that posed
KantOs account of intuition and its forms. On PippinOs view, Hegel has neutralized thig thr
adopting another such account.

In this dissertation, | defend a metaphysical interpretation of Hegel like those develc
by PippinOs critics in response to his earlier work. | draw on this interpretation to offer an a
of HegelOs views in logic that differs from PippinOs. The difference between PippinOs acct

my own stands out most clearly against the backdrop of PippinOs distinctive account of the

41 1bid. 53.

42 bid. 84
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Kant and Hegel occupy in the history and philosophy of logic. In PippinOs retelling of that
history, KantOs great achievement is to have seen that logic has something of an interme
status relative to the two main ways it was traditionally conceived of in philosophy befot&
More specifically, Kant denies that logic can be assimilated to a form of psychology as it v
Port-Royal or to a form of traditional metaphysics as it was in the Leibniz-Wolff tradition. L
concerns the separate topic of what Pippin calls Osense-makingO or Ointelligibility,O Oth
conditions on any possible sengéAacording to Pippin, Hegel inherits this conception of log
from Kant, if not the further account of sensibility and its forms that originally accompanie
This approach to logic reminds one of Frege, who thought of logic as neither part of psycl
nor of metaphysics but as concerned with a different subject-matter. Its topic was neither
nor physical, belonging to a Othird realm.O Pippin is careful to differentiate the idealists fr
Frege, observing that KantOs and HegelOs logic is one of acts and of judgments, rather t
propositiong? Yet this only serves to underscore how close PippinOs idealists already are
Frege. ldealist logic is already on the threshold of the Othird realmO if not yet comfortably
It also situates Kant and Hegel closer to one another than might have been expected, the
sensibility and its forms aside. Seen in this light, the Kant-Hegel relationship can no longe
described in many of the ways that were once standard in the literature, e.g., as a shift frc

philosophical psychology to ontology.

43 bid. 43.

44This account of Kantian logic as a logic of sense and therefore occupying an intermediate position betwe
unpalatable alternatives was a slightly more pronounced theme in earlier versions of the material from the |
Pippin (2017)
45 Pippin (2018: 44).
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If Pippin is right, then the debate in which | see Kant and Hegel involved in will see
unworthy of their interes€ After all, | understand Kant to be defending a (broadly)
psychological conception of logic, if not one indebted to empirical psychology, whereas H
defending an ontological one. Were these not the very alternatives these figures helped u
beyond? In responding to this concern, | want to suggest there is a broader spectrum of \
here than Pippin seems to acknowledge. | will not myself be exploring the topic of sense-
or intelligibility at all in what follows, since | am not a partisan of this program. Briefly, my
reason for skepticism is that these notions seem to me either anachronistic or uninformat
sense FregeOs notion, or else the one present in WittgensteinOs ideas about nonsense?
doubt it could be relevant to German idealism. Is it instead or in addition the colloquial ev:
one at work when we tell someone that he or she is not making sense? If so, then | doubt
especially informative. It is difficult to see how sense, all on its own, could be a topic for
philosophy. Usually, something makes sense (or fails to) for a reason. Hence, principles i
other domain explain why something makes sense (or fails to do so). Sense, or failures o
may be explained by semantics, psychology, logic or metaphysics. But then, it seems to r
are back where we started, asking: which of these areas, if any, best accommodates Heg

Logic?*’ | am not, then, among the friends of sense. Still, they might be interested in what

46 Here, Pippin might be seen as arguing for HegelOs inclusion in a tradition of thinking about logic reconsti
Jim Conant in his now classic paper, OThe Possibility of Logically Alien Thought,O (1992). There, Conant ¢
that the laws of logic have a distinctive status for Kant. They are distinct from both the findings of empirical
psychology about how we do, in fact, think, as well as those of Scholastic oradlogtthe way thing-in-
themselves is fundamentally constituted. For Conant, this paves the way for FregeOs Oanti-psychologistic(
logicOs laws are those of truth itself, and, in a different way, the early WittgensteinOs treatment of them as
linguistic. Kant therefore emerges somewhat improbably as a forerunner of early analytic philosophy, a mo
in which his own views in logic were criticized as unduly psychological.

47 A similar dilemma, | think, arises for appeals to that other notion, intelligibility. It too has many technical
meanings from more recent philosophy, which would make it irrelevant to Hegel, e.g. HeideggerOs Oskillfu
engaged coping.O It too has a non-technical meaning, which is not likely to be informative for philosophers
then, wary of appeals to either sense-making or intelligibility in Hegel-interpretation.
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to say. If the case for the Othird wayO they advocate is to succeed, then it had better not
on an uncharitable and implausible characterization of the possible alternatives. As | hope
show, there are more and better versions of these alternatives, ontological or psychologic
the friends of sense would have us believe. Certainly, the Cartesianism of Port-Royal and
dogmatism of Wolffian metaphysics are not the only options.

One such psychological view of logic appears to have been held by Kant himself,
PippinOs alternative portrayal notwithstanding. In my view, there is a much closer connec
between logic and psychology in KantOs thought than Pippin acknowie@gesainly, Kant
distinguished logic fronempiricalpsychology. For Kant, the laws of logic are normative
principles dictating how we ought to think, not empirical ones stating how we do. What is
they abstract from the representations of sensibility or intuition, and are in that sense non
empirical. Still, KantOs conception of logic is inseparable from a form of philosophical
psychology (Ofaculty psychologyQ). Kant defines the laws of logic as those governing ce
psychological faculties we possess, the understanding and fé&swriKant, the laws are
normative, but in a way compatible with them also being descritivieey describe what it is
in the nature of our cognitive faculties to do when nothing interferes. (In this regard, there
parallel between logical laws and moral ones, inasmuch as both describe laws we would
incapable of disobeying if we were not finite beings, diverted from doing so by sensibility.’

again, there are important differences between this type of teleologically-inspired faculty

48 The portrayal of KantOs views in this paragraph is not intended to be original.

49 A typical example of how Kant defines logic is the following: OEscience of the correct use of the underste
and of reason in generallbéche Logicl6/530-1)

501 here follow Tolley (2006), and Boyle (forthcoming) especially for the parallel with the holy will.
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psychology and empirical psychology. It is a form of self-knowledge, rather than knowled
objects, meaning it is spontaneous rather than receptive. Unlike empirical psychology, it ¢
take into account the concrete conditions under which the faculties of understanding and
are exercised, conditions introduced by sensibility (fatigue, distraction, unwillingness and
Finally, there is no serious concern that the laws of logic should, on this conception, be at
parochial. To be sure, Kant takes himself to have discovered something that would have f
true not just of human or finite knowers, but of any thinking being as ¥atthere are more
ways in which a position can be subjective beyond being parochial. What is centrally at is
me in the dispute between Hegel and Kant is a question that does not arise for Pippin. Tr
question of why an approach like KantOs might still be objectionably subjectivist, even ap
from the issues raised by sensibility and its forms, e.g. Ospecies-specificity.O Answering -
question will require me to consider in a more sustained way HegelOs objection to Kant®
of the understanding and its forms. The main place | will focus is HegelOs criticism of Kar
Metaphysical Deduction, a criticism of KantOs derivation of the categories from the logica
of judgment. | argue that this criticism is radically anti-Kantian, rather than superficially so

If the interpretation defended here differs from PippinOs in treating KantOs Ologic(
broadly psychological in character, then it also does so in treating HegelOs metaphysics ¢
more traditional. | think Hegel remains committed to the enterprise of traditional metaphys
even as Pippin himself characterizes it. By this, | mean the use of empirically unaided tho
know the ultimate nature of reality. To be sure, HegelOs claim that logic and metaphysics
is central to his project. However, | differ from Pippin over how this claim ought to be

understood. As | see it, the main question dividing Pippin and myself is the order of priorit
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between the twé! though there is also a subsidiary issue of just what, exactly, each term r
| understand HegelOs remark as a proposal to subsume (formal) logic under a broadly tre
form of (realist) metaphysics, rather than the revérser me, HegelOs innovation is less a
fundamentally new form of metaphysics, then it is the extension of it into previously unfan
territory. What is more, the dictum does not concern the nature of speculative logic or logi
HegelOs broad sense of the term. It concerns formal logic, logic in a narrower and more
traditional sense of the term. More specifically, it is about what role formal logicOs traditio
topics of concept, judgment and syllogism, will have in relation to the rest bbgie. It is for
this reason, | think, that Hegel describes his topic in the remark as Othe relationship of fo
concept, judgment, and syllogism to others, e.g. causality and so forthO (EL & 24A). Wha
then, will they have? Part of the answer, | think, is that Hegel is engaged in a rather dram
repurposing of logicOs principles, e.g. concept, judgment, and sylRsdisiegelOs thought,
these principles are cast in a fundamentally new role. They appear here as Odefinitions o
Absolute,O ultimate reality, God. Extracting them from the Ospecies-specificO forms of in
may be an important first step. It realizes their potential for objective thought, rather than

more parochial variety. Yet objectivity does not even begin to capture HegelOs ambition. |

51| here follow Peacocke, a defender of what he calls the Ometaphysics-firstO view (forthcoming 2019) (2C
is the view that in any given domain of philosophy, the metaphysics of entities in that domain is prior to the
of meaning or intentional content for that domain. It is meant to contrast with the opposite Omeaning-firstO
defended in DummettOsgical Basis of MetaphysicEor Peacocke, McDowell has a no-priority view. This is
perhaps pertinent to the present debate, given the extensive parallels many of the protagonists in it see be!
Hegel and McDowell.

52 Harrelson OLogic and Ontology in Hegel,O offers a qualified defense of this view, and a helpful overview
history. Evidently, it is the neo-Kantian Zeller who is the figure most responsible for the negative portrayal o
as a figure who conflated logic and metaphysics. As Harrelson also points, a contemporary defense of a pc
HegelOs on the relations between logic and metaphysics can be found in Varzi (2009).

53 This is a point stressed especially by conceptual realist interpreters, e.g. Stern (1989) (2009), Kreines (2(
Knappik (2016) (2017).
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his aim of achieving insight into the fundamental nature of reality in the way metaphysicia
have historically done. This is something that many forms of thought which are perfectly
objective fail to achieve. More broadly, the intellectual universe of HegelOs thought as | p
here differs. It includes figures like the neo-Platonists, Spinoza, Schelling, Bradley, Whitel
and Deleuze, but not at all the pragmatists, Wittgenstein, Sellars, McDowell and B&ndornr
It will be important to confront the chief philosophical problem Pippin raises for any
approach like mine that treats Hegel as wedded to a more traditional form of metaphysics
the problem of naively imagining that conceptual thought can, all on its own, know things-
themselves, a feat which would seem to require a non-sensible form of intuition finite kno
like ourselves lack. My response is simply that the starting point of Hégejioss innocent of
the distinction between subject and object, and therefore of any problem concerning how
might cooperate in knowledge. The distinction between subject and object may be natura
enough in everyday life and natural science, but it cannot be taken for granted in philosof
where monism is always an option. Admittedly, there are different ways of overcoming su
object dualisnthan embracing a realist form of metaphysics. Some are more compatible v
PippinOs outlook than others. Idealism without externality, the given or the thing-it-itself w
be one example (Othe unboundedness of the conceptual® as McDowell says). However,
the way Hegel chooses differs. It is the way of metaphysical monism. Philosophy starts w
Being, the principle of Eleatic monism, which Hegel also describes as SpinozaOs substar
Admittedly, the thought of pure Being, as Hegel calls it, will turn out to be incoherent. Yet

will, as | have said, make a virtue of a necessity. Resolving the incoherence yields a new

54 Others who interpret HegelOs Ologic and metaphysics coincideO remark include Inwood (1983), R3dl (2!
Burbidge (2014) Martin (2015), Ficara (2015). Of these, | am closest to Inwood.
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Being (a OsublatedO version of its predecessor) at which point the process repeats. This
that Hegel has a strategy for deriving the categories or fundamental forms of Being which
Scholastic-Aristotelian tradition did not. As | have said, it will turn out that these categories
products of self-determining thinking, but this realization cannot take place until we have t
conceptual resources to describe such a thinker: more specifically, categories describing
knowing subject itself. Yet we have no such categories at the outset of the logic, HegelOs
anticipations of the theory of subjectivity he will go on to develop notwithstanding.
Although | have expressed disagreement with PippinOs interpretation, | want to co
by exploring the possibility that his and my own might be compatible N and in a way that
a certain priority to his. As | have said, Pippin and | approach HegelOs Ologic and metapf
remark differently. For Pippin, logic here means logic in the broad Hegelian sense of the t
(Ospeculative logicO). The remark therefore concerns the project of Hegiel@s a whole. It
tells us specifically that this work is one in which logic attains the status of a metaphysics.
doing so, it effects a Kantian-style break with traditional metaphysics, which lacked this lo
basis. For me, by contrast, logic is used here in a narrower more traditional sense (Oform
logicO). Hence, the remark concerns the relationship of one small part of Hegielsthe
rest. It tells us that Hegel nests (formal) logic within a recognizably traditional form of
metaphysics (general, special). Traditional metaphysics, then, remains salient. Yet there i
to the story. If Pippin is right, then this OtraditionalO metaphysics is not what it seems. It i:
again, this time understood in the broad Hegelian sense that interests Pippin. | differ from
over the significance of this unmasking. In particular, | doubt it alters the nature of HegelC

project. Still, I concede the possibility of bringing our interpretations closer together in this
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Hegel and the Logic of the Aristotelian Tradition

As we saw earlier, Hegel shares KantOs view that logic has remained largely unch
since Aristotle, certain Scholastic amendments notwithstanding. Yet Hegel does not himsi
endorse this logic as it stands. He objects to the complacent attitude of his contemporarie
towards this logic. What is more, Hegel described.bgic as one of the first and only attempt
ever to propose a radical alternative to traditional logic. In this chapter, | consider HegelO
against Othe former logic,O mostly postponing for future chapters the question of what Hi
alternative is meant to be.

Hegel objects to the broadly psychological approach to logic taken in the tradition,
though he is well aware it does not involve the reduction of logic to empirical psychology.
this reason, HegelOs objection should not be confused with the accusation of psychologis
would later level at earlier logicians. In particular, HegelOs concerns have nothing to do w
reduction of the normative to the descriptive. A large part of the reason for this is that the
tradition relies on a teleological faculty psychology, not an empirical psychology in any mc
sense. This means it is better able to accommodate the normative character of logic than
programs that Frege criticized.

Instead, HegelOs objection is that this psychological approach precludes the tradi
from a satisfying response to the dilemma from the history and philosophy of logic consid
earlier. In particular, this approach threatens to render the justification of logic brute in a w
is complacent. As | hope to show, Hegel considers this objection an immanent critique of

logic. In his view, this logic is based on the supreme value of justifying ourselves through
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rational argument. It prescribes to other areas of philosophy and the sciences the norms 1
must observe in order to construct rational arguments. However, it has no such argument
own most basic principles, treating them instead as justified, as it were, by default. Indee
cannot do otherwise. These principles are so fundamental that any argument for them wc
likely already use them, and in so doing risk circularity. Even so, Hegel regards the traditi
approach as betraying an aspiration basic to logic and philosophy themselves. Honoring
aspiration requires a rethinking of the role of logic in philosophy. Yet this will also demand
solution to the problem of circularity.
i. Presuppositionless knowing: natural science, mathematics, formal logic and religitm
In the very first line of the very first paragraph of Biscyclopedia LogicHegel declares
that philosophy differs from all other sciences in two crucial respects. It cannot presuppos
object, nor can it presupposes a specific method of coming to understand that object.
Philosophy lacks the advantage from which the other sciences benefit, namely the
ability to presuppose both its objects as immediately endorsed by representation
of them and an acknowledged method of knowing, which would determine its
starting-point and progressiafL @ 1)
For Hegel, each of the sciences is defined by the type of object that is its subject-matter.
Mathematics studies numbers, geometry space, physics material bodies, biology living
organisms, and so on. If the sciences are to give us knowledge of the world around us, th

presumably they are committed to the belief that objects of these types exist. What, thoug

status of that belief or claim? In HegelOs view, its status is that it is taken for granted as

55 |n this section, | follow others who interpret Hegél@isic as presuppositionless, primarily Houlgate (2006), b
also Martin (2012). | have also benefited from consulting H3sl (1988) Wandschneider (1995) Koch (2000) a
(2007), all cited in Martin. | have benefited from the similarly OpresuppositionlessO interpretation of HegelC
Phenomenologin Bristow (2007), and, in a different way, from the critique of a OpresuppositionlessO readir
Sedgwick (2012).
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unproblematic. This is not because the claim in questiondasstification as if it were little
more than an arbitrary stipulation the relevant science required in order to proceed. It is b
the claim, made at the outset of the science in question, has a fundamentally different anc
simpler type of justification than the more rigorous kind the science will go on to provide fc
subsequent claims it makes. The justification for the initial assumption is characteristically
direct, or, in HegelOs terms, Oimmediate.O In other words, we are supposed to simply be
with the relevant fact, if it is one, straightaway in a certain type of experience (Orepresent:
Hegel calls such objects Opresupposed objectsO because, from the perspective of the sc
is a brute inexplicable fact of our experience that different types of objects exist. The task
science is to construct a body of knowledge about a given type of object, on the natural
assumption that this type of object exists. It is not to address skeptical anxieties about wh
objects of that type do, in fact, exist. The mathematician tells us about numbers, but not w
there are such things, the biologist about living things, but not whether there are any as of
to mere automata, and so%n.

According to Hegel, philosophy does not have a Opresupposed objectO in the way
sciences do. It does not regard as settled the question of whether some type of object exi
not. Certainly, it does not regard experience as the final word on this issue. This is not
necessarily to say that philosophy rejects the presuppositions of the sciences, as if its onl
possible role were to undercut assumptions on which our knowledge depends. Philosophy
adopt that role, which is why skepticism is a permanent possibility for it. However, it need

so. This is not just because philosophy may concur with the presuppositions of the scienc:

% |n the case of biology, this is illustrated well by ThompsonOs discussion of the way standard college textt
the field begin. See his (2007).
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for a more fundamental reason. Even where philosophy does concur it will characteristice
attempt to go beyond the type of justification experience provides.

Instead of the OimmediateO or direct justification experience provides, philosophy
OmediatedO or indirect one. Instead of an experience that presents us with the object, pf
offer us an argument proceeding though a series of steps to the conclusion that there is s
thing as an object of this kind. Why proceed by this more indirect route? It certainly seer
much more demanding, so much so that one could be forgiven for wondering if it is worth
trouble. The answer, | think, is that the latter approach allows us to achieve a new type of
into the same fact. The type of OimmediateO experiential justification that we rely upon ir
sciences and ordinary life can only telltbat something is the case. It simply presents us wi
the relevant fact. Yet a type of OmediatedO justification through argument we construct in
philosophy will tell usvhyit is the case. Here, the same fact will appear in a new guise as .
consequence of some further fact or set of facts.

We now come to the second part of HegelOs claim. This part concerns not the
presupposed object, but rather the presupposed method. Hegel also denies that philosop
presuppose a method in the way the sciences do. Once a science has its subject-matter,
then decide how to proceed in studying it. In claiming that the method of a science gives |
Ostarting point,O Hegel may be thinking of methods of proof which have us begin from a
axioms about the subject-matter we are studying. This is the method followed in geometnr
where we start with definitions, axioms and postulates, all concerning space, and all mea
intuitively obvious from our perceptual experience. We then proceed to prove all propositi

the system on the basis of them. As Hegel correctly observes, this method of beginning h
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been emulated in other sciences as well. Even in the sciences, this method is not yet suft
only tells us about the Ostarting point,O rather than the Oprogression.O Even given the tr
axioms, definitions and postulates, how is it that the proof of the propositions that make u
science will proceed? One natural answer is that it will do so through a type of rational inf
in which the propositions making up the science are inferred from these axioms, postulate
definitions. For this reason, then, one particular science would become important to all thi
others, provided they were interested in proving their claims true: formal logic. As the sou
the forms of valid inference, logic was presupposed by all other sciences, and, in particul:
proofs they contained. Of course, it was not itself sufficient for the construction of any scie
proof, but it was necessary.

Yet Hegel also rejects reliance on a presupposed method. Part of the reason conc
broadly Euclidean strategy of appealing to axioms, definitions and postulates at the outse
unproven basis on which everything else in the system will be proven. For Hegel, philoso
cannot rest content with the stipulation that certain axioms, postulates, and definitions are
they cannot be proven to be so through rational argument, then they are nothing to the
philosopher. Nor even will a justification based on experience suffice, since this will land t
the same problem as before. Once we move beyond axioms, definitions and postulates tc
propositions of the science itself and their logical interrelations, further problems arise. He
interrelations are meant to be at least partly spelled out by formal logic. Yet for Hegel,
philosophy cannot simply defer to formal logic, as if it were not just as appropriate an obje
criticism as any other science. Here too, then, philosophy is entitled to ask after the justifi

of this scienceOs foundational presuppositions. However, the stakes are even higher thar
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After all, logic is fundamental in a way the other sciences are not. All other sciences have
out to justify themselves not only on the basis of their choice of object taken from the sph
Orepresentation,O but also on the basis of a method provided by this science, logic. If we
logicOs justification, both in terms of its object and method, then we are asking for a type
justification on which all other sciences indirectly depend. If the stakes are higher, the che
is also greater. After all, logic will not be able to justify its method of argument in the way t
other sciences had. It cannot claim that method is vindicated by logic, on pain of vicious
circularity. Yet if it cannot do so it is unclear how it might defend itself.

HegelOs presuppositionless approach, which relies neither on a presupposed obje
a presupposed method, informs his views on the relationship of philosophy to religion. Be
philosophy and religion concern the same subject-matter, namely God, we are likely to cc
philosophy with a received set of views about the topic:

It is true that philosophy initially shares its objects with religion. Both have the

truth for their object, and more precisely the truth in the highest sense, in the

sensésodand Godaloneis the truth. Moreover, both treat the sphere of finite

things, the sphere oiatureand thehuman spirittheir relation to each other and
to God as their trutEL = 1A)

In fact, it is inevitable that we will come to philosophy with pre-conceptions. That is becau
OrepresentationsO we acquire from experience are always prior to the type of contempla
thinking that we engage in when we do philosophy. Here, Hegel is doubtless thinking of

OrepresentationsO like the metaphorical ones of God found in religious stories, works of
songs, and so on. If that is so, then it is very likely impossible to begin doing philosophy v

pre-conceptions drawn from experience:
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Philosophy thus may definitely presuppodarailiarity with its objects indeed it
must do so as well as an interest in them from the outset, if only because
chronologically speaking consciousness produces for regaiésentationsf
objects prior to generatirgpnceptof them. What is more, only by passing
throughthe process of representing and by turriowgardsit, doesthinkingspirit
progress to knowing by way of thinkifidenkendes Erkenneahd to
comprehendingBegreifen].(lbid.)

In spite of this, philosophical thinking does demand that we not simply rely on these
presuppositions in establishing the truth of the claims we wish to defend. Instead, we mus
present a type of argument. This is an alternative to the type of appeal to experience. Wh
the former to the latter? The answer, Hegel tell us, concerns Onecessity.O
While engaged in thoughtful contemplation, however, it soon becomes apparent
that such activity includes the requirement to demonstrate the necessity of its
content, and to prove not only its being but, even more so, the determinations of
its objects. The aforementioned familiarity with this content thus turns out to be
insufficient, and to make or accept presuppositions or assurances regarding it
appears illegitimate: of making a beginning, however, arises at once, since a

beginning is something immediate and as such makes a presupposition, or rather
it is itself just that(lbid.)

An argument characteristically tell uswhya certain claim is true. It does so by showing the
the claim follows OnecessarilyO from some other claim. By contrast, the appeal to experi
merely tell ughatit is true. Even when experience is trustworthy as to whether a truth holc
good it tells us little about why. Hence, Hegel concludes that we must aspire to more thar
OimmediateO justification that experience affords and consider a OmediatedO one. Yet if
construct this type of argument, we must not treat the presuppositions we have made as
in it. Otherwise, the argument would be viciously circular. This is the entire point of a
presuppositionless approach. By avoiding mepedsupposinghat something is true, we put

ourselves in a position f@rove (non-circularly) that it is.
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ii. Hegel and the logic of the Aristotelian tradition

In this section, | consider HegelOs account of the logic of his day, the logic of the
Aristotelian tradition. Crucially, this account is informed throughout by HegelOs ideal of
philosophy as a form of presuppositionless knowing. As we will later see, Hegel reproach
logic of his day for failing to live up to this ideal. Indeed, as Hegel tells us here, this logic
defined itself in terms of a presupposed object, on the one hand, and a presupposed met
the other. This suggests Hegel regards it as insufficiently presuppositionless to qualify as
philosophy. The discussion | focus on can be found in the following addition, which I quot:
length:

When we speak of thinking, it appears initially to be a subjective activity, one of
several faculties possessed by us, such as memory, representation, volition, and
the like. If thinking were a merely subjective activity and as such the object of
logic, this science like any other would have its specific object. It could then
appear to be arbitrary to make thinking and not also the will, imagination and so
forth the object of a particular science. That thinking should receive this honour
may well be due to the fact that we grant it a certain authority and that we regard
it as what is truly human, distinguishing humans from animals. To become
familiar with thinking even as a merely subjective activity is not without interest.
Its more specific determinations would be the rules and laws with which one
becomes acquainted through experience. Thinking viewed in this way as
determined by laws makes up what usually otherwise constituted the content of
logic. Aristotleis the founder of this science. He possessed the strength to assign
to thinking what belongs to jter se Our thinking is very concrete, but with

respect to its manifold content we need to sort out what belongs to thinking or the
abstract form of the activity. The activity of thinking, acting as a subtle spiritual
bond, connects all this content. It is this bond, this form itself, which Aristotle
highlighted and defined. To this day, the logic of Aristotle represents the logical
[sphere], which has merely been made more elaborate, primarily by the
Scholastics of the Middle Ages. The Scholastics did not add to the material, but
merely developed it further. The work of more recent times with respect to logic
consists primarily in omitting many of the logical determinations spun out further
by Aristotle and the Scholastics, on the one hand, and in superimposing a lot of
psychological material [on the other]. The interest in this science lies with
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becoming acquainted with the procedures of finite thinking, and the science is
correct when it corresponds to its presupposed object. (EL 920 Z

Hegel describes the former logic as a science defined by its Opresupposed object.
object was a certain mental activity, thinking. What is more, thinking in this sense was def
the activity of a certain psychological faculty we possess, the faculty of thought. Here, He
uses the term OthoughtO in a narrower sense than is common. He means making judgm
drawing inferences. Understood in this narrow sense, thought is to be distinguished from
mental activities like sense-perception, desire, imagination, memory and will. For Hegel, t
is abstract in a way these other activities, which he calls concrete, are not. Unlike thought
the others have an inherent connection to sensible representations, on the one hand, anc
inclinations or desires, on the other. Moreover, thought is formal in the sense that it applie
to the material these other activities present to it. We judge and infer about what we sens:
imagine, wish, will, and so on. For Hegel, this science (logic) presupposes as self-evident
that we think, understood in this narrower and more technical sense of the term. Hegel dc
deny the plausibility of this claim. Clearly, we do engage in this type of intellectual activity.
without engaging in any of the others. If this activity is to originate somewhere, then prest

it does so in a faculty distinct from that responsible for the offiers.

57 Here, Hegel notes that this common-sense belief hardly justifies giving thinking the importance we give it
logic. If thinking genuinely were just one mental activity alongside others, it would be arbitrary to base our ¢
on it. Psychology does so, but philosophy requires a deeper justification for its choice of topic. Hegel allude
passing to a traditional justification. This is the fact, if it is one, that we alone among the animals can think,

thinking is presided over by a faculty of thougtet as Hegel adds, this is another Opresupposition.O Significe
Hegel describes this assumption as merely probable. This is not evidence that Hegel took seriously the pra
animals think. Rather, it is a strong indication that he did not consider the fact that they do not a secure enc
starting point for logic. Evidently, the justification for basing our science on thinking will need to come from

somewhere else.
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As Hegel proceeds to explain, this logic also had a presupposed method of discov
the laws or rules of thinking: Oabstraction.O In attending to the acts of thinking performec
faculty of thought, it would abstract from all of the concrete material contributed by the ott
faculties, especially sensibility. In this way, it would discover the formal rules this faculty
necessarily obeys, at least when other faculties do not interfere. For example: the law of |
contradiction, thought by many in this tradition to be impossible to deny under conditions
reflective clarity. This is not to deny that we can affirm a contradiction, but merely to offer
distinctive explanation of what has happened when we do. The explanation is that anothe
has interfered, a faculty like the will, desire, or imagination. Yet the laws something obeys
nothing else interferes have a special significance for this tradition. They articulas#utenf
that type of entity. As a result these laws represent an especially deep form of insight into
thinking, articulating what thinking as such is. For this reason, these laws were meant to ¢
any thinker as such, even a divine one. However, the laws discovered also have an addit

normative significance for beings like ourselves. They also explaingaaalthinking is58

Why, though, should understanding what thinking is help explain what it is to think
The answer, | think, reflects the constitutivism of the Aristotelian tradition. In the backgrou
the assumption that many norms, perhaps all norms, are constitutive norms: for a thing (s
process) to be good is for it to be a good instance of its kind. The laws of logic are therefc
greater relevance to our ordinary lives than they might have at first seemed. They not onl
explain how we do think when no other faculty interferes, but also hosuglatto think, even

under conditions when interference can happen. These laws therefore place us under a c

58 For a a different account of the role in Hegetdsc-project of this constitutivist idea see Pippin (2018).
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type of obligation to think well, and to avoid having our thinking interfered with in this way.
is a presupposed method because it (more or less) follows directly from the presupposed
If there is such a thing as thinking in this sense, one activity or faculty among others, ther

OabstractionO from the contribution of the others is the obvious way to study its laws.

This puts us in a position to understand why thinkers in the Aristotelian tradition
understood logic to have considerable authority over the other sciences. LogicOs formal
principles belong to the form of thinking as such. Logic is not just about what it is to think
but what it is to think at all. Hence, we can be confident that its rules apply to our thinking
area. The form of our thinking may apply itself to any number of different types of matter
furnished by our other faculties like sensibility. However, the form remains invariant in all 1
cases. This means that logic is foundational for the other sciences. LogicOs laws are pres
by all of them. After all, the mere fact that thinking is applying itself to one broad type of o
rather than another is of little consequence to logic. It does not fundamentally change wh:

means to think (well).

This is not to say that the laws of logic are the only laws that there are, since there
laws of the special sciences as well. In addition to the laws of thinking well, there may be
concerning how to think well about some particular type of object or other. Nor is it even t
that the laws of logic are sufficient to yield the laws of any given special science. The law:
thinking well can never by themselves tell us what it is to think well about any given objec
However, it is to insist that logicOs laws will be presupposed by all the laws of the other s

A principle of our thinking as fundamental as the law of non-contradiction will never be
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overturned by one that merely concerns the way planets in our solar system orbit the sun
logic does have a somewhat ambivalent status. It is both prior to all other sciences, as we
radically insufficient in comparison to them. This is perhaps reflected in the name given tc
section of AristotleOs corpus containing his logic: the OOrganonO (tool or instrument). Lo
OorganonO because it is a tool or instrument necessary to construct bodies of scientific

knowledge. Yet it is not a Ocanon,O not a body of scientific knowledge®itself.

Before proceeding, Hegel must address a point of obscurity in his account of the o
logic. Hegel describes this logic as grounding itself in experience, but if any science were
empirical then logic would seem to be. However, HegelOs characterization is apt. Unlike 1
sciences, logic does not appeasémseexperience, the type of experience we have when the
world affects our sense-organs. Precisely’f8s we have seen, knowledge of logic is only
acquired when we abstract from the concrete content thinking acquires through sense-ex
In spite of this, logic relies on a typeinfellectualexperience. The justification for logicOs
claims rests on a type of experience we have of finding them incontrovertible. Again, this
experience we have when we focus exclusively on thinkingOs abstract form and leave as
sensibly given matter. This is why Hegel frequently describes logic as proceeding empiric
even though he nowhere maintains the absurd view that it relies on sense experience. M
it also explains why Hegel frequently compares AristotleOs approach to logic with his emj

approach to the study of nature:

59 Hegel discusses this grouping in VGP OAristotle: LogicO

60| here follow Houlgate (2006: 14-1&hough he is discussing the Hegel-Kant relation in logic, not the Hegel
Aristotle one. Later, | argue that these come to the same thing.
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Aristotle proceeded from observation, summoning forth the entire universe in a
parade before his mind. He went through the general principles [of nature]. He
gave The physiology of the animals-regarding their walking, their waking, their
sleeping-as well as the human mind and spirit-regarding sensation, seeing,
hearing, memory, fantasy, the nature of the state and of the will: in all this he went
observingly to work, speculatively treating everything he obsektediaid down
experience as the foundation, and then passed over from it to the thinking
concept. He observed and classified the forms of thought in the same manner as
he classified the species forms of nat(wd 3, italics mine)

Different as they are from one another, both logic and natural science, e.g. biology, involv

observing and classifying what is discovered in the course of experience:

Like other critics of logic in the Aristotelian tradition, Hegel complains that not all its
topics were in any obvious way relevant to logic per se as opposed to rhetoric, oratory or
certain type of intellectual self-discipline or hygiene. As he writes, O[t]he additions of
psychological, pedagogical, and even physiological material which logic was at one time
have later been almost universally recognized as disfigur@tigwslL 21:36/SolL 31) What,
then, belongs in logic, and what does not? Hegel is less explicit on this point than he migl
but the answer implicit in his account seems to be the following. Hegel describes the Aris
logicOs rules as of three basic types: concept, judgment and syllogism, all terms of later ¢
He also describes a fourth area, concerned with an even more general set of rules that a|

the other three: Olaws of thought.O

I. The forms of inference/syllogism
ii. The forms of judgment
iii. The forms of concept/category*

Iv. The laws of thought
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| have said that logic is a source of rules for arguing validly. However, logic also sought to
identify the more basic types of materials from which valid arguments could be constructe
These included the forms of judgment, the most basic types of statements that could legit
figure in the premises and conclusions of valid arguments. More controversially, the catec
were also occasionally considered to be among these building blocks. Categories can be
understood here as the most basic types of concept that could legitimately figure as the s
and predicate in the different forms of judgment. As we will see however they had an amkt
status, having been considered part of both logic and metaphysics. Hegel is well aware o
and notes it explicitly in the lectuféFinally, logic sought to identify certain more general rul
for example, the laws of non-contradiction, identity, and excluded middle. These were the
one would potentially violate by not judging or inferring in accordance with the forms
identified82 It is an interesting question whether one would commit a similar violation by
misusing the categories: for example, claiming whiteness is Socratic, rather than that Soc
white. Perhaps this is an error, but is it a logical one? The answer, | think, is no - and this
further underscores category theoryOs ambiguous %ta@his.ambiguous status will be deeply

important to my argument later.

61 OThe Logic of Aristotle is contained in five books, which are collected together under the name Organon.
The CategorieskE of which the first work treats, are the universal determinations, that which is predicated of
thingsE: as well that which we call conceptions of the understanding, as the simple realities of things. This
called an ontology, as pertaining to metaphysics; hence these determinations also appear in AristotleOs NI
(VHP OAristotle: LogicO)

62 Not everyone agrees that the syllogistic presupposes the PNC. The Polish Logician and Aristotle interpre
"ukasiewiczis a well known dissenter. See Joray (2014).

63|t would be better be thought of as a Ocategory mistake.O
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iil. Two forms of finitude

In consequence of its approach, traditional logic can offer us an account of only a
specific type of thinking: Ofinite thinkin§*@lthough OfiniteO is a well known term of abuse
Hegel, it soon becomes clear that Hegel understands logic to be finite in a very specific s
one which is not necessarily pejorative. Indeed, and as | hope to explain, a proponent of
logic would not likely deny the accusation of finitude. This means there is something of a
mystery about why Hegel regards the finitude of the former logic as a problem. For Hegel
form of thinking is OfiniteO (literally: limited) because its principles are OfiniteO in two res

Ethe finitude of the thought-determinations is to be construed in this double

sense: the one, that they are merely subjective and are in permanent opposition tc

the objective; the other, that due to their limited content generally they persist in
opposition to each other and even more so to the absiite. 25)

The first sense in which these principles are limited is that they are OsubjectiveO r
than Oobjective.O As is well known, Hegel distinguishes between numerous different sen
these terms (EL = 41 Z2). Here, however, HegelOs meaning seems to be relatively
straightforward. These laws are present and operative OinO the subject, rather than OinC
of objects. As Hegel will sometimes put it, logic pre-supposes Othe standpoint of consciol
a standpoint defined by a type of dichotomy between the thinking subject and the object ¢
knowledge. After all, we only discover these principles by abstracting from all that we
experience of the objects through the senses. For this reason, we understand these laws
articulate the form of thought. Indeed, the laws we discover are internal to a psychologica

faculty we subjects possess. How, then, could they be anything but subjective? They are

64 See also Bowman (2013), though the form of finitude he discusses differs.
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in us. They are us. To be sure, the principles of logic are Oobjective,O rather than Osubje
one important sense. They are universally and necessarily valid, meaning that they apply
thinker as such, rather than just to me. Yet that is compatible with their being subjective ir
sense that interests Hegel.

In many contexts, Hegel claims to be siding with common sense when he rejects t
OsubjectivismO of his Kantian opponent. Yet there is little in common sense that speaks i
of regarding, e.g., a form of inference as in any way present in the world. To be sure, sucl
of inference can be used to reason about states of affairs in the world, but that does not n
present there. The inference OAIl men are mortal, Socrates is a manEO is not in the worl,

way that the men, the mortals and Socrates are.

Moreover, there are good philosophical reasons for holding the view that logic is
subjective. The fact that there are men, mortals, and so on, may be an empirical fact abo
objects in the world, learned when those very objects affect my sense-organs in a certain
contrast, the fact that a given form of inference is valid is known a priori, simply through
thinking. To be sure, there are comparably abstract principles to those of logic which are
regarded as present in the Oobjective world.O For example, laws of nature earn this statt
though they too require us to go beyond much that has been directly observed. Yet these
have a different significance entirely. They are posited to explain the behavior of objects i
world. They are said to be present and operative in a type of necessary connection amon
objects. But, at least in the tradition as Hegel represents it, the laws of logic were never s

to do anything other than be present and operative in our thinking, insofar as we think cot
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Moreover, this logic is a science in which the principles employed are OfiniteO or |
not only when considered in relation to the objective world but also when considered in re
to one another. Here, the literal rather than evaluative meaning of finite (limited) become:
particularly important. HegelOs meaning is simply that each such principle runs up agains

in another treated as separate from it. But separate®how?

Although these principles are themselves logical, a certain type of logical relations
between them is absent. More specificallgeductiverelationship, such that each derives its
justification from the others. This is a somewhat odd complaint, inasmuch as we are usec
thinking of a deductive order obtaining within an argument between its premises and its
conclusion. We rarely imagine that it must obtain between the forms of valid argument
themselves. Deduction we expect, but not this type of (meta-)deduction, a deduction of th
principles deduction presupposes. Even so, Hegel regards the omission of this type of
(meta-)deduction as a form of hypocrisy on logicOs part. The complaint is extremely comi
HegelOs writings. We will consider a more famous instance of it presently, but the followir

IS representative:

Such a logic considers it its vocation to talk about the necessity of deducing
concepts and truths from principles; however, of what they call method, there is
not the shadow of a deduction. (WdL 33:29/Sol) 24

Another way to approach the issue Hegel raises of an absence of deductive order

traditional logic is by contrasting deduction in HegelOs strong sense with the type of empi

85 A representative passage: OWe must all familiarize ourselves with such forms of the understanding as Ar
brings forth-they are forms of thinking, abstract forms and one-sided laws. Yet if they are to be of service to
thinking, we must not interpret them so separately from one another, [as Aristotle does,] since they would tt
only forms of untruth, finite forms.(YL/LL 4)
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procedure this logic uses. The principles of logic, or at least, the most fundamental ones,
their justification from experience. They are arrived at through the method of abstraction.
means we have simply found them to be true. We have done so when we reflected from ¢
specific instance in which they were operative. The point here is that the method of abstr:
an alternative to that of deduction. Deriving these principles from experience means not c

them from othe#6

Hegel concedes this logic did draw certain types of connections between its princij
but holds that these connections do not merit being called deductive. He compares logic(

activity of drawing such connections to a childrenOs game:

Since in judgments and syllogisms the operations are mostly reduced to, and
founded upon, the quantitative aspect of the determinations, everything rests on
external differentiation, on mere comparison, and becomes a completely
analytical procedure and a calculus void of concept. The deduction of the so-
called rules and laws, of inference especially, is no better than the manipulation of
rods of unequal lengths for sorting them out in groups according to size b than a
childrenOs game of fitting together the pieces of a colored picture puzzle. Not
incorrectly, therefore, has this thinking been equated with reckoning, and
reckoning again with this thinkingWdL 21:36-7/SoL 32)

HegelOs meaning here is difficult to make out precisely, but it seems to be that such proo
so much eliminate the need for the appeal to experience as postpone it. Consider a proof
contradiction that a given form of inference is valid. This would be a proof that proceeds k
assuming the relevant form is invalid and showing that this would yield a contradiction. Tc
sure, the proof shows that one rule holds by appealing to another its rejection would viola

law of non-contradiction. In the example, the form of valid inference may have been prove

6 Houlgate (2006: 22-3) also draws this connection between the OfindingO of the forms of judgment and tr
OfinitudeO vis-a-vis one another, though he is once again discussing the Hegel-Kant relation and the implic
the theory of the categories.
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rather than arrived at through the method of abstraction. Eventually, though, we reach a

which will have been arrived at through an appeal to experience.

It may seem that this objection is little more than a technicality, but | believe it refle
reaction we can often have to proofs in logic and mathematics. Especially in the case of t
fundamental principles, the proofs do not actually seem to convince us of anything we col
already have known intuitively. Does it actually help in justifying the form of inference fron
example to know that refusing to conclude OCaius is mortal,O would be to contradict one
if the absurdity of refusing to do so were not already evident without being identified as a
violation of some logical law? Of course, this leaves completely mysterious what an alterr

type of proof might be.

There may be a certain type of logical relation between the principles of formal log
it is not deductive in HegelOs strong sense. It still leaves it a brute fact that we are justifie
using these forms of concept, judgment, and inference, these laws, and no others. Itis a
about thinking, or about us and our cognitive faculties. What is more, there are not only n
deductive relationships between the specific elements, but also none between the broade
element types. It is just a brute fact that we are justified in recognizing three types of elen
(concept, judgment, syllogism) and no others, a brute fact about our thinking. We could al
conceive of elements or element types being added or taken away. Hegel will conclude tf
AristotleOs formal logic is an aggregate rather than a system. This is something Hegel fin
intolerable, as we will soon see. We should be able to expect systematic rigor and deduct

interconnection from logic if we can expect it anywh#ed.this expectation is disappointed.

60



iv. Olrrational cognition of the rationalO: HegelOs critique of Aristotelian logic

Hegel accuses the formal logic of his day of a type of inconsistency which fatally
undermines it. He argues that this logic cannot meet the very type of demand for justificat
which it makes of all other areas of philosophy and the sciences. As we have seen, logic
its principles empirically, but in so doing it exempts its own principles from the very type o
justification through rational argument it rightly insists is necessary in other areas of philo:
and the sciences. Hegel expresses this objection in the following passage where he prop

new logic in which

E.the usual subject matter, the kinds of concepts, judgments, and syllogisms,
would no longer simply be taken up from observation and thus gathered up
merely empirically, butEderived from thinking itself. If thinking is to be capable
of proving anything, if logic must demand that proof be given, and if it wants to
teach how to give proofs, then it should be capable above all of proving the
content most proper to it and seeing its neceggityr 42A)

HegelOs claim is not that the empirical approach is illegitipeatse It is simply that logic is

committed to regarding rational argument as superior. He has a point. Notoriously, inducti
inference is logically invalid. At a broader level, however, logic is part of philosophy, and ¢
Hegel has already said, philosophy itself shares this view. In philosophy, we are intereste
know not just that a fact obtains but why. The special sciences place limits on how far this

Owhy?0 question can be pressed. Yet philosophy recognizes no such limits.

Hegel extends this criticism beyond logicOs treatment of particular principles to its
treatment of the general classes of principles. He not only argues that traditional logic has

deductive argument for the principles that make up this science, but also for the types of
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principles which form the different divisions of the scienceOs subfields: concept, judgmen
syllogism, law. In other words, it has no rigorous justification for why these topics belong
its purview, and also why these and only these do so (WdL 21:39/SoL 34). For Hegel, this
distinctly logical form of hypocrisy in the treatment of logicOs principles, and the broader
divisions into which they can be classified. It is, as he memorably puts it, Oirrational cogn
the rational.O
In the customary treatment of logic, a variety of classifications and species of
concepts are adduced. It immediately strikes one as inconsequential that the
species are introduced in this way: OThere are, as regards quality, quantity, etc.,
the following concepts.O The Othere areO conveys no other justification than that
we find the named species and that they show up in experi&ihes we have in
this manner is an empirical logic B an odd science indeed, an irrational cognition
of the rational. In this the logic sets a very bad precedent for compliance to its
own teaching; it allows itself to do the opposite of what it prescribes as a rule,
namely, that concepts should be derived, and scientific proposftierefore

also the proposition: OThere are such and such species of conceptsO)
demonstrated(WdL 12:43/SolL 541

In spite of this, the prospect of deriving the laws and materials of logic by arguing for then
rather than treating them as brute, confronts a significant obstacle: vicious circularity. Put
most general way, the problem is that it seems impossible to justify these laws and mater

without already relying on them:

Hegel only describes how this obstacle would work in the case of the first and mos
of logicOs formal principles: concepts. However, the argument easily generalizes to other
judgment, inference, and law. Admittedly, we are not often tempted to think of an account

concepts as laying down a norm of thought. Yet this was true in the older logic, and for a f

67 See also the more brief discussion of this passage in K. Reich (1992: 2)
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straightforward reason. This logic regarded other sciences as beholden to its account of ¢
because of the importance of definition in these sciences. These sciences had to rely on

account of concepts both when they defined the subject matter that made them the scien
were, and when they defined the more specific phenomena within their purview. After all,
definition given in these sciences could be correct only if it respected logicOs account of
concept: for example, as a principle citing a characteristic all things falling under it share i
common. This is not sufficient for scientific truth, since a logically well-formed definition cc
be incorrect. Yet it is necessany that any correct definition must at least be logically well-

formed.

The problem that interests Hegel arises when we are no longer satisfied to simply
what ultimately legitimates a special scienceOs concepts, and be told that logicOs concey
concept does so. We now ask what ultimately legitimates logicOs concept of a concept its
encounter a unique difficulty. Unfortunately, the mode of justification just used will not suft
this one special case. After all, logic cannot define its own subject-matter in this way. Inde
seems that doing so would be circular. To do so would be to appeal to the very concept o
concept whose credentials are in question. Accordingly, it must treat such a definition as
fact. There may be a number of different ways to invoke bruteness, but as we have seen
thinks the logic of his day did it in a specific way. It argued that the nature and role of con:
a brute fact of our experience. More specifically, it is a fact arrived at by abstracting from f
empirical content of our thought and language, and discovering therein certain formal prir
(concepts). As we have repeatedly seen, Hegel regards this appeal to brute fact as hypoc

least when it comes from logic. However, this approach is understandable in light of the
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difficulty confronting any alternativddow are we supposed to argue for a certain law of tho
or legitimate a certain set of materials that thinking requires without already assuming wh

want to prove?

Once again, the problem generalizes. It is not just the problem of legitimating conc
without relying on concepts, but also that of legitimating judgment without relying on judgi
inference without inference, laws without relying on those very laws. Given the plurality of
principles, and types of principle, it is perhaps possible that each could do the otherOs we
some complicated way. Yet this would only postpone rather than eliminate circularity. Soo
later the circle has to close, and we are back where we started with the problem of relying
very principles whose credentials are in question. If Hegel is to advocate an alternative aj

to defining concepts, he will need to overcome the problem of circularity.

v. From formal to speculative logic

Ultimately, then, HegelOs objection to traditional logic is that this science, like so v
others, is non-presuppositionless, meaning it presupposes both an object and a method.
is the faculty of thought, and its method abstraction. In order to avoid the inconsistency in
he maintains traditional Scholastic-Aristotelian logic found itself caught as a result, Hegel

proposes a new approach to logic in which neither an object nor a method are presuppos

As far as thdeginningthat philosophy has to make is concerned, in general it
seems to start like the other sciences with a subjective presupposition, namely a
particular object, such as space, number, etc., except thahimdiagwould

have to be made the object of thinking. And yet, it is thinking's free act of placing
itself at that standpoint where it is for itself and thaseratesandprovides its

own object for itselfFurthermore, this standpoint, which thus appears to be an
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immediateone, must transform itself intorasultwithin the science itself, and

indeed into its final result in which the science recaptures its beginning and
returns to itself. In this way, philosophy shows itself to be a sphere that circles
back into itself and has no beginning in the sense that other sciences do. Hence,
its beginning has a relationship merely to the subject who resolves to
philosophize, but not to the science as such. Or, which comes to the same thing,
the concept of the science and hence its first concept - which because it is the first
contains the separation whereby thinking is the object for a seemingly external,
philosophizing subject - must be grasped by the science (Bklf 17)

This logic will not define itself as a science that studies a certain Opresupposed object,0
In other words, HegelOs logic will not presuppose that thinking exists and has the characi
it seems to us to have. In particular, it will not presuppose that this is one mental activity &
others or that the mind has distinct capacities for (conceptual) thought and for sensibility,
imagination, will and so on. Nor will it be able to presuppose that there is a legitimate are:
philosophical or scientific inquiry that studies thinking. As Hegel tells us, this is the main

difference between his own philosophy and the special science of psychology. Both centr

concern thinking, but only the latter OpresupposesO thinking as its Oobject.O

Admittedly, certain claims about the mind must hold true if we are to have the cape
read and understand thegic.68 Yet this is just to say that we must be equipped with a certa
psychological capacity if we are to understandLibgicOs arguments. It is not to say that thes
arguments themselves rely on the premise that we are so equipped. As Hegel puts it, the
human beings have such a capacity matters for the philosopher who embarks upon the Ic
project, but not to the logic itself: O[it] has a relationship merely to the subject who resolve

philosophize, but not to the science as sDdHere, it may be useful to distinguish between a

68 Others who defend HegelOs presuppositionless method make versions of this point: Houlgate (2006) anc
(2012), who also cites Fulda (2001) and Koch (2000).

b5



presupposition and a pre-condition. A presupposition is a type of premise we must accepl
if the argument for a philosopherOs conclusion is to succeed. A pre-condition is a fact tha
obtain if some type of causal prerequisite for reading or writing philosophy is to be fulfillec
interpret him, Hegel is denying that thinking is a presupposition, but conceding it is a pre-
condition. Why, though, would Hegel want to avoid presupposing all of these claims? Whi
could possibly be the harm in doing so? What is gained when we avoid presupposing the

such claims about the mind?

Hegel avoidpresupposinghe truth of such claims concerning thinking and its neces
Odeterminations,O so that he will be in a positiprot@them in a more satisfying way, and o
an independent basis. As he writes, Othis standpoint, which thus appearsitorbediateone,
must transform itself into @sultwithin the science itself.O Hegel explains that these claims
to be found not just in the course of his philosophy, but at its very conclusion: OEand inde
its final result.O Importantly, this will occur not just in HegelOs system as a whole (logic, r
and spirit), though it will also occur there. As it happens, the philosophy of spirit does mal
on the philosophical psychology that thegic presupposes. However, this will also occur in 1
Logicitself, which ends with an account of theoretical cognition, including the form of it
achieved in th&ogic. As Hegel says, this circular self-comprehending structure is found nc
only in the system as a whole but also in each of the systemOs three subdivisions. That i
system is Oa circle of circlesO as opposed to just Oa circleO (EL & 15) In this way, philos

shows itself to be Othe science [that] recaptures its beginning and returns 1 iT&esf i© a

69 This is not to deny that there are certain forms of ex-post justification which Hegel would be forced to reje
Rosen (1982) for a fuller discussion.
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familiar claim about Hegel@sgic, but we are here in a position to see it in an unfamiliar ligl

is an outcome of his confrontation with traditional logic.

At the close of théogic, we will be in a position to obtain a superior type of justificat
for these claims than we would if we had treated them as first premises of the argument.
we draw the relevant conclusions about the mind from a different set of premises that do
directly concern the mind. This is true of the claim that there is such a thing as conceptua
thought, distinct from sensible representation. By not presupposing that there is a faculty
thinking, we will be in a position to (non-circularly) prove it. Yet because we are ourselves
thinkers, the knowledge we acquire is a type of self-knowledge. This is what Hegel mean:
he speaks of Othinking's free act of placing itself at that standpoint where it is for itself an

generatesindprovides its own object for itsedf.

Similarly, we have not presupposed that theressienceof thinking because this gives
us the opportunity to prove that there is. This we do not do by being told what such a scie
would be and how it would proceed. Rather we arrive at this conclusion by realizing that ¢
science is none other than the one in which we have already been engaged, and which is
coming to a close. Hegel explains this as equivalent to the thought that the science Orece
beginning.O As we have already seen, the conclusion that there is such a thing as thinkin
that it has a set of laws and rules, as well as the conclusion that there is a science of thinl
not a presupposition of thegic. However, it is a precondition. The claims in question must
true if we are to embark on the path of such a science, even if the science itself need not

them as such. If that is so, then we can finally understand why Hegel does not want his s
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begin in the way others do. It is so that it can end in the way no other ever has, i.e. by
comprehending itself. This self-comprehension, the self-comprehension of Hexgei®@s of

Logic, will be the topic of the final chapter.

Because of this aspiration to achieve a self-comprehending science, HegelOs mar
known claims to the effect that Higgicis the science of thinking or of thought determinatiol
cannot be taken at face value. As Hegel makes clear, these claims rely on a merely provi:
justification that is less rigorous than the one he ultimately hopes to provide. Specifically,
rely on Ofacts of consciousness,O whereas they will later be upheld by a OproofO or Ode

The determinations offered here and in the following sections are not to be taken

as assertions and as my opinions about thinking. Since, however, in this

preliminary exposition no derivation or proof can be given, they may be regarded
as facts such that in the consciousness of anyone who has and contemplates
thoughts it is found empirically to be the case that the character of universality
and likewise the subsequent determinations are on hand in them. To be sure, for
the observation of the facts of one's consciousness and representations, it is
prerequisite that one be already educated in the tasks of paying attention and

engaging in abstraction. (EL & 20A)

vi. Conclusion: Kant as minor post-Aristotelian?°

In this chapter, | have reconstructed HegelOs critique of the formal logic of his day.
logicOs psychological approach threatens to render the laws of logic brute in a way Hege
is objectionable. Given the obsolescence of Aristotelian logic, the interest of this critique r
seem limited. However, it is clear from HegelOs characterization of this logic that his critic

can serve another function. It can double as a critique of KantOs (pure) general logic.

70 The allusion is to a famous remark of Paul SamuelsonQOs deriding Marx as a Ominor post-Ricardian.O
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As | have said, | am opposed to importing into my discussion of Hegel a conceptio
the history of logic occasionally favored by Kantian-idealist interpreters. This is one on wf
KantOs great innovation over a tradition of thinking about logic going back to Aristotle is t
distinguished more sharply between logic and ontology than was done in philosophy befc
especially in the Leibniz-Wolff school. Given KantOs persistent criticisms of figures in this
tradition for trying to obtain metaphysical knowledge through mere conceptual analysis, tt
conception of his role in the history of philosophy is understandable. This aspect of KantC
thought is on full display in sections like the Amphihaifhere he unmasks metaphysical

principles like the PIl as abuses of more modest logical ones.

Yet there is another tendency in KantOs thinking about logic that this received view
not accommodate well. This is his belief that logic is fundamentally in order, and has beet
more than two millennia since its founding by Aristotle. This is also reflected in KantOs
allegiance to a form of logic centered around the judgment and the syllogism, and believe
derived from AristotleOs logical writings. It is also, more controversially, reflected in KantC
appeal to a teleological form of faculty psychology in which logical laws are constitutive ni
those it is in the nature of the faculty to obey. As Hegel tells us, this was common in the tr
particularly among the Scholastics. Yet if that is so, we face a quandary. Is Kant breaking

ontological approach to logic? Or continuing a broadly psychological one?

Although the correct answer would have to take both innovation and continuity intc
account, | will stress the latter for the following reason. It is actually the continuity with

Aristotelian logic which predominates in the Kant-interpretation of Hegel and other post-K
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idealists. As | have said, the conception of logicOs history that Hegel himself endorses is
which there is fundamental continuity between Kant and the Aristotelian tradition. Again, t
a conception of the history of logic suggested to Hegel and other German idealists by Kal
remark that logic had been complete since Aristdthey infer from this remark that O(pure)
general logicO is not an area of his own critical philosophy at all, but rather a separate sc
is less the province of any distinctly Kantian doctrines than it is of the figures Kant calls O
logicians.O It is less a part of the critical philosophy itself, than it is a separate body of
knowledge, drawn on at various points in the argument but independent. It is less a part ¢
revolution in philosophy Kant hoped to effect with his Copernican turn than it is of philoso
heritage going back two millennia. For this reason, the idealists often speak of Kant as he
OborrowedO the table of forms of judgment and other resources from this tradition. Pass:

the following are representative:
In this context, the Kantian philosophy incurs a further inconsequence by
borrowing the categories for the transcendental I@gicso-called root concepts,
from the subjective logic where they were assumed empirically. Since the Kantian
philosophy admits the latter fact, it is hard to see why transcendental logic resorts

to borrowing from such a science rather than directly helping itself from
experience(WdL 12:44/SoL 541)

As we have seen throughout this chapter, Hegel regards the former logic as empirical in

character, and he here reprises this claim in his critique of Kant. Here, Hegel argues that
critical philosophyOs reliance on the logic of the day introduced an empirical component i
foundation. As Hegel remarks somewhat acidly, Kant might have saved himself time and

by simply consulting experience directly rather than relying on an empirical form of logic.
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We have already seen why Hegel regards an empirical logic like that of the traditio
inadequate, even considered on its own terms. For Hegel, an empirical approach to logic
its commitment and that of philosophy more generally to the superiority of deductive argu
Yet we now confront the different question of why such a logic would be inadequate for th
purposes of transcendental philosophy. In Kantian terms, we have already considered He
critique of general logic, and not only in the area of judgment but in others as well. Why, t
would general logic of this type be an insecure foundation on which to erect the edifice of
transcendental logic? To make this more precise, we should recall the tables of forms of
judgment and inference from which KantOs tables of categories and Ideas are drawn.
Accordingly, the basic principles of general logic are those from which the basic principles
transcendental logic derive, in some way that is difficult to specify. Why, though, should

principles derived in this way be suspect? It is to this question that we now turn.
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Il. Hegel and Transcendental Logic

In the previous chapter, | considered HegelOs critique of the formal logic of his day
logic of the Scholastic-Aristotelian tradition. | argued that Hegel mounts an immanent criti
this logic, accusing it of failing to satisfy its own internal standards of adequacy. This logic
advocates that we justify ourselves through rational argument, and provides us with the f
principles we must rely on to do so. Yet this logic does not itself employ rational argument
defending its principles, since doing so would be circular. Instead, it treats them as self-e\
strategy of justification that is sub-optimal even by its own lights. Hegel diagnoses this im
as the result of a broader conception of logicOs principles. On this psychological concepti
are inherent to thoughtOs form in contrast to its externally given sensible matter. Hence, |
proposes to break with this psychological (though perhaps not OpsychologisticO) concep
we will later see, Hegel embraces an ontological alternative. He does so in an effort to se
logic can be justified through some type of non-circular argument, rather than through an
to brute fact. Yet it will turn out that this requires grounding logic in ontology, rather than
psychology.

| now turn to HegelOs critique of KantOs transcendental logic, which builds on his
critique of formal logic. Here, Hegel pursues a parallel strategy, mounting an immanent cr
of KantOs transcendental logic. In KantOs transcendental philosophy, a knowledge claim
legitimate only if it can be shown to be consistent with the nature and limits of our faculty
knowledge. However, the knowledge claims Kant himself makes in offering his account o

nature and limits of this faculty cannot be proven to be legitimate in this way, since this wi
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question-begging or circular. This does not necessarily mean that the critical philosophyC
to knowledge are false, but it does mean that they are vulnerable. To defend them, it mus
to some more ultimate source of justification. In key instances, this more ultimate source
logic of the day. Here, HegelOs discussion of this logic from the previous chapter become
important to clarifying why Hegel thinks KantOs appeals to this logic do not succeed.

Hegel considers the attempts by Reinhold and Fichte to offer a reconstituted versic
KantOs critical philosophy which will surmount this objection. However, he finds these att
wanting. In particular, he rejects FichteOs attempt to derive the categories from an indubi
certain first principle, a version of DescartesO Cogito. In place of FichteOs approach, Heg
proposes a derivation of the categories from a type of monist principle: Being. Oddly enot
Hegel takes this derivation to be equivalent to a Spinozist version of the ontological argur
HegelOs provocative suggestion is that the critical philosophyOs foundational project of d
the categories can only be carried out on the basis of an argument that Kant rejected as t
apotheosis of dogmatic, pre-critical metaphysics: the ontological argument. This explains
HegelOs insistence that the ontological argument is the true critique of pure reason, and |
conclude with a fuller explanation of this striking claim.
i. KantOs Analytic: Marburg Neo-Kantian v. German Idealist readings

| begin with a broad overview of KantOs project in the first Critique. The account |\
give of KantOs project is by no means the authoritative one. Yet it is the one | believe is i
helpful for understanding post-Kantian idealism. On the proto-idealist interpretation of Kai
| will defend here, his first critique aspires to a form of systematic rigor highly valued by

subsequent idealists like Fichte and Hegel. More specifically, it attempts to exhibit all of o
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knowledge as following with strict necessity from a securely grounded first principle. That
principle concerns the nature of the mind, though, as we will see, there is some difficulty i
determining which of KantOs claims it is meant to be (apperception? Reason? discursivity
imagination? judgment? the will? something else?). On this interpretation, Kant means to
an anti-skeptical argument, rather than ignore skeptical challenges. Moreover, this interpr
has Kant reject methodological naturalism, the claim that philosophy should presuppose t
of natural-scientific and mathematical knowledge. This is, of course, consistent with the
possibility that it will ultimately endorse these enterprises. More controversially, this
interpretation denies that putatively uncontroversial claims about the character of our exp
are a sufficiently sturdy foundation on which to erect the Kantian critical edifice. There will
very limited role for such claims, whether they be phenomenological, introspective, or an¢
conceptual. As | will explain, this reading is almost the exact inverse of the one advanced
another much better known school: the Marburg neo-Kantians. Their interpretation is ther
useful foil for the proto-idealist one | develop here.

KantOs broad aim in the first critique is to explain how a certain distinctive type of
knowledge is possible, Osynthetic a priori knowledge.O This type of knowledge is both nc
trivial and universally and necessarily valid. Kant accepts HumeOs claim that sense-expe
alone is incapable of providing us with the justification for this type of knowledge. It only €
tells us that things are thus-and-so, not that they must be. However, Kant claims that this
knowledge can be justified if we follow him in breaking radically with the received view of
knowledge. Kant effects a Copernican revolution in philosophy with his claim that it is not

knowledge which must conform to the objects, but the objects which must conform to our
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knowledge (B xvi). Essentially, the proposal is that our faculty of knowledge might itself be
source of certain OconditionsO objects must meet in order to be cognized by us. The fact
would impose these conditions on any object encountered in experience. If that were so,
could be assured these conditions would always apply to the objects of our knoWilbdge.
though, can Kant mean by OconditionsO on the objects?

The answer lies in KantOs notion of form. For Kant, we are not wholly responsible
existence of the objects we experience. That would perhaps be true of God, an infinite kn
but we are not knowers of this type. Instead, we are dependent on independently existing
which must affect us if we are to have knowledge of them. We are, in this regard, finite kn
who do not wholly create the objects we know. As Kant concedes to the empiricist traditio
objects must affect our faculty of sensibility and provide us with sensible representations.
Hence, objects furnish the OmatterO of all knowledge. However, Kant holds that there is |
respect in which we might be productive of the objects. It is possible that we should contr
their form. This would be the form that all matter provided by sensible intuition would
necessarily have to be#frthis were so, then synthetic a priori knowledge would be possible
would be able to know in advance of experience that all its objects must be subject to the
conditions that our faculty of knowledge imposes on them, that all must bear reasonOs O
However, this strategy, even if successful, would be subject to a certain limitation or restri
which is the other main component of KantOs transcendental idealism. We would only be
have synthetic a priori knowledge of what Kant calls appearances or objects of possible

experience, those which are subject to the conditions our faculty of knowledge imposes o

"1 Locke, rather than Berkeley or Hume, would likely be the relevant empiricist. Of the three, it is Locke whc
obviously preserves a role for a mind-independent world of objects that affect us. The other two are more s
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We could not have such knowledge of what Kant calls Othings-in-themselves,O objects
considered apart from these conditions.

If we are to understand how Kant proceeds inGheque itself, as opposed to the
Preface, we must briefly rehearse his strategy of argument. Kant is clear that, in the Prefz
has merely proceeded Ohypothetically,O whereas@ritigeie itself he will proceed
Oapodictically.O

In this Preface | propose the transformation in our way of thinking presented in

criticismmerely as a hypothesis, analogous to that other hypothesis, only in order

to draw our notice to the first attempts at such a transformation, which are always
hypothetical, even though in the treatise itself it will be proved not hypothetically
but rather apodictically from the constitution of our representations of space and
and from the elementary concepts of the understangngxii)
Here, | attempt to explain the distinction Kant draws. In the Preface, Kant defends a mere
hypothetical claim which runs as follows. If transcendental idealism were true, then synth
priori knowledge would be possible. Equivalently, Kant will say he is proposing a type of
(thought-) experiment. We are invited to consider the possibility that transcendental ideali
true, and then reflect on the way in which this would help explain the possibility of synthet
priori knowledge. However, Kant will pursue a different method of argument in the body o
Critique itself. His motivation for doing so is that the argument of the Preface has, in fact,
accomplished very little. At most, this argument shows that transcendental idealism, if tru
would explain much. Yet it does not follow from this that transcendental idealism actually
or that it has explained anything. In my view, it would be a mistake to assume that Kant a

regards the issue as settled at this early stage. Transcendental idealism and the Copernic

revolution may hold out the promise of explaining the possibility of synthetic a priori

76



knowledge. Still, more is required if we are to prove that these doctrines are true. Hence,
arguments in the Critique itself will proceed not hypothetically but apodictically. They will
to demonstrate for certain that transcendental idealism and the associated Copernican vi
relation to objects is true.

Many of KantOs successors, like the Marburg neo-Kantians, embraced a different
of the argument-structure of KantOs critical philosophy, a reading based on the following
considerations. For Kant, synthetic a priori knowledge is not just possible for us. Kant is
convinced that we do, in fact, have this type of knowledge. Moreover, Kant did not just ac
this fact himself, as an avid observer of the (then) recent successes of the new science. t
it the first premise in th€ritiqueOs argument. According to these readers, then, KantOs the
philosophy in the first critique starts from the Ofact of scienceO just as his practical philos
the second starts from the Ofact of reasonO (moral obligation). Yet if that is so, then Kant
be agnostic about the truth of transcendental idealism when he moves beyond the Prefac
body of the work. The Preface has shown that we could only have natural-scientific know
transcendental idealism were true and not otherwise. However, we do, in fact, have such
knowledge. Therefore, transcendental idealism must be true. Of course, there is much mq
for Kant to do going forward. He must determine how, exactly, our faculty of knowledge
imposes conditions on the objects. He must explain, how, exactly, this grounds the possit
the scientific and mathematical knowledge we in fact pos$bssidealism is true, however,
cannot be in doubt, even if we are not yet sure how it can be.

Yet the Marburg interpretation faces a well known obstacle. There is an important

difference between the argument-structure of@hgque and that of th&rolegomenaa
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difference that the Marburg neo-Kantians often elided. As Kant explains, these works adh
two different methods in seeking an answer the question, OHow is metaphysics possible’
first is the Osynthetic/progressiveO method, and the second the Oanalytic/regressiveO m
Kant writes:

In the Critique of Pure Reasohworked on this questiosynthetically namely by
inquiring within pure reason itself, and seeking to determine within this source
both the elements and the laws of its pure use, according to principles. This work
is difficult and requires a resolute reader to think himself little by little into a
systenthat takes no foundation as given except reason itself, and that

therefore tries to develop cognition [synthetic a priori knowledge within
mathematics and the sciences - JM] out of its original seeds without relying

on any fact whatever

Prolegomena should by contrast be preparatory exercises; they ought more to
indicate what needs to be done in order to bring a science into existence if
possible, than to present the science itself. They must therefore rely on something
already known to be dependable, from which we can go forward with confidence
and ascend to the sources, which are not yet known, and whose discovery not onl'
will explain what is known already, but will also exhibit an area with many
cognitions that all arise from these same sources. The methodological procedure
of prolegomena, and especially of those that are to prepare for a future
metaphysics, will therefore tamalytic

E[In the Prolegomenhwe can confidently say that some pure synthetic

cognition a priori is actual and given, namely, pure mathematics and pure

natural science; for both contain propositions that are fully acknowledgedE

We have therefore some at least uncontested synthetic cognition a priori, and we
do not need to ask whether it is possible (for it is actual), but only: how it is
possible, in order to be able to derive, from the principle of the possibility of the
given cognition, the possibility of all other synthetic cognition a pr{eri.
4:274-5/25-6)

In the ProlegomenaKant pursues an Analytic or OregressiveO method of argument. He be
from a Ofact.O This is the widely agreed upon premise that we do, in fact, have synthetic
knowledge in mathematics and the sciences. He then OregressesO to the conclusion tha

transcendental idealism and the Copernican view of the relationship between our facultie:
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the objects must be true. Only this conclusion could explain the possibility of the knowled
do, in fact, have. Of course, there is an intriguing discrepancy between the chapters on
mathematics and natural science and the final one on metaphysics. Kant will presuppose
do, in fact, have synthetic a priori knowledge in mathematics and natural science, Biskirig
mathematics possible?O However, he will not do so for metaphysics, askinky oméyaphysics
possible?O However, it still remains the case tha&rtiiegomenamploys this regressive
strategy of argument, at least in its first two sections. Why, though, did Kant employ this s
argument in only the shorter and more accessible version of his book, intended for a wide
audience?

Kant himself is less explicit than he might be, but the reason must be that the anal
regressive strategy of argument has significant limitations. Chief among them, | think, wo
the way its starting point, the presupposition that we do in fact have synthetic a priori kno'
in natural science and mathematics, begs the question against an important opponent of
critical project: the Humean skeptic. Here, we should recall that the main form synthetic a
knowledge in natural science takes is knowledge of the causal laws of nature, which hold
universally and necessarily. Yet this was precisely the type of knowledge whose possibilit
Hume called into question with his skeptical critique of received views of causation. Whet
because the idea of necessary connection has no corresponding impression, or because
validity of the inductive inference from Oall instances observed so farO to Oall instances(
be justified non-circularly, the presupposition that we have the type of knowledge Kant cle
we do is by no means uncontroversial. In@nitique, then, Kant pursues a Osynthetic/

progressiveO method, arguing for transcendental idealism on independent grounds. In pe
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Kant will begin by defending an idealist account of the relevant part of our faculty of know
and its relationship to the objects on which it imposes its form. He will then OprogressO t
conclusion, if it is even available, that synthetic a priori knowledge of a certain broad type
possible for us. Admittedly, this means reading the critique as pursuing an anti-skeptical
rather than some more modest non-skeptical one. Yet for our purposes the obstacles con
such a reading are irrelevant. It is clear that it is the reading endorsed by KantOs idealist
followers, many of whom were positively obsessed by the project of refuting the skeptic o
and for all. Plausibly or not, they claimed to find the seeds for such a refutation in Kant.

If one is clear on the argumentative strategy ofdheque, then the challenge
confronting it is obvious. What, exactly, justifies the account of the faculty of knowledge tt
provides the foundational first premise of the entire argument? This is the tough critical qt
nearly all of KantOs immediate followers in the idealist tradition would pose fé? hiis the
question which | believe is the basis for HegelOs entire critique of Kant. It is also one that
is too often ignored in more recent discussions. We now turn to the question of how Kant
proceeds to show that our faculty of knowledge imposes certain conditions on the objects
experience.

Kant maintains that our faculty of knowledge has Otwo stems,O sensibility and
understanding, each of which employs two different types of representation, intuition and
concept (A15/B29). As he later writes, OObjects are given to us by means of sensibility, a
alone yields us intuitions; they are thought through the understanding, and from the

understanding arise conceptsO (A19/B33). Hence, Kant will argue that the conditions ou

2t is posed in a different way by StrawsorTime Bounds of Senagere KantOs reliance on an OimaginaryO
transcendental psychology is lamented.
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cognitive power imposes upon the objects would have to be of two fundamentally differer
kinds: sensible and intelligible (conceptual). He considers these two broad types of condi
the two broad divisions of the Critique, Transcendental Aesthetic and Transcendental Log
his mature critique of Kant, at least, Hegel focuses predominantly on the Logic, not the
Aesthetic. Clearly, he maintains that this is where the real interest of KantOs project lies, :
as its most problematic features. It would be an interesting question to ask why Hegel hol
view. The answer may reside in a belief about the Aesthetic, voiced much earlier in his ca
the early essay OFaith and Knowledg&@uben und WissgrHegel had argued, as would ma
after him, that the forms of sensible intuition identified in the Aesthetic (space and time) ci
be understood in isolation from the categories of the understanding describedagithén
particular, they cannot have a non-derivative unity. Hegel claimed to be following Kant hir
who had indicated as much in a notorious footnote to the Deduction. In any case, it seem
that the mature Hegel no longer devotes much attention to the Aesthetic at all, possibly b
he is drawing on his earlier belief that it can be collapsed into the Transcendental Logic.
Whatever the reason, we will follow him in focusing primarily on the Logic.

In the Transcendental LogicOs first division, Transcendental Analytic, Kant offers a
of truthO explaining how the type of synthetic a priori knowledge claimed by natural scien
possible. Just as we might have been led to expect, Kant offers an idealist or Copernican
explanation of its possibility. Natural scientific knowledge is made possible by the intelligit
(conceptual) conditions which the understanding imposes on objects of experience. Kant
this position of the Analytic in two large steps. In the Metaphysical Deduction, Kant takes

preliminary step of identifying what the intelligible (conceptual) conditions our faculty of
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knowledge imposes on the objects of experience would have to be, assuming there even
any.In the Transcendental Deduction, Kant proceeds to show that the intelligible (concept
conditions he has just identified must, in fact, be imposed on the objects of experience by
In the Metaphysical Deduction, Kant attempts to identify what the intelligible
(conceptual) conditions on objects would have to be. They could not be empirical concep
derived from sense-experience. If they were, then we could never know that all objects m
necessarily conform to thefMhe most we could know, Hume showed, is that all objects
observed so far have done so, but not that all must. Hence, these concepts would have t
priori, contributed by the understanding itself. Kant takes the further step of anticipating tf
these concepts would have to have. Hume had further argued that the non-empirical conc
central to the sciences, such as cause, substance, and so on, could not be derived from
experience. However, Kant raises the OCopernicanO possibility that experience might de
from them. In other words, these concepts might already be operative in the constitution ¢
objects of our experience or appearances. Kant therefore suggests the possibility that the
concepts he will identify could confer on the objects of our experience their form. More
specifically, these concepts could serve as rules guiding the understanding in its activity ¢
OsynthesizingO or unifying the manifold which it is given in sensible-intuition. If that were
would not even be so much as possible for us to be presented with an object of experienc
was not already subject to these concepts. This would allow us to uphold the possibility o
synthetic a priori knowledge of nature. How, though, can these a priori concepts or categc

even be identified?
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As Kant makes clear, there is an important condition of adequacy on any table of
categories: Ocompleteness.O (A81/B106-7) We must be able to prove that the table cont:
(and only) the categories that there are. One reason for this is that Kant maintains there ¢
certain OusurpatoryO concepts which must be excluded from the status of categories: for
fate and fortune (B116). Another becomes clear in the course of KantOs critique of Aristot
theory of the categories.

It has not arisen rhapsodically, as the result of a haphazard search after pure

concepts, the complete enumeration of which as based on induction only, could

never be guaranteed. Nor could we, if this were our procedure, discover why just
these concepts, and no others, have their seat in the pure understanding. It was ai
enterprise worthy of an acute thinker like Aristotle to make search for these
fundamental concepts. But as he did so on no principle, he merely picked them up
as they came his wayEhis table still remained defect{¥&1/B106-7)
Kant accuses Aristotle of failing to arrive at a complete table of categories. His table inclu
many empirical concepts, and not enough a priori ones. Kant maintains that Aristotle faile
achieve completeness because he relied on an inductive methods. Aristotle took up the c
as he discovered them in the thought and speech of himself and his contemporaries. Not:
however, inductive methods cannot yield completeness. At best, they can tell us that thes
categories that have been discovered so far. They cannot tell us that they are all the cate
that there are.

Why does the OcompletenessO or lack thereof of KantOs table matter? What, exa

stake? The issue, | think, cannot be the incompleteness of KantOs table of the categories

True, there might turn out to be a 13th or 14th or 15th category N but what of it? Perhaps

reason Kant wants to ward off OincompletenessO is that OincompletenessO is in fact a s
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a deeper problem. This is the problem that, if it were incomplete, then KantOs category tr
theory of the most basic concepts any human knower can employ, would express a kind «
that is insufficient for KantOs purposes. More specifically, it would express a merely contil
truth about us, rather than the type of necessally tinat the argument of the Analytic require:

In order to achieve completeness, Kant proposes an alternative deductive approac
approach will begin from a Oprinciple.O It will then proceed to deduce a OcompleteO tabl
categories used by the understanding. Kant will derive his table of categories from the tat
forms of judgment provided by the logic of the day. The categories synthesize the manifol
sensible intuition, so as to render it knowable. Knowing is a matter of forming judgments,
however. Hence, the different types of category should be capable of being derived from"
different forms of judgment recognized in logic. Yet the deeper reason for the parallel betv
the two tables is that one and the same faculty underlies both: O[t]he same function whicl
unity to the various representatiansa judgmentlso gives unity to the mere synthesis of
various representatioms an intuitionEQ(A 79/B104-5).

In any case, Kant believes that a deduction of the categories proceeding from this
OprincipleO furnished by logic would be complete. As Kant famously declares in the prefe
logic is itself complete and has not had to take a single step since Aristotle (B viii). Howe\
only in this section of the Analytic (the Metaphysical Deduction) that we find out just how
important this claim is to KantOs own project. Here, Kant tells us that logicOs table of forr
judgment is compete. More fundamentally, the account of the understandingOs judging a

that it represents its itself exhaustive and complete. Hence, KantOs own table of categori
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his account of the understandingOs synthesizing activities in it must be as well. The comy
of transcendental logic is vouchsafed by that of general (formal) logic.

In this manner there arise precisely the same number of pure concepts of the

understanding which appbypriori to objects of intuition in general, as, in the

preceding table, there have been found to be logical functions in all possible
judgments. For these functions specify the understanding completely, and yield an
exhaustive inventory of its powel&79/B105)

Some readers of Kant have denied that his transcendental logic is based on gener
but maintained that the reverse is the case. Most famously, the Marburg neo-Kantians dic
basing this belief primarily on KantOs claim that there could be no analysis without a priol
synthesig3 In other words, Kant denies that the analytical truths of general logic concernir
what the contents of our concepts are presuppose synthetic a priori, or even merely empi
truths from transcendental logic, which invest those concepts with content in the first plac
Another piece of evidence lies in KantOs claim that the categories determine the manifolc
respect of the logical forms of judgment. For example, substance-accident determines wf
of the intuitively given manifold can be judged of as the subject and which as the predicat
something logic alone cannot tell us.

But first | shall introduce a word of explanation in regard to the categories. They

are concepts of an object in general, by means of which the intuition of an object

is regarded as determined in respect of one of the logical functions of judgment.

Thus the function of the categorical judgment is that of the relation of subject to

predicate; for example, 'All bodies are divisible'...But when the concept of body is

brought under the category of substance, it is thereby determined that its empirical

intuition in experience must always be considered as subject and never as mere
predicate. Similarly with all the other categories. (B 128)

73 Cassirer refers to this claim in his defense of Kant®s MD (1981: 172)
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However, it seems to me that neither of these claims undermines the priority of pure gen
logic over transcendental logic. They just remind us that general logic is in certain importe
respects deficient, because of its emptiness and formality. Moreover, it is clear that the
MarburgersQ insistence on the priority of transcendental logic over general logic reflects t
dubious interpretative assumption that Kant presupposes the Ofact of science.O In their \
Kant is proceeding analytically or OregressingO from the synthetic a priori principles of ng
science to its conditions of possibility in transcendental logic. He then regresses further tc
transcendental logicOs conditions of possibility in general logic. This is an interesting reac
Kant but it is not, | think, a reading the German idealists stare.

Although | limit myself to HegelOs critique of KantOs Metaphysical Deduction in wi
follows, | here briefly summarize KantOs Transcendental Deduction so that we have the
conclusion of the AnalyticOs argument in view. Given the notorious difficulty of KantOs
Transcendental Deduction, the idea that it can be briefly summarized will undoubtedly rai:
eyebrows. Yet at least for the purposes of reconstructing HegelOs critique of Kant, this ar
is appropriate. Hegel himself strongly suspects that the Transcendental Deduction is simg
it is often taken to be. A remark like the following is typical:

It is one of the profoundest and truest insights to be found in

the Critiqgue of Reasothat the unity which constitutes the essence of the

concept is re\cognizegj as the original synthetic unity of apperception, the

unity of the Ol think,O or of self-consciousness.This proposition is all that there is

to the so-called transcendental deduction of the categories which, from the

beginning, has however been regarded as the most difficult piece of Kantian
philosophy(WdL 12:17-18, SoL 515)

74 Other Hegel interpreters and even some neo-Hegelians disagree. See R3dl (2012) who regards KantOs |
logic as already informed by his transcendental logic, as well as by the role of sensibility and its forms in it.
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Having identified the categories in the Metaphysical Deduction, Kant then proceed
show, in the Transcendental Deduction, that they must apply to all (possible) objects of
experience® KantOs fundamental premise is in that argument is given in the following fam
passage:

The | think must be able to accompany all my representations; for otherwise

something would be represented in me that could not be thought at all, which is as

much as to say that the representation would either be impossible or else at least

would be nothing for me. (B131-2)
If some representations are to be mine, then | must (be able to) ascribe them to myself. £
is just what it means for representations to be mine, this is an analytic truth. This is the sc
Oanalytic unity of apperception.O As Kant says, it is itself trivial like other analytic truths, |
has a further implication which is not so. It implies the Osynthetic unity of apperception,O
is as follows. If these representations are all to be mine, Kant argues, then it follows that 1
must all be brought together or combined with one another by me, Osynthesized,O as it v
analytic unity of apperception implies its synthetic unity. Yet the different modes of combir
can be none other than the 12 categories from KantOs table. Here Kant refers us back to
previous part of the argument. In the Metaphysical Deduction, it was shown that if the
understanding did combine the sensible manifold, then it would do so in these 12 ways. F
learn that the understanding does, in fact, combine the manifold, simply in virtue of being
conscious. Therefore, we can conclude on the basis of what we have now learned, togett

the earlier premise from the Metaphysical Deduction, that it must do so in these 12 ways.

75 Here | defer to HegelOs own understanding of the argument
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Ultimately, | can be certain that the manifold of sensible intuition, just by virtue of being se
conscious, must stand under the categories.

Ultimately, then, the outcome of the Analytic is the realization that synthetic a prior|
knowledge of nature is possible because there are intelligible conditions to which any obj
our experience must conform: the categories. The Analytic is by no means at an end, anc
much further work to be done. Summarizing crudely, the work of these sections is to expl:
greater detail how it is that the categories apply to the sensibly given manifold for beings
ourselves whose forms of intuition are space and time. For example, the System of Princi
will give spatio-temporal definitions of each of the categories. It would be interesting to as
KantOs idealist followers are so uninterested in these parts of his project. It may reflect th
commitment to a OconceptualistO interpretation, on which the most important work of the
Analytic is accomplished well before the forms of intuition are taken into account.

In any case, the most important takeaway for the idealists is that, even at this early
Kant has provided us with an assurance that the categories must apply to the given mani
intuition. We have no comparable assurance that such knowledge is possible in the case
things-in-themselves, however, since they are not (necessarily) subject to these condition
Already in the Analytic, then, KantOs Ologic of truth,O we have a powerful reason for beli
that we we can only know appearances and not things-in-thems&e¥Xetthe most important

part of KantOs case against transcendent metaphysics will only come in a subsequent di

78 1f this argument from the Analytic exhausted KantOs critique of metaphysics, then he would be guilty of w
Ameriks calls a Oshort argumentO for idealism. Yet it is, in my view, meant to be supplemented by the argu
the Dialectic. Still, it would be a mistake to conclude from this that the Analytic does not contain a distinct ci
of metaphysics, even if this critique is inadequate on its own. For a similar view of the Analytic as serving a
metaphysical purpose, see Hatfield (2003).
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Dialectic, KantOs Ologic of illusion.O We will postpone a closer consideration of it for the
two chapters.
ii. HegelOs swimming objection reconsidered: defending a logical interpretation

In the opening sections of HEncyclopedia LogicHegel presents his Oswimming

objectionO to KantOs Critical Philosophy.

It is one of the main viewpoints of the Critical philosophy that, prior to setting out
to acquire knowledge of God, the essence of things, etc., the faculty of knowing
itself would have to be examined first in order to see whether it is capable of
achieving this; that one must first come to know the instrument, before one
undertakes the work that is to be produced by means of it. For should the
instrument be insufficient, all the effort would then have been expended in vain. -
This thought has seemed so plausible that it has elicited the greatest admiration
and acclaim and drawn knowing away from its interest in the objects and work on
them and drawn it back to itself, i.e. to the formal aspect. If, however, we do not
delude ourselves with words, it is easy to see that other tools may very well be
examined and evaluated in ways other than undertaking the actual work for which
they are determined. But the examination of knowing cannot take place other than
by way of knowing. With this so-called instrument, examining it means nothing
other than acquiring knowledge of it. But to want to know before one knows is as
incoherent as the Scholastic's wise resolution to learn to swim, before he ventured
into the water(EL = 10A)

| first offer a general summary of the objection, not intended to be in any way contro¥ersi:
Only then will I be in a position to introduce what | consider to be a new interpretation of i
KantOs critical philosophy confronts the enterprise of traditional metaphysics with a challe
Traditional metaphysics claims a certain distinctive type of knowledge: Oknowledge of G¢
essences of things etc.O Kant therefore confronts its proponents with the critical question
whether such knowledge is even possible for beings like ourselves, and, if so, how its pos

can be explained. The question, it seems, can only be answered through a preliminary

77| here follow Habermas (1971), Ameriks (1985), Guyer (1993), Bristow (2007) Stern (2009), McCumber (.
and Kreines (2015) among many others.
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examination of the faculty we employ to attain knowledge: Othe faculty of knowledge.O It
the faculty is a tool or instrument, and we must conduct a preliminary examination of it to
determine what it can and cannot be used to do. At this point, however, a serious problen
for the Critical Philosophy, at least according to Hegel. The problem is that Kant himself
confronts a version of the very same challenge with which his Critical Philosophy confron
metaphysics. No less than metaphysics, the Critical Philosophy also attempts to acquire
distinctive form of knowledge: in this case, knowledge of the faculty of knowledge itself. T
critical philosophy can therefore also be confronted with the question of whether this type
knowledge is possible for us, and, if so, how its possibility can be explained. The questior
less apt here than in it is in the case of metaphysics.

According to Hegel, however, the critical philosophy is incapable of providing a
satisfactory answer to the question. Kant cannot argue here as he ordinarily would. In oth
words, he cannot argue that knowledge of the faculty of knowledge is possible on the gro
that this is completely consistent with the critical philosophyOs own account of the nature
limits of that faculty. To do so would be to invoke the very form of knowledge whose poss|
is in question. Hegel explains the problem by returning to his metaphor of the tool or instr
If the critical philosophy is to examine the tool or instrument we use to attain knowledge, 1
must use that very tool or instrument. However, this is to risk the very misuse we wanted
prevent by examining it in the first place. Hence, the critical philosophy reaches an impas
is to offer an account of the faculty of knowledge, it must itself claim knowledge. Yet accol
to the critical philosophy, no such claim is legitimate until an account of the faculty has be

given. Wanting to know before one can know is like wanting to swim before getting wet.

90



Here, it is important to note a limitation of the swimmingO objection which is not of
appreciated in the literature. The limitation concerns its conclusion that the critical philoso
cannot demonstrate the legitimacy of its own claims to knowledge. This conclusion is con
consistent with the possibility that these claimsO legitimacy can be demonstrated in some
way. In particular, it allows for the possibility that there is some more ultimate source of
justification for the critical philosophyOs account of the nature and limits of the faculty of
knowledge. Moreover, it allows for the possibility of a source which might uphold the legit
of the type of claim to knowledge made here. Even so, the objection, if successful, would
displace the critical philosophy as the ultimate arbiter of which claims to knowledge are
legitimate. Henceforth, the critical philosophy, if it is to be justified at all, would have to de
its legitimacy from that more ultimate source. However, this means that the critical philosc
more vulnerable than it might have initially appeared, since its claims could either be uph
that more ultimate source or not. Ultimately, then, HegelOs swimming objection is best pc
the form of a dilemma for the critical philosophy. It must either concede that its basic
presuppositions are unjustified or else renounce its status as ultimate arbiter of whether t|
justified.

Although it is seldom realized in the literature, the swimming objection is primarily
directed at a specific part of the Critical Philosophis HegelOs subsequent remarks make

clear, it is meant to apply to KantOs treatment of the categories in the Transcendental An:

78 Most commentators do not relate HegelOs swimming objection to his objection to KantOs metaphysical ¢
despite the clear connection Hegel himself draws in the text. This is true of Habermas (1971), Ameriks (19¢
Bristow (2007), Stern (2009), and Kreines (2015) from the one direction, and Horstmann (1995) and Houlg:
(2006) from the other. An exception is McCumber (2013: Ch. 2) whom | follow here.
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the first Critique. Here we should recall that Hegel cites this as the main instance in whicl
succumbed to the temptation to Oknow before we know,O or swim before getting wet.

No doubt a very important step was taken by subjecting the determinations of the
old metaphysics to scrutiny. Naive thinking moved innocently among those
determinations, which produced themselves straightaway and of own accord. No
thought was given to the question to what extent these determinations have value
and validity for themselves. It has already been remarked earlier that free thinking
is one that has no presuppositions. The thinking of the old metaphysics was not
free, because it allowed its determinations to count without further ado as
something pre-existing, as an a priori which reflection did not itself examine. By
contrast, the Critical philosophy made it its to to what extent the forms of thinking
were capable of being of assistance in knowing the truth at all. More specifically,
the faculty of knowledge was now supposed to be investigated prior to knowing.
In this there is contained the correct thought that the forms of thought themselves
must indeed be made the object of knowing. However, the misunderstanding of
wanting already to know prior to knowing or of wanting not to set foot in the

water before one has learned to swim, very quickly creeps into the process. To be
sure, the forms of thought should not be employed unexamined, but examining
them is already itself a process of knowing. (EL @ 41 Z)

Kant asks whether the type of knowledge claimed in metaphysics is possible for us, and,
how. In answering this question, he claims that our faculty of knowledge is the source of ¢
non-empirical concepts, or categories, which he will ultimately show can only be used to |
appearances but not things-in-themselves. Yet we can now turn this question on KantOs «
project. Is such knowledge possible for us, and, if so, can Kant explain how it is possible~

Let us simply consider the first and most elementary step in KantOs argument. Thi
claim that the intelligible (conceptual) conditions on objects, if there even were any, woulc
to be (all and only) the 12 categories in his table. It is a preliminary to KantOs subsequen
that there are, in fact, such conditions, and that they must be imposed on all objects of pc
experience by our faculty of knowledge. Though a preliminary, this section is regarded by

as an important achievement, and it may be for this reason that he focuses on it. As h& w
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the Critical philosophy subjects to scrutiny the value of the concepts of the understanding
are employed in metaphysicsEO (EL @ 44pw, then, can Kant make even this preliminary

claim to knowledge? Ordinarily, Kant explains the possibility of a certain form of knowledc
the following way. He invokes the claim that our faculty of knowledge is the source of a ce
set of (intelligible) conditions to which the objects must necessarily conform. However, Ke
cannot justify the claim(s) before us in this way, since doing so would beg the question. A
we do not yet even know what these (intelligible) conditions would be, let alone that they
fact, imposed on the objects by us. This claim is not yet available to be appealed to in the
argument, especially at this early stage. Kant wants to make a claim to knowledge, but is
so before knowledge is possible. That is like wanting to swim before getting wet.

As we have seen, however, the swimming objection is consistent with the possibili
the critical philosophyOs account of the nature and limits of our faculty of knowledge has
more ultimate source of justification. As Hegel concedes, Kant himself even appears to e
this possibility. After all, he does not claim that his transcendental logic alone can justify tt
claim in question, but, rather, appeals to general (formal) logic. Kant bases his table of ca
on logicOs table of forms of judgment. This does not necessarily mean that KantOs clain
but it does mean that it is vulnerable. It is beholden for its justification to a source more ul
than the critical philosophy: logic. This source might uphold its claims, but it might also re
them to be baseleddowever, Hegel gives us a powerful reason for doubting that KantOs a
to derive a complete table of categories from the logic of the day can succeed. For Hegel

logic is Oempirical.O
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It is well known that the Kantian philosophy made it very easy for locate the
categories. The the unity of self-consciousness is quite abstract and entirely
indeterminate. How is one then to arrive at the categories? Fortunately, the forms
of judgment are already listeanpiricallyin ordinary logic. Now to judge is to

think a determinate object. The various forms of judgment that had already been
enumerated thus provide the various determinations of thoilitht 42 A, italics
mine)

What can Hegel possibly mean in describing this logic as empirical? If ever there were ar
philosophy that was not empirical, logic would seem to be it. Guyer speaks for many in
expressing his bewilderment at the suggestion:
HegelOs charge that Kant's list of categories is merely empirically derived is also
peculiarETo be sure, he may not have made the method of his logical derivation
of the several aspects and forms of judgment terribly clear, but there can be no
doubt that Kant intended his derivation of the categories to proceed by entirely a
priori means from the underlying insight into the judgmental nature of knowledge
or even consciousness its€lf993: 187)
Here, the account of HegelOs relation to traditional logic from the last chapter becomes ir
to understanding his critique of Kant. As we saw in the last chapter, Hegel acknowledges
this logic does not appeal to sense-experiéhe@wever, he reminds us that it does appeal t
type of intellectual experience. This is the type of intellectual experience we have when w
abstract from the sensibly given content of our thinking and focus only on the formal princ
discovered therein. We then find they are incontrovertible for us. This is meant to establis
these principles are constitutive norms of the faculty of thought. However, this does not s
problem. Knowledge from intellectual experience is no less vulnerable to the problem of

induction than knowledge acquired from sense-experience. Hence, the table of forms of

judgment is incomplete. So too is the account of the understandingOs activities it represe

79 0Once again, see Houlgate (2006:15).
94



himself is aware of the centrality of the method of abstraction to logic, in general, and to i
treatment of the forms of judgement, in particular. He cites the method of abstraction fromr
sensible content as the source of the table of logical forms of judgment: OIf we abstract fr
content of a judgment, and consider only the mere formEwe find that the function of thoug
judgment can be brought under four heads, each of which contains three momentseO (A
B95)0 Yet from HegelOs perspective, Kant does not realize that this method is unable to
completeness.

This idealist objection to KantOs table of categories has been seen by generations
interpreters as based on an uncharitable and oversimplified understanding of his project.
there are more resources in KantOs text than the idealists appear to appreciate. Unsurpri
then, there is a long tradition of efforts to defend from this idealist objection, including tho:
Klaus Reich, Michael Wolff and othe¥sl here restrict myself to a brief remark in response.
seems to me that, in attempting to give Kant his due, this project misses the deeper impo
idealist objection to KantOs deduction of the categories. The deeper import of this objecti
becomes clear when we realize that it is meant to work in concert with the swimming obje
Ultimately, the objection does not simply claim thatsuch proof could be given. This would
just be one horn of the dilemma. It also proposesaitmasuch proof would have to rely on
claims about the nature of our cognitive faculties in a way that is un-self-unciiticsiis the

other horn. Far from refuting HegelOs objection, the success of these projects might conc

80 See also CohenOs defense of Kant against a similar accusation from Herbart. Their dispute centers arou
passage (1885: Chapter 7)

81 Reich (1992) Wolff (1995), and, more recently, Lu-Adler (2016)
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confirm it. This it would do by relying dogmatically or uncritically on claims about our cogr
faculties, as well as their judging and inferring activity.
iii. Surmounting the swimming objection 1: Reinhold, Fichte

Although the swimming objection is sometimes taken to show that KantOs Critical
is untenable and traditional metaphysics legitimate, it does not in and of itself establish ar
conclusion as dramatic as this ¢8én a way this is unsurprising since, as Hegel himself
reminds us, the objection originates with Reinhold, a figure who would never have embra
such a radically anti-Kantian conclusion. In this section, | will turn to HegelOs account of |
KantOs immediate followers, especially Reinhold and Fichte attempt to respond on his be
the swimming objection. They do so by attempting to reform the critical philosophy, rather
by rejecting it in favor of a more traditional form of metaphysics as Hegel will later do. | w
then examine why Hegel does not find their proposals convincing.

ReinholdOs proposal for how to avoid attempting to know before we can legitimate
said to know is his hypothetical method. In this method, the claim to knowledge with whic
begins is proposed as a hypothesis or OproblematicC3diaiother words, we are endorsing
only provisionally. Proceeding on the basis of this claim, we then arrive at a more fundam
(Oprimordial©) truth. On the basis of this truth, we could then potentially vindicate the hyg
with which we began. Provisional endorsement would then be converted into full or unquz
endorsement. Yet Hegel is unimpressed with ReinholdOs proposal:

Reinholdwho recognized the confusion that prevails in beginning in this way,
proposed as a remedy that one make a preliminary start Ywibadheticaland

82 See Kreines (2015) and Stern (2009)

83 See Habermas (1971: 7-8), who also discusses ReinholdOs Oproblematic methodO as well as its afterlifi
Germany.
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problematickind of philosophizing and continue in this vein Heaven knows how

[man weiss nicht wie] until somehow at some point along the line it would

emerge that in this way one had arrived atpmordial truth.Looked at more

closely, this would come down to the usual procedure, namely analysis of an

empirical foundation or a provisional assumption that has been put into a

definition. (EL = 10A)
HegelOs objection to this approach is that it is self-defeating. He confronts it with a dilemm
Either the hypothetical claim with which we begin (Oif x, then yO) is a premise in the argun
for the conclusion we want to reach or it is not. If it is a premise, then its hypothetical chare
will prevent us from reaching a conclusion that holds with necessity. If is not a premise in tl
argument, however, then it is a mere heuristic device that can be dismissed. The real first |
in the argument is the first categorical statement made in our science. Yet this merely raise
the problem of finding an adequate foundation for philosophy. Should it be some empirical
definition? something else? We are back where we started. As we saw, Kant himself confrc
version of this problem when he proposes the Copernican revolution in the form of a
hypothetical claim (OIf it were true that the objects had to conform to our knowledge, then.
Yet unlike Reinhold, Kant correctly sees that if the hypothetical claim is meant to be first
premise, then anything it was used to establish would only have a conditional status. It is li
for this reason that Kant acknowledges the need to establish it apodictically in the Critique

For Hegel, FichteOs approach is much more promising, and also more immediately
relevant to the project of deriving the categories:

The the unity of self-consciousness, is quite abstract and entirely indeterminate.

How is one then to arrive at the of the categories? Elt remainFititgean

philosophy's profound contributionEto have reminded us thathleght-

determinationgnust be exhibited in theirecessityand that it is essential that they
bederived.(EL = 42A)
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As with Reinhold, FichteOs approach has us begin with a putative claim to knowledge, ra
attempting to abstain from making any such claims until we are in a position to show they
consistent with the nature and limits of our knowledge. How, then, can we know whether 1
claim is legitimate or not? Is there not the risk that we will endorse a claim that will turn ot
to be illegitimate? The answer is that we begin with a claim that is indubitably certain. The
be no question as to whether it is true or false, let alone whether it is a legitimate claim to
knowledge or not. We then proceed to show that this indubitably certain principle entails ¢
no less certain than it.

The indubitably certain principle with which Fichte begins is a version of Descartes
Cogito, Ol amO or Ol exist,0 adapted so as to incorporate KantOs theory of apperceptior
deduction and his critique of rational psychology. Fichte records the debt to Descartes hir
although it is clear that he understands it to extend more widely:

That our proposition is the absolutely basic principle of all knowledge, was

pointed out by Kant, in his deduction of the categories. But he did not it down as

the basic principle. Descartes, before him, put forward a similar proposition:

cogito, ergo sum - which need not have been merely the minor premise and

conclusion of a syllogism (WL 1:98-9/SK 100 )
For Descartes, it is impossible to doubt my existence as a thinker. Just in virtue of doubtir
would be thinking. This thought, however, must come from a thinker, me. So far, so Carte
Here the parallels end, however. For Fichte, all that follows from the Cogito argument is tl
the thinker of this thought, am. However, | cannot know anything further about myself on -
basis. Indeed, it does not even follow from the Cogito argument that the self whose existe
learn of existed before or will exist after. OWhat was | then before | came to self-consciou

The natural reply is: | did not exist at all for | was not a selfO (WL 1:97/SoK 98). It follows
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this that self-consciousness is not a matter of becoming conscious of a pre-existing objec
Rather, it is only in the act of being reflected upon that the self is first of all constituted as
self® For Fichte, this makes the self different from any object, material or otherwise. For :
object to exist and to be reflected upon in an act of thinking are distinct. For example, a te
exist without being reflected upon by me. Yet in the case of subjects, these coincide: OTo
oneself and to be are, as applied to the self, perfectly IdenticalO (WL 1: 98, 99). By treatir
self as a distinctive type of object, rationalist or Cartesian metaphysics of soul-substance
respect this point. So too in a different way do empiricist bundle views of the self, as well
eliminative materialist views. According to Fichte, all of these positions, different as they ¢
from one another, share a common error. All illicitly assimilate consciousness of self to
consciousness of objects. Yet according to Fichte, KantOs Ol thinkO gives us a way of thi
about the self that respects both the truth of the cogito argument, as well as the limits of v
can establisB® We can know little more about the Ol thinkO than that it is present in a cert:
of accompanying my representations: Ol think A, B, and C.O It has no characteristics bey
ability to do so.

Fichte claims to be both following KantOs lead, as well as departing from him in a-
crucial respect (WL 1:475ff./SK 48ff.). For Kant, the paradigmatic form of self-consciousn
the consciousness | have of my own representations (OThe Ol thinkO must be able to ac
my representationsEQ) Fichte disagrees. Before | can become conscious of my represen

as mine, he argues, there must be someone whose representations they are: me. This cc

84 See my (2016) for a fuller exposition of this idea.

85| here follow Longuenesse (2008) (2017), who argues that Kant is committed to a version of the Cogito, ¢
his official position from the Paralogisms, which is that the Cogito-argument is invalid.
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only fulfilled in a distinct form of self-consciousness achieved in the Cogito. This is not
consciousness of my representations, but consciousness of me. Indeed, Fichte claims thi
former presupposes the latter. To reverse them, Fichte maintains, would be to render the
necessary unity of consciousness contingent: more specifically, contingent on given sens
representations. Admittedly, this worry can seem overblown from a Kantian perspective. t
Fichte is evidently unsympathetic to KantOs claims to the effect that self-knowledge and
knowledge of objects are co-constitutive. In any case, Fichte believes that Kant is wrong
the idea that there is a form of self-knowledge prior to knowledge of objects. What resista
there is to this idea in Kant is based on the mistaken belief that it is a form of rationalist
metaphysics. Once we break that association, as Fichte does with his Cogito-argument, v
free to appeal to consciousness of self in the context of a post-Kantian project.

However, Fichte is breaking with Kant in other more profound ways. For Kant, con
without intuitions are empty, intuitions without concepts are blind. Yet Fichte is claiming th
I-concept is necessarily non-empty, or object-related all on its own. This is so even when
sensible representation is present. The Cogito is possible in a sensory deprivation tank, &
Anscombe memorably claims in her essay on the first péfdeor. Fichte, this counter-exampl
to KantOs OemptinessO thesis has more dramatic implications. One of KantOs most four
commitments is that we human beings are finite knowers. We do not create the objects w
They must exist independently of the act in which they are thought of using concepts. The
affect us in the relevant way and produce intuitions in us. Perhaps a divine knower would

operate under this constraint, but we are not such a knower. This divine knower would en

86 Anscombe (1975), but see also Peacocke (2014)
100



intellectual intuition, whereas our intuition is discursive. Yet Fichte holds that we human
knowers do partake of the intellectual intuition of a divine knower. Indeed, we do so in the
ordinary act of thinking: the use of the I-concept. As soon as the I-concept is used by the
the particular object it describes is always already present: the subject herself. In this mo
respect then, we finite human knowers are infinite knowers. In performing the Ol thinkO w
a type of knowledge that is not dependent on any externally given object, a fortiori, any ol
sensible intuition. Instead, we have an intellectual intuition of ourselves. Dramatic as thes
departure from Kant are, however, they are in the service of a recognizably Kantian aim.
Although this is a larger topic than | can discuss here, Fichte believes his amendments ar
required to defend the freedom of the Kantian subject, even in its capacity as a theoretice
knower.

For Fichte, the first and most important step philosophy must take after laying dow
first principle, the |, is to deduce the not-I, a world independent from the I. Here, Fichte he
version of DescartesO probléescartes, once he was certain of his own existence, needec
prove that of the Oexternal world.O Here, the Cartesian heritage gives Fichte a problem
does not have. That is because in Kant the self-consciousness of the subject and its cons
of objects presuppose one another. An abstract version of this point is made in KantOs
Transcendental Deduction, and a more concrete one later in the Refutation of Idealism. Y
have seen Fichte has a different understanding of self-consciousness that blocks this typ
move. For Fichte, self-consciousness is a prior phenomenon in which the subject is to itst
object. Hence, he must advance beyond this first stage to one in which the external world

its presence known. For Fichte, however, the problem posed by the not-1 differs from the
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Oexternal worldO skepticism dramatized in Descartes. In Descartes, the problem is that t
external world might differ radically from the way | perceive it to be, like in the evil-demon
dreaming scenarios. In Fichte, by contrast, the problem is that there might be no mind-
independent world at all. FichteOs interest in addressing this problem may have been pro
the early and influential criticisms of KantOs idealism as a form of Berkeleyan Osubjective
idealism. It is likely that these discussions gave him an appreciation of the difference betv
Berkeleyan idealism and the distinct threat that Cartesian skeptical scenarios imply.

Yet there is an additional reason that advancing from the first to the second step is
important for Fichte. In attempting to deduce the not-I from the I, Fichte also means to ref
type of eliminative materialism, at this time closely associated with Spinoza. This form of
materialism represents another path open to systematic philosophers of the period, thouc
idealists. In taking this path, one begins with the not-I, a non-thinking substance. One the
attempts to explain away the existence of self-consciousnesses on this basis. In other wc
project is not the idealist one of explaining the not-1 by appealing to the I, but the material
of explaining the | by appealing to the not-I. If the aim is to explain away the existence of
by appealing to the not-I1, then the project becomes a form of eliminative materialism. It w
be legitimate to wonder if this position could fairly be attributed to Spinoza. After all, Spinc
himself treats thought as an attribute of substance, alongside extension. This means mint
body exhibit a parallel, but it is not tantamount to a reduction of the former to the latter. As
will soon see, German idealist followers would soon move beyond this one-sided portraye
Spinoza. Indeed, a more charitable attitude towards his views on precisely this issue, i.e.

issue of of mind and body, is an important part of the transition from the subjective idealis
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Kant and Fichte to the objective idealisms of Schelling and Hegel. Yet this is getting ahea
ourselves. Regardless of whether this type of eliminative materialist project is SpinozaOs
Fichte must address it given the threat it poses to his idealist system. Fichte aims to do s«
precluding the materialist alternative. If the not-I can be deduced from the I, Fichte argues
the ground is cut from under the materialist. There can be no beginning a philosophical s
with the not-I and explaining (away) the I. Yet if FichteOs project fails, then eliminative
materialism is a possibility.

At least in the earlyissenschaftslehr&ichteOs argument for advancing from the | tc
not-l invokes logic. For Hegel, this suggests a further instance in which transcendental
philosophyOs inability to non-circularly self-justify requires it to dogmatically rely on the fo
logic of the day. In this tradition, the most basic law of logic is the law of identity: A is A, ot
A=A.87This is the law which explains why analytic truths are always true. The reason is tf
they can all be reduced to identities through a method of substituting equivalent concepts
example: the analytic truth a bachelor is an unmarried men can be reduced to the identity
unmarried man is an unmarried men through this method of substitution.

As Fichte formulates it, the first principle of philosophy (Ol am 10) is just the first au
most basic instance of the logical law of identity (A=A) obtained when we apply that law ti
cogito (I am). It is the OmaterialO version of this Oformal principle. The law of identity sirr
says that if anything exists then it is self-identical, but it does not imply that anything exist
a hypothetical, rather than an apodictic statement. Yet the Cogito differs, since it states th

thinker of this thought, am. Hence, the Cogito can be used as a foundation on which the |

87 See Leibniz OPrimary TruthsO
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law of identity rests. Without the Cogito, the law would simply have the form of a conditior
A, then A. Yet with the addition of the Cogito, it is a categorical: A is A. Put another way, tf
concept furnishes the first and the first and most basic instance of the logical law, A=A. Tl
why Fichte combines them in a statement of his systemOs first principle: I=I. How, then, d
deduce the not-1? Fichte appeals to the next most basic law of logic, non-contradiction, A
which he regards as equivalent to the law of identity (its Onegative versionO). If it is equi\
then the | am | implies that the | # -I. In other words, it entails a form of subject-object dua
This may be a successful strategy, but it suggests that the foundational principles of Fichi
philosophy stand in some type of complex relation of interdependence with the laws of fol
logic. At one point, Fichte suggests that there is a non-vicious circle between them.
Hegel holds that there is no clear, compelling reason that the | entails the not-I, no
given by Fichte anyway (WdL:21:64/SoL 54). In particular, FichteOs OlogicalO reason is 1
valid one. It relies uncritically on the logic of the day, something Hegel maintains critical
philosophers should not do. Hegel suspects that the true source of FichteOs conviction th
second step follows the first is not what he claimed it is. Fichte relied instead on the empi
fact that we are confronted with a world of objects distinct from us which affect our sense:
organs. Yet if the second step of the deduction is an empirical principle, then FichteOs arr
strategy of argument fails. Recall that this strategy involved beginning with a principle
indubitably certain, and then showing that it entailed others no less certain than it. Howev
such entailment has been shown to hold between the | and the not-I. If there is a not-I, th:

a type of empirical fact of which | am aware. It is a contingent truth, rather than a necesse
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It is not certain, even if highly probable. Hence, its ability to render all subsequent principl
certain is undermined.
iv. Surmounting the swimming objection 2: Hegel

Hegel will break with FichteOs Cartesian conviction that philosophy ought to begin
claim to certain knowledge, and defend an alternative that aligns him much more closely"
figure Fichte thought of as idealismOs main opponent: the dogmatist Spinoza. Yet it is no
HegelOs Fichte-critique to deny that the Fichtean version of the Cogito (I am 1) is genuine
certain or indubitable. On the contrary, Hegel concedes this: Oln the need to begin with
something absolutely certain, i.e. the certainty of oneselfEthese and other similar forms ¢
regarded as what must be the f'EL @ 86A). As we saw, however, the problem with Ficht
approach was not that its starting point was uncertain, but that it was unable to advance ¢
step beyond this starting point. Hence, Hegel will propose a different first principle, Being.
whose claim on our attention differs. Far from being especially secure, such a principle is
insecure. It would not be quite right to say that Being is uncertain. It lacks the form of a
proposition, so it cannot be affirmed or denied. Yet we could say that, no sooner has it be
introduced, it is overturned and its opposite adopted: nothing. As long as we bear in mind
these are pseudo-propositions, we could say that the claim, the Absolute is Being, has be
replaced by the counter-claim, the Absolute is Nothing. Admittedly, we do not yet know wi
either even means, let alone what argument would take us from the first to the second. H
it should be clear that the argument in which they figure has a different structure than Ficl
does. In this structure of argument, the inadequacy of our first principle is not a hindrance

might be in FichteOs more Cartesian system. On the contrary, it is what allows us to adve
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the second step, from Being to Nothing, something Fichte could not do. Why, though, bey
ability to advance in this way, would we want to begin with a first principle that is vulnerab
being overturned in this way?

Another reason is that this principle is more primitive, conceptually speaking: Othe
absolutely first, most abstractEO (EL = 86 A) Being is presupposed by the Fichtean startit
point of | am I, the Schellingian principle of identity, the law of identity A is A, and so on. A
concepts of beings or entities of some type, and so presuppose some understanding of tt
concept of what it is to be anything at all. In the case of FichteOs first principle, the priorit
being is especially clear. To say thainh| or that Ais A is just to employ the identity relation,
itself the relational version of the non-relational category of b&ighat though is it for
anything to be at all? This is a prior question. If our aim is certainty, FichteOs 1=1 must be
philosophyOs first principle. Yet if it is conceptual primitiveness, then HegelOs Being dese
title. Evidently, Hegel holds that certainty is less important than conceptual primitiveness,
is not difficult to imagine what his argument for this might have been. We can only be cert
some proposition if we know what it means, and therefore what the concepts deployed in
mean. Yet the only theory which can settle our doubts about meaning, especially the mea
a priori concepts or categories, is one that starts from a primitive concept and explains all
in terms of it. This is precisely what HegelOs theory of the categories is meant to provide,
why he breaks with the more Cartesian starting point of FichteOs system.

Yet there is an additional reason that Being has a claim to be philosophyOs first pr

beyond the fact that it is conceptually primitive. Being is not only the most fundamental cc

88 This is likely inspired by H3lderlinOs critique of Fichte in the fragrdeteil und Sein(1962). | owe the referenc
to Wolfgang Mann. For fuller discussions see Henrich (1978) (1997) and (2001)
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that there is but also the most comprehensive. Being, and other concepts like it, purport t
comprehend everything that there is. Outside of them, we are told, there is nothing at all.
Everything is a being or entity. Anything that was not would not exist. In other words, it is
just the German Idealist search for a foundational Ofirst principleO that informs HegelOs
Being, but also the Spinozistic ideal of a form of philosophy comprehends the whole of wi
(the Hen-kai-pan, Oone and a#fO).
When being is expressed as a predicate of the absolute, this provides the first
definition of the latter: the absolute is beingElt is the definition of the Eleatics,
but at the same time also the familiar one that God is the sum total [Inbegriff] of
all realities. The point is that one is supposed to abstract from the limitedness
inherent in every reality, so that God is nothing but the real in all reality, the
supremely real. Insofar as reality already contains a reflection, this idea is
expressed more immediately in what Jacobi says about the God of Spinoza,
namely that he is the principium of being in all existence. (EL = 86A)
Here, it is significant that Hegel not only cites Eleatic monists like Parmenides, and mode
ones like Spinoza, but also the pre-critical Kant. Hegel here refers to the omnitudo realita
sum total of all realities, which Kant identified with the divine in the pre-critical p&tiod.
Finally, a concept like Being is not only the most fundamental as well as the most
comprehensive, but also one that could not possibly fail to be instantiated. If any concept

instantiated in the world, then the concept of Being mugt Beerything is a being or entity. Ir

this regard, Being has something in common with the I-concept as Fichte understood it in

89 For an overview of the history of this idea, which goes back to the Stoics, see Henrich (2001).

%0 Most others writing on the ontological argument in Hegel ignore this. See the otherwise excellent William:
(2017). An exception is Harrelson (2007) whom | follow here.

91 Redding and Bubbio (2014) also make this point, though they are much more dismissive than | am of the
suggestion that Being could constitute a legitimate definition of the Absolute or God.
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Cogito argument. Both are concepts that are necessarily non-&rhiotyever, this is for a
different reason in each case. In the case of Being, it is because of the relationship betwe
and beings or entities. The former is what the latter all have in common. In the case of the
concept, it is because the act of its use in thought or speech of the knowing subject autor
secures for it an object. As is so often the case in Hegel, we have a similar structure of ar
to those employed by Kant and Fichte, but with a crucial difference. Hegel has stripped it
psychological association.

Hegel himself was well aware of the analogy between these two classic arguments
Early Modern philosophy, the cogito and ontological argument. He draws a parallel betwe
himself in theEncyclopedian the section entitled OThird Position of thought towards
Objectivity: Jacobi.O There, Hegel argues against Jacobi, a figure who maintained that it
rather than reason which justifies our belief in the most fundamental truths. It would be e
dismiss the Jacobian approach as unworthy of serious consideration, and HegelOs own
discussions of it occasionally create this impression (he describes it as opening the door-
relativism, irrationalism, subjectivism and so on). Yet this would be overhasty. By faith, Je
simply means any form of justification that is non-inferential. Seen in this light, Humean
empiricism is a defense of faith. Humean empiricism shows us that our beliefs about caus
connection are products of custom, rather than reason (Omore properly felt than judged ¢
in a way, this improves their standing rather than undermining it. It shows that they are su

a fundamentally different set of standards from those of reason, standards they may be n

92 Redding and Bubbio (2014) also draw this parallel, though their Austinian reading of Fichte differs from r
Cartesian one.
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successful in meeting. It is therefore unsurprising that, after Spinoza, Hume is the philosc
about whom Jacobi wrote the most.

In this context, JacobiOs significance for Hegel is in leading him to appreciate a
connection between the cogito and the ontological argument. Jacobi identifies a wide ran
beliefs that he claims can only be upheld by faith, because they cannot be justified inferel
Among them are our belief in our own existence as well as our belief in God, those which
rationalist philosophers had attempted to prove through argument. Here, Jacobi follows K
who had shown that the Wolffian versions of these arguments based on syllogistic inferer
Hegel appreciates the connection Jacobi has drawn between these beliefs, and also rege
as closely related. Still, he responds by attempting to show that these beliefs, though not
supported by syllogistic inference, are based on more than faith. In part, Hegel is here sic
with Descartes himself and against his disciples in the Leibniz-Wolff school. True, the Coc
not a syllogistic inference, as Hegel himself points out in this discussion (EL & 64A). If it w
would not be sound. The major premise, anything that thinks exists, is not indubitable in t
that the claim Ol think, | amO is (Ibid.). Nevertheless, this claim is upheld by more than fa
because it involves a transition in thought which is rationally necessary. This is the transit
from the presence of a thought to that of a thinker who is its author. Regardless of whethe
argument is ultimately successful, the important point is that it is an argument and not a b
assertion. Hegel argues that something broadly similar is true of the ontological argument
76). Here too Hegel concedes that the argument is not syllogistic, but he is unwilling to re
as a product of faith. It involves a rationally necessary transition in thought from the idea «

something whose essence is to exist to the impossibility of its non-existence. In this way,
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hopes to win over his romantic anti-rationalist opponents by showing that traditional ratior
forms of philosophy have more resources than they appreciate.

We might expect Hegel to uphold the claim of an infinite category like Being to
encompass the whole of what is. Precisely not. Nearly always, Hegel will argue that the c
cannot be upheld. The claim gives rise to a type of incoherence that renders it unaccepta
Famously, Hegel argues that this is true of the first such definition of the Absolute. In orde
Being to be everything that there is, it would have to be devoid of any determinate [specif
particular] properties. Yet if that were so, then it would effectively be nothing at all. Howev
this does not mean that Hegel simply abandons the aspiration to know the Absolute
comprehensively. Famously, the incoherence we are confronted with is of a certain specil
that allows us to move forward, rather than simply abandoning the search. The discovery
make is that if the concept were all-encompassing in the way it claims to be, it could not k
encompassing in that way. In each case, however, Hegel will attempt to resolve the parac
that the claim to comprehensiveness can be upheld. In the case before us, the result will

better definition of the Absolute which combines Being and Nothing in a non-incoherent o
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paradoxical way: Becoming. This is a concept defined as a type of transition from non-Be
Being, e.g., from not being an adult to being &he.

In claiming that the concept of Being has these distinctive properties, fundamental
comprehensive and necessarily instantiated, Hegel takes himself to have revived an olde
argument from the history of philosophy: the ontological argument. Like the proponent of
ontological argument, Hegel has claimed there is something whose definition entails its
existence. Needless to say, this does not imply that Hegel endorses all versions of the art
let alone those made by traditional theists. HegelOs version assumes a non-traditional G¢
to Parmenidean Being or SpinozaOs substance. Although not often remarked upon in the
literature, there are many signs of this in HegelOs discussion of BeingEhtyiotopediahe
equates it with the omnitudo realitatis, the Spinozist deity whom the pre-critical Kant thou
would furnish Othe only possible proof for the existence of God.OSgithee of Logide also
appends to the main discussion of this first category, Being, one of his most in-depth disc
of the ontological argument. In it, he claims that if Kant had employed the example of son
infinite like Parmenidean Being and not that of something finite like 100 thalers he would

never have rejected the ontological argument (WdL 21:75-76/SoL 65). Being may not be .

98 The concept of Being is instantiated in the world, if anything is. But what if nothing is? This is a problem f
thinker who argues for the existence of God via the conditional: OIf anything exists, then GotlhgopesSibility
that nothing exists is considered by Hegel. It is the one he raises immediately after considering Being and t
alternative definition of the Absolute as Nothing. Hegel claims that this is a standpoint like that occupied by
Buddhists for whom none of the objects we take to exist in our ordinary lives does, in fact, exist. Understan
Hegel rebuts this view requires us to take account a less well known aspect of a well known view of his. Fa
Hegel claims that Being and nothing are the same, but it is too seldom realized that this claim is a biconditi
not merely that Being, devoid of all determinate properties, cannot be distinguished from Nothing. The reve
also true, though the reason is harder to state. | understand it to be a variation on Othe problem of PIatQ()s
This is the problem of how we can deny that something fictional or imaginary exists: for example, PlatoOs
Pegasus. If there really is no such thing, then there is nothing of which we would deny existence. Yet if ther
a thing, denying its existence is ruled out from the outset. | take HegelOs claim that Nothing is being to be «
broad type. Being is indistinguishable from nothing, but the reverse is also true. Nothing is indistinguishable
being. That is why Hegel rejects nihilism, the belief that nothing exists. It is no less a non-starter than the r
Being.
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predicate in the case of ordinary entities, like a hundred dollars. Yet matters are different ir
case of those like Being itself. This is a claim | will consider in greater depth in a subseque
chapter. However, the important point for our purposes is the way in which things have col
circle. A reconstituted version of KantOs project has turned out to require the rehabilitation
deeply un-Kantian argument closely associated with dogmatic metaphysics.

How does this opening argument of thagic relate to the opening argument of FichteC
WissenschaftslehPdegel has effectively taken the first step in FichteOs argument (I to not-
am to it is not me) which he finds unconvincing, and altered it decisively. He has offered a
abstract version of it (Being to Nothing or non-being, is to is not), a version divested of any
reference to the self. If that is so, then we can see that the insecure statusgidbe Ofirst
principleO is a help rather than a hindrédeallows Hegel to take a version of the step that
Fichte could not.

In the final analysis, HegelOs response to the swimming objection differs dramatica
from that of his predecessors Reinhold and Fichte. It will decouple category theory from th
of an investigation into our faculty of knowledge. This is reflected in the passage in which |
presents his response. The response discusses how a theory of the categories can be giv
avoids the swimming objection. Howeverpihits entirely any mention of how the faculty of
knowledge will figure in the theory:

Consequently, the activity of the forms of thought and their critique must be

joined in knowing. The forms of thought must be considered in and of themselves
[an und for sich]. They are themselves the object as well as the activity of the

9% |f HegelOs argument succeeds where FichteOs failed, then he will be in a position to confront Fichte with
dilemma. Either Fichte OsucceedsO in taking his argumentQOs first step from the | to the not-I, in which cast
actually taken the first step in HegelOs argument from Being to Nothing. Or, alternatively, he does not succ
which case we have additional reason to consider an alternative.
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object. They themselves examine themselves and they must determine for
themselves their limits and point up their deficiency in themselves. This is the
activity of thinking that will soon be specifically considered under the name of
dialectic, about which a preliminary remark must here suffice, namely that it is to
be regarded not as something brought to bear on thought-determinations from
outside of them, but instead as immanent in them. (EL @ 41 Z1)
As it is described here, HegelOs theory of the categories will adhere to a method of argum
divorces category theory from faculty psychology. It does not in any obvious way require
recourse to the prior claim that we are investigating the faculty of knowledge, or any accot
what that faculty would be. We simply begin with the first category: Being. We then procee
using this category and each one subsequently, as both the object of evaluation and the s
of evaluation. We will consider a category, along with its definition, asking whether there ct
even be such a category as the one before us, whether this definition is coherent or not. Is
idea of simply Being, as opposed to being this or that thing, coherent? HegelOs answer is
not, since anything which existed in this way would be so devoid of determinate properties
be indistinguishable from nothing. When we find that it does give rise to an incoherence, tl
incoherence, will, as it were, be internal to the category or definition itself. Once it is resolv
we will have a new category, along with its definition. At which point the process repeats. #
point would it have helped to have a philosophical psychology in the background. From th
perspective of HegelOs category theory, KantOs faculty psychology is superfluous. If
transcendental philosophy consists in the conviction that philosophy must begin with an ac
of our faculty of knowledge, then Hegel has left transcendental philosophy béiridHegelOs

theory of the categories is not pursued under the head of some form of faculty psychology

what area of philosophy does it concern?
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Here, | follow other commentators in arguing that HegelOs theory of the categories
contribution to general metaphysics (ontology). This is the area of traditional philosophy t:
with examining what can be said of any being or entity insofar as it is one. Yet if HegelOs
of the categories is traditional in its basic aspirations, it is not in the methods it uses. Heg:
makes clear that all subsequent definitions of the Absolute are refined version of the first.
are Osublations,O canceling, but also preserving and improving upon their predecessor. |
to mean that we are simply at work refining our conception of what it is for anything to be
all.%> As Houlgate and Doz before him pointed out, this is fairly obvious in the definitions o
categories themselves, all of which incorporate the first. There is indeterminate being,
determinate being (quantity, quality), Identity, which Hegel tells us is simply being in the f
a relation (A OisO A), judgment, which he tells us is simply being in the form of the copule
SO0 on.

As Hegel himself makes clear, his is intended to be a distinctly post-Critical form o
ontology which will avoid the impasses of earlier varieties (EL @ 30). However, Hegel diss
from KantOs diagnosis of the flaw in earlier approaches. For Hegel, the problem with pre-
ontology was that it rested its account of the fundamental forms of being on an uncritical
to ordinary language and common sense. It lacked a more systematic way of deducing th
categories like that which HegelOs presuppositionless method provides:

In its WeII-orgjered form, the first part of this metaphysics was constituted

by ontologyE[but] a principle was lacking for these

determinations. For this reason, they had to be enumerated empirically

and contingently and their more precise content can be based only on the
representation, on thesaasance that in thinking one associates precisely this

%1 here follow Houlgate (2006: 116) as well as Doz (1987: 23-4) whom Houlgate cites. See also Martin (20
these authors, all further categories OsublateO Being.
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particular content with a given word, or perhaps on etymology as well. In

all this, it can be a matter merely of the correctness of the analysis (agreeing

with linguistic usage) and of empirical completeness, not the truth and the

necessity of such determinations in and of themse{iztsa 35)
Significantly, Hegel does not here follow Kant in claiming that the older ontology erred be:
of its transcendental realism, the naive belief that we can know things as they are in thenr
Indeed, this seems to be the one error he does not accuse it of making.

Hegel, then, embraces a form of general metaphysics (ontology). This is the attem
use empirically unaided thought to understand the nature of Being, being-qua-being. Its t
beings or entities just insofar as they are beings or entities, and not beings or entities of a
particular (sub-)type. At the end of the Analytic, Kant will conclude that this enterprise is
moribund. OThe proud name of ontologyO must yield its place to KantOs more modest ai
the understanding. KantOs Analytic has shown that (synthetic a priori) knowledge is poss
us only if we restrict our attention to appearances. We know that the concepts employed i
thinking, the categories must apply to any object of possible experience. Yet we have no
comparable assurance in the case of things-in-themselves. Ontology is a type of attempt
things as they are-in-themselves, and therefore goes beyond the bounds of what can rea
be known. In Hegel's view, Kant has not earned the right to reject ontology in the way tha
does. The only justification for restricting our knowledge to appearances is that this is the
way to guarantee universality and necessity. If there were some other away to guarantee
then there would be no neddontraKant, Hegel puts forward this system as one which will

give us categories that ground the possibility of non-trivial, universally and necessarily va

knowledge. These categories are the forms of being-qua-being, rather than the forms of ¢
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consciousness unity, forms of unifying a sensibly given manifold. Ultimately, then there is
reason they need be restricted to appearances, rather than things-in-themselves.
Although | have only reconstructed HegelOs critique of KantOs Metaphysical Dedt
his critique of the Transcendental Deduction requires brief comment as well. Notoriously,
young Hegel dismisses it as OshallowO in his treatment of Kant in the earfaétbsayd
Knowledge This is a shocking claim, though Hegel would later have more favorable things
say about the deduction. In any case, | would like to propose an explanation of why he m
have made such a dismissive claim in the first place. My point of departure is an addition
the 1831Encyclopedia
This, then, is what Kant calls pure apperceiwvith this, the nature of all
consciousness has,le sure, been correctly articulated. Human beingsO striving is
directed generally at knowing the world, appropriating and submittiogheir
will, and towards this end the reality of the world must, so to speak, be crushed,
that is, idealized. At the same time, however, it neells twted that it is not the
subjective activity of self-consciousness that introduces absolute unity into the
manifoldness. This identity is, rather, the absolute, the true itself. (EL 42 Z1).
For Hegel, as we have seen, KantOs project in the Metaphysical Deduction must yield its
a more traditional theory of the categories, a form of general metaphysics (ontology). Hec
therefore concede the correctness of KantOs subsequent analysis from the Transcenden
Deduction of the manner in which the mind unifies sensible representations into a cohere
experience of a world structured by categories like cause and substance. Still, Hegel wou
justified in arguing that the importance of this analysis is severely diminished once we rej

Metaphysical Deduction. For Hegel, KantOs Transcendental Deduction no longer explain:

the world acquires its categorial structure. The task of doing so now falls to general metaj

9% This passage is also important to Stern (1990), whose interpretation of it resembles my own here.
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(ontology) which will explain why every being as such must necessarily fall under certain
categories. At most, then, claims like those from KantOs deduction concerning the imagin
synthesis, and so on, supplement ontologyOs account of realityOs categorial structure. Tl
by explaining the precise cognitive mechanism by which beings with minds like our own r
the worldOs ontological structure in thought. They cannot, however, serve the role they di
KantOs philosophy of explaining how the world (of experience) acquires that structure in i
place.

In the Transcendental Deduction, Kant asWsat gives us the right to apply the
categories to the manifold of sense-experience? He calls thgsithgurisas opposed to thguid
facti. Yet for Hegel, this question only makes sense in relation to finite categories. It theref
only makes sense to treat that question as fundamental if we assume that finite categorie
only (or the most important) categories that there are. Ordinarily, it would make sense to :
whether a concept the thinking subject employs actually has instances in the objective wc
not. The definitions of most ordinary concepts leave the question open as to whether they
instances or not. Assuming their definitions are even so much as coherent or non-contrac
then it is an open question whether these concepts apply, and if so how widely. However,
OinfiniteO categories differ. The definitions of these concepts do not leave this question o
rather settle it. Assuming their definition is even coherent, then they have instadees, they
apply in every instance. For example: the sum-total-of-all-realities is instantiated not just i

real thing, but in every real thing.
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Is there, then, no place at all in Hegélédsic for a theory of the categories like that fot
in KantOs transcendental logic? To be sure, HegelOs categories are products of thinking
but the reason this is so differs profoundly from why it is so in the Critical Philosophy. As |
argued in the last chapter, Hegel does not begin from the premise that the categories are
of our thinking, as opposed to deriving from sensibility or some other source. That is wha
are, and this is a fact which must obtain if we are to do Hegelian philosophical logic. How
this fact is not the first premise in the argument. As Hegel says, it matters a great deal to
readers if the categories are products of thinking, but not at all tmtjie at least not at the
outset. Instead, Hegel will simply begin with the first category, Being, and proceed to refir

The reason Hegel does not want to presuppose that the categories are forms of th
that he wants to be in a position to prove this. It is not a premise of the argument, but its
conclusion. However, this does imply a fundamentally anti-Kantian conception of why, ani
what sense, the categories are products of thinking. Originally, the categories are necess
of being.Eventually, however, we discover that thinking is among beingOs necessary form
Indeed, this is true of the type of thinking in which we were engaged when we discovered
beingOs necessary forms: self-determining thinking. Ultimately, then, we do eventually ar
an epistemological explanation of how the knowledge we claimed in the preceding metap
is possible for us. We do not arrive at an account which would explain its possibility away,
however, as if HegelOs metaphysics were always epistemology in disguise, and this is wi
learn at the close of the book. If that were the case, then Hegel would have effectively cuf

the ground beneath his own feet. That is so because the metaphysics of the first part is n
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to give the account of subjectivity in the second. There is a turn towards the subject at the
of the logic N but it is not KantOs Copernican turn.
v. Conclusion: The ontological argument as Othe true critique of the categories and reasol

It should be clear that HegelOs objection is extremely provocative from a Kantian
perspective. On the one hand, Hegel has effectively proposed to out-do the Critical Philos
the project which lay at its very foundation: providing a derivation of the categories. On the
other, Hegel proposes to rest his derivation of the categories on an argument that it was tt
culminating gesture of the Critical Philosophy to rebut: the ontological argument. The unfir
business of the positive part of the critique, KantOs Analytic or Logic of Truth, can only be
with if we reject its negative part, the Dialectic or Logic of illusion. Hegel has claimed that :
derivation of the categories of the type that is undertaken by Kant at the very beginning of
Transcendental Logic, the Analytic, can only be successfully carried out on the basis of an
argument rejected at its very end in the Dialectic. He has claimed that the first principle fro
which the categories will be unfolded will be one with the very feature the concept of God
said to have in that it (purports to) contain its own existence within itself. Hegel himself pre
his project in exactly this way with the bold declaration that the ontological argument is Otl
critique of the categories.O

It is thedefinition of finite thingshat in them concept and being are differentE

The abstract definition of God, on the contrary, is precisely that his concept and
his being areinseparate@ndinseparable The true critique of the categories and

of reasonis just this: to acquaint cognition with this distinction and to prevent it
from applying to God the determinations and the relations of the finite. (WdL
21:77/SoL 66)
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HegelOs theory of the categories embraces a certain version of the ontological argument,
argument that Kant will later reject in the Transcendent Ideal of the Dialectic. At first the p
to the ontological argument may seem slight. To be sure, Hegel claims there are certain ¢
which, by definition, must have instances: for example, Being, the omnitudo realitatis. Tht
however, we have only considered the potential of such concepts to figure in a type of the
the categories. We have not as yet said anything about mounting a defense of theism, eit
orthodox or heterodox variety. In spite of this, it seems clear that this is where HegelOs a«
headed. In addition to drawing on a version of the ontological argument, the categories he
consider raise a distinctive type of claim to comprehensiveness: Odefinitions of the Absol
Famously, Hegel himself does not shy away from describing them as attempts to know O
he was before the creation of nature and spirit.O At one point, he suggests that the religic
notion of God is merely a metaphorical description for what his own definitions of the Abs
describe in a literal way. This suggests that if we were to reflect sufficiently on such defini
we would find that they not only resembled the God of the philosophers, whose essence |
exist, but also that of ordinary religious believers as well.

Kant himself will explicitly reject this type of project in the Transcendental Ideal. He
deny that a concept could be defined as containing its own existence within itself. He will
deny this of the omnitudo realitatis, the very conception of God Hegel singles out as his fi
definition of the Absolute. OExistence is not a real predicateO as Kant famously declares
more exact meaning is that it is not one of the realities that the omnitudo realitatis include
is KantOs most famous argument, but there are numerous others. Another such argumen

asserting the existence of Being, or any other monist principle, can reflect a type of confu
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between the distributive and the collective. Just as the sum of all dogs is not a further dog
sum of all existing things is not a further existing thing. The point here is not to delve into
discussion of whether KantOs critique of the ontological argument succeeds. It is merely
that he does have such a critique, meaning that Hegel cannot help himself to a version of
ontological argument in his critique of Kant without at least taking account of how Kant wc
respond.

For now, Hegel should simply postpone responding to KantOs objections. The que
whether Hegel is justified in embracing some version of the ontological argument is prem.
this stage. Hegel has only sought to respond to KantOs Analytic, not the Dialectic. He has
that a derivation of the categories superior to KantOs own is possible. However, it can be
beginning with OinfiniteO categories, such as Being, categories of which some version of
ontological argument is true. If Hegel has succeeded in this endeavor, then has already w
significant victory over Kant. At the very least, he is raising the stakes of rejecting the
ontological argument. HegelOs proposal is that a complete derivation of the categories of
Kant himself and his immediate followers sought is only possible through the ontological
argument. Hence, embracing KantOs critique of it will be more costly than previously anti
Clearly, a definitive verdict on the question of whether HegelOs version of the ontological
argument succeeds will have to await his treatment of KantOs critique of metaphysics in t

Dialectic.
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1. HegelOs Critique of Metaphysics

In this brief preliminary section, | introduce the project of the next two chapters:
responding to KantOs critique of traditional metaphysics on HegelOs behalf. Perhaps sur|
this requires us to take account of HegelOs own critique of metaphysics, which differs froi
KantOs own (hence the title of this first chapter). Hegel a critic of metaphysics? This calls
clarification. In my view, Hegel and Kant do not disagree over whether traditional metaphy
succeeds or not. For both, it is a failure. Yet they do disagree over why, exactly, it failed a
lesson we should draw from its failure. KantOs view suggests the need for a radical break
tradition, whereas HegelOs (I believe) does not. In this chapter, | reconstruct HegelOs ow
to this question, and discuss in a general way how it differs from KantOs own. In the next.
consider in greater detail HegelOs reasons for rejecting KantOs answer to this question.
I. Introduction: Hegel and Kant on the problem of dogmatism

HegelOs position on metaphysics is complex. On the one hand, Hegel fully admits
pre-critical metaphysics gave rise to the impasses Kant identifies. In particular, he agrees
this tradition found itself plagued by intractable controversies. On the other hand, he deni
any form of realist metaphysics would have to do so. He therefore rejects KantOs ultimate
conclusion that we must reject transcendental realism in favor of idealism. Hegel hopes tc
demonstrate that Kant has misdiagnosed the problem with pre-critical metaphysics. In He
view, the errors Kant identifies (paralogisms, antinomies, and so on) are by no means the
of transcendental realism, the assumption that we can know reality as it is in itself. Instea
result from the use of a crude set of logical tools to achieve this otherwise legitimate aim,

furnished by the traditional Aristotelian logic: for example, the judgment of subject-predice
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form. The broader point is that this alternative diagnosis opens up the possibility of arguin
realist form of metaphysics remains a possibility for us, provided it uses a different set of
tools. This would be a distinctly post-critical metaphysics, traditional in its aspiration to kn
the unconditioned if not in the logical means it employs in attempting to achieve that end.
overlooked the true source of the problem with pre-critivalaphysics, locating this source ir
its realism rather than its logic then this is unsurprising. After all, Kant was no less indebte
traditional logic than the figures he criticized. What, then, were the crude logical tools that
hindered the tradition, and prevented Kant as well from accurately diagnosing its failings~
will turn out, there are many, but I will here focus on the particular apparatus of claim and
argument on which the tradition relied. As we will see, HegelOs case for his most famous
innovation, the dialectical method, emerges from his confrontation with the formal logic
undergirding pre-critical metaphysics.
ii. The role of formal logic in pre-critical metaphysics

a) Predicative judgment

The first of these logical tools | will consider is the traditionOs reliance on judgmen
subject-predicate form, OS is P.O In pre-critical metaphysics, it was assumed that the jud
the primary vehicle of Otruth.O As Hegel writes, OThere was [in the tradition - JM] no
investigation as to whetherEthe form of judgment is capable of being the form of truth (EL
a28)& In order to see why the form of judgment was so important to the tradition, we sho
recall the following. Like any science, traditional metaphysics defines itself by its subject-i

God, the soul, and the world. Hence, it must begin with definitions of these items. Only in

97 Houlgate (1986) provides a similar account of HegelOs criticisms of Othe former metaphysics,O especial
concerning the role of judgment and of religion. See also Lakebrink (1979) and Stern (2017)
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way can it secure a subject-matter for the science, which would otherwise be empty. Onc
definitions are in place, we can certainly pose and answer questions about God, the soul,
world. In logical terms, we can do so using judgments of subject-predicate form. More
specifically, we can ask of a subject concept whose definition has now been secured whe
certain predicate concept applies to it or not. Does God, on some widely accepted definiti
exist or not? Is the soul, as it is commonly understood, mortal or immortal? The world-wh
we usually understand it, finite or infinite in its age or size? In order to adjudicate these di
these figures would then construct syllogistic arguments for the thesis and antithesis clair
Admittedly, relying on judgment and syllogistic inference may seem innocuous. However,
will argue that this logical apparatus is inherently dogmatic, at least when it is considered
the point of view of his own theory of the categories.

For Hegel, the traditionOs ability to raise questions of this kind and explore them i
required ignoring others. To judge of some subject-concept that a further one can be prec
of it, we must either treat as settled, or not treat as settled, the question of the subject cor
meaning. If we treat it as settled, then we are being dogmaticNpositing meaning as self-e
Pre-Critical metaphysicians may have been content to defer to, for example, the Christiar
religionOs definitions of terms like God, the soul, and the world. Hegel is not. That leaves
alternative of not treating the question as settled. If we do this, however, then we are not
employing a judgment in the logical sense at all. This is so even if, grammatically speakin
claim seems to have the form of a judgment. A judgment asserts a connection between tv
concepts. Yet in such an instance, we are only asking about the definition of one, and der

the meaning of the second concept from it. If we decide not to treat the question of the m
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of our concepts as settled, as it seems we must if we are to avoid dogmatism, then we ar
longer employing a judgment in the logical sense. In this way, HegelOs objection that judg
inherently dogmatic is effectively conceded.

Even admitting that a non-judgment based inquiry into our concepts would avoid
dogmatism, it is far from clear what form such an inquiry would take. Yet Hegel thinks the
clear cases of this from the history of philosophy. Inquiring into the meanings of our conce
without relying on the form of judgment is what Hegel thinks the characters are doing in F
dialogues when they pose and answer the question OWhat is X?O Here, the aim is not tc
connection between two concepts, as a judgment in the logical sense does, but only to in
into the content of one. It is also why Hegel denies that Plato is a dogmatic metaphysiciar
something that must sound very strange to Kantian®®@re following passage is
representative:

This kind of metaphysics was not a free and objective thinking, since it did not

allow the object(Qbjek{ to determine itself out of itself but presupposed it as

something ready made. As concerns Greek philosophy, it thought freely, but not
scholasticism, since the latter likewise took up its content as something given

and, indeed, given by the Church. We moderns, through our entire way of

education, have been initiated imepresentationgof things)Ewhich it is

exceptionally difficult to overcomeE (EL @31 + Z)

Earlier philosophers and notably the Scholastics provided the material for this

metaphysicsEPlato is not this kind of metaphysician, and Aristotle even less so,

although it is usually believed that the opposite is the case. (EL9 36 Z

Although a less clear case of the approach Hegel favors, Spinoza is meant to be d

something similar. Hegel believes that SpinozaOs system contains the seeds of a profour

innovation, though one concerning judgment rather than the law of non-contradiction. It is
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innovation Hegel calls Othe speculative proposition.O This is a larger topic then | can disc
here, but | do want to draw attention to its Spinozistic provenance and its non-judgmental
formal-logical and therefore anti-dogmatic character. When Spinoza claims that God is ne
is not making a judgment in the logical sense. He is not asserting a connection between t
separate concepts whose received definitions are assumed as unproblematic: for exampl
definitions of God and nature as creator and created. Instead, Spinoza is thinking freely, \
for Hegel means interrogating the meanings of our concepts. Accordingly, Spinoza is proj
new concept, with a new definition. It is a hybrid concept, compounded out of two old one
or nature leus sive natufjalf this is right, then Spinoza may not be a dogmatist either, at le
when judged according to this logical criterion. I will return to this issue subsequently, arg
that it is a mistake to classify Spinoza alongside other rationalist metaphysicians as pre-c
dogmatic metaphysicians. Once again, this will sound strange from a Kantian point of vie'
especially Kantian-idealist interpreters of Hegel.

b) Syllogistic inference

As we have seen, dogmatic metaphysicians not only rely on judgment as the prim:
vehicle of truth but also on syllogistic arguments as the primary means of proving true. Si
giving an argument for something is an alternative to dogmatically asserting it this might ¢
mitigate the problem of dogmatism. Yet far from resolving the problem posed by the dogn
inherent to the form of judgment, syllogistic argument preserves it. This becomes clear wl
bear in mind the following. We are apt to think of such arguments as containing two or mc
judgments which are treated as premises from which some a conclusion can be validly dr

For example: consider the following syllogistic for GodOs existence. God is all perfect, ex
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is a perfection, thereforeElt should already be clear that a syllogistic argument like this re
the meanings of our concepts, rather than calling their received meanings into question. f
reason, it does not resolve the problem that concerns Hegel. However, the point become:
still when we consider a further component of Hegel's conception of the syllogism. Rathel
think of syllogistic arguments as connecting two or more judgments of subject-predicate f
would be better to think of them as connecting three or more concepts. A judgment simpl
introduces a further concept, beyond the original two, whose role will be to mediate betwe
subject and predicate concepts connected in a judgment. For example: take the judgmen
exists, and the syllogistic argument for it just given. All the syllogism does is introduce a tl
concept <perfection> meant to mediate between two others connected in the judgment, tl
concepts of <God> and <existence>. On this view, judgments are simply two-place relatic
between concepts, and syllogisms the exact same relation, extended to three or morehple
is why Hegel always represents the syllogistic figures using a notation made up of a midd
and two extremes: U-P-I etc. The details of HegelOs analysis are complex, but the upsho
Since all that a syllogism does is further extend a connection between concepts already r
judgment of subject predicate form, it cannot help us transcend the limitations of this logic
structure. At best, it postpones the task of interrogating the meanings of the subject-conct
used in the judgments themselves themselves. At worst, it forecloses or even exacerbate
the dogmatically assumed meanings of the first two concepts deployed in the judgment, v
add a third as soon as we construct a syllogism.

For Hegel, it is no coincidence that Scholasticism, the main form of pre-critical, dog

metaphysics, relied on the logic of the Aristotelian tradition. According to him, it is the two
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tools of logicians in this tradition, judgment and syllogism, which, at least in part, explain t
metaphysical traditionOs dogmatism (as we will see in a moment, Christianity also has a
contrast, Kant, who has a more favorable attitude towards the traditional logic, does not
implicate it in the shortcomings of metaphysics. He praises this science as an example
metaphysics should emulate. Yet from HegelOs perspective, Kant does not attend sufficie
the way pre-critical metaphysics everywhere relies on the older logic. Since Kant relies ot
logic as well, it is not at all surprising from a Hegelian perspective that he should have mi:
diagnosed the problefA.

iii. The role of religion (Christianity)

As we have seen, Hegel believes that the traditional logic confronted pre-critical
metaphysicians with a dilemma: either meaning as self-evident in a way that is dogmatic,
abandon this logic entirely. Hegel believes that pre-critical metaphysicians attempted to re
the dilemma in a way that involved an appeal to the Christian religion. Ultimately, Christia
was the source of these metaphysiciansO conceptions of the meanings of terms like God
and the world. However, Hegel argues that the appeal is in the final analysis dogmatic. In
to understand why, we must consider HegelOs claim that this approach required earlier fi
employ resources drawn from the sphere of representafiost¢llung. Representation is a we
known term of art from HegelOs philosophical psychology. There, Hegel distinguishes bei
representation, a mode of thought in some way informed by sense-experience, and conct

thought Begriff], which has been completely purified of any association with that form of

9% See Bowman (2013: Introduction: OA Totally Transformed view of LogicO) for the claim that Kant and pre
metaphysics are on the wrong side of HegelOs revolution in logic. | discuss Bowman in greater depth belov
conclusion to this chapter.
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experience. Importantly for our purposes, Hegel believes that representation is the mediu
religion, whereas conceptual thought is that of philosophy. Explaining this adequately wot
require a more extensive detour through into HegelOs philosophy of religion as well as hi:
philosophical psychology than is possible here. However, | offer the following in the way ¢
background.

As | interpret him, Hegel thinks that traditional religious teachings on the nature of
the soul, and the world are not literally true. However, he concedes the possibility that the
be so in a different way, figuratively. On this view, religion expresses in a figurative way tr
that philosophy can state literally. Religion does so using imagery, whether this is verbal,
pictorial or some other type. Images represent ideas that can be conveyed more directly :
literally using concepts or words. Still this confronts us with the question of what the litera
content of these religious metaphors might be? What, exactly, do the metaphors of traditi
religion stand for? Unless we confront this question concerning traditional religion, Hegel
we will not make progress in philosophy. Part of the reason is that Hegel believes the con
these metaphors to be none other than his own speculative philosophy. For example, he"
his definition of the Absolute as the Concept, a tripartite structure, is reflected in the doctr
the Trinity. However, our topic here is HegelOs diagnosis of the problem with pre-critical
metaphysics, rather than the prescription he recommends. How, then, does the metaphor
content of traditional religion explain the impasses of traditional metaphysics?

Specifically at fault are the metaphorical representations of God, the soul and the \
and the the logical form of judgment. Lacking any clear understanding of the literal truth tl

metaphors express, people will vary widely in their assessments of what consequences fi
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philosophy follow from them. In logical terms, each will begin with a subject-concept, defil
an idiosyncratic way, and then reach divergent views about which predicate-concepts car
attached. In the background is HegelOs belief that the medium of sensible intuition lends
content that is private and incommunicable in a way that of the conceptual does not inasr
it allows for expression in a public language:
The representations of soul, world, God seem at first to offer thinking &old.
HoweverEthe character of particular subjectivity is blended in with them andE
on account of this, they can have very different meanings, [meaning that] they
first need to receive their firm determination through thinking. (EL 231).
The end result is a conflict between opposed answers to some metaphysical question, a

made particularly intractable by the fact that the root of the disagreement is necessarily o

to the parties involved.

Returning to the main stream of the argument, we can now combine HegelOs accc
the role of formal logic in pre-critical metaphysics with his account of the role of religion. C
aim is to understand why they give rise to dogmatism. In HegelOs retelling, traditional log
an uncritical appeal to religion combine to wreak havoc for pre-critical metaphy $ics.
judgment or inference based logic of the tradition discourages a critical interrogation of th
subject-concepts in metaphysical claims, then religion only does so further. The former
encourages us to look at a higher level of logical complexity, and therefore in the wrong p
The latter ensures that, even if we did examine the concepts themselves, we would not d
their true content. This, then, is HegelOs alternative diagnosis of the traditionOs impasses

needed is not further research into the questions of traditional metaphysics, but a critical
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interrogation of the basic concepts metaphysicians deploy unthinkingly: God, the soul, an
world. In logical terms, we must abandon the question of which predicates attach to a giv
subject, and turn to the prior one of how those subject terms ought to be defined. Yet this
require abandoning the medium of representation and embracing that of conceptual thou

In proposing a critical interrogation of the concepts of God, the soul, and the world
Hegel is arguably more radical a critic of metaphysics than Kant. At least in this dispute, F
disappointed to find that Kant is on the side of pre-critical metaphysics. According to Kant
three objects of special metaphysics (God, the soul, and the world-whole) are a priori Ide:
reason itself. This means pre-critical metaphysicians were justified in their decision to pro
them to such an important place. To be sure, Kant is critical of attempts by earlier
metaphysicians to employ these ldeas uncritically. For Kant, they can only be used to reg
our pursuit of scientific knowledge, not to yield a distinct type of metaphysical (theoretical
knowledge. From HegelOs perspective, however, Kant is still too charitable towards the t
His critique concerns the specific use that is made of these concepts, rather than the con
themselves. As regards traditional religionOs influence on philosophy, both pre-critical
metaphysicians and Kant are insufficiently wary, at least according to Hegel.

Worse still, KantOs attempt to show that these Ideas spring from reason itself only
entrenches the recurrent problem of his uncritical reliance on the logic of the day. In other
KantOs attempt to avoid one form of pre-critical dogmatism, the religious, lands him in an
the logical. As with his deduction of the Categories from the Analytic, KantOs deduction o
Ideas of reason in the Dialectic appeals to the logic of the day, this time the table of forms

inference.
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The transcendental analytic gave us an example of how the mere logical form of
our cognition can contain the origin of pure concepts a priori, which represent
objects prior to all experience, or rather which indicate the synthetic that alone
makes possible an cognition of objects. The of judgments (transformed into a
concept of the synthesis of intuitions) brought forth categories that direct all use
of the understanding in experience. In the same way, we can expect that the form
of the syllogisms, if applied to the synthetic of intuitions under the authority of

the categories, will contain the origin special concepts a priori that we may call
pure concepts of reason or transcendental ideas, they will determine the use of the
understanding according to principles in the whole of an entire exper{@nce.
321/B378)

The representations of metaphysics are Ideasasbn after all. Yet the logical, as opposed to
the real, use of reason is to form syllogistic inferences. Hence, each of reasonOs three Id
be traced back to a different form of syllogism: the soul from the categorical syllogism, the
from the hypothetical, God from the disjunctive. As before, the strategy of argument is ba:
KantOs conviction that this logic is complete. If these are all the syllogistic forms that ther
then these Ideas must be all that there are as well. As before, Hegel rejects this claim. He
that the table of forms of inference is itself complete. Here too as before he does on the g
that the logic from which it derives is empirical. Odd as it may sound, this claim is a const
refrain in HegelOs critique of Kant. It becomes slightly less odd-seeming if we recall its m
This is merely that this logic is based on intellectual experience, not the sensible variety.

Ethese Ideas are again derived framperiencefrom formal logic, according to

which there are various forms of the syllogism. Because, says Kant, there are

three forms of the syllogism, categorical, hypothetical, and disjunctive, the

Unconditioned is also threefold in its nature. (VGP Kant: OCritique of Pure
ReasonO italiagine)

KantOs failure to prove completeness at the outset of the Dialectic is a point of vulnerabili
Hegel will exploit. It leaves open a possibility Kant must rule out if his critique of metaphy:
to succeed. | mean the possibility that a distinct set of concepts, beyond those Kant consi
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which could allow for a new, superior form of metaphysics. If that were so, then there wot
no need to reject realist metaphysics in the name of transcendental idealism.
iv. Truth in formal and speculative logic

Ultimately, then, Hegel traces the dogmatism of the tradition to a logical source. Tt
tradition (and Kant) rely uncritically on the form of judgment, assuming that it is the sole
Ovehicle of truth,O (as well as the form of inference which they regard as the primary me
proving true). HegelOs alternative proposal is that concepts are themselves vehicles of tri
admit of being used on their own in philosophy. For Hegel, we should no longer ask, as b
critical metaphysics and Kant did, whether a certain judgment is true, i.e. whether the con
it asserts between a subject concept and the predicate concept in fact holds good. Nor sk
pursue an answer to this question through the less direct route of constructing syllogistic
arguments from which such a judgment can be drawn as the conclusion from a prior set ¢
premises. We should, instead, ask the more fundamental question of whether the concep
themselves are true, in some sense of the term. This is a question the tradition did not as
this is perhaps understandable. Hegel recognizes that we are not accustomed to treating
individual concepts as truth bearers. What, though, can Hegel mean in suggesting that th

The question whether being, existence or finitude, simplicity, compositeness, and

so on aren and of themselves true conceppiisst seem odd to someone who

believes that there can be talk only of the truth séntencelhe only question

can be whetheat concepts being truthfullyattributed(as it is calledjo a subject

or not, and that [form or variety of -JM] untruth depended on the contradiction

that might be found to exist between the subject of the representation and the

concept to be predicated of it. But the concept as something concrete (and every

determinacy in general) is essentially in itself a unity of diverse determinations.

Hence, if truth were nothing more than the lack of contradiction, the first thing

that would have to be considered for every concept is whether it did not of itself

contain such an internal contradiction. (EL ©33A)
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Minimally, truth requires the absence of contradiction, and HegelOs conception of truth is
usefully approached with this condition in mind. The condition is reflected in a traditional
definition of truth which Hegel will alter in a decisive respect. On that traditional definition,
truth, whatever else it may be, requires at the very least the absence of contradiction bety
subject and predicate concepts united in a judgment. For Hegel, truth can pertain to a sin
concept, since it is possible for individual concepts to contradict themselves. This is true «
very first concepts Hegel considers in the logic. Being, we learn, can only be defined in te
its lack of any determinate [specific, particular] quality. Yet this means it is identical with it:
opposite, Nothing, defined in the same way. Hence, Being, the simplest concept that ther
contradicts itself. Yet it is especially so once we move beyond the first few concepts agit)e
and encounter others with a more complex internal structure. As Hegel says, these subse
concepts are Ounities of opposed determinations.O Hence, these concepts can contradic
themselves when the determinations they contain contradict each-other. For example, co
the concept of an infinite quantity, an instance of what Hegel calls Othe bad infinite.O For
the definition of a quantity is that it always admits of increase or decrease. As an infinite
guantity, however, the quantity before us is meant to be the greatest quantify®fell.
because it can always be increased, such a quantity cannot be the greatest. So it both is
the greatest. Hence, the contradiction.

| remark in passing that this idea concerning the ways in which individual concepts

be untrue reflects a broader Hegelian conception of truth. On this conception, truth is not

100 This is a very old argument. It can be found in Locke as well as in Leibniz (1989: 25), who speaks of Otr
motion, which is an absurdity.O An overview of its long history, can be found in Priest (1995).
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matter of correspondence between our representations and a reality independent of therr
denounces this as mere correctness, rather truth in the full-fledged sense. Instead, truth i
specific type of correspondence that reality exhibits with itself.
Correctness and truth are very frequently considered to mean the same thing in
ordinary life and one accordingly speaks of the truth of some content where it is a
matter of mere correctness. Correctness generally affects merely the formal
agreement of our representation with its content; however this content may be
otherwise constituted. The truth consists, by contrast, in the agreement of the
object with itself, i.e. with its concept. (EL = 172 Z
This conception of truth as something Oin the worldO rather than a relation of language ¢
to the world goes back to Plato, and can be found throughout the history of philosophy. Yt
Hegel gives it an unfamiliar twist. He argues that the type of self-correspondence he calls
obtains when a thing satisfies its constitutive néthidegel finds traces of this use of the tern
truth in expressions like Oa true friend,O Oa true work of art.O If that is so, then there is r
to ascribe truth to judgments but withhold it from concepts. A judgment asserts a connecti
identity or prediction) between subject and predicate, so it is true when that connection ol
Similarly, a concept, though it does not assert anything, is meant to have a content. A cor
true when it has a coherent content, and un-true when it does not.
v. Overcoming dogmatism: the dialectic

This notion of truth gives Hegel the basis for a new method of philosophical reflect

our concepts, the dialectic, which will enable him to avoid the dogmatism of pre-critical

101 See Alznauer (2016), who also cites Wolff (1981).
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metaphysics. This is HegelOs dialectic, which employs the twin strategies of immanent cr
and determinate negatié®.| consider these in turn:

In a first step, immanent critique, a concept is used as both the object and standa
evaluation. It is shown to be un-true in HegelOs sense of the term, self-contradictory. Par
reason that the concept itself must be used as the standard is that any other would beg tt
question. We would face the question of what justifies the application of any OexternalO ¢
Yet in the case of an internal one, this question does not arise.

Then, in a second step, determinate negation, we find some way to resolve the
contradiction. If we do, we will be left with a new concept which is contradiction-free and
therefore an improvement upon the old. At the same time, this new concept is a refined v
of the old. After all, it is the product of performing a certain operation on the old. Yet the
fact that it is free of the contradiction that afflicted its predecessor does not mean it is whc
unproblematic. It will give rise to a contradiction of its own, at which point the process iter
We know we have concluded it only when we return to the beginning. This requires that t
category be one which returns us to the first.

Admittedly, it is less often individual concepts than it is more complex structures th
subject to dialectical criticism in HegelOs writings. Here, we might think of the Oconfigura
consciousnessO from tAkenomenologyeach of which involves a knowing subject, an objec
known, and a relation between them, knowledge. A conception of philosophy as the imme

critique of such Oconfigurations of consciousnessO was HegelOs earliest response to the

102The idea that the dialectic involves these twin strategies is particularly important to Rosen, whose discus
follow here. See his (1982: O2. Determinate Negation and Immanent CritiqueO).
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swimming objectiort?® As we saw in the last chapter, the objection was that evaluating clal
know by appealing to an account of the nature and limits of our cognitive faculties is ques
begging or circular. We have already considered the mature HegelOs solutidogidfirit the
young HegelOs solution differs. It is that we can evaluate a claim to know with reference t
account of the nature and limits of our faculireglicit in that very claimrather than one
imported by the philosopher from elsewhdfer example: the protagonist of sense-certainty
makes a claim to know Othis, here, now,O but implicit in this claim is a corresponding cor
of the knowing faculty as a form of sensibility, defined as immediately related to the singu
object that is given to it. Unlike tHeogic, then, the®Phenomenologgoes not completely
renounce an earlier subjective-idealist conception of critique as based in (some form of)
philosophical psychology. It only renounces a particular version of this project, a version t
on OexternalO rather than OinternalO critique.

Beyond the opening arguments of Bleenomenologgnd the configurations of
consciousness it considers, we encounter other structures that are more comphscsiigjht
also think of the Oshapes of spiritO from that work, each of which is a different social and
historical world (Ancient Greece, Rome, the Enlightenment, and so on). HegelOs influenti
critiqgues of these forms of life only serve to distance his famed strategy of immanent critic
further from the more austere subject-matter oLibgic. quantity, quality, and so on. The
subsequent reception of HegelOs approach has done so @ewtailhly the most influential

legacy of HegelOs idea of immanent critique is not its application to individual concepts, &

103 See Habermas (1971) for an account of how HegelOs swimming objection to KantOs critical philosophy
defense of the project of tithenomenologyA more recent account is Bristow (2007)
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logic,'%4 but to social institutions. This is the role it plays in the Marxist tradition, where
capitalism is criticized in terms of ideals and aspirations internal to it: for example, maxim
productivity. Be that is as it may, | wish to suggest that, in this foundational portion of Heg
system, immanent critique operates at a more primitive level.

At least in the_ogic, HegelOs dialectic is not just defined by a certain mode of
progression, but by a starting point. As we saw in the last chapter, Being is the Ofirst prin
HegelOs philosophical system. Certainly it is not the only concept, or proposition, which h
proposed for that role. Yet Hegel defends his choice on the grounds that this concept is v
fundamental than any other. Every concept is the concept of a being or entity. This includ:
candidate first principles like the I, identity, the One, and so on. To employ any other woul
beg the question. In particular, it would be to assume that we already understand the con
these further ones presuppose: Being. That is why there can be no skipping the first step.
moving on to some other.

What is most important for our purposes is how the dialectical method, understooc
way, allows Hegel to avoid the form of dogmatism he finds in pre-critical metaphysics. Th
crucial point is that the dialectic, understood in this way, gives us a justification for definin
concepts in the way we do. In each case, the justification is always that this is the definitic
required to resolve a contradiction in the predecessor concept. Here, it should be noted tt
justification is an a priori philosophical argument. The argument itself is not based on any

to ordinary usage, philosophical tradition, or any other external source. (It is possible thes

104 Commentators vary widely in whether and to what extent the social and historical dimensions of human
are a significant topic in the logic. See Zambrana (2015), Redding (1996) for interpretations that stress thes
more than mine.
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some less significant role to play in the argument, such as making it comprehensible or re
to other pertinent material). The argument is strengthened considerably when we realize
starting point is Being, the most fundamental concept that there is. Every other concept i<
concept of a being. If a concept purports to be a priori or a category but cannot be extract
this first one using the procedure Hegel suggests, then it fails to secure this status. In aw
is the fate suffered by traditional religious concepts of God, the soul and the world. They «
appear in the dialectical procession. Unlike the One, Being, Substance, Actuality, the Cor
and so on, their fate is to be unmasked as pseudo-concepts. In certain ways, Hegel coulc
less in common with logical positivism/empiricism and ordinary language philosophy. Yet
criticism of rival philosophers and metaphysicians as effectively talking nonsense does se
anticipate these developments. The difference of course is that Hegel mounts this assaul
traditional metaphysics from the direction of a bold new form of it. He does not do so fromr
anti-metaphysical direction.

Moreover, a dialectical theory of concepts gives us a further standard by which to |
their use in philosophy, a standard pre-critical metaphysics lacked. This theory articulates
of hierarchical order between these concepts which must be respected. If each solves a
its predecessor could not, then this implies an order of rank between them. Criticisms of
opponents for misusing concepts, using them out of their proper order or in ways that fail
respect the hierarchy between them, are extremely common in ¥¥&beis is certainly an odd

mode of engaging with oneOs opponents, inasmuch as it does not directly involve criticizi

105 5ee, for example, HegelOs criticism of a traditional conception of concepts as part of the form of though
than its sensibly given matter (EL @ 160 Z1). His criticism is that, by the time we reach the standpoint of the
Concept, the contrast between form and matter has been overcome.
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claims or the arguments for them. Yet this does explain why HegelOs chosen mode of en
is so often this unusual one.
vi. A pre-predicative Absolute?

In closing, | would like to explore the possibility that the dialectic is a radical alterne
to a received view of philosophical discourse found in formal logic. This possibility is sugc
by the following considerations. Unlike formal logic, Hegélédic operates wholly at the level
of individual concepts rather than at the level of judgments. It occupies a pre-predicative
standpoint rarely taken up in philosopf§lt takes up this more logically primitive standpoint
avoid the dogmatism of pre-critical metaphysics. Yet if that is so, then there is a further re
which it differs from philosophy as traditionally practiced. Concepts combine into judgmer
judgments into syllogistic inferences. By operating at this more primitive standpoint, Hege
Logicis also non-inferential. Especially in passages where he explains his dialectical metl
argument, Hegel is scornful of what has usually passed for argument in philosophy: the
syllogism. Whatever exactly the famed opening argument of Hegej{®s$s supposed to be, tf
argument taking us from Being to Nothing to Becoming, it should be fairly clear that it is n
syllogistic inference. This means that the dialectic is not only non-judgmental, but non-
inferential as well. It is at two levels of remove from the logical standpoint of pre-critical
metaphysics, so as to more effectively avoid dogmatism. Hegrjidss therefore that rare
thing, a work of philosophy entirely free of the type of claim and argument traditionally
considered the philosopherQOs stock in trade, judgment and inference. The uncanniness ¢

approach is lessened somewhat when we realize that judgment and inference are not the

106 Here | differ from Houlgate (2006) on the question of the role of judgment. Mine is the Oempty-place-hol
view Houlgate rejects in favor of another. | suspect the two are compatible.
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type of claim and argument in philosophy. Nor does every stretch of written language that |
superficial appearance of a judgment or inference have the underlying logical structure. He
undeniably has a version of the distinction between surface grammar and logical form so
important to later analytic philosophhis would be one way of understanding his repeated
insistence that not every fact-stating proposition [Satz] is a judgment [Urteil] in the logical <
There is an important caveat to this, however. For Hegel, each concept that is cons
in theLogic can be treated as a definition of the Absolute, and, therefore, as a judgment of
subject-predicate form. OBeingO becomes Othe Absolute is Being,0 ONothingO Othe Abs
Nothing,0 OBecomingO Othe Absolute is Becoming,O and so on and so forth. Yet as Heg
clear, these are not judgments in the logical sense, claims asserting a connection between
distinct concepts. They are mere pseudo-judgments, since they in fact only involve one co
In these pseudo judgments, the Absolute is little more than an empty place-holder. After all
only in the predicate that we learn what the definition of the subject is supposed to be.
Being itself as well as the subsequent determinations, not only those of being but
also the logical determinations in general, can be regarded as the definitions of the
absolute, ametaphysical definitions of GodBut] if the form of definitions were
used, this would entail envisaging a representational substratum. Faheven
absolutewhat is supposed to express God in the sense and in the form of thought,
remains merely amtendedthought, i.e. a substratum that as such is
indeterminate, relative to its predicate as the determinate and actual expression in
thought.Because the thought, the basic matter solely at issue here, is contained

only in the predicate, the form of a proposition, like that subject, is something
completely superfluougEL a85A)

Why, though, does Hegel take this approach? Here, HegelOs reference to a Orepresentati
substratumO is crucial. As we saw earlier, representation is the medium in which religion n

It is also the medium in which the religious concepts like God, the soul and the world are f
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Finally, it is also the source of the subject-matter of pre-critical metaphysics. Logically spe
God, the soul and the world are the representations that pre-critical metaphysics relied ug
invest the subject-terms of its judgments with meaning. Here, HegelOs claim is that if we
treat the subject-term as anything else than an empty placeholder, we would have no chac
to rely on representation for its meaning. Yet we would then find ourselves in the impasse
pre-critical metaphysics. Hence, the Absolute must be an empty placeholder. This is all th
subject-term, the Absolute, can be if we are to avoid the dogmatism of pre-onigizgdhysics.
In addition to its non-judgmental, non-inferential character there is a third respect il
which the dialectic is non-logical. The laws it adheres to in moving from one step to the n¢
not those of logic. They cannot be if Hegel is to later deduce those laws. Those laws are |
available to be appealed to at this early stage. If they were invoked, this would beg the gt
It would make any deduction offered later circular. This is especially true in the opening
argument of th&ogic, the Doctrine of Being. The laws of logic enter at a later point in the
Logic, the Doctrine of Essence. As we later discuss in greater depth, the Doctrine of Being
concerns of non-relational concepts rather than relational ones, or concept pairs. In the D
of Being, we do not yet have access to the Odeterminations of reflectionO like contradicti
identity that become relevant at a later point inDioetrine of Essencéet if that is so, we
confront an obvious difficulty. The dialectic, as we have seen, does operate by identifying
then resolving contradictions. How, then, can it be independent of logic? Surely, it relies o

least one law of logic: the law of non-contradiction. Otherwise, there would be nothing the
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contradictions which arise offended against. There would be no reason to resolve them in
way the Dialectic doe¥”

The answer implicit in HegelOs argument is that contradictions in the logical sense
those which arise in his dialectic differ. A logical contradiction is richer in structure, and
therefore in a sense downstream of those which interest Hegel N proto-contradictions, as
might call them. For Hegel, the distinctly logical notion of contradiction pertains to judgmer
the form S is P. This means that logical contradiction presupposes a certain structure with
components. A subject concept, a predicate concept, and the copula that relates them. It i
connection between one and two asserted by three that gives rise to the contradiction. Yet
conflicts in which Hegel is interested arise before any of these components is available We
get so far as even defining one concept, let alone two, or one in terms of the other. Indeed
not get as far as asserting a connection between them by means of the copula. In the cast
have considered, the particular concept whose definition eludes us just is the one from wh
copula OisO derives: the concept of being. Finally, | think it worth noting that there is nothi
formal about these inconsistencies in the way there is for logical contradictions. Each arise
because of the unique content they treat, not because of the form of statement made abot
Similarly, each is sui generis, rather than a token instance of some general type. | therefor
Hegel has good grounds to claim that the line he draws between dialectical contradictions

those of formal logic is non-arbitrat{?

107This problem is related to the a more well-known one Henrich discusses in his essay OAnfang und
MethodO (1971). In both cases, the worry is that Hegel will have helped himself to conceptual resources he
entitled to. See also Wieland (1973).

198 However, | think a more definitive verdict would have to be based on whether this line is one we draw to
Certainly logicians of HegelOs time are not alone in claiming that judgment is the most basic truth bearer. T
is expressed FregeOs context principle, as well as in his idea of concepts as unsaturated expressions.
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A final respect in which HegelOs dialectic is non-logical is that it does not fit the
traditional scheme in which all truths are of two broad types: analytic and synthetic. For H
the knowledge that the dialectic gives ubdshanalytic and synthetic at oné®.

The philosophical method is as much analytic as it is synthetic, yet not in the

sense of a mere juxtaposition or a mere oscillation of these two methods of finite

knowing. It is instead such that it contains them as sublated in itself and
accordingly behaves in each of its movements both analytically and synthetically

at the same time. (EL2388 2)

This is a point we are well placed to understand. Analysis of one concept does not simply
demonstrate what it contains or what its definition is. It also gives rise to another concept
from and, indeed, in contradiction with the first. In KantOs terms, it is both explicative and
ampliative, rather than either/or. Finally, the resolution of this contradiction leads to their
synthesis in a new concept. At which point the process repeats. We have, then, a necess.
connection between two distinct concepts. Yet it is, as it were, a product of these two con
themselves rather than of the knowing subject. One produces the other, conflicts with it, &
resolves the conflict by uniting with its opposite.

This suggests that HegelOs answer to KantOs great question, OHow is synthetic &
knowledge possible?0 must differ from KantOs own. For Kant, the synthetic a priori truth:
possible because of the categories and space and time. Since the subject-concept does |
the predicate concept, a Othird thingO, X, is necessary to unite them. We later learn that |
thing is the forms of intuition and the categories. Moreover, this third thing is contributed t

subject. However, no such Othird thingO is required in HegelOs dialectic, at least not in tf

sense. The first concept contains the second, but they contradict one another. They are tl

1091 here follow two others who have made versions of this point: Rosen (4888nore recently, Werner (2018
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brought together with the resolution of the contradiction, though not through the addition «
other element. Therefore not through the addition of one by the subject, as transcendente
idealism maintains.
viii. Conclusion: BowmanOs Hegel

As Brady Bowman observes in his recent study of HegelOs metaphysics, it is large
unsurprising that Hegel rejects both KantOs transcendental idealism and pre-critical
metaphysics!C Different as they are from one another, both are on the wrong side of the
revolution in logic Hegel hoped to effect. This suggests to me exactly the right way to viev
HegelOs relationship to his predecessors, as well as why it would be a grave error to viev
history from a Kantian perspective. From that perspective, Hegel has often seeradt@e-
in his overly favorable attitude towards traditional metaphysics. Yet from HegelOs perspec
is Kant and earlier metaphysicians who are pre-Hegelian in their relationship to logic. Onc
see that this is so, we are free to revisit the question of metaphysics in light of subsequen
developments. The outcome Hegel anticipates is a less negative verdict than the one Kar
reached. Here, | have focused on different logical topics than Bowman does. My focus he
on the more classically logical topics of judgment and inference rather than that of the calt
(a topic of somewhat ambiguous status). Yet | hope to have offered an account of HegelC
broadly consonant with BowmanOs analysis.

| have sought to show that, for Hegel, the problem with pre-critical metaphysics is
realism but its dogmatism, understood in the broad sense rather than in the narrow one K

his followers often give to it. Moreover, this dogmatism has a distinctly logical source in th

110 Once more, e Bowman (2013: Introduction: OA Totally Transformed view of LogicO)
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current consensus that the apparatus of judgment and syllogism are philosophyOs main |
tools. What weaknesses there were in this approach were compensated for by reliance o
representations of religious origin, a tactic that only compounded this traditionOs dogmati
made the prospect for a resolution of its intractable controversies even more remote than
already was. Once this logical apparatus is discarded, we can avoid the dogmatism of the
tradition. Yet this requires embracing a pre-predicative standpoint not only unfamiliar frorr
perspective of Kant and pre-critiaaletaphysics, but also in philosophy more generally.
Eccentric as this approach to metaphysics might be, Hegel denies that it is at odds
all metaphysics preceding him. Although it may depart from the metaphysics of the schoc
has an affinity with the thought of Plato. There, at philosophyOs ancient origin, thinking e>
its boldest and purest form. It is not yet subject to the strictures of medieval Scholastic-
Aristotelian logic (or Christian dogma). Yet we have only considered HegelOs relationship
metaphysical tradition in general. In the next chapter, | focus on the three branches of (sg

metaphysics: psychology, cosmology, and Ideal.
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V. HegelOs Response to KantOs Critique of Metaphysics

In this chapter, | consider HegelOs responses to the three separate parts of KantO
of metaphysics. Hegel responds to KantOs critique of rational cosmology (Antinomies),
psychology (Paralogisms), and theology (the Ideal). As before, HegelOs attitude towards
Kantian critique of metaphysics is complex. Hegel agrees with Kant that pre-critical metay
is a failed enterprise, but not that transcendental idealism is the best alternative. Instead,
advocates a new form of realist metaphysics that employs different logical resources. Hel
focus on another of the crude logical tools Hegel thinks hindered the pre-critical tradition:
categories!! Hegel claims that the impasses of pre-critical metaphysics arose from this lo
source rather than from transcendental realléthat is so, then they will not be resolved by
KantOs idealism.

Characterized at the broadest possible level, my main interpretive claim will be tha
is a complex division of labor between the three different parts of HegelOs response to th
Kantian critique of metaphysics. In order to see this, it is important to realize that there ar:
distinct ways in which a category can be finite (or fail to be): finite vis-a-vis-other categori
and finite vis-a-vis the world. Once we realize this, we will see that overcoming one form
finitude (vis-a-vis other categories) is the task of the first two parts of HegelOs discussion
concerning the Antinomies and Paralogisms. Overcoming the other form of finitude (vis-a
the world) is the task of the third, the Ideal. For complex reasons, seeing how these parts

HegelOs account work in concert will be crucial to appreciating the power of his argumen

11 am by no means the first to do so. See also Sedgwick (2012), Bowman (2013), Houlgate (2016). Howe
differ from all of these commentators in my understanding of HegelOs notion of an infinite category. Unlike
connect this notion closely with HegelOs version of the ontological argument.
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Kant, which can often appear uncharitable and even simple-minded. Again, HegelOs broe
to show that the problems Kant raises for pre-criticataphysics (antinomies, paralogisms,
those posed by the proofs of GodOs existence) need not arise for any variety of realist
metaphysics. A realist form of metaphysics that relies on infinite categories would not suc
to KantOs critique.
i. Finite and infinite categories

Hegel claims that the Kantian critique of metaphysics overlooks the possibility of ir
categories, focusing only on the finite variety. In this regard, Kant shares the same logical
blindspot as the tradition he rejected. But what exactly are finite and infinite categories? V
a clear answer to this question, HegelOs critique of Kant will seem unconvincing. To be si
categories that Kant considers in the Analytic are finite (limited) in a certain sense of that
As it turns out, they only yield knowledge of appearances, and not of things in themselve:
is unfair to claim that Kant overlooked the possibility of categories that are free of this limi
Clearly, Kant has not committed a simple oversight here. Rather, he has a principled reas
doubting there are any such categories. It is that only categories which are limited in the \
Kant describes (OfiniteO) can yield synthetic a priori knowledge. The Analytic aside, Hege
criticism seems even less persuasive when it is directed at KantOs Dialectic. After all, cat
which are, in some sense, infinite figure prominently there. For example, consider KantOs
of rational cosmology in the antinomies section. There Kant does consider the possibility
world is infinite in age or size, but denies we can know this. Pace Hegel, Kant does not o
but carefully considers and then rejects the possibility that we could acquire theoretical

knowledge by means of infinite concepts, or as Kant would call them Oldeas of reason.O

148



criticism can therefore appear to be based on a simple misunderstanding. As | hope to sh
however, Hegel means something very different than Kant does by finite and infinite. In fe
none of the different senses of the terms finite and infinite that are at work in KantOs first
can prepare us for what Hegel has in mind. To this extent, Hegel is right that the possibilit
explores is one Kant never adequately considered.

a) Finitude vis-a-vis other categories

A category is finite vis-a-vis another if it has an opposite. Finite categories come ir
each member of which is defined as what the other is not:

Predicates such as these are, for exaraglstenceas in the sentenc@God

possesses existence; finituaanfinity, as in the question whether the world is

finite or infinite; simpleor compositeas in the sentence 'the soul is simple’; also

'the thing isone,awhole',and so on. (EL o 28
The simple is a finite category because it has its opposite in the category of the complex,
same is true of the free and the determined, the finite and the (bad) infinite. These finite
categories are the categories used by pre-critical metaphysicians such as those of the Le
Wolff school, a tradition which Hegel agrees reached certain impasses. By contrast, Beint
One, the (true) infinite, and so on are not finite categories in HegelOs sense because the
have opposites, or, at least, are not meant to do so. They could not possibly have opposit
they exhaust the entirety of what there is. Outside of them there is nothing, and therefore

left for an opposed concept (or even just a distinct one) to comprehend. Often enough, in

categories are the ones favored by metaphysical monists like Parmenides, Spinoza, and,

112 The following count, above all, as absolute opposites: contingency and necessity; external and internal r
efficient and final causes, or causality in general and purpose; essence or substance and appearance; forn
matter; freedom and necessity; happiness and pain; good and evil. (EL o 35A)
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will also see, the pre-critical Kant of tBeweisgrundessay (who re-appears in KantOs later
critique of the ontological argument). More broadly, these infinite categories tend to be emt
by figures outside the mainstream of Western philosophy: pre-Socratics, heretics, mystics
onl13

It is important to realize that not all infinite categories are singular concepts in the w
that Being and the One are. This is just one type of infinite category considered in the Docl
of Being, the first and most basic type. Yet there is another way for a category to be infinite
can be one of a pair of concepts which are together meant to all-encompassing, even if ne
would be alone. These are the category-pairs of the Doctrine of Essence. Infinite in this lat
way are the category pairs form/matter, essence/appearance, substance/accident, and so

Overcoming finitude of this first type is valuable for the purpose of resolving the
impasses of pre-critical metaphysics. That is because it removes the possibility of confront
claim with its opposite in the way the disputants in traditional metaphysical controversies d

This metaphysics becardegmatisnbecausedue to the nature of the finite

determinationsit had to assume that t¥o opposite assertior{g/hich is what
those sentences were) one had ttrdrewhile the other wafalse.

(EL =32, some italics mine

In logical terms, we could explain this in the following way. Let us suppose we are given pe
finite categories, opposed categories, each of which is defined as what the other is not. If t

so, then there will be the possibility of formulating pairs of opposed claims, each of which ¢

113 Since some of these categories appear on both our list of finite and of infinite categories, an important c:
needed here. One and the same category may admit of being understood in either of these two ways, finite
infinite. For example: Oneness or unity is a finite category when it is used by the Scholastics to describe thi
which is a unity in contrast to material objects, which are pluralities. Yet this category is infinite when it is us
Parmenides to describe the whole of reality, outside of which everything else (plurality, motion, change, anc
is completely illusory.
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what the other affirms. For example, it is only because a concept like simplicity is finite, ol
because it has an opposite in the complex, that metaphysicians can debate whether the ¢
simple or complex. Yet if we employed infinite categories, then these debates might not a
Both of the competing views could conceivably be subsumed under a more comprehensi
perspective. Not the either/or of understanding, Hegel says, supplying Kierkegaard with h
famous turn of phrase, but the both/and of reason.

Unfortunately, this line of argument suffers from a significant limitation. By arguing
this way, the most that Hegel could show is that a certain concept would resolve the impa
metaphysics, if it had application to reality. Yet unless it does, in fact, apply, this is a holloy
victory. Metaphysics is concerned with the ultimate nature of reality. It would not be conte
exchange its concepts for others that are mere Ofigments of the brain.O Put another way
overcoming finitude vis-a-vis other categories is only the first step. It remains necessary t
overcome their finitude vis-a-vis the world.

b) Finitude vis-a-vis the world

| explain this second variety of finitude more briefly. A concept is finite vis-a-vis the
world if it is possiblethat it should fail to be instantiated in the world. Possible in what sens
Here our concern is with the definition of the concept, and whether or not it allows for this
possibilityl14 By contrast, a concept is infinite vis-a-vis- the world if it is necessary that it b

instantiated, impossible that it fail to be so. It is part of its definition to exist, and therefore

114 This is not just true of empirical concepts, but even of others like causality, substance and so on. Hume .
may disagree about whether these concepts, in fact, apply, but presumably not about whether their definitic
such that they could possibly fail to do so. This Hume argued was a possibility worth taking seriously, and F
agrees even if he doubts it is in fact the case. In spite of their close association with the infinite, KantOs Ide
reason, such as the world as a whole, are finite in HegelOs sense. There is nothing conceptually impossibli
failure to be instantiated.
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impossible that it should fail to do so. As should be clear, HegelOs appeal to categories tt
infinite in this second sense reflects his endorsement of the ontological argument for the
existence of God. Kant, its most famous critic, responds: Oexistence is not a real predica
not the type of property that can belong to a thing by definition at all. Later, | will consider
HegelOs response to this Kantian counterargument, but for now the important point is sin
following.

If there are categories which are finite not only in the first sense but in the second .
then they can be used to rehabilitate a form of realist metaphysics. In the first place, they
allow us to resolve the impasses reached by rational psychology and cosmology. Infinite
categories should allow us to show that the true view incorporates both of the competing
perspectives in the age old controversies of metaphysics. Yet we could also revive a form
rational theology as well. The infinite categories, which resolve these impasses, also dest
necessary being.

A caveat is that we should not be surprised if Hegel emphasizes different infinite
categories at different times for different purposes. At one time, he will invoke life, at anot
being, at a third, the Concept, and so on. It would therefore be legitimate to worry that the
different good-making features Hegel claims for his own preferred definition of the Absolu
in fact, parceled out among many such definitions. They are nowhere found in any one
definition, though we can grant Hegel that it would be nice if they were. Yet Hegel has a
response to this worry. Because each category is a refined or OsublatedO version of the |
Hegel believes that the advantageous aspects of any of them will ultimately be shared by

them. Just as there is a division of labor between HegelOs different defenses of metaphy:
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against various forms of attack from without, so too is there such a division within HegelC
metaphysics itself.

Ultimately, HegelOs idea of an infinite category gives him a different conception of
task of philosophy than Kant held. For Hegel, philosophyOs task is simply to attempt to id
an infinite category whose definition is coherent. As we have seen this is more difficult the
might at first seem since nearly all fail to meet this standard. In any case, nearly all furthe
philosophical tasks can be subsumed under this one. This can be clarified by recalling an
remarked upon and unusual feature of HegelOs project. This is HegelOs conviction that tl
deducing the categories, in KantOs Critique a mere preliminary carried out in the Metaph
Deduction, can take over virtually all of the other tasks of Kant saw for philosophy. There
separate step needed to show such categories apply to the sensibly given manifold, or th
of appearances, the step Kant took in the Transcendental Deduction. Nor is there a need
critical examination of reasonOs efforts in metaphysics to apply them to a world that goes
that of our experience, the step taken in the Dialectic. All of these tasks are collapsed int
and, as we will soon see, in such a way that reasonOs claim to know the unconditioned is
rather than denied?

The main respect in which my portrayal of HegelOs position diverges from those ir
literature is that it treats Hegel as a monist, even a Spinozist. It is overcoming these two \
of finitude that leads Hegel in a monist direction. It encourages him to organize his metap

around the concept of something that is both all-encompassing, as well as necessarily

1151 here follow others like R3dl (2007) McDowell (2009) and Pippin (2018) who claim that Hegel collapses
Transcendental Deduction into the Metaphysical Deduction. Yet | differ from these mostly Kantian-idealist
interpreters in a significant respect. For them the reason Hegel can make this innovation over Kant is that r
a OsubjectivistO conception of the given, the forms of intuition, as well as the need for a thing in itself. Whe
me the reason has to do with his rehabilitation of general metaphysics and the ontological argument.
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instantiated. In broad strokes, this is also true of Spinoza, who combines substance moni
a version of the ontological argument. There are, of course, differences between HegelOs
conception of the Absolute as OsubjectO and SpinozaOs conception of it as Osubstance.
it would be a mistake to exaggerate these differences, as is sometimes done in the literat
least for the purposes of understanding how HegelOs position withstands KantOs critique
metaphysics, the differences do not matter very much. Since overcoming both forms of fii
is tantamount to avoiding the impasses of traditional metaphysics, as they were diagnose
Kant, this Spinozist interpretation has an intriguing implication. It suggests that, at least fr
HegelOs point of view, SpinozaOs substance monism is the form of realist metaphysics le
to succumb to KantOs critigid@As some of the best recent scholarship shows, this was an
extremely characteristic view of the periBdMany German idealists differentiated sharply
between the metaphysics of the Leibniz-Wolff tradition, a mostly orthodox school of thoug
and that of Spinoza, a free-thinker and heréfi@ecause it is controversial to deem Hegel a
Spinozist, | will return to this issue in the conclusion.
ii. Responding to KantOs critique of Rational Psychology: the Paralogisms

According to Kant, paralogisms are flawed inferences, though the flaw is not mere
logical. Certainly, it cannot be accounted for in the way ordinary logical errors can. Simply
attending to the form of the argument and finding invalidity therein is not a possibility here

Instead, a paralogism is an error arising from the subject-matter of the argument, or its cc

1161 here follow Franks (2005) in making this point. However, | extend his account of the role of Spinozism i
Kantian German ldealism to include Hegél@sic, a later work often left out of histories of this movement.

U7 1bid.

118The classic account is Beiser (1987), who also interprets Hegel in a Spinozistic way (2003).
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More specifically, there is an equivocation between the way a certain term is used in the

premises and in the conclusion. Here is an example of a paralogism:

P1. That the representation of which is the absolute subject of our judgments and

cannot be employed as determination of any other thing, is substance.

P2.1, as thinking being, am the absolute subject of all my possible judgments and
this representation of myself cannot be employed as determination of any other

thing.

C. Therefore, I, as thinking being (soul), am substance. (A349)

In the premises, we are told that the self has some characteristic in a merely logical respe
example, being the implicit subject of all its judgments. However, a metaphysical conclusi
then said to follow from this merely logical premise. For example, a conclusion like that di
by the Cartesian dualist, for whom | am a type of substance in which accidental propertie:
inhere. Admittedly, Kant describes the errors of rational psychology as being of several di
kinds. However, the conflation of logical and metaphysical aspects of the knowing subjec

be our focug?!®

119 Often, the error is said to be that the rational psychologist wants knowledge of the self as a thing in itself
rational psychologist therefore attempts to use conceptual thought alone to achieve this knowledge, rather
relying on sensible intuitions. After all, the prospects of achieving this type of self-knowledge through sensil
alone are dim, as Hume memorably showed. Kant agrees that can have self-knowledge, but insists that thi
understood as knowledge of the self as an appearance. This, in turn, requires not only the use of the categ
also the sensible intuitions of inner sense. What is more, Kant maiweicsn achieve some less than than full-
fledged knowledge when we abstracting from sensibility entirely and reflect on logical features of subjectivit
others, the error seems to consist in attempting to know in a third-person way, and in all cases, what can ol
known first-personally in my own.
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Although Hegel is in broad agreement with KantOs critique of rational psychology,
maintains that the project of a metaphysics of subjectivity remains a viable one. For Hege
failure of pre-Kantian rational psychology does not entail that of any metaphysics of subje
This would only follow if the finite categories which rational psychologists employ and whi
Kant focuses on in his critique of this tradition were the only ones there were. Yet this is n
according to Hegel. There are other categories, infinite categories, and they are much be
suited to the task. As Hegel says, Kant speaks as if his categories were Otoo highO to co
the knowing subject, but in reality they are Otoo poor and mean.O

The form which Kant accordingly bestows on Being, thing, substance, would

seem to indicate that these categories of the understanding were too high for the

subject, too high to be capable of being predicated of it. But really such
determinations are too poor and too mean for what possesses life is not a thing,
nor can the soul, the spirit, the ego, be called a thing. Being is the least or lowest
guality that one can assign to spirit, its abstract, immediate identity with itself;

Being thus no doubt pertains to spirit, but it must be considered as a determinatior

scarcely worth applying to it. (VGP OKant: Critique of Pure Redddn0)

As this last quotation indicates, Hegel will understand the soul in a broader sense than ra

psychology does. For him, the soul pertains not only to the mind, but also to organic life a

what Hegel calls Ospirit.O Both life and spirit are infinite categories.

120 Two other passages which say the same are as follows: Oln any case, it should be deemed a good res
Kantian critique that philosophizing about spirit has been freed from the soul-thing, from the categories ant
from the questions concerning the simplicity or compositeness, the materiality, and so forth, of the soul. -
However, the true viewpoint regarding the illegitimacy of such forms, even for ordinary human understandi
surely not be that they are thoughts, but that such thoughts in and of themselves holdh(Btuhd7A)

Olt is quite correct, moreover, that predicates such as simplicity, immutability, and so on, are not to be attrit
the soul, yet not for the reason given by Kant, namely reason would then overstep the limit set for it, but be
abstract determinations of the understanding such as the simple are too poor for the soul and because It IS
quite different from what is simple, immutable, and so ,on, for instance, the soul is indeed simple identity wi
but qua active it is at the same time distinguishing itself from itself withinQg@f. o 47 7)
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It is because of its reliance on finite categories that rational psychology remains pl
by insoluble controversies. Each thesis, framed in terms of one such category, can alway
by the antithesis, framed in terms of its contrary. Is the soul simple or complex? Mortal or
immortal221 By contrast, infinite categories, if legitimate, would reveal both sides of the di:
to be equally right, insofar as each captures an important facet of a multi-faceted phenonr
They would also reveal both to be equally wrong, insofar as they assume the alternatives
are mutually exclusive. Here, the relevant infinite categories are not so much those from t
Doctrine of Being, but rather from the Doctrine of Essence and the Doctrine of the Conce
mean especially the category pairs like form-matter from HegelOs engagement with Aristt
well as the later version of it, body-soul from HegelOs discussion of the Ided?f life.

In contrast to the rational-psychologistOs idea of a soul substance, the Aristotelian
conception of soul as the form of the living body can only be understood using infinite
categories. Body and soul, understood as form and matter, are inseparable. Form is alwa
form of some matter, matter that of some form. DescartesO concepts body and soul differ
older Aristotelian ones. They are only contingently related and could exist apart from one

another. If we re-organized discussion of the soul and subjectivity around infinite categori

121 Here, Hegel is less scrupulous than he might be about distinguishing between the problems afflicting rat
psychology, paralogisms, and those afflicting cosmology, antinomies. The two appear to be bleeding into ol
another in his presentation, inasmuch as he seems to be suggesting that the problem Kant saw with ration:
psychology was a type of antinomy. One reason this is worrying is that Hegel may be addressing his Osolu
wrong problem. Even granting that infinite categories would resolve the impasses of rational psychology, th
remains the other problems with this tradition. | regard this is as a blind spot in HegelOs account.

1221n addition to these two, Hegel invokes his category of spirit here, which is also an infinite category. Bec:
defined by its fundamentally non-alienated relationship to the natural world, including sensible impressions
desires, spirit infinite vis-a-vis nature in a way that the Cartesian soul, being only contingently related to ma
never be.
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we could reframe each of the opposing positions in rational psychology as capturing only
side of a more complex two-sided phenomenon.

For Kant, the solution lies in recognizing that metaphysical claims about the subjec
hold good if they are recast as more modest logical ones. Hegel rejects KantOs solution,
reason he gives is perplexing. He does so on the grounds that these logical claims would
OempiricalO N perhaps in a way that would prevent them from being satisfying replacem
those of rational psychology (EL = 47). Why, though, does Hegel hold this view? Clearly, |
intended to weaken the claims of rational psychology, but not by replacing them with clair
from empirical psychology. Yet Hegel seems to equate KantOs appeal to logic with a Hurr
empiricist perspective on the self:

As can be seen, this critique expresses nothing but the Humean observation

mentioned above in @ 39 that the thought-determinations in general, namely

universality and necessity, are not to be found in perception and that the empirical
is different, in terms of content as in terms of its form, from the thought-

determination(EL = 47)

That KantOs Critical Philosophy is an unsatisfying half-way house between metaphysics
empiricism is a common trope in HegelOs Kant-critique. Yet it is also one that has frequer
seemed both uncharitable to Kant and unpersuasive as a criticism.

Here, | argue that HegelOs claim can be approached in terms of a recurrent theme
critique of Kant as | have reconstructed it here. | mean HegelOs conviction that many of k
claims about the knowing subject are drawn from the logic of the day, and that this logic |
empirical in a way that creates problems for KantOs account. From a Hegelian perspectiv
least, KantOs logical alternative to rational psychology may be logical in a much more

straightforward sense than is often realized. On this Hegel view, the term logic as it is use
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Kant in this context does not simply mean abstract, formal, conceptual, and so on. Rathe!
refers to the area of philosophy that has gone by the name, logic. At first, we might balk t
that this field could have anything to tell us about the traditional topics of rational psycholc
for example, the nature of the soul. However, KantOs logic is by no means independent c
form of psychology, even if it is independent of the empirical variety. This does not mean |
tantamount to rationalist metaphysics, but it does mean they share a similar topic: the sel
broadly construed. That is why Kant is able to present rationalist metaphysics of the soul
taken one step too far.

Why, though, would a logic of subjectivity, in this sense, be objectionably empirical
we have seen, Hegel often denounces the logic on which Kant relies as empirical, and th
criticism is no less apt here in the paralogisms. To be sure, logicOs claims about the subji
rely on sense-experiené®&.Yet they do rely for their justification on a type of intellectual
experience that we have when we abstract in the relevant way. This empiricist tendency r
imperil all of KantOs objectives, but there is one it does threaten. This is his aim of makin
about the mind that remain universally and necessarily valid, even they are not metaphys
the way those of rational psychology were meant to be. Unfortunately, and as we have se
before, the problem of induction arises for all empirical claims, not just those based on se
experience. Hence, it arises here as well. Logic cannot be a satisfying surrogate for ratior
psychology. For Hegel, the paralogisms reflect KantOs overestimation of the logic of the ¢

underestimation of the metaphysical tradition.

1230Once again, | here follow Houlgate (2006: 15)
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iii. Responding to KantOs critique of Rational Cosmology: the Antinomies

For Kant, the errors found in the field of rational cosmology are unique. Only in
cosmology do reasonOs attempts to know the unconditioned lead it into conflicts with itse
Kant callsantinomies The reason for this concerns the particular variant of the Idea of the
unconditioned that is relevant in this sphere, the Idea of the world as a whole. The Idea o
world as a whole is unique in being Opseudo-empirical.O Unlike the others, this Idea pert
the empirical world or the world of experience. At the same time, it encourages us to think
the empirical world in a manner that goes beyond the bounds of possible exp&fience.

As a result of its pseudo-empirical character, this Idea draws two faculties into ope
whose conflicting demands give rise to antinomy: reason and the understanding. The ant
conflicts between reason and the understanding arise in the following way. Kant holds the
faculty of reason is driven by the principle: OIf the condition is given, then the whole sum
conditions is given, and hence the ultimate unconditioned is givenO (A 409/B 436). Yet re
can conceive of the unconditioned in only two ways, a constraint that gives rise to the ant
(A 417-18/B445-6). It can consider the unconditioned to be the entire series of conditions

or else consider it to be a particular unconditioned conditfddlItimately, then, antinomies wil

124 For the explanation of why the antinomies arise only in the field of rational cosmology, and also for othe
given as background here, | am substantially indebted to the discussion in Grier (2001)

125 Antinomies require two further conditions: 13eries rather than a mesggregate?) aregressiveseries, rather
than aprogressiveone (A 409-13/B436-B440). Concerning the first condition, the time-linsésias since
moments in time are sequentially ordered. Parts of space, however, only faggregatebecause they are not
sequentially ordered, but are all given simultaneously. However, as Kant explains, space may give rise to a
antinomy since we OfiniteO knowers must always think of its parts sequentially. In addition to reepidgngther
than amaggregate antinomies also require a specific kindsefies They require one in which it is possible to
regressfrom conditioned to its condition, rather than one in whictpregressfrom condition to conditioned. That
is why the past gives rise to an antinomy, but the future does not. For this reason, there can be no future-di
analogue of the 1st antinomy. In other words, there can be no antinomy concerning whether the world has i
ending, or will continue indefinitely.
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arise when reasonOs idea of the unconditioned proves Otoo bigO for the understanding,
understandingOs prove Otoo smallO for reason (A 487-88, B515-516). The antinomies of
OPlatonicO OdogmatismO that strays beyond the bounds of possible experience to an O
Oempiricism,O that insists nothing lies beyond these b&ands.

As Michelle Grier helpfully explains, Kant regards the Omathematical antinomiesO
result of a flawed inference (Grier 2001: 175 ff.). This inference involves an equivocation,
Oambiguous middle.Qdtas follows:

P14. If a condition is given, the wholes series of conditions is given, and therefore

unconditioned is given.

P15. Objects of the senses are given as conditioned.

C5. Consequently the entire series of all conditions of objects of the senses is alre

given.

(P14, P15)

The Oambiguous middleO results because the conditioned referred to in the first premise
same as the conditioned referred to in the second. In the first premise, the conditioned is
a pure rather than as an empirical concept, meaning it refers to things in themselves rath
appearances. In the second premise, however, the conditioned is used as an empirical cc
referring to appearances. As a result, the conclusion reached is false, and for the followin
reason. In the realm of appearances, the givenness of the conditioned does not entail tha

unconditioned. The reason has to do with the nature of human cognition. Knowers like ou

126 Of course, it might be tempting to assume that Kant would endorse OempiricismO over OPlatonism.O Y
OempmmsmOsO denial that anything lies beyond the bounds of expenence will turn out to be no less dogn
opposed to KantOs Critical Philosophy than OPlatonismOsO opposing claim. (A 471-B449).
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must engage in the successive synthesis of the elements in a series. We cannot comprel
whole series at one stroke.

For Kant, however, the conflict only arises if we assume the truth of transcendenta
realism. Once we give up this assumption, the conflict is dissolved. If transcendental reali
were true, then we would not be presented with spatio-temporal appearances but, rather,
themselves. Since things-in-themselves are not part of the empirical world, it can be said
that a given condition entails that the whole series of conditions, and therefore that the
unconditioned is given. Were transcendental realism true, we would face a genuine confli
whether the unconditioned should be conceived of as the whole series, or a single uncon
condition. Yet once we abandon transcendental realism and embrace transcendental ide¢
conflict is averted. This is because transcendental idealism reveals the inference upon wt
thesis and antithesis are based to be faulty. As we saw, thesis and antithesis are based o
following inference: given the conditioned, the unconditioned is also given. Yet as we saw
inference only holds when the conditioned is a thing-in-itself, and does not hold when it is
appearance. However, transcendental idealism requires that the conditioned that is given
knowers is an appearance, meaning the inference is based on an equivocation. Hence, b
thesis and antithesis that are based upon it are false.

By contrast, Hegel maintains that the antinomies arise from the use of certain flaw:
categories. Compared to HegelOs simpler diagnosis, KantOs can seem positively baroqu
Accordingly, Hegel will attempt to show that all of the additional materials that go into the

construction of KantOs antinomies are superfluous. For Hegel, the antinomies are little m
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the guise in which other conflicts appear. In order to illustrate this strategy, | will focus on
2nd antinomy.

Typically, Hegel reframes the conflict in terms of the abstract concepts he calls
categories, rather than the subject-matter it appears to concern. In this case, he does so
arguing that the 2nd antinomy only appears to be a disagreement concerning the divisibil
indivisibility of material substances. It is, in fact, little more than a disguised version of the
fundamental conflict between two opposed conceptions of quantity as either continuous ¢
discrete.

The dispute or the antinomy of the infinite divisibility of space, time, matter, and

S0 on, has its origin in the nature of quantity, that it is this simple unity of

discreteness and continuity. This antinomy consists solely in the fact that

discreteness must be maintained just as much as continuity. (WdL 230179/

157,)

HegelOs rationale is as follows. Whether something admits of being divided or not is alwe
reflection of whether it is continuous or discrete. The continuum is the as-yet-undivided al
therefore the divisible. The discrete is the already divided and therefore indivisible. Hence
continuity and discreteness are prior to divisibility or indivisibility. When we argue about
whether something is divisible or indivisible we are actually arguing about whether it is pr
in a continuous or discrete quantity.

Hegel criticizes KantOs involvement of Idea of the world as a whole in the framing
antinomy, arguing that this Idea is irrelevant to what is genuinely at issue. The conflict bet

the two, continuity and discreteness would arise in any realm in which the category in que

guantity, applied. Hence, the problem of whether matter existing in space and time is infir
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divisible constitutes little more than a specific, concrete instance of a more general, abstr:
problem. For Hegel, this is the problem of whether the continuity or discreteness is definit
quantity itself:
Further, Kant did not pick the antinomy from the concepts themselves, but from
the alreadyconcreteform of cosmological determinations. To capture it pure, and
to deal with it in its simple concept, the thought determinations must not be taken
as applied to, and entangled in, the representation of the world, space, time,
matter, and so on, but must rather be considered purely in themselves, without this
concrete material which has no force or authority here, for the thought
determinations alone make up the essence and the ground of the antinomies.
(WdL 21:180/SoL 158)
In HegelOs view, the argument about whether OsomethingO is divisible or indivisible, col
or discrete, remains unaffected by what, exactly, that something happens to be: OThe sul

given to these abstractions, namely these substances in the worldEbears no influence on

antinomy itselfO (WdL 21:181/SoL 159)

This dispute also has a logical dimension. Hegel must first show that the real confl
arises at the sub-propositional level, within individual concepts rather than between pairs
judgments. For Hegel, the appearance that there is a conflict between two opposed judgr
also misleading. To be sure, we appear to be confronted with two judgments connecting ¢
subject concept with a distinct predicate concept. Indeed, connecting two or more concey.
this way is the mark of a judgment in the logical sense, as opposed to something that me
seems to have that form because of grammatical or psychological considerations. Howev
Hegel argues, these Kantian theses and antitheses are not judgments in the true sense a
fact, they simply repeat the same concept again, rather than connect two distinct ones. In
case, they simply assert the existence of the continuous or the discrete, not of finitely or il
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divisible material substances. Here, Hegel tries to argue that the thesis and antithesis cla
in light of his earlier analysis, are tautologies. For example, it is tautologous to claim that
composite substance is made up of indivisible atoms, because this is just true by definitio
composites.

That the composite is not one thing in and for itself but is something only

externally put together, thatabnsists of something othes its immediate

determination. But this something other than the composite is the simple. It is
therefore a tautology to say that the composite is made up of the simple. (WdL

21:181650L 159)

Having denied that these conflicts arise between opposed judgments, Hegel attempts to |
the further possibility that they inherently involve something of greater logical complexity ¢
syllogistic arguments. Here, HegelOs strategy is to attempt to show that the arguments th
are superfluous. This he does by attempting to show in each case that they are circular,
presupposing what they set out to prove. | will here refrain from a discussing a specific ex
since this is fairly well trod grount’

Diagnosing the true source of the problem by descending to this more logically prit
level is only the beginning. Remaining there to provide a more satisfying solution than Ka
own is the goal. Here, I differ from two broad approaches found in the literature. Some
commentators, like Winegar, approach HegelOs argument as if his main concern was res

the antinomies themselvé®.Others, like Sedgwick, Ameriks and Rosen, argue that he was

unconcerned with doing so N though this could either be deliberate on his part or the rest

127 Sedgwick (2012), as well as (1991) provide in-depth and convincing accounts of HegelOs attempts to sk
KantOs arguments are circular.

128\Winegar (2016)
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some type of mistake&? In my view, these two broad approaches can be reconciled. On the
hand, HegelOs main concern was, indeed, resolving simpler problems lying at the basis ¢
antinomies, rather than the antinomies themseheethis extent, those who think he was not
directly concerned with resolving the antinomies are right. On the other hand, it is by no n
true that Hegel was completely uninterested in resolving the antinomies either, even if he
attempt to do so directly. Rather, | wish to suggest, HegelOs approach to resolving them i
indirect. After all, the simpler problems that interest Hegel lie at the very basis of the antin
In resolving the former, he will resolve the latter as well.

Preliminarily, we should note HegelOs reservations about KantOs solution, before
to the alternative he favors. Hegel does not accept KantOs solution to the mathematical
antinomies, denying that it succeeds in resolving the contradiction. Let us suppose Hegel
that the true source of the problem is a contradiction inherent to the category, e.g. of quar
that is so, then the problem should arise anywhere that this contradictory category is appl
(WdL 21:189/SoL 165)Therefore, the problem will remain, even if we accept that material
substances are appearances, rather than things-in-themselves, phenomena rather than r
In other words, it will arise just as much in the realm of appearances as in that of things-ir
themselves.

For Hegel, then, the true solution to the antinomies is to seek a refined version of t
category in question that resolves the contradiction, rather than to renounce transcenden
realism in favor of idealism. As we have seen, Hegel maintains that we ought to abstract |

from matter, but also from space and time. We must focus on the concepts of the continut

129 Sedgwick (2012), Ameriks (1987), Rosen (1982)
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the discrete themselves, which are more basic then their instances. HegelOs solution is n
that it involves a distinction between possibility and actuality.

From the standpoint aontinuityE[there] remains thpossibilityof parting, as

possibility, without actually coming to the atom. Now, even if we stay with these

oppositions as just defined, we see that the moment of atomicity lies in continuity

itself, for continuity is the possibility of parting. (WdL 21:187/SoL 164)

Hegel argues that the continuous always implies the possibility of the discrete, since divic
continuous produces the discrete. It therefore implies the possibility of an infinite quantity
discrete units. Yet it does not follow from this that the continuous actually does contain thi
infinite quantity of discrete units already. The fallacy consists in conflating the possibility c
infinite divisions with the actuality of an infinite number of divided things. This would only

follow if the continuous depended on the discrete, as if it were by summing discrete units
one achieves a continuous quantities. Yet for Hegel this is not so. Indeed, the reverse is t
since its is only by dividing the continuous that one arrives at the discrete.

Once the solution is stated in its full generality, it can be applied to KantOs 2nd ant
Matter is infinitely divisible, but not actually divided into infinite parts. In this way, there is |
contradiction between thesis and antithesis. However, this is not a because we have renc
realism in favor of idealism. In particular, it is not because we have introduced a distinctio
between things as they appear to us and things as they are in themselves. Rather, it is be
have introduced a metaphysical distinction between the potential and the actual into reali
Especially in its traditional Aristotelian guise, but also in Hegel, ours is a distinction pertai

directly to the object, rather than one pertaining to the standpoint of the knowing subject.

Ultimately, then, HegelOs solution is fully compatible with realist metaphysics, and in no v

167



Kantian-idealist. If that is so, then the antinomies give us no reason to abandon that form
metaphysics N and certainly not to do so in favor of transcendental idealism.

A striking feature of HegelOs engagement with KantOs 2nd Antinomy, seldom men
in the literature on this topic, lies in HegelOs repeated comparisons between KantOs Dial
the positions of certain ancient philosophers. For example, Hegel regards ZenoOs paradc
motion as the true problem at the root of KantOs Antinomies. For failing to recognize this
himself comes in for criticism. More surprising still, Hegel regards AristotleOs solutions to
paradoxes as the true solution to KantOs Antinomies.

As Hegel writes, both the 2nd antinomy and ZenoQOs paradox concern a contradict
within our concept of quantity, a contradiction between the continuous and the discrete.

Infinitely more meaningful and more profound than this Kantian antinomy

just considered are the dialectical examples of the ancient Eleatic

school, especially those dealing with movemesich are likewise based

on, and find their solution in, the concept of quan{MydL 21:187/SoL 164)

Hegel is even more emphatic on this point inll@stures on the History of Philosophy
This is the dialectic of Zeno; he had a knowledge of the determinations which our

ideas of space and time contain, and showed in them their contradiction; KantOs
antinomies do no more than Zeno did here. (VGP OZenoO)

In theLogic, Hegel does not explain the relationship between KantOs antinomy and Zenot
paradox.However, he notes that the task of doing so should be left for the distinct disciplil
the history of Philosophy.
To consider them here also would take us too far afield; they have to do with the
concepts of space and time and can be dealt with in the history of philosophy in

connection with them. B These examples do the greatest honor to the reason of
their discoverers. (WdL 21:187/SoL 164, )
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Presumably, Hegel is referring to the history of philosophy as told by Hegel himself. It the
seems warranted to examine HegelOs posthumously pulhlésiteres on the History of
Philosophyfor clarification3° The approach gains further support from the many striking
parallels between the two discussions which draw on many of the samé&iddast
importantly, the_ecturesseem to repeat the claims from Hegelidsc concerning the
relationship between ZenoOs paradoxes and KantOs antinomies.

This is the dialectic of Zeno; he had a knowledge of the determinations which our

ideas of space and time contain, and showed in them their contradiction; KantOs
antinomies do no more than Zeno did here. (VGP OZenoO)

Although Hegel considers four paradoxes, | will confine myself to one very well knc
one, concerning motion. As summarized by Aristotle, whom Hegel quotes, this paradox o
runs as followgO[m]ovement has no truth, because what is in motion must first reach the r
of the space before arriving at the ef#.The paradox may be illustrated by means of a thot
experiment. To move from its resting place to a destination, an object must move half the
distance to the destination. In order to move from its resting place to this new half-destine
the object must move halfway to that, and so on. The paradoxical conclusion seems to b
the object can never arrive at its original destination. In one version of the paradox, doing

impossible because it would require the object to travel an infinite distance. That is, it wot

130 Although mere Igcture transcripts, rather than published writings, these sources are often consulted by ¢
interested in HegelOs debts to various ancient figures. Forster (1989) gives them an important place in his .
Hegel on skepticism.

1311 poth, Hegel discusses AristotleOs solution. In both, he quotes the rejection of AristotleOs solution as
from BayleOs dictionary. In both, he discusses, and rejects, the response of Diogenes Laertes, who proves
be real by simply getting up and moving.

132 QThe first asserts the non-existence of motion on the ground that that which is in locomotion must arrive
half-way stage before it arrives at the goal.O (ArisRilesics 239b11)

169



need to travel a distance equal to the sum of the infinite half distances, and halves of half
distances, and halves of half distances.

Hegel has his own idiosyncratic analysis of ZenoOs argument for the paradox inhe
motion, however. He claims it results from the contradiction between two different candid:
definitions of the concept of quantity: continuity and discreteness. At the outset of the thol
experiment, Hegel argues, we must assume space is continuous, rather than discrete. Sy
be treated as divisible into parts, though not yet actually divided. As Hegel writes, OThat \
in motion must reach the half is the assertion of continuity, i.e. the possibility of division a:
possibilityO (Ibid.Were it divided, it would already be partitioned into units. Once it is actui
divided, however, we assume space to be discrete. More specifically, we now have discre
guantities of space: the new region of space is half the length of its predecessor; these re
also two in number. Put differently, space, once dividedistcontinuous, since there is a breal
in it. As he writes, OEin the conception of a half, the interruption of continuity is
involvedO (Ibid.) However, the cycle can then repeat itself once more. Restricting ourselv
the new distance, we are led to assume continuity, since the new quantity of space, in be
divisible, must not yet be viewed as divided or discontinuous. Once divided, howeverETh
cycle repeats itsedd infinitum

In both thel_ectures on the History of Philosopagd thelogic, Hegel turns to Aristotlec

resolution of ZenoOs paradoxes to illustrate the nature of his favored séfiiemraises themr

133 Hegel does not refer specifically to one of AristotleOs works. However, he is likely refeRmgicsVI.
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as Ogenuinely speculative,O and attempts to defend them from the criticisms of Pietfé|B:
essence, AristotleOs solution is the same as HegelOs own OmodalO solution. Aristotle, it
drew on a central distinction of his ontology to resolve the apparent contradiction: the dist
between potentiality and actuality. Spacadtually continuous, or divisible. However, it is
therefore alwaygpotentiallydiscrete, or divided into atoms for reasons we have already
considered.
The solution that Aristotle gives to these dialectical tropes is contained in his truly
speculative concepts of space, time, and movement, and merits high praise. The
most famous of his proofs rest on opposing infinite divisibility (imagined as if it
were actually carried out and hence as equivalent. to infinite partition, the atoms)
to continuity, which applies just as well to time as to space, so that the infinite,

that is, abstract plurality is contained in this continuity onligself, aspossibility.
The actual as contrasted to abstract pluralityE (WdL 21:188/SoL 164-5)

This solution implies a subordination of the discrete to the continuous. However, Hegel ar
this is required3s The innovation enables Aristotle to resolve ZenoOs paradox. An object tl
traverses the continuous distance in space has not, in fact, traveled an infinite distance. T
sure, there are infinitgotentialdivisions in this region of space. There are not infiadial
divisions in it. Hence, the infinite divisions are mengbtentiallypresent in the distance
traversed, nactually present therein. Put differently, this region of space is infinideigible,
but not infinitelydivided Hegel writes: OThe general explanation which Aristotle gives to tt
contradiction, is that space and time are not infinitely divided, but are only divisible.O As

observes, critics of Aristotle (in particular, Bayle) often argue that this must mean there ar

134 The solution with which most modern readers are likely to be familiar is that provided by the calculus, ar
particular, the notion of a limit. For better or worse, this solution is unavailable to Hegslalsitic of the
calculus. He regards the infinite approximation as an instance of what he pejoratively calls Othe bad infinite

135|n subordinating the discrete to the continuous, Hegel also follows Spinoza, for whom discrete quantity i
merely OimaginaryO whereas the continuous is alone what the intellect grasps as true quantity. Hegel quo
Spinozist doctrine at length and in the original Latin. (WdL 21:178/Sol. 155
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actually infinite divisions in space. Hence, ZenoOs paradox is not solved. An object that tr
a certain continuous distance has, in fact, traveled an infinite distance, composed of an ir
number of discrete divisions. As Hegel observes, however, AristotleOs solution requires n

thing 136

As | indicated earlier, HegelOs critique of Kant only goes so far in overcoming the
problem posed by the Paralogisms. At most, it shows that Hegel is in possession of an al
set of concepts which have a single promising feature. Specifically, these are concepts w
infinite in the first of the two senses we distinguished above. In other words, they are not
by others distinct from or opposed to them. Once more, this is true of concepts like the
Aristotelian idea of soul and the German idealist idea of spirit in a way it is not of the Cart
concept of soul. It is also true of HegelOs concepts of continuous and discrete quantity. Y:
because Hegel has overcome the dualism between each of these concepts and its oppos
not mean he has shown they apply. At most, Hegel would have shown that these concept
if applicable, solve certain problems. He would not have shown that they do, in fact apply.

that these problems are in fact as good as solved. In other words, Hegel has not yet shov

136 Although the parallel is seldom, if ever, noted, Russell also treats KantOs 2nd antinomy as a version of Z
paradox, and claims that modern solutions to the latter solve the former (Russell 2015: 359-60). He also ar
Hegel, that these and other problems which have been thought to concern space and time are actually moi
Because he refers in other contexts to the pertinent parts of Hegel, Russell was probably aware of the pare
Indeed, a striking facet &frinciplesis the frequency with which Hegelian opponents in the philosophy of
mathematics crop up. Even Hegelians are often ignorant of HegelOs philosophy of mathematics, but Russe
well N and not just in general outline. | therefore think it likely that Russell was aware of the delicious irony
mean that his argument, though anti-Hegelian in substance, was Hegelian in form. In the same work, Russ
mentions HegelOs solution to the paradox/antinomy, the solution based on the inseparability of continuity a
discreteness. Yet he does so only to ridicule it: OThe notion of continuity has been treated by philosophers
as though it were incapable of analysis. They have said many things about it, including the Hegelian dicturr
everything discrete is also continuous and vice versa. This remark, as being an exemplification of HegelOs
habit of combining opposites, has been tamely repeated by all his followers. But as to what they meant by «
and discreteness, they preserved a discreet and continuous silence; only one thing was evident, that whate
did mean could not be relevantEto the philosophy of space and timeO (290).
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these concepts are infinite in the other of these senses: infinite vis-a-vis the objective wor
for Hegel it is deeply important that the categories making ubdgg be infinite in both of
these senses.
iv. Responding to KantOs critique of Rational Theology: the Ideal

For Kant, we are necessarily led to the Idea of a supreme Being (God) by our aspi
to achieve comprehensive knowledge of the object. Such a being would contain the OBe«
for every Owhy?0 (A 585/B613)Kant is concerned here with our aspiration to know the ol
in its full determinateness [specificity, particularity]. In order to do so, we employ a certain
standard or principle, the idea of the complete set of determinate [specific, particular] feat
properties a thing could possibly have. This is the Idea of the omnitudo realitatis, the sum
realities. We then imagine being able to compare any given object of our knowledge with
standard. This would involve determining in the case of each possible predicate that a thi
could possibly have whether it in fact had or lacked that predicate. This is what it would b
know the object in its full determinateness. In a further and perhaps more questionable st
then treat the omnitudo realitatis, the sum of all realities, as itself a further real thing, the ¢
realissimum. Indeed, it is so-called because it is not just a real thing, something over and
the sum of predicates, and irreducible to them. It is the most real thing, the vast store of
predicates in which every other real thing only had a limited share: Oevery thing as deriv[
own possibility from the share it has in the whole of possibilityO (A572/BB60Xant, there is
no harm at all in employing this notion for heuristic purposes as a standard that all scienti

inquiry should strive to approximate. However, the rational theologian wants to go further.

137 Sometimes translated as the OthereforeO for every Owherefore.O
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The rational theologian argues that the ens realissimum exists, and that we can he
theoretical knowledge of this. That is because we have a valid argument for this conclusic
ontological argument. The ontological argument begins from the premise that God, the m
being, would contain all real predicates. It then proceeds to draw the conclusion that God
via the further premise that existence is among the real predicates God would include. Fe
Kant denies that this is so (Oexistence is not a real predicateO). Whether a thing exists o
cannot, in general, be inferred from its definition. Kant puts this in a number of different w
but one is that existence claims are never analytic but always synthetic truths. Their denit
never a contradiction. Their affirmation is never based on conceptual containment. Put bl
will not improve my finances by reflecting on my concept of 100 dollars.

HegelOs response is the common one that KantOs objection to the ontological arg
guestion-begging (WdL 21: 76/SoL 65-6). To be sure, the definitions of most of the ordina
things that we encounter in our everyday lives and their existences are distinct. Yet from t
cannot necessarily conclude that there is nothing whose definition is to exist. There might
exception to the rule, Oexistence is not a real predicate,O and the ontological argument, i
suggests this is true of God. One can, of course, reject this proposal, but not on the grour
it is not in general true that existence can be extracted from a definition. Nobody is disput
it is not in general true, just that it is in all cases N including the unusual one of God.

This is a common response to KantOs critique of the ontological argument, but it h
significant limitation. It requires us to explain why, exactly, God is an exception to the rule
rather than just insisting that he is. Why should it be legitimate to treat existence as a real

predicate in this case, if it is not in every other? We need a principled reason for exemptir
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concept of God from the rules that usually apply to concepts. Here, Hegel proposes a Olc
solution to this recurrent problem. This solution invokes HegelOs distinction between infin
categories and finite ones.

For Hegel, infinite categories improve the prospects for the claim that God, by defi
exists. They do so even if we concede that existence does not work this way for ordinary
those describable using finite categories. Which, though, of the many infinite categories n
up HegelOsogic can we use to test this hypothesis? Clearly, Hegel understands nearly all
them to be relevant to the ontological argument. Each time a new set of categories is intrt
Hegel discusses how they promise to improve prospects for the ontological argument. In
Logicthere will be an ontological argument of Being, existence, reason (syllogism), object
and so on. However, | will simply consider the very first of these categories frdmdite
Being. As we know, each such category doubles as a definition of the Absoluté{&od).
However, there is an additional reason Being is especially pertinent here. It is not just tha
refers to it as the omnitudo realitatis, a clear reference to KantOs critique of the ontologic:
argument. Nor is it that he also refers to it as the monist principle at the foundation of Spil
system, at least as interpreted by Jacobi. It is that Hegel makes this connection himself ir
greater_ogic. There, he does so in the remark appended to the section on Being (WdL 21
SolL 60-66). In that remark, Hegel suggests that if Kant had been aware of infinite categol
this one, he never would have rejected the ontological argument. As Hegel says, Kant ou

have focused on Parmenidean Being, not on his personal finances:

138 (Technically, this is only true of the first and third categories in each section, Hegel tells us. Yet this is a ¢
Being meets).
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Ea Ohundred dollarsO is nothing self-referring but something alterable and
perishable. This thinking or imagining which has before it only a determinate
being, existence, must be referred back to the previously mentioned beginning of
science which Parmenides made b the one who purified and elevated to pure
thought, to being as such, his own otherwise pictorial representations and hence
also those of posterity, thus ushering in the element of science. (WdL 21:75-76/
SolL 65)

As Hegel goes on to explain, notions like Being are counter-examples to KantOs ¢
existence is not a real predicate. The thought behind this proposal is the following. We ca
the existence of ordinary things, like KantOs one hundred dollars. However, we cannot de
existence to the whole of existence itself, something described using infinite categories (E
existence, the One, the infinite). The two cases are fundamentally different, and Kant has
conflated them. Clearly, the version of the ontological proof that is taking shape will only v
we presuppose a Spinozistic conception God, rather than an orthodox one. Still, the argu
the advantage of seeming almost trivially tiéfHow could existence fail to exist?
Unfortunately, the argument does appear to rest on a questionable assumption. | mean tr
assumption that there is any such thing as the whole of existence.

In his own critique of the ontological argument, Kant questions this assumption in ¢
that will prove extremely prescient. He does so in a criticism of the ontological argument t
appears before the more well known one (Oexistence is not a real predicateO). The critic
directed at those versions of the ontological argument that presuppose a conception of G

omnitudo realitatis. Kant describes such versions of the argument as resting on a fallacy.

the fallacy of conflating merely distributive unity with collective unity (A582-3/B610-11). It

139] here follow Redding and Bubbio (2014), though they see Hegel as more dismissive of the proposal to t
ontological argument on Being.
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arises in the following way. Suppose we grant that each existing thing exists. Existence is
distributed or dispersed among them, in that each has an existence of its own. However,
not follow that all of them taken together are further existing thing. There is no collective
existence in which all participate, no existence over and above that of each existing thing
sum of all existing things is not a further existing thing. The omnitudo realitatis is not the €
realissimum. It is no more so than the sum of all dogs is itself a further dog.

Yet this objection is less fatal for HegelOs version of the ontological argument then
might initially seem. Even Kant thought the problem could be partially overcome, a sign o
greater sympathy with Spinozist versions of the ontological argument. That may be why h
not make the error of conflating distributive and collective senses of existence his main ol
to the ontological argument. It is a preliminary criticism which is dispatched early so that r
threatening ones can be considered. As Kant correctly saw, all the rational theologian nee
do to overcome the problem was specify more clearly which kind of whole God was inten
be. It would need to be a whole that preceded its parts, rather than one which does not.

Fortunately, a model of the type of whole that this Spinozist God would have to be
are to be able to run the ontological argument on it is near at hand. It may be found in Ka
own conception of space from the Transcendental Aesthetic. Jacobi was the first to point
connection when he accused Kant of Spinozism durin§améheismusstreifFor Kant, the
whole of space precedes its parts. Every region of space is derived from the whole of spe
de-limiting the latter in a certain way. We begin with the whole of space, and then bound ¢
some portion of it by drawing lines. In so doing, we are left with a part. Importantly, there |

way to define a part except in reference to the whole. For this reason, the whole of space
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not be derived from adding its parts together. Each of the parts is what it is by virtue of its
relation to the whole. So we could not start with them and work up to the whole by constr
it out of them.

Kant proposes that the ens realissimum would have to be a whole of this kind, a w
prior to its parts. In explaining what such a whole would have to be, he invokes Spinoza®
Oall determination is negation.O

If, therefore, reason employs in the complete determination of things a

transcendental substrate that contains, as it were, the whole store of material from

which all possible predicates of things must be taken, this substrate cannot be
anything else than the idea of @amnitudo realitatisAll true negations are

nothing but limitations -- a title which would be inapplicable, were they not thus
based upon the unlimited, that is, upon Oth©AW 576/B604)

The analogy with Absolute space as Kant conceives of in the Aesthetic is helpful in illustre
the meaning for Kant of this dictum. We begin with the whole of space. Each specific
(OdeterminateO) part of it can be understood as its Onegation.O Each is simply a differer
not being the whole or failing to coincide with it, OnegatingO it. Only the whole truly is. Its
are not it. Each is the result of partially OnegatingO the whole, discarding all in the whole
is not the particular part in question. Since the whole contains all of the parts, we could al
that each determinate part is the negation of all the others. Of course, KantOs aim in brin
the analogy with space is to shield the ontological argument from this particular criticism
(conflating the distributive with the collective), not from every criticism. After all, Kant is a
of the ontological argument.

In spite of this, Kant may have been overzealous in his effort to improve the prospt

the ontological argument, especially when we consider it from a Hegelian point of view. Ir

178



proposing this Spinozist amendment to traditional versions of the ontological argument K
unwittingly makes a fatal concussion to his opponent. To be sure, all Kant means to be d
making a minor improvement to the argument, so that he can be sure he refutes the best
of it. Yet Hegel thinks that Kant has unwittingly strengthened the argument so greatly that
now survive KantOs own subsequent critique of it. That is because the Spinozist amendn
the ontological argument gives us a response to an objection Kant thought most fatal to it
the objection that this argument treats existence as a real predicate.

For a Spinozist, like Hegel, God by definition exists, but this is not for the reason u
given by proponents of the ontological argument. It is not because existence is among the
predicate concepts analytically contained in this subject concept, as in classical versions
ontological argument. Rather, it is for a more fundamental reason that Hegel can claim as
original discovery, though it is anticipated by others. At least at the outset of HaggtOS0d
is being or existence itself. By contrast, all existing things have only some limited share ir
existence (Oomnis determinatioEO). It could not exactly be said that Hegel has improved
prospects of this argument solely by embracing a different conception of God. This conce
works together with a new conception of Being or existence, as well as its relationship to
ordinary things. Since this is the load bearing feature of HegelOs ontological argument, it
be an interesting question to ask what justifies it. It would also be worth returning to the is
what resources Kant has to respond. Still, it seems to me that Hegel is well within his righ
The only constraint on an ontological argument is that it have no empirical premise. Fortu
a premise concerning the nature of Being itself, as well as its relationship to particular bei

need not be an empirical one.
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| here comment only briefly on HegelOs responses to KantOs critiques of the cosn
and physico -teleological arguments. Kant had already claimed that all three of the traditic
proofs were interdependent. More specifically, Kant held that the cosmological and physic
teleological arguments were dependent on the ontological argument. The main reason Ke
was that no inference from an empirical state of affairs in the world to its cause could este
that this cause was of any particular kind, let alone that it was the God of traditional religic
Only with an independent line of argument that establishes the existence of a necessary |
could we draw this inference. Yet an independent line of argument would be one which di
rely on empirical claims in the way these others do. In other words, it would have to be ar
priori argument for the existence of God, i.e. dnéological argument.

Hegel must reject the cosmological argument, at least if this argument takes its tra
form. The cosmological argument would rule out HegelOs own non-traditional version of t
ontological argument. As Hegel explains, the problem with the traditional versions of the
cosmological argument is to have inferred GodOs existence from that of ordinary things (|
Z). The existence of these things is contingent, rather than necessary. Hence, they must |
some cause distinct from them. As we have seen, this line of reasoning, even if correct, w
not establish the existence of any particular type of cause. However, Hegel has a distinct
This is that treating God as a type of cause would render it finite, limited. Inherently, a cat
something limited, since it is distinct from its effect. As we have seen, however, Hegel hol
only a definition of the Absolute as infinite will allow the ontological argument to go throug
For Hegel, any definition of God as finite cannot not rule out the possibility that God shou

to exist.
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Yet if Hegel rejects the traditional version of the cosmological argument, he does n
reject any version. Indeed, HegelOs ontological argument as | have reconstructed it here
a type of cosmological argument. In Kant, the three arguments are interdependent, thoug
distinct. Yet in Hegel they blur into one another. Admittedly, HegelOs argument does not
from the effect to the cause, in the way traditional cosmological arguments do. Yet it does
progress from grounded to ground, and this seems sufficient. More specifically, it infers fr
existence of determinate things that of their indeterminate ground. Another difference bet
HegelOs cosmological argument and earlier versions concerns the role of negation in eac
Whereas the traditional version works by inferring GodOs existence from that of ordinary
HegelOs works by inferring it from their non-existence. In HegelOs revised version, we dc
infer GodOs existence from what Hegel calls determinate [specific] being. Rather, we arg|
all determinate beings are negations or non-beings in comparison to the indeterminate, b

As Hegel explains, the conviction that negativity is integral to rational theology is
Spinozist in origin (EL = 50 + Z). Indeed, it is what makes Spinoza a pious thinker, rather
atheist. The ordinary religious believer accepts the existence of God, but also that of the \
its separation from God. The atheist denies the existence of God, affirming that of the wo
Spinoza has the most pious position of all since he affirms the reality of God, and denies

the world in its separation from God. He is the opposite of an atheist, an acégmist.

140|n the recent literature, Hegel is credited with the OacosmismO objection to Spinoza. See Melamed (207
Newlands (2011). This is the criticism that SpinozaOs substance monism renders the particular objects of ¢
ordinary everyday experience, in some sense, unreal. This is because he cannot explain why the one true
should give rise to finite modes and attributes. Undoubtedly, this is an objection Hegel sometimes makes, k
misleading to call it the OacosmismO objection. Whenever Hegel describes Spinoza as an acosmist, he is
him. He is praising SpinozaOs piety by proclaiming him the very opposite of an atheist. This fits well with a
in Hegel®s own thinking to deny the reality of ordinary entities. See Stern 2009 and Bowman 2013, and, fo
contrary perspective, Pippin (2018). It must then be that the disagreement between Hegel and Spinoza is I
whether finite entities are fully real, then of how best to capture the fact that they are not.
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Although Hegel only hints at it briefly, there are indications that the resultant argumr
meant to be physico-teleological as well. This is not because it argues for an intelligent de
on the basis of teleological organization in nature. Kant considered that inference flawed,
Hegel has a different complaint. It is not that we could never know for certain whether the
such a designer, but that it would not help if we could. Living beings are self-organizing,
meaning the analogy with products of design is necessarily incomplete. Of course, Kant t
this analogy was, more or less, the best we would do. Clearly, Hegel differs, but this is no
relevant here. For our purposes, the important point is simply that one of HegelOs own de
of the Absolute is is life or internal purposiveness itself. This, | think, explains how Hegel «
cite the argument from design as inspiration for his own. He is broadly sympathetic to the
that organic life is relevant to proving the existence of God, even if not exactly in the way
pre-critical metaphysicians thought.

Up to this point, we have only considered a claim Hegel makes on behalf of his firs
definition of the Absolute: Being. Why, though, should this be thought to carry any implica
for subsequent definitions? Here, | have claimed that HegelOs decision to start with Being
a broadly favorable attitude towards this definition of the Absolute. Yet on a more familiar
interpretation, this decision underscores the impoverishment of Being in comparison to al
subsequent definitions of the AbsoldtéBe this is at may, Being is also the foundation for
everything that follows. The claim Being raises to be necessarily instantiated is one all
subsequent definitions of the Absolute will inherit. Here, we should recalifehatognition

and, indeed, all definitions of the Absolute subsequent to the first, Being, are refined versi

141 Some claim it is a Ofalse start,O and the true beginning of the Logic should be found subSspiBeitiding
(1991).
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it (Osublations®¥ Unsurprisingly then, Hegel will re-formulate the ontological argument ev
time a new set of definitions is reached. There is an ontological argument for the categorie
existence, because it is a refined and more advanced form of the category of being. There
for the object for the exact same reason. That is why Dieter Henrich was right to say that
whole of HegelQsogic can be interpreted as an extended version of the ontological argidfne
v. Conclusion: post-Kantian metaphysics as Spinozism/monism

Reluctance to interpret Hegel as a Spinozist is mainly due to the belief that this wot
make him a pre-Kantian dogmatic metaphysician. This reluctance is found not only among
Kantian-idealist interpreters, but also among metaphysical interpreters, many of whom pre
stress HegelOs affinities with Aristotle. However, | think this reluctance is unnecessary. As
have already seen, Hegel breaks with Kant in his refusal to condemn all pre-Kantian
metaphysicians as dogmatists. He denies that Plato and Aristotle are dogmatic thinkers, t
he agrees with Kant that Scholastic metaphysicians were. Although Hegel does not explic
So, it seems to me he would also object to characterizing Spinoza as a dogmatic metaphy
would certainly be a mistake to assimilate thought to that of the metaphysicians in the Leil
Wolff school44 Spinoza and others like him anticipate Hegel himself in their willingness to
challenge religious orthodoxy. Whereas the Leibniz-Wolff school does not. In more technic
terms, they consider the possibility of infinite categories like those that make up HegéOs

By contrast, the Leibniz-Wolff school relies exclusively on finite ones. From a Kantian

1420nce again, | follow Houlgate (2006) and Doz (1987) here.
143(1960)

144|n the more recent literature, SpinozaOs influence is often explicitly disclaimed. Instead, it is Aristotle wh
influence on Hegel is stressed, even among so-called (neo-) OmetaphysicalO interpreters.
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perspective, all of these figures are rationalist metaphysicians, and the differences betwe:
matter little for the purposes of a critique of metaphysics. All can be tarred with the same
For Hegel, however, whose understanding of the history of philosophy is much richer thar

KantOs own, this is an overgeneralization. What is more, Hegel is convinced that the

rehabilitating these figures will help metaphysics withstand the Kantian critique of metaph
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V. Hegel on the Laws of Logic

As | interpret him, Hegel is a thinker who seeks an answer one of the most fundarnr
guestions in the philosophy of logic. | mean the question of how the laws of logic, presupj
by our attempts at justification in all other areas, may themselves be justified. As we have
there are two broad types of answer. There is the way of argument with its attendant risk
circularity, and the way of brute fact with its attendant risk of complacency. In my view, He
answer is of the former type, and appeals to his metaphysics. In proceeding in this way, I
Hegel breaks with the tradition, whose approach was of the latter type. More specifically,
sought to justify these laws by claiming that they would be intuitively obvious to anyone w
reflected on themWhat, then, is the type of argument Hegel favors over this traditional
approach? Is it possible for him to avoid relying on the very laws he seeks to prove?

The answer | defend is that it is an argument drawn from his metaphysics. As | hoy
show, Hegel proposes to ground the laws of logic in a general metaphysical (ontological)
of the categories. By general metaphysics, | mean an inquiry into being qua being. This is
inquiry that adopts a maximally abstract perspective on beings or entities. It considers the
simply insofar as they are beings or entities at all rather than ones of a particular type. To
oneself with being-qua-being in the way the philosopher does is distinct from concerning
with beings-qua-numbered or qua-natural in the way mathematicians and natural scientis
How, though, are categories relevant to this enterprise? The answer is that categories like
guantity and quality are promising candidates for principles describing being-qua-being. A
etymology of the word suggests, a category is a concept can be predicated of every bein

entity. Admittedly, it is far from clear what it would mean to ground logic in a theory of the
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categories of this kind. My basic proposal will be that this project is possible because botl
and ontology share a certain generality that allows one to found the other. The result is th
achieves a metaphysical status in the following sense. Its laws concerning what we are p
to think are only valid on the condition that they reflect the correct metaphysical account ¢
way things fundamentally are.

There is precedent for this idea in MetaphysicglV, 3), where Aristotle acknowledge:
the existence of both psychological and metaphysical versions of the law of non-contradic
The metaphysical version states that a substance cannot both have and lack the same pt
the same time and in the same respect). The psychological version states that we cannot
some subject both has and lacks the same predicate (at the same time and in the same r
Aristotle further suggests that the psychological version derives from the metaphysical ve
Swiftly and crudely summarized, his argument is that thoughts in the mind are themselve:
properties of a substance, so that the psychological version of the law can be treated as |
more than a special case of the metaphysical version. Admittedly, AristotleOs argument is
unpopulait®® but less important for our purposes than whether it succeeds is the broader ¢
of argument it involves. As | hope to show, the suggestion that a law of logic or law of tho
might have some metaphysical basis is one Hegel will take up.

In defending this robustly metaphysical interpretation of HegelOs conception of log

oppose a broadly anti-metaphysical interpretapi@minent in the literature. On this

145 See Shields (2012) who refers to it as a Obad argument.O Kimhi (2018) and R&d| take up questions rais
AristotleOs discussion of the different versions of the PNC. Like a number of other authors we will consider
dismisses the view | will defend here as unworthy of serious consideration. As Kimhi tells us, Aristotle was
traditionally regarded the metaphysical version of PNC as prior to the others (psychological, semantic). Bot
Aristotle interpretation and as philosophy, this is wrong, Kimhi argues. For Kimhi, the versions of PNC are ¢
par, inseparable. RSdl argues for a version of the same position, denying that Aristotle can be interpreted ir
standard way
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interpretation, defended most prominently by Longuenesse, HegelOs objection is that tra
logic goes too far in the direction of metaphysics, and in so doing fails to adequately grou
generality of logic. In my view, however, HegelOs objection is the opposite. It is that tradit
logic does not go far enough in the direction of metaphysics, and that this is why it failed t
ground the generality of logic. | elaborate on the differences between these two readings
first section below.

Before proceeding, however, there is a crucial caveat. HegelOs approach to the la
logic is marked by a certain ambivalence. Initially, it might seem that Hegel is simply atter
to come to the aid of the traditional logic. He is furnishing it with a new mode of justificatic
its findings, but leaving those findings unchallenged. Yet matters are more complex. Hege
also mounting a type of challenge to traditional logic. How, though, can he coherently clai
do both? Certainly, Hegel will equip the tradition with a better strategy of justification, but
will actually render it vulnerable to criticism. Adopting this new strategy of justification req
us to admit the possibility that some of the traditional laws will not admit of being justified
this new way, and will therefore need to be abandoned.

Notoriously, Hegel seems to reject the law of non-contradiction, an unpopular mov
even the most sympathetic commentators have found difficult to defend. In so doing, he
embraces a view usually thought to be completely absurd on its face, the view that there
contradictions. For some of HegelOs critics, this is all the evidence necessary to convict f
not being a serious philosophical thinker. Yet even for those of us more friendly to HegelC
philosophical project, his unorthodox views on contradiction are puzzling. Why would a th

of HegelOs stature have held what seems to be such an apparently absurd position? A cc
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approach to answering this question is simply to deny that Hegel did, in fact, hold as extre
view as he is often thought to have held. If it seems that he did so, then this can only be t
we are misinterpreting the relevant texts. It is easy to sympathize with this approach, sinc
has so often been the victim of uncharitable interpretations at the hands of his critics. Eve
seems to me that in their zeal to rescue Hegel from the embarrassment of denying the lay
contradiction interpreters have overlooked an interesting possibility. | simply mean the
possibility that Hegel had a respectable argument of his own for why we ought to reject tr
of non-contradiction. One reason to revisit HegelOs perspective on this issue is that it apy
have entered the mainstream. In the analytic tradition, interest in non-classical logics is a
time high. Evidently, certain analytic philosophers find HegelOs views less embarrassing -
contemporary standpoint than many Hegel scholars. This motivates me to explore the po
of a revival of the traditional view that Hegel denies the law of non-contradiction

An ancillary aim will be to argue that a metaphysical interpretation of HegelOs viev
logic helps clarify his argument for why we should reject the law of non-contradiction. Dra
on his conviction that every candidate law of logic must be given a metaphysical basis, H
rejects the law of non-contradiction on the grounds that it is incompatible with what he tak
be the correct metaphysical theory of the nature of reality. This is a metaphysics in which
is thought to be pervasively characterized by the phenomenon Hegel calls opposition. We
in any domain in which which there are what we would conventionally call opposites. Heg
gives examples from mathematics (positive and negative numbers), physics (especially

electromagnet phenomena, like positive and negative charge, and forces), morality (virtue
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vice), geography (North and South), and finance (assets and dékiskourse, the central
question to answer in evaluating HegelOs argument is how he could have possibly thoug|
anything as exotic as true contradiction could be found in such a seemingly commonplact
phenomenon as opposition. The crux of the issue is that these seem to be tensions, rathe
contradictions in a strict logical sen'$é.

There is an interesting historical backstory to HegelOs concept of opposition, whic
help to clarify the larger interest of his broader position on the law of non-contradiction. Tl
story that was first told Michael Wolff, but it is frequently repeated in the literature ¥day.
Today, it is sometimes cited by commentators in the non-metaphysical camp who find in i
evidence of HegelOs debt to KantOs critique of metaphysics. Yet | hope to show that it ca
approached in an alternative way more consistent with the metaphysical interpretation de
here.

In a pre-critical essay, (OAttempt to Introduce the Concept of Negative Magnitudes
PhilosophyO) Kant had given a theory of OrealO opposition, citing many of the examples
would later invoké?® For Kant, however, real opposition must be kept rigorously distinct fr

the logicianOs notion of contradiction. True, both involve a relationship of incompatibility ¢

146 The association between opposition and contradiction has a long afterlife in Marxism. See Lenin OOn th
Question of DialecticsO (2003): Oln mathematics: + and - . Differential and integral. In mechanics: action a
reaction. In physics: positive and negative electricity. In chemistry: the combination and dissociation of aton
social science: the class struggle. Tdentity of opposites...is the recognition (discovery) of the

contradictory, mutually exclusive, opposite tendencies in all phenomena and processes of nature (including
and societyld

1471 owe this formulation to Hahn (2007). A more technical version of this criticism is that Hegel conflates
contraries with contradictories. See Ficara (2015) for an excellent overview of the history of this objection, \
includes Trandelenberg, Croce, Adorno and others.

148|n addition to Wolff (1982) see Longuenesse (2007) and De Boer (2010) who go over the same material
this chapter.

149Kant (1992)
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exclusion. Yet the former is a real phenomenon in the world, whereas the latter concerns
relationship between judgments or propositions. In realizing that there is a distinction here
takes an important step beyond rationalist metaphysics. He undermines their conviction tl
mere analysis of concepts can yield insight into the fundamental nature of reality. As Kant
shown, this is false in at least one central case. There is no route from reflection on the lo
law of non-contradiction to the reality of opposition. Later, these ideas will resurface in Ka
critiqgue of Leibniz from the section of the first critique called the Amphiboly.

Some commentators treat Hegel as taking over KantOs position in the negative
magnitudes essay more or less whole¥al€hey do so because they regard Hegel as a criti
traditional metaphysics in the way that Kant was before him. | disagree. On my view, Heg
agrees with Kant that logical contradiction and real opposition are distinct. However, he u
insight to defend a novel form of metaphysics. This is one in which metaphysics is prior tc
rather than the reverse. In our metaphysics, we recognize real opposition, and in our logi
adhere to the law of non-contradiction. So far, so Kantian. However, Hegel argues that
metaphysics is prior to logic in the following sense. Every law of logic must, in the end, be
reducible to the category-theoretic or ontological principles that make up our metaptiysic
that is so, then, Hegel will argue, we must reject the logical law of non-contradiction. For 1
we will soon consider, Hegel thinks this law is in conflict with the metaphysical principle tr

there is real opposition in the world. In making this metaphysical claim, Hegel does not cl:

150 See Longuenesse (2007)

1511 am here close to Bordignon (2017), as | explain in the next paragraph
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non-sensible or intellectual intuition of things-in-themselves. Rather, he claims to have an
argument for why opposition is a category, a predicate of any being or entity considered a
Yet if Kantian interpretations of Hegel are one-sided, it will be important to avoid a
sidedly ontological interpretation as well. In my view, Wolff provides an example of one su
interpretation. For Wolff, the contradictions which interest Hegel are not logical contradicti
all, but are, instead, ontologicaFk Part of the reason is that the definition Hegel gives of
contradictions is not syntactic, e.g. Op and not-p.O It is, rather, ontological in that it define
contradiction in terms of the states of affairs in the world that it describes, e.g. the struggle
between virtue and vice. Although | agree with Wolff that contradictions in Hegel have this
ontological dimension, | join others in denying that this is the whole st&Both the
ontological and the linguistic or syntactic definitions are important to Hegel, and once we ¢
this we can also see that there is a definite order of priority between the two. As Bordignol
convincingly argues, it isecausef the ontological structure Hegel calls opposition that we 1
ourselves caught in logical contradictidhsThe former have priority, but the latter remain

significant!%®

152 See Wolff (1981: 31-4). Pippin (2018) discusses WolffOs position, but draws from it the implication that F
did not deny the logical law of non-contradiction. Whereas my aim is to show the opposite. Longuenesse (z
De Boer (2012) and Bordignon (2017) also respond to Wolff.

153 See Bordignon (2017)

154 As Bordignon (2017) writesO to say that the world is inconsistent, that is, to say that there are true contr
in the world, is to say that there are true purely descriptive sentences about the world that are inconsistent.
means that the world verifies the inconsistencies of these sen@nces.

155The idea that norms of valid reasoning should be responsive to metaphysical truths can also be found in
logician, a critic of the law of non-contradiction and a Hegelian. See Ficara (forthcoming) for a discussion o
and other parallels.
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i. LonguenesseOs Hegel

Although not discussed especially often in the scholarly literature of recent decade
HegelOs views on the laws of logic have been the subject of a small number of remarkab
depth and sustained treatments. In my view, the most detailed, comprehensive and
philosophically sophisticated of these remains that of Longuenesse in heddgelds Critique
of MetaphysicsAlthough decades old by now, LonguenesseOs interpretation remains influ
and also forms an interesting foil for the metaphysical interpretation presentééfhere.

As the title of her study indicates, Longuenesse approaches HegelOs criticism of tl
traditional laws of logic as part of a broader critique of traditional metaphysics, one that is
broadly Kantian in inspiration. In this regard, her interpretation resembles other so-called
metaphysicalO or Kantian-idealist ones prominent from the scholarly literature of that era,
particularly that of Pippin (1989%7 In more recent decades, this interpretation has been
criticized by proponents of an alternative OmetaphysicalO or Oneo-metaphysicalO interp
In the Preface to the new English edition, Longuenesse herself raises doubts about her e
views on precisely this score. | will therefore propose that we revisit LonguenesseOs
interpretation of HegelOs views on the laws of logic in light of the recent metaphysical tur,
Hegel scholarship.

As | have already indicated, Longuenesse holds that HegelOs views on the laws o

are influenced by KantOs Copernican revolution and critique of dogmatic metaphysics. In

156 De Boer (2010) defends a broadly similar interpretation, though she is also concerned to emphasize cer
differences between hers and that of Longuenesse. The two most important similarities are the following. F
Longuenesese and De Boer view HegelOs treatment of the Odeterminations of reflectionO as crucially inde
argument of the OAmphibology.O Second, both Longuenesse and De Boer draw on this Kantian-inspired ri
deny that Hegel regarded contradiction as existing in the world.

157 onguenesse herself notes the parallel in a forward to the English translation.
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LonguenesseOs view, Hegel objects to the traditionOs pre-Copernican attitude towards tt
logic. In particular, Hegel objects to its tendency to treat the laws of logic as pertaining
exclusively or primarily to objects in the world. For example, Hegel objects to traditional Ic
formulation of the law of identity OEverything is identical to itself.O On his view, this
formulation suggests that the law in question is nothing more than a statement about obje
the world. Hegel urges instead that the laws of logic should be seen in a post-Copernican
other words, he insists that they be seen as concerned primarily with the way we are con:
to think about objects in the worlBor example, the law of identity could be treated as a not
consistency, authoritative over all thinking. As Longuenesse writes:
In short, we can summarize HegelOs position in the following way: Hegel does not
disagree with the principle of identity as a universal and minimal requirement for
consistency in thought. We will see shortly that on the contrary, he tries to give an
original ground to this principle. But in fact, identity is a principle of thought and

nota structure of something ontologically given to which thought would have to
conform.(45-6)

For brevityOs sake, | will occasionally refer back to this as HegelOs objection to the ontol:
tendency in traditiondbgic.

According to Longuenesse, HegelOs main reason for objecting to the ontologizing
approach of traditional logic is that he takes this approach to have been ruled out by the ¢
of a previous division of theogic: the Doctrine of Being. In LonguenesseOs retelling, the
Doctrine of Being is a cautionary tale about the insoluble problems likely to arise in traditi
ontology when it is pursued in a pre-critical way that fails to heed the lesson of KantOs
Copernican revolution. Pre-critical ontology aspired to make claims that would be univers

valid in a specific and distinctly metaphysical sense: they would hold true of every being ¢
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entity. However, the categories that traditional ontology used to do so, like quality, proved
incapable of this. Claims employing these categories, like the claim that everything has a
turned out not to be universally valid. More specifically, such claims were incomplete in th
they always required supplementation by further claims using further categories. Longuer
only offers a brief hint as to why this problem of incompleteness arose. She claims that, f
Hegel, traditional ontology was covertly reliant on perception, even though it claimed to b
thoroughly a priori. Presumably, then, its claims about objects were incomplete in the sen
they were provisional. Like all claims derived from sense-perception, they were liable to b
supplemented in the wake of new experience.

Once we move to the Doctrine of Essence, however, we abandon the standpoint ¢
traditional ontology and take the Copernican turn. We then arrive at a recognizably Kantie
idealist standpoint that Hegel calls the standpoint of Oreflection.O From this standpoint, v
able to make claims that are genuinely universal. However, they are universal in a distinc
idealist sense: they hold good of any possible object of experience. Hence, it is at this pol
we earn the right to employ principles such as those employed in traditional logic: OEvery
identical with itself.O Only once we have abandoned traditional metaphysics and taken th
Copernican turn can we ground the universality of laws of logic. Yet this has important
implications for how we understand such a law. It must not be understood as concerning
in the manner of traditional ontology. Instead, it is primarily and in the first instance about

thought.
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It would be difficult to evaluate LonguenesseOs interpretation on purely exegetical
grounds here. The relevant texts are too numerous and too difficult. Later, | will present a
alternative interpretation of the transition from Being to Essence. Here, however, | leave
exegetical concerns entirely to one side, and attempt to evaluate LonguenesseOs interprt
philosophical grounds.

In my view, the critique of the traditionOs metaphysical approach to logic that
Longuenesse finds in Hegel is unconvincing. As Longuenesse correctly explains, Hegel fi
the metaphysical tradition a problem called passing into another. This is a problem that ai
when a statement predicating something of all objects, like the statement Oall things have
qualities,O turns out to stand in need of supplementation by another such statement, like
all things (also) have quantities. So much is uncontroversial, but I question the next part i
LonguenesseQOs account. From the foregoing, Hegel is supposed to have inferred that the
metaphysical tradition fails to secure universal validity for its claims. However, this is an
inference Hegel should not have drawn. To be sure, the original statement, Oall things ha
qualities,® may exhibit this problem, and therefore stand in need of supplementation. Yet
nevertheless remains universally valid, since it is still genuinely true of all objects that the

gualities. All the problem of passing into another means is that the original statement doe
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yield a fully comprehensive account of each specific object. It does not mean that it fails t
true of all objects or universally trdes

Here, | will propose an alternative interpretation, an interpretation on which Hegel «
not make the false accusation that traditional metaphysics fails to secure universal validit
claims. On the contrary, Hegel is a thinker who (correctly) sees that traditional metaphysit
succeeded in its aim of making universally valid claims, whatever its other failings might f
been. Intuitively, this should not be at all surprising. If universally valid claims are to be fo
anywhere, then, one suspects, they would be found in a discipline tasked with studying b
being. This is a discipline that studies every entity or being just insofar as it is an entity or
rather than some sub-set of entities or beings, e.g. natural entities, numbered ones and s

HegelOs own Doctrine of Being supplies us with what | take to be a broadly convir
account of how universal validity can be attained in traditional metaphysics. In reconstruc
categories of traditional ontology, Hegel begins with an initial category: Being. He then sh
through a dialectical argument that this category entails several further ones. The initial ci
exhibits some type of internal contradiction that can only be resolved by the others. Cruci
initial category is sublated, meaning it is not only cancelled but also retained and improve
by the successor category. An important consequence of this is that all succeeding categ:

just refined versions of the initial one: Being. In other words, Hegel has used the dialectic

158 Admittedly, there is a further nuance to HegelOs position which might be thought to speak against my
interpretation here. As Hegel explains, each successive statement is Osublated,c') a term that has among it
connotationgancellation Does this not then mean that such statements as Oevery thing has qualitiesO do,
fail to secure universal validity? Are they not eventually deemed false? The answer, I think, is no. As is extr
well known, OsublationO connotes not only cancellation, but also the preservation of the view taken in prec
stages N and even improvement on it. Even when they are surmounted by superior views, then, statement:
Oevery thing has a qualitiesO remain at least partly true.
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uphold a traditional Aristotelian view of the categories as just so many forms of being. All
just further specifications of what it means for anything to be at all. This is clearly reflectec
the definitions Hegel gives to the categories, each of which is defined in terms of the first,
qualities are those determinations that are identical with a thingOs being, quantities those
determinations that are indifferent to it and so on. The upshot: HegelOs category theory g
grounds to make claims with universal validity. We can claim of anything that is or has bel
it will be quantified, qualified, self-identical and so on. Doing so is just refining our initial cl
that the object is or has being by specifying the distinctive form of being it has. According!
HegelOs category theory has no problem about attaining universal validity, at least if this
understood as making claims true of every entity or being.

| would therefore like to propose an alternative to LonguenesseOs interpretation of
views on logic. On her view, Hegel argues that traditional logic can only claim universal v:
for its laws if it breaks with pre-critical metaphysics and takes the Copernican turn. As we
seen, however, Longuenesse fails to convincingly show that this step is genuinely necess
logic is to be set on a more secure footing. On my view, then, Hegel argues for what is
effectively the opposite claim, holding that logicOs claim to universal validity depends on
preserving rather than severing its connection to traditional metaphysithope to show,
logical laws inherit their universal validity from a prior set of metaphysical claims about be
ii. Two methods of justifying the laws of logic

In his treatment of the laws of logic, Hegel rejects an approach to justifying them o
taken in the philosophical tradition. At least according to Hegel, this traditional approach i

on a fairly straightforward strategy:
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[these laws] were said to have the statusmofersal laws of thoughhat lie at the

base of all thinking; to be inherently absolute and indemonstrable but immediately

and indisputably recognized and accepted as true by all thought upon grasping

their meaning. (WdL 11:258/SoL 354)
HegelOs treatment of the laws of logic is intended to comprise part of his critique of Scho
Aristotelian logic which we considered in the first chapter. Since the laws of logic are laws
thinking, the tradition argued, these laws can be justified through a process of intellectual
reflection. This would simply be a process in which the relevant laws are shown to goverr
thinking. In this process, we begin with a judgment, inference, or some other such thing. |
example, OAIl men are mortal, Socrates is a manEO We then focus on the contribution of
thinking alone, abstracting completely from those of other faculties, such as sensible
representation. In this way, we arrive at a formal principle, without sensibly given matter. |
case, OAIl As are Bs, C is an AEWe further find that this formal principle is impossible for
to deny. In this way, we discover the laws of how we necessarily do think when the faculty
sensibility does not interfere. We draw from these laws imperatives dictating how we ougt
think, even under less optimal conditions. For the tradition, there is no need to argue for t
laws, which is fortunate given that any argument would likely be circular. Instead, they are
upheld simply by being reflected upon and found self-evident. In the method of abstractio
principle is discovered on its own, apart from its connection to the others. Hence, the law:
discover will form an aggregate, rather than a system.

As we have repeatedly seen, the main problem Hegel identifies with this approach

it is empirical, though the sense in which this is so requires clarification. The traditional af

may not rely on sense-experience, but it does rely on a form of intellectual experience. Hq
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this is irrelevant from the perspective of the Hegelian objection to traditional logic. As an
empirical theory, its findings are no less vulnerable to the problem of induction than any o
Hegel believes that even the proponents of the traditional logic will have to concede this.
could seriously maintain that the findings of their science are universally and necessarily
given its status as empirical:

As to the other confirmation of the absolute truth of the principle of

identity, this is made to rest on experiendeEanyone presented with this

proposition, OA is A,O Oa tree is a tree,0 immediately grants it and is satisfied

that the proposition is self-evident and in need of no further justification

or demonstration. Nobody will want to say that the abstract proposition, OA is A,O

has actually been tried out emeryconsciousness. The appeal to actual

experience is therefore not in earnest but is rather ordgsurancehat, if the

said experiment were made, universal acknowledgment of the proposition would
be the resulttWdL 11:263/SoL 359)

As Hegel points out, nobody seriously maintains that we could test the laws of logic on
everyone, let alone that we have actually done so. Yet nobody appears to regard this as ¢
for logic either. Hence, Hegel concludes, it must be that there is a different justification for
laws than the traditional logician thinks. What, then, might that alternative be?

HegelOs alternative is to treat the laws of logic as deriving from the general-metap
(ontological) theory of the categories defended irSisignce of LogicThe basic thought behin
the deduction is as follows. A law of logic is a principle we must observe in all our thinking
regardless of its subject-matter. The metaphysical concepts called categories, however, &
which apply to any being or entity, regardless of what type of being or entity it is. Here, He
cites with approval AristotleOs definition of a category: OA category, according to the etyn
of the word and AristotleOs definition of it, is what is said and asserted of every existentO

11:259/SoL 355). If that is so, then the generality of a law of logic can be grounded in the
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corresponding generality of a category. Once we recognize this, we can formulate the law
using a certain formal strategy which Hegel later calls Oexpress[ing]O a category in the fc
OpropositionO (WdL 11:258-259/SoL 354). For example, Hegel maintains that we can for
the law of identity, OEverything is identical (to itself),O by deploying the category of identi
this way.

That this is HegelOs approach is suggested by a provocative claim he makes con:
traditional logic. Hegel claims that traditional logic erred in restricting its focus to a small
number of basic laws (identity, non-contradiction, sufficient reason). Strictly speaking, all «
categories in the Doctrine of Being imply correlative laws, not just the determinations of
reflection from Essence:

On the face of it, it is difficult to see why only these simple determinations of

reflection should be expressed in this particular form and not also the rest, such as

the categories that belong to the‘sphere of being. yve would then have, for )
instance, such ‘propositions as, OEverything is,O OEverything has an existence,O
etc.; or again, OEverything has a quality, a quantity, and $8/dh.11:258-259/

SolL 354)

Once we take HegelOs approach into account, we find that there are far more laws of log
was traditionally thought. In principle, any category could be used to generate a logical la
law of thought of the form OEverything is X (= a category).O We would then be faced witt
more logical laws than the tradition recognizes. This suggests an additional criticism of

traditional logic to the effect that its focus on certain laws rather than others was arbitrary.
Hegel says, there should not only be a law of identity, but also one of being, existence, gt

quantity and the like. In the tradition, the laws of logic form a natural set, but no longer in

where they have been assimilated to general metaphysics (ontology).
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At least in these more extreme moments, Hegel suggests that formal logic does nc
constitute a self-standing, independent domain of inquiry at all, but is simply metaphysics
(category theory) in a different guise. HegelOs position, then, can often seem to be not or
reductionist but eliminativisThis can be seen in HegelOs claim that the propositional form
which the laws of logic are expressed should be rejected entirely. Only in this way will the
metaphysical categories from which the laws of formal derive receive their due. Hegel de
this eliminativist view by confronting the proponent of traditional logic with a dilemma:

Now this propositional form is, for one thing, something superfluous; the

determinations of reflection are to be regarded in and for themselves. Moreover,

the propositions suffer from the drawback that they have Obeing,O Oeverything,O
for subject. They thus bring being into play agaimg enunciate the

determinations of reflection (the identity, etc., of anything)

as a quality which a something would have within B not in any speculative sense,

but in the sense that the something, as subject, persists in such a quality as an

existent, not that it has passed over into identity (etc.) as into its truth and essence
(WdL 11:259/SoL 355)

Let us consider two possibilities. The first is that propositional form adds nothing over anc
the metaphysical category from which the logical law derives. If that is so, then propositio
form is OsuperfluousO and can be safely ignored. The second possibility is that it does a«
something. This seems to be closer to the truth After all, the statements of the traditional |
have subject-predicate form. All invoke at least one other concept beyond the relevant ca
For example, in stating that Oeverything is self-identicalO the law of identity invokes not ¢
concept of identity but that of every being. Yet if that is so then we are failing to respect th
hierarchical order that obtains among the categories. In this case, we are neglecting the \

which a category like being is subordinate to one like identity. The reason for this is comp
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and is one we will only be in a position to clarify in a subsequent chapter. However, it can
crudely summarized in the following way. Being is a non-relational category of the Doctrir
Being, whereas the latter is a relational one of the Doctrine of Essence. The latter is more
advanced than the former because it is free of a type of internal contradiction afflicting it.
them together as if they were on a par is a mistake, a (partial) regression to a less advant
standpoint.

Yet HegelOs most significant innovation over the tradition is the type of system his
approach makes possible. Logical laws derive from metaphysical categories, not from the
of intellectual self-reflection advocated by the tradition. This has an important consequen
anticipated earlier. Because the categories form a system, rather than an aggregate, the |
which derive from them do as well. Much in the way that each category gives rise to an in
conflict which its successor resolves, so too will each law. Hence, there will be deductive
relations between laws and other laws. Lacking insight into the category-theoretic basis o
laws of logic, the tradition saw no such relations. HegelOs alternative approach has allow
to achieve a deduction of the principles on which all deductive argument depends. My ain
chapter is to chronicle HegelOs ambitious attempt to derive the laws of logic from one an«
Essentially, this will require considering the sequence of categories from which those law:
derive, and the deductive interrelations among them.

Here, the metaphor of the rhizome (mushroom) used in more recent Continental
philosophy may help clarify HegelOs project. If the laws of traditional logic are like mushrc

dispersed across a field, then the categories of HegelOs ontology are like their roots reac
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down into the soit>® Unlike the mushrooms, which appear to be distinct individuals, the roo
are everywhere interconnected. Whereas the traditional laws confront us as disconnected,
HegelOs categories derive from one another. It is by taking this subterranean point of view
we learn where the nourishment for these mushrooms actually comes from. Again, charac
features of the laws will turn out to be dependent on the categories. Yet it is also at this
subterranean level where we discover that some of the laws of logic lack the firm basis of
support we thought that they had. Some of these mushrooms are languishing in ways not"
on the surface, and should be uprooted. For Hegel not only wants to preserve old laws, bu
others and introduce new ones. New and stronger ones will grow up in place of the old.
iii. Hegel on the laws of logic in the Leibniz/Wolff tradition

The five laws recognized by the formal logic of HegelOs day differ from those familii
us today. Here, it is important to note that the form of Scholastic-Aristotelianism of HegelO:
was heavily influenced by Leibniz. Its logic includes principles integral to LeibnizOs though
This is worth noting, since some of the laws are not ones we would typically consider logic
today:

I. Identity: Everything is identical to itself (self-identical). A= Aor Ais A.

ii. Diversity (Identity of Indiscernibles/Indiscernability of identicals): Nothing can be

completely identical with anything else. Everything is different.

lii. Non-Contradiction: Nothing both is and is not itself. A# A and -A.

Iv. Excluded middle: For every thing, A, and every pair of opposed predicates, F anc

F, every thing has either one or the other. Ais either F or non-F
v. Sufficient ground: Everything has a sufficient ground.

1591 here adapt the metaphor of a rhizome (mushroom), familiar from some recent French philogopbgd by
Deleuze and Guattari (1987) for a different purpose. They use it as an alternative to the arboreal (tree-base
philosophers like Descartes have used for the structure of human knowledge
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In keeping with HegelOs approach, understanding the basis of each of these laws will rec
we examine the ontological categories from which they derive. Hegel will begin with the
category of identity, which is the basis of the law of identity. He will then proceed to derive
new category from it and therewith a new logical law. This will come about through the
identification of a type of deficiency in the old that can only be resolved by the new. In this
the new category is difference, and the successor law is the identity of indiscernables. At
point the process repeats. One peculiar feature of HegelOs method is its simultaneously
constructive and destructive character. On the one hand, each law of logic receives from
Hegelian system a more rigorous justification than it could have in the tradition. On the ot
each suffers a more bracing critique than would have been given in that tradition either. A
analogue to this in non-Hegelian philosophy would be the practice of developing the best
possible version of an opponentOs argument N before trying to rebut it.

It would be natural to wonder why the laws of logic become relevant at this point ir
HegelOs dialectic and no earlier. The answer, | believe, concerns the status of propositior
in the logic. Unlike some philosophers, Hegel regards the form of the proposition [Satz] a:
derivative, rather than primitive. Like all other conceptual resources, propositionaiigstrbe
justified. The justification is as follows.

Whatever else it might be, propositional form is a multi-place relation. With one ter:
do not yet have a proposition. Yet we do with two or more we do. Unless it is elliptical for
something more complex, OAristotleO is not by itself a proposition. By contrast, OAristotl
born in such-and-such yearO is a proposition. In deference to this, Hegel refers to propos

Oreflected,O playing on the connotations this term has of duality. Accordingly, proposition

04



can only emerge only mid-way in thegic, in the Doctrine of Essence. For it is there that we
first come upon relational categories, or category pairs: whole and parts, cause and effec
and content, and so on. More specifically, propositional form can only emerge we have b
convinced of the inadequacy of earlier non-relational categories like those from the Doctri
Being
Yet even if propositional form arises in this way, this does not yet explain why a sp:
set of propositions, the laws of logic, become relevant at this stage. Why are the first
propositions we consider the law of identity, non-contradiction, excluded middle, sufficient
reason, and so on? The answer | favor requires us to appreciate an additional facet of H
approach. Hegel tells us that the Doctrine of Essence will treat the same material as the [
of Being, though from a different point of view.
Because the one concept is the substantial element in everything, the same
determinations surface in the development of the essence as in the development ¢
being, but in reflected form. Hence, instead of being and nothing, the forms of
the positive and the negative now enter in, the former initially corresponding to
the opposigion-less being as identity, the latter (shining in itself) developed as the
differenceE(EL @ 114A)
More specifically, the Doctrine of Essence will consider relational versions of the non-rela
categories from Being (Othe same determinationsEbut in reflected formO). Next comes tt
crucial step. For Hegel, identity is simply the relational version of the non-relational categ:
being. Unlike most other writers who discuss the identity relafidegel takes seriously the
way that identity statements, those of the form OA is A,O use a conjugated form of the ve

be.O Identity is to the Doctrine of Essence what Being was to the Doctrine of Being. That

the law of identity only becomes relevant at this later stage.

160 An exception is Heideggddentity and Differenc€1969)
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What, though, of the other laws, e.g. non-contradiction? As we saw in our discussi
Fichte, the law of non-contradiction was considered a OnegativeO version of the law of id
this tradition. It states that A # -A. With this in mind, we can understand why Hegel choose¢
discuss non-contradiction at this point as well. Moreover, we should note that a version of
same point about the Doctrine of Being applies here as well. If Identity is simply Being in
form of a relation, then difference is Nothing in the same form. When two things are differ
one is not the other. If that is so, then an intriguing possibility suggests itself. It is that Heg
famous argument for the opening of thegic concerning Being and Nothing is repeated here
albeit in a slightly different form. Before, Hegel argued for the paradoxical claim that Bein
Nothing, non-relational categories, are the same. Now, he will argue that Identity and Diffi
the corresponding relations, are the same as well. It is to this latter argument that | now tu
hope to show, it is this argument that holds the key to unlocking HegelOs critique of the Iz
logic as they were traditionally understood.

a) The law of identity

Hegel holds that the logical law of identity is informed by a specific, and perhaps
questionable, understanding of the category of identity: Othe identity of the understanding

Such a thought will always have only abstract identity in mind, andEalongside it,

difference. In its opinion, reason is no more than a loom intertwining warp (say, ide

and woof (say, difference), joining them externally; or, if it turns to analysis, now
specifically pulling out identity, anat the same time alsabtaining differencalongside

it. (WdL 11:261/SoL 357)

On this account, identity completely excludes difference. Examples of identity-without-
difference are cases like the following: Oa planet is a planet,0 Omagnetism is magnetisn

Othe spirit is a spirit. O We might call these examples casteistdflentity In such cases, there
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no difference at all between what is identified and itself. Even the slightest Difference, suc
the difference between an object at itself at a slightly later point in time, would be incompi
with Identity in this sense. So too would a merely notional Difference, like the Difference
between the object considered from one perspective and the same object considered fror
another. On this view, ldentity excludes Difference of any kind.

Since this is the identity of the understanding, we should also briefly recall what He
means by this term. The understanding is defined by its tendency to draw distinctions, se
things from one another that should not be confused. In this case, it does with so with ide
and difference. Yet we should also recall that Hegel regards the understandingOs perspe:
superficial. Reason will ultimately show the distinctions it draws turn out to be less stark tl
supposed. This will turn out to be the case with identity and difference as well.

For Hegel, the identity of the understanding is ultimately nonsensical. Identity does
exclude difference, but presupposes it. In other words, there can be no identity without
difference. HegelOs argument for this is simple. Identity is a relation, and a relation presu
two different things to relate. The difference can be very slight, or even merely notional. Y
without any difference at all, we could not identify the things with one another. There wou
be different things to identify with one another, but just one thing. Matters are not helped i
speak of numerical identity. Numerical identity is a relation as well. It obtains between twc
things when they are identical. Yet if there are two of them, they are not identical. The sar
problem arises at a different level. The point is summarized well by two later philosophers

neither of whom is a Hegelian:
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The question whether identity is or is not a relation, and even whether there is
such a concept at all, is not easy to answer. For, it may be said, identity cannot be
a relation, since, where it is truly asserted, we have only one term, whereas two
terms are required for a relation. And indeed identity, an objector may urge,
cannot be anything at all: two terms plainly are not identical, and one term cannot
be, for what is it identical with(Russell 2015: 63)

5.5303 Roughly speaking: to say of two things that they are identical is nonsense,
and to say of one thing that it is identical with itself is to say nothing.
(Wittgenstein 2005: 62)

Even the abstract formal principle which states the law of identity (A=A) is not truly
instance of the Oidentity of the understanding,O at least not in the way it is often thought
More is entailed, therefore, in the form of the proposition expressing identity

than simple, abstract identity; entailed by it is this pure movement of

reflection in the course of which there emerges the other, but only as reflective

shine, as immediate disappearing; OA isO is a beginning that envisages a

something different before it to which the OA isO would proceed; but the OA

isO never gets to it. OAis . . . AO: the difference is only a disappearing and the

movement goes back into itself. B The propositional form can be regarded

as the hidden necessity of adding to abstract identity the extra factor of that

movement(WdL 11:264/SoL 360)
For Hegel, even the formal representation of identity presupposes that of difference. The
predicate structure of judgment itself provides for two different places in which the same ¢
can be placed (A is A). Hence, the ease of formalizing pure identity in this way is deceptiv
are, in fact, relying on a formal representation of difference. Difference has been moved
elsewhere, but not eliminated. Indeed, it can never be eliminated as long as the identity rt
holds. It is for this reason that Hegel focuses not on the apparent ease of formally represe
identity, but on the very real difficulty of explaining the meaning of the notion itself. Withot

recourse to empty formulae like A is A the inherent difficulties in defining this notion becor

apparent. Notoriously, identity is difficult to define in a non-circular way. We might claim tF
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identity is that relation which something stands in only to itself and nothing else. But what i
count as OitselfO and what as Osomething elseO? This we can only determine with recoul
notion of identity, the notion we hoped to define. However, the problem that interests Hege
differs, even if it is one that is also sometimes brought up in later discussions. It is that the
of identity seems to be inherently self-contradictsigce one can only identify what is differen
Even using the questionable strategy of justification that the tradition favors, we can
justify the law of identity. The relevant stock of judgments from which we might abstract to
discover the law of identity simply does not exist. Nobody in ordinary life makes judgments
the form Oa planet is a planet,O0 Omagnetism is magnetism,O and so on. People may do ¢
philosophy, but that is only because they are already under the influence of the questionak
logical theory whose credentials are here in question. For Hegel, then, there are no such
judgments from everyday life from which one could OabstractO and discover the OformalC
principal: A=A. Consequently, this principle cannot be deemed inherent to the form of thout
such, as opposed to its contingently given matter. It is not a law of thought in the weighty s
the tradition favors, but a kind of contrivance. Hegel elaborates:
If one maintains that this sentence cannot be proven buwgdahhtonsciousness
proceeds in accord with it and experientially concurs with it as soon as it hears it,
then it is necessary to note, in opposition to this alleged experience of the school,
the general experience that no consciousness thinks, has representations, and so
forth, or speaks according to this law, that no concrete existence of any sort exists
according to this law. Speaking according to this allgdgeithsollenden]aw of
truth (Oa planet is a planet,O Omagnetism is - magnetism,O Othe spirit is a spiritO)
considered, quite correctly, to be silly; this is presumably a universal experience.
The school in which alone such laws are valid has, along with its logic which

seriously propounds them, long since been discredited in the eyes of healthy
common sense and in the eyes of reaéina 115A)
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To be sure, a certain process of abstraction has occurred in order to yield this law, but it i
highly dubious one. It is less a form of abstraction intended to reveal the form of the judgr
we make in ordinary life than one intended to conceal their true form. The true form of the
judgment is not Othe identity of the understanding,O or identity without difference, A=A, b
rather a form of identity in difference. This is reflected in the subject-predicate form of the
judgment which does not simply repeat the subject-concept (Oa magnet is a magnetO) bl
predicates something different of it (Oa magnet is charged®). Sometimes, it is suggested
HegelOs objection is little more than the common sense one that we do not regularly thini
judge in the way traditional logic suggests. This is correct, but misleading. It implies an at
of deference towards common sense which is alien both to Hegel and to traditional logic.
objection only gains its force when we recall that traditional logic, though it did not simply
to ordinary thought, did rely on it. More specifically, this logic employed a method of abstr
intended to elicit the underlying structure of ordinary thought. Yet Hegel is denying the exi
of the original stock of judgments there would need to be for this law to be discovered (as
opposed to merely being invented). Hegel elaborates on this, essentially accusing logicia
altering the facts to fit their theory rather than deriving their theory from the facts:

Formal identityor identity of the understandirig this identity insofar as one

fastens on it andbstractsfrom the difference. Or thabstractionis rather the

positing of this formal identity, the transformation of something in itself concrete

into this form of simplicity - be it that a part of the manifold on hand in what is

concrete imitted(through so-callednalysing)and onlyoneof the manifold

parts is taken up or that, with the omission of its diversity, the manifold

determinations arpulled togetheinto one.(EL & 115A)

Hegel puts the point a different way when he denies that the laws of logic or of tho

are analytic, something the tradition tended to affirm. As he writes, OFrom this it is clear t
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principle of identity itself, and still more the principle of contradiction, are not of merely
analytical but of syntheticnature® (WdL 11:265/SoL 360) We can reconstruct HegelOs argu
for this claim as follows. It is not contained in the very concept of an entity that this entity
identical with itself. In order to arrive at that conclusion, we need a further concept not col
in the first one, namely, the relational concept of identity. Only with the addition of this furt
concept can we get to the law of identity. That law connects the non-relational concept of
entity with itself by means of a further relational concept, the concept of a relation of ident
holding between an entity and itself. This allows us to approach HegelOs point about ider
difference another way. Consider an actual state-of-affairs in which there were only a sinc
thing which was in so sense plural or different from itself. For Hegel, this would be a state
affairs in which the identity relation, self-identity, would not be possible. We would simply
the entity, A, rather than a relation of self-identity, A=A.

! Yet another argument Hegel runs is that his opponentOs view is self-undermining.
reason is that identity and difference are inter-defife®n HegelOs view, we cannot define
identity except by contrasting it with difference. If that is so, however, then identity is

inseparable from difference:

They do not see that in sayindgéhtity is differenfrom difference,O they have
thereby already saithat identity is something differe#nd since this must also
be conceded as the nature of identity, the implication is that to be different
belongs to identity not externally, but within it, in its nat{#&/dL 11:262-3/SoL
358)

161 The argument goes back to the section of Lodkeéstitled OOf Identity and DiversityO where Locke argue
that the two are interdefined. This argument is discussed in Etienne BalibarOs recently translated book on |
Identity and Difference: John Locke and the Invention of Conscioug®k3)
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There is a further nuance to HegelOs argument which suggests the position he is arguing
bolder than may at first have been apparent. Difference is required to define identity, but 1
because identity can only be defined contrastively with difference. There is a further reas«
Difference is required to define identity because the contrastive relation just invoked in th
definition of identity is itself is a relation of difference. In other words, difference is not just
of the relata in the identity-difference dyad, but the entire relation iidedfe isa relation of
difference between identity and differeA@eHowever, this relation is prior to its terms, in tha
is required to define their meanings. Hence, difference is not just bound up with identity, k
an important sense, prior to'%

In a further version of the argument, Hegel raises another problem for his opponer
position (WdL 11:264-5/SoL 360). Crudely summarized, the problem is that the inherent
generality of the law of identity requires us to acknowledge that identity implies difference
law Oeverything is identical with itselfO has a certain inherent generality because it is me

apply to every particular that there is. Yet inherent in the universal-particular relationship

162 This could be evidence for PriestOs suggestion, made in passing in his (1989), that dtggiei@ves a
distinct class of paradoxes of self-reference, e.g., the liar, RussellOs paradox etc. To develop this suggestic
would claim that Hegel@sgic contains conceptual paradoxes of self-reference. Here, the form of self-referel
would differ. It would not be the reference of a sentence to itself e.g. Othis sentence is false.(’) Nor would it
inclusion of a set in itself, e.g. Othe set of all sets that are not members of themselves.O Rather, it would b
application of a concept to itself. Usually, it is the application of a concept-pair to that very concept pair. For
example, and to take another case fronltigic, consider the concepts of the indeterminate and the determin
The former is the lack of any distinguishing characteristic, the latter is the possession of one. The former is
latter is not and vice versa. Yet if that is so, then the indeterminate is determinate vis-a-vis the determinate.
is true of the infinite and the finite. The former is the lack of any limitations, the latter is the possession of ot
more). The former is what the latter is not and vice versa. So the infinite is finite vis-a-vis the finite. In much
same way that dialethists like Priest regard paradoxes as counterexamples to the law of non-contradiction
classical form, we could do so with these conceptual paradoxes. They push us towards conceding that a p:
concepts can be both identical and different.

163 Here,HegelOs position anticipates that of G. DelelW2éférence and RepetitiomeleuzeOs position is that the
is a form of difference that is prior to identity. According to Deleuze, the Western philosophical tradition fron
Aristotle on has assumed that difference is always derivative of identity. Apparently Hegel is also guilty of tt
Given what | have argued here, his position may anticipate DeleuzeOs more than at first be apparent. Of c
is at stake in the so-called Ophilosophy of differenceO than metaphysical questions. It is as much political
metaphysical, and concerns the ability to tolerate otherness.
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implicitly acknowledged by the law of identity is difference, namely, the difference between
universal law and the particular instances falling under fit. Put another way, one can only
recognize the law of identity, everything is identical with itself, if one already acknowledges
non-identity between the law itself and the particular instances falling under it. That non-ide
between a law and the instances falling under it is part of what makes a law the distinctive
thing that it is. Hence, HegelOs broader strategy is to undermine the law of identity by shov
that it is incompatible with a basic presupposition of the idea of a law itself, namely, the inh
difference between the abstract law and its concrete applications. At times, Hegel will even
further than this. He will not simply maintain that there is a difference between the abstract
(OEverything is identical with itselfO) and its concrete instances (OA tree is a treeQ). He al
argues that there is a difference between these so-called concrete instances (OA tree is a-
and others more concrete still. The so-called concrete instance states that entities falling u
certain concept are identical with themselves (Oany tree is identical with itselfO) Yet we we
apply this concrete instance to others more concrete still by claiming that some patrticular €
is identical with itself (fistree is identical with itself, QHattree is identical with itselfO and sc
on). Hence, there is difference at this level too. The lump has just been pushed around the
It is, perhaps, surprising that Hegel should be so dogged in his insistence that identi
cannot be held apart from difference. Who has ever held otherwise, besides some forgotte
logicians? Hence it is worth noting that HegelOs main opponent in his critique of the Oiden
the understandingO or Oabstract identityO is very likely Schelling. Schelling endorses Oth
of the understandingO because it is the form of identity his system requires. At least in one

more influential versions, the Schellingian system accords identity a foundational role. It is
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Ofirst principleO of this system, much like the OIO is the first principle of FichteOs. By this
simply mean that it is a principle from which all other claims in SchellingOs system derive
identity is to be the systemOs first principle, then it cannot presuppose any other principle
following straightforward reason. All other principles are meant to derive from it rather tha
reverse. HegelOs claim that identity presupposes difference would therefore be profoundi
threatening to Schelling.

b) Indiscernibility of identicals (PII)

OThe law of diversityO is a version of LeibnizOs PII, and, once it is seen in this wa
can appreciate why it would follow from the law of identity (EL & 117A, Z). The law of iden
states that everything is self-identical: a planet is a planet, magnetism is magnetism and ¢
However, it also implies that nothing is identical to anything distinct from it: a planet is not
magnetism, and so on. Reformulated, then, the principal states that every individual thing
different (from every other).

Much as he argued that there can be no identity without difference, Hegel here arg
there can be no difference without identity. Preliminarily, Hegel argues that it is not possik
two things to simply be different. They would have to be different in at least one respect(s
reason is that it is only by identifying the respect in which they are different that we can ci
properties that differentiate them. If they are different in color, then that is because this or
blue and that one is red. For Hegel, then, there is no such thing as diffexgrmzurt If two
things were simply different, rather than differing in some specific respect, then we would
unable to identify the properties in virtue of which they were different. We would simply be

to say that they were different N which is not an effective way of differentiating them at all
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Having established that difference is always determinate difference, Hegel proceeds to ai
this entails identity. For Hegel, the prior claim is equivalent to another. | mean the claim tr
difference in some specific respect implies identity in some more general respect. The dif
properties of each thing will always be determinates of some determinable. If two things &
different colors, blue and yellow, then they are identical in respect of being colored, and s
they are numerically different, then they are, at the very least, both numbered. In this way
completes his demonstration of the mutual implication of identity and difference. Just as t
can be no identity without difference, there can be no difference without identity.

c) Non-contradiction (PNC)

Here, we should recall from our discussion of Fichte that, traditionally, the law of n
contradiction has been considered a version of the law of id&ititegel undoubtedly shares
this traditional view. As he writes: OThe other expression of the principle of identity, OA c:
be A and not-A at the same time,O is in a negative form; it is called the Oprinciple of
contradiction.OO (WdL 11:265/SoL 360). At least in its traditional form, this law simply sta
that nothing which is identical to itself can, at the same time, differ from itself. It cannot b
case that A=A and also -A.

Yet if the law of non-contradiction and that of identity are equivalent, then Hegel he
already taken the decisive step in his rejection of non-contradiction. That is because his c
of the law of identity can double as a critique of the law of non-contradiction. That someth
can be both identical with itself and different from itself is exactly what Hegel asserts ther:

is what he means when he claims that identity presupposes difference. Before he draws 1

164 See Leibniz OPrimary TruthsO (1989). See also the discussion of Fichte on the laws of identity and non-
contradiction above, where it was clear that Fichte relied on this Leibnizian conception of the laws as equiv
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conclusion, however, Hegel consolidates the results of his critique of the laws of identity &
diversity.He does so by considering two additional sets of categories that respect the
interdependence of identity and difference: likeness and unlikeness, and, more important
opposition.

For Hegel, a superior set of categories which reflects the lesson of the critique of ic
is likeness/unlikenes$> Things are always alike in some particular respect(s), rather than i
respects. Yet this is to acknowledge that they are unlike in other respects. Similarly, thing:
always unlike in some respect(s) rather than in all. Yet this is to acknowledge they are alil
others. To acknowledge this is to accept that identity and difference are inseparable. As +
writes!

Likeness is an identity only of such as aot the samajot identical to one

another, and unlikeness isedation of what is not alike. Hence, neither falls

indifferently outside the other into diverse sides or aspects; instead, each is a

shining into the other¢in Scheinen in die andgrédiversity is thus difference of

reflection ordifference in itself, determinatifference. (EL = 118)

However, the problem with the category pair like and unlike is a form of arbitrarine:
introduces into our thinking. As Hegel explains, the standard relative to which the things ¢
deemed like or unlike is distinct from the things themselves. This means that there are, in
principle, any number of standards relative to which things could be deemed like or unlike
Relative to one basis of comparison, two things can be alike rather than unlike. Relative t

another, they can be like, rather than unlike. Like and unlike, then, are too arbitrary and

subjective to constitute a genuine Odefinition of the Absolute.O

1651n my treatment of likeness and unlikeness, | follow Pippin (2018)
P16



A new category, opposition, is supposed to eliminate the arbitrariness inherent in
diversity. In order to see why this is so we must first define this new category by defining
opposites are. This proves more difficult than might at first be apparent. HegelOs discuss|
certainly not short on examples (the two poles of a magnet, those of the planet, acid and
positive and negative charge, positive and negative number, virtue and vice, asset and de
and west, light and darkness, and so on). However, examples are not a definition. An initi
to acclimate oneself to HegelOs idea of opposition is simply to realize that a great many t
different even though they are not opposifesHegel explains, moral innocence like that wh
very young children or certain animals possess and moral vice are different. Yet they are
opposites in the way moral virtue and moral vice are. Here, then, are a set of conditions
pair of things must meet to be opposites:

1. They are different.

2. They are inter-defined

3. They are negatively inter-defined

4. They cannot be combined without OcancellationO

5. Each is one of only two possible determinates of some determinable.
6. The opposites are, in a certain sense compatible with (1), identical.

Let us illustrate these conditions by considering some of HegelOs examples. A nec
number and the positive number that is its opposite, e.g., + 6 and - 6, are different (1). Mc
they are inter-defined, since each is defined in terms of the other (2). In particular, each is
defined as not being the other (3). We can see that this is so when we recall that there is

more to define a positive number and its negative counterpart then the fact that each is ni
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other. We may, of course, use different signs for them (+, -). We may, alternatively, repres
as 6 hash marks left of the number 0 on the number line, and the other as 6 hash marks t
right of it. Even so, these designations are arbitrary. All that distinguishes the two number
each is not the other. In this case too, the opposites cannot be combined without cancellil
another. Their sum is 0. In other words, they oppose one another, perhaps in the sense ir
two opponents in some sort of contest do. Hegel does not shy away from speaking of the
bent on mutual annihilation (4n spite of the fact that these numbers are opposites, there i
nevertheless some property they share in common. In this case, there is the quantity itsel
considered irrespective of whether it is positive or negative, the so-called Oabsolute value
Moreover, the positive and negative number are (the only) two ways to realize this absolu
value. They are the only two determinates of one and the same determinable (5). Finally,
draws from the foregoing the striking implication that the opposites are identical (6). He si
means the following. When we realize that each entails the other, we will realize that ther:
one thing here comprised of two distinct parts. It is as if we are speaking imprecisely whe
refer to a positive number or a negative one in isolation, since the existence of each alwa
implies that of the other.

Another example: magnetism. The two poles of a magnet are different (1). Yet eac
defined in terms of the other, since part of what it is to be a pole is to be one of a pair (2).
each is only the particular pole that it is because it is not the other (3). One is called Nortf
the other South because they correspond to the earthOs poles. However, these designati
ultimately arbitrary. Although they are distinct parts of one and the same entity, the magne

two poles are opposed. They cannot be combined further. There is no mixing or blending
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together in the way there are of colors (4). Moreover, each pole, north and south, instantii
differently the same overarching property, e.g., polarity (5). They are the two possible
determinates of a single determinable. Ultimately, the two poles are identical in a specific
Neither can exist without the other, so it makes sense to speak of one entity of which they
each distinct parts: the magnet.

Like diversity, opposition unites identity and difference, but it avoids the objectiona
features of the latter.

However, to say that the positive and the negative exist in themselves essentially

implies that to be opposed is not a mere moment, nor that it is just a matter of

comparison, but that it is the determination of the sides themselves of the

opposition.(WdL 11:275/SoL 370)
Let us briefly recall why diversity left us with the problem of subjectivism, arbitrariness an
relativism so as to better understand how opposition resolves this problem. In diversity, tv
different things could be compared on any basis whatsoever. As a result, they could be id
or different, depending on which basis was selected. Yet no basis seemed significantly be
any other. Which basis was selected seemed to be a matter of the whims of an external c
Yet once we move to the standpoint of opposition, the arbitrariness is removed. Hencefor
is only one possible basis of comparison possible. For example, two opposite numbers al
compared with respect to the two different ways in which the realize the same absolute vi
two poles of a magnet with respect to the different ways in which they are charged, and s
this standpoint, then, there is an objective fact of the matter about whether and to what e»

two are identical and different. It is not relativized to the subjective standpoint of any parti

observer.
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We are now in a position to understand HegelOs rationale for what is undoubtedly
his most controversial positions, his rejection of the law of non-contradiction. As | hope to
the need for this rejection is a consequence of HegelOs definition of the Absolute as oppc
OOpposites entail contradictionEO (WdL 11:288/SoL 388)we saw, each category (pair) ca
be reformulated as a definition of the Absolute. In this case, Othe Absolute is opposition.¢
we recall that the Absolute is an empty placeholder, and that opposites are (inter-)defined
negations of one another, however, we get a contradiction. The contradiction: X is F and |

In its more familiar form, the law of non-contradiction includes a crucial caveat whi
Hegel appears to flagrantly disregard. It only forbids ascribing opposed properties toa thi
the same time and in the same respéat.this reason, it is necessary to distinguish between
mere appearance of contradiction and genuine contradiction. Presented with an apparent
contradiction, we ought to apply this qualification so as to find out if the appearance can k
explained away. If it can, there is no true contradiction. If not, then there is a contradiction
Hegel appears not to do tAps.

Here, | restrict myself to describing a few avenues of response | think worthy of be
explored more than they have so far.

As we have seen, Hegel is part of a tradition that thinks of the law of non-contradic
a version of the law of identity, A=A. The law of non-contradiction tells us that A# -A, or £
and -A. Moreover, HegelOs rejection of the law of identity and therewith non-contradictior
reached through reflection on a type of paradox. This is the paradox that one only identify

is different. In this regard, Hegel resembles other critics of the law of non-contradiction, e

166 See Russell: OAr]d as for Hegel, he cries wolf so often that when he gives the alarm of a contradhwain \
cease to be disturb&al (2015: 61)
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the paradox that interests them differs. If that is so, then perhaps it is here with the topic ¢
identity that a defense could begin.

Why, then, would Hegel disregard the qualification? One immediate difficulty is tha
gualification is question-begging. In attempting to explain away the possibility of a true
contradiction, it invokes identity (OEsame timeEsame respectO). Yet identity is what gave
to the appearance of contradiction in the first place. Far from eliminating an apparent
contradiction, the qualification multiplies it. In attempting to specify what it means to desci
one moment in time as the same as another, or one respect as the same as another, we
encounter the same problems that led Hegel to the notion of true contradiction. In other w
we will have taken a more elaborate detour to the same destination.

Another promising resource in HegelOs account is the idea that opposites are inte
defined. They cannot be separated from one another, since each entails the other (no plu
minus, no positive without negative, and so on). Once we realize that is so, we can discel
potential vulnerability in the proposed strategy for explaining away contradiction. This stre
effectively amounts to separating out the opposites from one another. They are either refe
separate perspectives or standpoints on the object, or else said to occupy separate parts
Whatever the details of how HegelOs traditional opponent proposes to separate the relev
properties, that is effectively what her strategy entails. However, separating the relevant
properties from one another is exactly what Hegel has argued cannot be done in his accc
opposites. Admittedly, their inseparability is dictated by HegelOs metaphysics. When this
metaphysics conflicts with a law of classical logic, a proponent of this logic might argue tr

former should give way to the latter. Yet HegelOs metaphysics-first approach rules this ou
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regards logic as answerable to metaphysics, rather than the reverse. So the proponent of
tradition cannot respond in this way without begging the question against Hegel.

d) Excluded middle

HegelOs main argument against the excluded third simply invokes his category of
opposition. For Hegel, it is possible for something to have both of two opposed properties
Indeed, HegelOs claim is stronger. It is that things just are unities of opposed properties:

Instead of speaking in terms of the principle of excluded middle (the principle of
abstract understanding), one should rather say: everything is opposed. Indeed,
neither in heaven nor on earth, neither in the spiritual nor in the natural world, is
there any such abstract either/or of the sort that the understanding maintains.
Everything that is some sort of thing is something concrete, something that is in
itself thereby differentiated and opposed. The finitude of things consists then in
the fact that their immediate existerjBaseinl does not correspond to what they
are in themselves. Thus, for example, in inorganic nature, an acid is in itself at the
same time a base, that is to say, its being is simply only this, to be related to its
other. With this, however, an acid is also not something quietly perduring in
opposition but instead is striving to posit itself as what it is in itself. Contradiction
is what moves the world in general and it is ridiculous to say that contradiction
cannot be thought. (EL 119 + Z2)

Moreover, Hegel claims that in cases of opposition, A and -A, there is a third property whi
neither. In other words, there is a third which we must not exclude. This third is the detern
of which each of the opposed properties is a determinate instance. For example: there ar
dollars, as opposed to the 6 dollars in assets or 6 dollars in debts, the 6 miles, as oppose
miles from the east and the 6 miles from the west, and so on.

Difference in itself yields the principle: OEverything is something essentially

differentiated’ or, as it has also been expre<3at}, one of two opposite

predicates pertain to a particular something and there is no thirdl@E

principle ofthe excluded thirds the principle of the determinate understanding

that wants to refrain from contradiction and, in doing so, contradicts iAsslf.

supposed to beAror -A; but the third, thé\, is thereby articulated, something

which isneither+ nor - and that is positeist as much as +And asA are. If
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+W 6 means 6 miles in a westerly direction a6 means 6 miles in an easterly
direction, and + and - cancel one anoflseh aufheben]then the 6 miles of the
way or space remain what they were with and without the opposition. Even the
mere plus and minus of the number or the abstract direction have, if one will, zero
as their third. But it should not be denied that the empty opposition of the
understanding, signaled by +and -, also has its place in the case of such
abstractions as number, direction, and so forth. (EL & 119A)
As is well known, the law of excluded middle does not apply to OcontraryO properties (bl
not blue, where not blue entails being some other color). That is because, if it did, there w
clear counter-examples. Some things are neither of the contraries (they are neither blue r
non-blue color for the simple reason that they are not colored at all). If that is so, then we
adjust the law so that it only applies to OcontradictoriesO (blue and non-blue, where non-
does not entail being any color). However, Hegel regards this new version as resulting in
incoherence of another kind. For Hegel, it is meaningless to describe something as non-t
This is exactly the type of indeterminate difference Hegel rejects in the opening argument
logic when he denies that (indeterminate) Nothing is a legitimate definition of the Absolute
There is only ever determinate negation, never indeterminate: being some non-blue color
allowed, but simply being non-blue is not. More pertinently, and as we saw earlier, Hegel
denies that there is any such thing as (indeterminate) Difference, as opposed to differenc
some respect. The upshot is the same in both the relational and non-relational case. Here
elaborates on this claim. From his point of view, it would be nonsensical to say that spirit
blue are, in some sense, different, but not specify in what respect they are different, such

different in color. Yet if something is no color at all, then we should simply refuse to attach

color predicate to it rather than claim that it has the color predicate non-blue.
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e) Sufficient reason (PSR)

Philosophers of the Leibniz Wolff school embraced the principle of sufficient reasol
as Hegel calls it, ground: every thing has a sufficient ground, reason or cause for its exist
Perhaps surprisingly, they viewed it as a principle of logic alongside those of identity and
contradiction. To some commentators, this would be yet another instance of the ontologic
tendency in traditional logic. This is a tendency they think Hegel must reject as inconsiste
KantOs copernican revolution in philosophy. As | hope to show, Hegel does criticize the P
not from a Kantian-idealist direction. Moreover, he does not reject it wholesale. He claims
have achieved deeper insight into why this law obtains, where it does. While for some of
figures the principle is brute or near enough so, Hegel disagrees. If the principle of sufficit
reason holds, then this will be for the simple reason that is the legitimate successor to the
preceding logical laws. Before turning to this point, | want to briefly explain the broader
Hegelian perspective on the PSR it reflééts.

Hegel confronts an orthodox opponent of the PSR with a dilemma. This is a dilemr
arises when we ask: what justifies the PSR itself? Hegel calls this Othe demand addresse
logic for a justification of the principle of the groundO (EL & 12).48@r Hegel, this is
equivalent to asking if there is a sufficient reason for the principle of sufficient reason itsel
when we do, we confront two unpalatable alternatives. If there is a sufficient reason for it,
this implies that the principle of sufficient reason is not ultimate in the way it has often bee
thought to be. Rather, whatever explains it is ultimate. Alternatively, we may claim there i<

sufficient reason for the principle of reason. This might allow it to remain ultimate. Yet its

167| here follow Leukos, who describes this as Hegelian Ometa-grounding,O i.e. grounding grounding itself
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ultimacy would come at a serious cost. It would mean that the PSR was false. There wou
brute facts for which no explanation could be given, and the PSR would be the main exar
one. It would be a counter-example to itself. It would contradict itself. In spite of the drasti
of this second avenue of response, Hegel thinks that it is the one most logicians of the da
They treated the PSR as a type of brute fact:
This is then also the simple sense of the so-called priné)elekjgesetof
sufficient reasonEFormal logic, incidentally, provides the other sciences with a
bad example, inasmuch as it demands that the sciences not allow their content to
be immediately valid, and nonetheless sets up this principle without deriving it
and pointing out its mediation. With the same reason that the logician maintains
that our capacity of thinking is simply so constituted that we have to ask for a
ground in every case, the physician, asked why someone who falls into the water
drowns, could also answer that human beings are simply so constructed not to be
able to live under water. So, too, a judge, if asked why a criminal is punished,
could answer that civil society is simply so constituted that criminals are not
allowed to go unpunished. But even if one is to set aside the demand addressed tc
the logic for a justification of the principle of the grofn(EL & 121 + Z)
As he has so often before, Hegel accuses formal logic of hypocrisy. It omits an argument
principles on which all rational argument depend, in this case the PSR. In so doing, logic
exempts itself from the requirement it rightly insists all other sciences meet. Moreover, He
here alludes to what we have seen is the main source logicians appeal to when they invo
fact: (philosophical) psychology. In particular, Hegel describes traditional logicOs practice
maintaining that our faculties are just so constituted that we adhere to principles like the F
our thinking.
For Hegel, the PSR does hold good in certain spheres, but it is not a brute fact tha

does. Rather, it is HegelOs theory of the categories which explains why this principle hold

when it does. More specifically, the explanation takes the form of a deduction of the catec
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ground itself from earlier categories. This deduction shows why ground is the necessary
successor to the earlier ones. It therefore explains why the law of logic correlative with gri
the principle of sufficient ground, holds good when it does. More specifically, Hegel will sk
that ground provides the best resolution considered so far to the problem posed by the tw
preceding categories, identity and difference. This is the paradox that for two things to be
identical they must be different and vice veis&5omehow, ground will unite the two in a nor
paradoxical way. As he writes, OThe ground is the unity of identity and difference; the tru
what the difference and the identity have turned out @ (& o 121).

In order to understand why the category of ground should have this relationship to
predecessors, those of identity and difference, we need to rehearse its definition. A suffici
ground is not just any cause or reason, but one that is decisive. It is a casg#itesfor its
effect. In short, a sufficient ground suffices to ground what it grounds. If a sufficient groun
place, then no further supplementary ground is necessary for the outcome. Nor, it seems,
other ground interfere to prevent the outcome. In short, it is logically or conceptually impo
that a sufficient ground should fail to suffice. How, though, can a sufficient ground be so r
connected to what it grounds? After all, the causes or reasons with which we are familiar
seem not to be reliable in this way.

Enter identity-in-difference. For Hegel, the connection can only reliably obtain if the
are not two distinct entities here at all, ground and grounded, but, rather, a single entity w

aspects. More specifically, Hegel proposes that ground and grounded are simply the sam

168 |n effect, this is to show that the category of ground derives from those of identity and difference, but it is
show something more important still. Here, we should recall that each category has its correlative law of log
that the deductive relations among categories imply corresponding ones among laws. This means that Heg
have shown that the PSR derives from the law of identity and non-contradiction.
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content in a different form. Only in this way can we explain why one should always accon
the other. Here, Hegel reprises his previous argument that identity and difference are inse
However, he applies it to the case of grounds. For example, consider the ground in quest
type of cause. A body strikes another, allowing it to gain momentum. If it is to be the suffic
ground of the gain in momentum, then it must itself have that same amount of momentun
change, then, simply involves one body conveying its momentum to the other. One and tt
content, two different forms.

For Hegel, the problem with sufficient ground is that it gives rise to a paradox of its
Just because a certain ground is sufficient does not mean that no other would be. In gene
sufficient condition need not be necessary, and this is the case here as well. Nor does it €
mean that there could not be a sufficient ground for the very opposite of what was to be
grounded. That there is a sufficient ground for one thing does not rule out the possibility c
sufficient ground for the opposite. The paradoxical scenario that results is one in which th
could be two grounds, each sufficient to ground the opposite outcome, each sufficient to ¢
an outcome incompatible with the other. If they are sufficient grounds, then both, in and o
themselves, guarantee their outcome. Yet their two opposed outcomes cannot both occur
this is as much a problem in the case of concurring sufficient grounds for a single event. -
would seem to entail that the event occur twice, though many events cannot, e.g., death.
such cases of OoverdeterminationO aside.

Although it can sometimes seem like it, Hegel is not just making a commonplace
observation about a type of scenario we are apt to encounter in our ordinary lives. | mear

situation in which we cannot ourselves identify a single sufficient ground for something, o
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a situation in which there does not seem to be one. The problem is not epistemic but logi
conceptual. In short, Hegel is identifying a paradox that is inherent to the notion of sufficie
ground itself. This notion is defined in such a way that it allows for this paradoxical state ¢
affairs to arise. Hegel believes the concern is particularly acute in the normative domain.
is wrong to steal is a sufficient reason for not doing so. That it is necessary to preserve or
is a sufficient reason for doing so. Since a sufficient reason is decisive, the result is that b
actions are necessary. Yet only one can be performed.

The possibility that there might be multiple, even opposed, sufficient grounds seen
to have been considered a particularly threatening one by rationalist metaphysicians. In a
likelihood, they would agree that it leads to exactly the absurdities Hegel identifies. Yet He
and the rationalists draw different implications from the possibility of such absurd scenaric
the rationalists, the implication is that we must stipulate from the outset that there can onl
be one sufficient cause, perhaps by laying down as axiomatic that God would not allow al
of the sort. For Hegel, this is ad-hoc, especially in the context of a theory of the categorie:
this context, no such deus ex machina is permissible. Instead, the correct implication to d
that we must proceed to consider a new category which solves the problems of the old. M
specifically, we must embrace a new and different conception of a ground that ensures
sufficiency while avoiding the problems of multiplicity or opposition discussed earlier.

Surprisingly, Hegel finds inspiration for this approach in Leibniz himself, who he wz
always careful to distinguish from the thinkers of the Leibniz-Wolff school. Hegel attribute:
Leibniz the solution of that rejects efficient causes in favor of final causes: OEby Osufficie

groundO Leibniz understood one that sufficed also for this unity and comprehended, ther:
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not just causes but final causesO (WdL 11:293/SoL 388) An efficient cause is the sufficier
ground of some effect distinct from itself. This opens up the possibility of multiple, even of
conflicting sufficient grounds. Yet (internal) teleology helps us avoid this probfarere, the
form of teleology in question is not the external form, which obtains when some entity has
purpose the promotion of some other entity distinct from itself: for example, rain-fall for th
of crop growth so that humans can have food to eat. Instead, we are here concerned witt
internal variety of purposiveness, which is when something exists for the sake itself: for
example, the constitution of an organism existing for the purpose of preserving the organi
continued existence. The reason Hegel believes that internal teleology can resolve the pr
with the PSR is that it allows us to see something (an organism) as its own sufficient grou
Since in the organic case a thingOs sufficient ground is not distinct from itself, there is no
possibility of there being multiple grounds, or opposed ones. It is through allowing a type
grounding characteristic of the living that we forestall the problem of multiple, conflicting
grounds. Yet there is a sense in which any such solution would be premature at this stage
Teleology will not enter the argument until well after the Doctrine of Essence in the Doctri
the Concept.
iv. Conclusion: Dialetheism, Hylomorphism, Modality

Often, resistance to dialetheism is based on the suspicion that it is fundamentally ¢
intellectual, stymieing our most basic efforts to understand the world. Yet to Hegel and his
followers, nothing could be further than the truth. Accepting true contradictions promises 1

enrich our understanding of the world immeasurably, and in nearly all its aspects. In this

169 Once again, | follow Leukos (unpublished), who also describes internal teleology as the solution.
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concluding section, | want to consider two additional areas in which Hegel thought rejectil
traditional logic could yield results: hylomorphic metaphysics (form and matter) and moda
(necessity, possibility and actuality). My discussion here in this concluding section is som
more speculative than in previous ones since the connection is mostly implicit in the text.

As we saw, Hegel maintains that traditional logic is ill-suited to metaphysics and m
overhauled if the latter is to make progress. This is reflected in HegelOs Aristotle-interpret
Hegel accuses Aristotle of lacking a logic sufficiently rigorous to accommodate his justly
celebrated metaphysics. The following passages are representative:

Aristotle is thus the originator of the logic of the understanding; its forms only

concern the relationship of finite to finite, and in them the truth cannot be grasped.

But it must be remarked that AristotleOs philosophy is not by any means founded

on this relationship of the understanding; thus it must not be thought that it is in

accordance with these syllogisms that Aristotle has tholifghtistotle did so, he

would not be the speculative philosopher that we have recognized him to be; none

of his propositions could have been laid down, and he could not have made any

step forward, if he had kept to the forms of this ordinary IqyiGP: OAristotle 4.

The LogicO)

Although this accomplishment [in logic] brings Aristotle great honour, by no

means is it the forms of syllogistic inference at the level of understanding or at the

level generally of finite thinking that he employed in his genuine philosophical

investigations (EL @ 183 )Z
In light of this peculiar feature of HegelOs Aristotle-interpretation, it is noteworthy that the
Doctrine of Essence includes not only HegelOs most trenchant critique of traditional logic
also his most extensive engagement with the figure he regards as the greatest metaphys
Aristotle. What, though, might these two parts N one at the very beginning and the other :

end N have to do with one another? HegelOs provocative suggestion seems to be the foll

Rejecting the professedly Aristotelian logical theory of the tradition is a prerequisite to
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appreciating what is most profound in AristotleOs own metaphlysither words, the critique
of the formal logic of the tradition given at the outset prepares the way for the re-appropris
AristotleOs metaphysics at the close. Why, though, might the traditional formal logic cons
impediment to that metaphysics?

Here, | speculate that the law of non-contradiction in its traditional form is incompa
with central doctrines of Aristotelian metaphysics: for example, hylomorphism. In order to
that this so, consider form and matter, the central categories of AristotleOs metaphysics &
ones treated by Hegel in the Doctrine of Essérfdeis easy to understand why Hegel would
have thought they require a rejection of the law of non-contradiction. Whatever else they
happen to be, the two are opposites in HegelOs technical sense of the term. Where there
opposition, there is true contradiction. Let us now see why form and matter are opposites
technical sense, and therefore counter-example to the law of non-contradiction. In the firs
each is defined as what the other is not. Yet they are also (logically, conceptually) insepar
from one another. If that is so, then there is an important sense in which they are identica
of a single structure. For Hegel, then, each is both itself and what it is not. It is therefore
unsurprising that the Doctrine of Essence should begin by rejecting the laws of identity ar
contradiction, and then proceed to consider form and matter. AristotleOs hylomorphism is
position we can embrace when we pass beyond the law of non-contradiction Aristotle hirr

thought fundamental.

170 A similar line of argument is pursued by Priest (1979), though with an important difference. Priest claims
there is a relation which explains the unity of an objectOs parts. He calls this relation a gluon, and claims it
contradictory properties. However, he emphatically denies that Aristotelian substantial forms are gluons, ev
though they are meant to discharge a similar function.
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Similarly, consider energeia, the process of actualizing a form in matter: for examp
acorn maturing into an oak. As Hegel tells us in his lectures, Aristotle had arrived at this n
by making an amendment to the Heraclitian idea of becoming (VGP: OAristotle: PhysicsC
Aristotle had argued that there is no such thing as a process of becoming-as-such, but or
becoming some patrticular type of thing or other: for example, an oak. As a process of bec
energeiais a unity of being and nothing, though of being and not-being some particular tyy
thing. Just as something coming to be or ceasing to be both is and is not, something com
or ceasing to be an oak tree both is or is not an oak tree. This aspect of HeraclitusOs viev
survived the transition to AristotleOs teleological framework, and remains one of the main
examples of dialetheia or true-contradiction to this day. Again, the placement of actuality i
text is significant here, and for much the same reason as before.

In addition to treating the laws of logic, the Doctrine of Essence also treats modal
(possibility, actuality, necessity), and | here want to suggest that these two areas of Hege
thought are also closely connected. HegelOs most characteristic doctrine in the area of r
his Oactualismt®This is the claim that all possible states of affairs are grounded in actual
If it is possible for a plant to fall ill, then that is a possibility which is grounded in actual fac
about the plantOs nature. Traditionally, the scope of possibilities was thought to be much
and not delimited in this way. Anything is possible that does not involve a logical contradic
and this means there are many possibilities that are not grounded in actual states of affai
technically possible that a plant should turn into an opera singer and perform an aria, eve

though this is a possibility in no way provided for by actual facts about the plantOs nature

171 See Zambrana (2018) for a recent treatment of HegelOs OactualismO and also Redding (2019). By Oac
Redding means something slightly different than | do.
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Whether we agree with HegelOs actualism or not, it should be clear that it follows rather
from his critique of traditional logic. For Hegel, the law of non-contradiction is just the neg
version of the law of identity. Moreover, the law of identity is false. Nothing is self-identica
the strict sense, or non-contradictory. Everything is both self-identical and self-external. F
reason, Hegel denies that the logical criterion for being possible is ever met. He consider:

reductio of the traditional definition of possibility.
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VI. Hegel on Concept, Judgment and Syllogism

In this chapter, | reconstruct HegelOs theory of concept, judgment and syllogism. 1
are topics traditionally treated in logic, but Hegel adopts a different approach to them. As
have seen, the tradition regarded these as forms of thinking, discoverable through a proc
abstraction from thoughtOs sensibly given matter. Hegel objects that this approach rende
justification of these principles a brute fact, and in a way that is objectionable. For Hegel,
ought to be able to legitimate the use of these materials through some type of argument.
will claim as he has before that this can only be achieved metaphysically. Concept, judgmn
syllogism ought to figure in our thinking because they articulate the way that reality itself i
structured. Here, these logical structures enter into HegelOs account in a new and unprec
role. Traditionally, these principles were subjective, meaning they were OinO the subject
psychological faculties were the source from which they sprung. Yet in HegelOs account
objective, OinO the wod&More specifically, they are forms of being, refined versions of th
principle from which we began. In recent years, this thesis has come to be known as Heg
conceptual realism, and among (neo-) metaphysical interpreters it is the standard view. Y
hope to go beyond existing treatments by clarifying the argument Hegel gives for this pos
an argument | believe is more powerful than has been appreciated. HegelOs argument fo
account of realityOs structure is that all other accounts will necessarily self-undermine. Tt
because all other accounts will confront a type of problem that only a conception of the n:

reality as conceptual through and through resolves.

12Tolley (2019) uses this language, and makes this point.
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Ultimately, then, HegelOs argument for defining the Absolute as the Concept is sin
is that this definition solves problems no other can. More specifically, Hegel will argue tha
are three broad classes of definition besides, including the one to which his own favored
definition, the Concept, belongs. Each of the other two broad classes of definition gives ri
characteristic type of problem. Only those of a third broad type, which includes the Conce
solve these problems.

In the first division of the Logic (the Doctrine of Being), Hegel will consider the
categories of Oimmediacydnfnittelbarkeil. These are non-relational categorlasother words
they characterize a thing as capable of being what it is independent of its relations to othe
things. Each such category is considered singly and is meant to be sufficient unto itself.
Examples include the categories of quality and quantity. Hegel argues that such categorie
exhibit a problem he calls Opassing into anothédis€dehen in AndergsThe problem is that
these non-relational categories turn out to be relational after all. They seem to characteriz
thing in question in non-relational terms. Yet it then turns out that these things, so defined
only be what they are because of their relations to others.

In the second (the Doctrine of Essence), Hegel will consider the categories of
Omediation®/rmittlungd. These are explicitly relational categories. They characterize a thi
being what it is because of its dependence on something further, something independent
These categories come in pairs, ones in which their is asymmetric dependence of one tet
other. | mean pairs in which which the first term depends on the second to be what it is wi
their being a corresponding type of dependence in the other direction. For example, the e

depends on the cause, though not vice versa. Yet these categories exhibit a problem Hec
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Oshining intaanother@gcheinen in AndergsThe one-way relation of dependence they purp
to identify turns oubn closer inspection to be a complex form of interdependence.

In the third (the Doctrine of the Concept), Hegel will consider categories involving |
OmediationO and OimmediacyO at once (OE sich als das durch und mit sich selbst Verm
hiermit zugleich als das wahrhaft Unmittelbare erweistO) (EL & 83 + Z). As before, they
characterize a thing as mediated, dependent upon another to be what it is. Unlike before,
however, this proves compatible with immediacy, since the other on which the thing depe
none other than itself in a different guise. At least initially, these categories come in trios.
main example is the structure Hegel calls Othe Concept.O HegelOs example of such a st
the triadic one made up of the genus animal, the species horse, and, then, finally, the indi
this horse. For reasons | will go into below, these categories solve the problems of Oshini
anotherO and Opassing intro another.O Hegel calls the solution Odevelopment,O [Entwic
term whose associations with the organic he readily exploits.

This chapter falls into four parts. In the first, | situate my account in relation to a de
in the recent literature between Jim Kreines and Robert Stern. In the second, | consider tl
categories of immediacy (Being) and the problem of passing into another. In the third, I cc
the categories of mediation (Essence) and the problem of shining into another. In the four
consider the Concept - the first category to unite immediacy and mediation - and show thi
resolves the problems with the categories in the previous divisions, doing so through a pr

Hegel calls development.

P36



i.  What is HegelOs argument for conceptual realism? The Kreines Stern deBéte

By most accounts, Hegel defends an account of the nature of reality as Othe Conc
Some recent authors equate that account of reality with a position in metaphysics they ca
Oconceptual realistd’€For these interpreters, Hegel is a conceptual realist because he is
realist rather than a nominalist about universals. Moreover, Hegel is said to follow the
Aristotelian tradition in viewing universals as immanent within the things that instantiate tf
For this reason, he rejects a familiar Platonic conception of universals as transcending th
that instantiate them. Finally, Hegel is taken to view these immanent universals as prescr
entities, especially teleologically organized entities like artifacts and organisms, the kind t
which they belong. As a result, these immanent universals have a crucial metaphysical ro
constituting entities as the distinctive kinds of entities they are and making them behave i
characteristic ways that they do. However, they also play a crucial epistemological role in
attempts to explain these facets of such entities.

Though agreed that Hegel is a conceptual realist, these interpreters disagree abot
defends that view.® | will consider and reject the two main proposals from the recent litera
before turning to a third. In my view, HegelOs justification is furnished by his theory of the
categories. That theory yields an argument that runs as follows: Conceiving of reality as t

Concept solves the two broad types of problem afflicting any other conception of reality.

173] here follow Knappik (2016), who also poses this question. | also endorse KNnappikOs answer to this que
least in broad strokes. On his view, it is Hugic as a whole which contains HegelOs argument.

174Knappik (2016) even goes so far as to call this Othe consensus view.O

175 See the exchange between Kreines and Stern (2016) in a recent issudegfehBulletin
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a) ONothing but a presupposed fact of the Kantian philosophyO: Hegel and the

Oanalytic/regressiveO method

In recent work, Robert Stern (2009, 2016) has argued that Hegel defends his Ocotr
realismO through a method of argument similar to the so-called Oanalytic/regressiveO or
KantOs Critical Philosophi In other words, Stern thinks Hegel defends his Oconceptual
realismO on the grounds that this metaphysical doctrine is uniquely well suited to explain
possibility of synthetic a priori knowledge, particularly in the natural scientific domain.

As far as | know, however, there is only a single passage frobogwein which Hegel
explicitly discusses what Kant called the Othe analytic/regressiveO strategy of argument.
does not consider this passage, but I will argue that it raises both exegetical and philosop
problems for his interpretation (EL & 40A). KantOs Oanalytic/regressiveO strategy of argu
presupposes that the natural sciences, at least, give us synthetic a priori knowledge. Yet |
denounces this presupposition as illegitimate: Onothing but a presupposed fact [of] the K
philosophy.O For Hegel, this presupposition is illegitimate because it begs the question a
the Humean skeptic. The Humean skeptic can at least grant that we appear to have such
knowledge: Othe fact thatEuniversality and necessity [synthetic a priori knowledge - JM]
found in knowing is not disputed by Humean skepticism.O Unlike Kant, however, the Hun
skeptic regards the appearance that we have such knowledge as misleading, a product o
unreliable (or perhaps even error-prone) mechanisms in the human mind. For example, s

skeptic can agree that \appearto have knowledge of universal laws of nature. Yet she nee

176 | here defer to SternOs account of what that strategy of argument consists in.
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agree to the further claim that we actually do have such knowledge. This appearance, sh
say, is misleading, a product of the fallacious inference that what has held true in all obse
instances must hold true in all possible instances.

For Hegel, only the claim that we appear to possess synthetic a priori knowledge
furnishes a truly neutral starting point for the debate between Kant and Hume. Once refra
this way, however, the debate cannot be adjudicated in KantOs favor. As an explanation ¢
that we do, in fact, possess synthetic a priori knowledge, KantOs explanation may be pre:
From a certain perspective, any explanation would be, since the Humean view, denying tl
is any fact standing in need of explanation, gives none. As explanations of the fact that wi
merely appear to have such knowledge, though, the two are on all fours with one another
HegelOs central criticism of Kant: Compared to the Humean skeptic, Kant has Omerely p
forward a different explanation of [the same] fa¢t.O

As | will interpret it, HegelOs presuppositionless approach to deriving the categorie
not presuppose that we are in possession of synthetic a priori knowledge. In this regard, i
not beg the question against the Humean skeptic. However, even a presuppositionless
investigation of the fundamental concepts Hegel calls categories pressipposething not all
opponents would grant. It presupposes that these fundamental concepts are of philosoph
interest. Hence, it could be rejected by a radical empiricist who attempts to reduce all of t

thought to the one stem of our cognitive power Kant called sensibility and is doubtful that

177Hegel does not appear to take seriously the possibility of arguing from the premise that we have synthet
knowledge in mathematics. Like the early analytic critics of Kant, Hegel rejects the claim that mathematical
are synthetic at all, let alone synthetic a priori. He thinks they are analytic. HegelOs position is developed tf
detailed and painstaking critique of KantOs own. In the first division bbtiie Hegel expends considerable effc
attempting to show that KantOs examples (e.g., 7+5=12) do not support his claim that such truths are syntt
21:198/ Sol172).
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other, understanding, has any significant role. Since the Humean skeptic is presumably o
radical empiricist, we appear to be back where we started. This alternative starting point r
beg the question against the Humean after all, even if not for exactly the same reason as

Fortunately, Hegel has a response to such an opponent. In the introductory materii
the Science of LogidHegel responds to a critic in a way that is relevant to the present dispi
Hegel chooses as his systemOs first principle the concept of beihig britic rejects HegelOs
decision to begin from a first principle that is conceptual, rather than one that is non-conc
or purely sensible in character. (WdL 21:55/SoL 47, ). This critic can agree with part of He
case for beginning in this way. He or she can concede that such a first principle is presup
by all other candidate concepts: the concept of the OI,0 (Fichte) OsubstanceO (Spinoza)
OlndifferenceO (Schelling) and so on. Minimally, all are concepts of things that Oare,O ar
presuppose some antecedent grasp of the concept of Obeing.O Relative to these further
then, the concept of being has priority. However, this critic points out that such a first princ
since it is a concept, will not necessarily be presupposed by a non-conceptual or sensible
principle: for example, the empiricistOs impressions of which all ideas are mere copies. R
to the concept of being, then, and, indeed, all others, the sensible takes precedence, at le
this empiricist view.

In response, Hegel concedes thatlibgic, taken in isolation, begs the question again
such a radical empiricist opponent, but argues that it does not do so when it is understooc
function in concert with the opening arguments ofRhenomenology work described here a
an introduction to the philosophical system whose first part is set forth boghe(WdL 21:55,

SolL 47) In HegelOs view, the opening arguments oPtienomenologyparticularly the
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argument of OSense-Certainty,O refute this radical empiricist opponent by revealing his
first principle to be untenable. At least when he reprises this argument in the introduction
lessern_ogic, Hegel emphasizes one point in particular (EL & 20A). As Hegel reminds us, tt
protagonist of sense-certainty, as soon as he is called upon to report what he knows in la
must employ demonstrative/indexical concepts such as OthisO OhereO and Onow.O Yet
generality of these concepts betray the protagonistOs intention of referring to the particul
particular that sense-perception is supposed to yield. At least in this version of the argum
outcome seems to be the following. If there is such a thing as the non-conceptual particul
particular, then it is epistemically irrelevant, and the protagonist seems to be forced to
acknowledge some role for the conceptual in reporting what he knows. Less important thi
complex details of this famous argument, and the many difficult issues it raises, is its beal
our understanding of the larger strategy Hegel will adopt in responding to an empiricist cr
This is a strategy employed in defense of his system as a whole, rather than any particule
it. This strategy is as follows. The explicitly conceptual starting point dfaec, though not
one initially shared by a radical empiricist who regards sense-experience as wholly non-
conceptual, may be one he can be compelled to take up by the prior argument of the
Phenomenologyyhich reveals this conception of sense-experience to be impoverished. W

return to the question of the nature of HegelOs strategy in responding to such a critic late

P41



b) Kreines and the argument from KantOs standpoint of reaso

In a recent book, Jim Kreines (2015) argues that Hegel defends an account of real
Othe ConceptO by adapting an argument from KantOs Transcendental Dialectigrétegeith
Kant that human reason seeks the unconditioned. He also agrees that the way in which r.
metaphysics does so is unsuccessful since it gives rise to antinomies. Yet Hegel departs-
Kant in proposing that knowledge of the unconditioned might also be achievable by a difft
(and more promising) metaphysical view: conceptual realism.

In my view, this argument is question-begging in a way Hegel would find objection:
In KreinesOs reconstruction of the argument, Hegel presupposes that reason seeks the
unconditioned. However, we should recognize that a conception of ultimate reality as the

unconditioned has (at least) two components:

a) a distinction (at least a notional one) between the unconditioned and something furth
conditioned; and
b) an account of the relation between the two: usually they are related as explicans anc

explanandum or else by means of some sub-species of this relation, e.g., cause and

To accept this two-component definition is to accept a conception of ultimate reality as
Omediated.O A category pair like unconditioned-conditioned is found in any such concepr
too is a relation between the categories in the pair, like the explicans-explicandum relatiol

Unsurprisingly, then, virtually all of the types of unconditioned that Kant recognizes in the
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Antinomiesalsoappear among the OmediatedO definitions of the Ahsgiltda in the Doctrine
of Essence: cause-effect, part-whole, ground-grounded, substance-accident, and so on R
even the conditioning-conditioned relation itself.

If I am right about this, the presupposition that ultimate reality is the unconditioned
implying the presupposition that it is mediated, begs the question against an opponent wt
conceives of ultimate reality as immediate. On this alternative conception, it is not that the
something (even notionally) distinct from ultimate reality that it explains. Rather, in the mc
basic case, it earns its status, as it were, by default N because it is all that there is. In othi
it does so because, though it is not all that there is, it can be what it is independent of its |
to anything else, explanatory or otherwise. By endorsing a conception of the Absolute as
unconditioned, Hegel would beg the question against numerous figures from the history,
especially the early history, of philosophy. The main such figure that Hegel identifies is
Parmenides, but there are many othelegelOs category-theoretic argument for conceptual
realism will avoid begging the question in this way. It will begin by positing for analysis a r
basic conception of reality as Oimmediate.O Only once this conception has been refuted
turn to an alternative conception of reality as Omediated.O

A second reason for doubting that HegelOs argumentliogiepre-supposes the
standpoint of reason is that this standpoint may be a result of the argument rather than a
presupposition of it. Instead of beginning with the standpoint of reasonggiemay well
begin with a version of the standpoint of sense-experience considered its first division, th
Doctrine of Being. Interpreted in this way, thegic would then proceed to the standpoint of

understanding, considered in the second division, the Doctrine of Essence. Hegel gives tl
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description of the overarching structure of thogic in the following description of the transitic
from the first division (Being) to the second (Essence):
SensorinessOs thoughtlessness, i.e. of taking everything limited and finite to be a
being, passes over into the understanding's stubbornness, i.e. of grasping it as

something identical with itself, something not contradicting itself in itdelf.c
113A)

Here, Hegel describes the categories from the Doctrine of Being as characteristic of the
standpoint of sense-experience, and also as afflicted by its main limitation: Othoughtlessr
then describes the categories from the Doctrine of Essence as characteristic of the stand
understanding, and as afflicted its main limitation: Ostubbornness.O Presumably, the cate
considered in the Doctrine of the Concept, the standpoint of reason, will surmount these
limitations.

At first, it may seem utterly impossible that the Doctrine of Being could be the stan
of sense-experience, and for a simple reason. It treats categories or concepts, rather thar
conceptual representations that might be thought to figure in sense-experience. However
seems to maintain that the Doctrine of Being embodies not just any version of the standp
sense-experience, baiconceptually articulate version f For Hegel, this is possible becaus
the categories considered in this division, particularly the categories of quantity and qualit

serve to constitute the image of the world sense-experience presents. As Hegel explains:

The immediate sensory consciousness, insofar as its behavior involves thinking, is
chiefly limited to the abstract determinations of quality and quantity. This sensory
consciousness is usually regarded as the most concrete and thus also the richest.
is so, however, only in terms of its material, whereas it is in fact the poorest and
most abstract consciousness with respect to the content of its thoughts (EL & 85
Z).
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The categories considered in this division are particularly well suited to inform sen:
experienceOs image of the world because they are categories of the immediate. Sense-e
is immediate, though not necessarily for a more familiar reason given by Kant in the first «
and occasionally reprised by Hegel himself. On this first conception, sense-experience is
immediate because it puts us in touch with the object in a relatively direct or unmediated
does not place a further layer of mental representations, concepts, between us and the ol
the present context, however, Hegel is claiming that sense experience is immediate for a
familiar reason. For Hegel, it is characteristic of sense-experience to present us with a wc
objects that are immediate in the sense that they are independent of their relations to any
else distinct from themselves: Oside-by-sideEconnected only by the bare also.O Hegel ai
this claim indirectly by observing that sense-experience cannot present anything richer in
structure than this Oside-by-sideO unless it enlists the aid of another faculty: understandi
through the work of the understanding, and, in particular, a form of intellectual reflection
subsequent to sense-experience, do we encounter mediation in the form of relationships
objects, e.g. causal relationships.

Representation here meets with timelerstandingvhich differs from the former

only in that it posits relationships of the universal and the particular or of cause

and effect, etc. It thus establishes relations of necessity among the isolated

determinations of representation, while representation leaves them stsidding
by-sidein its indeterminate space, connected only by the dlacEL = 20A).
With this background in place, it becomes easier to see how the categories we have cons
categories of the immediate, serve to articulate sense-experienceOs image of the world a
immediate, the category of the finite will describe such objects as having definite limits th:

apart others. The categories of quality will describe objects as having features they can h
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independently of their relations to anything distinct from themselves. The category of qua
will describe (groups of) objects as having such features.

Yet in all cases, these categories will fail to fulfill their appointed aim of describing 1
object as immediate, meaning sense-experienceOs image of the world as immediate will
undermined/8 If the categories presented in the Doctrine of Being express (a conceptually
articulate version of) the standpoint of sense-experience, then HegelOs critique of these «
will be a critique of this standpoint. Yet understanding the critique of the standpoint of sen
experience Hegel advances will require us to take account of an important historical sour:
inspiration for it: Ancient skepticism. Chiefly relevant to HegelOs critique of sense-experie
the Ancient skepticOs opposition to a dogma of modern, Human skepticism: the convictio
sense-experience alone is the Otrue.O

Incidentally, Humean scepticism, from which the preceding reflection chiefly

proceeds, must be clearly distinguished from Greek scepticism. Humean

scepticism makes the truth of the empirical, of feeling and intuition its foundation,
and from there contests the universal determinations and laws on the grounds thai
they lack justification through sensory perception. Ancient scepticism was so far

removed from making feeling or intuition the principle of truth that to the
contrary it turned first and foremost against the sensory. (EL & 39 A)

By claiming that the Human skeptic regards sense-experience as alone Othe true,O Hegs
to refer to the HumeanOs claim that we are only justified in assenting to the contingent trt

sense-experience yields: for example, truths concerning constant conjunction. According

178 HegelOs account receives additional support from the (more recent) history of philosophy. Historically, tl
always been an extremely close association between empiricism and atomism. Both Humean Impressions
logical empiricistOs Osense-dataO alike are meant to be atomic. This is not simply because they are the m
fundamental constituents of thought, and therefore of the world as it is presented in thought. It is also becat
are prior to the relations they will ultimately enter into (associative relations, and logical relations between
statements, statements incorporating terms that refer directly to Osense-data). The influence on classical e
was a physical form of atomism, deriving from the empirical sciences, whereas the influence on logical emg
was a distinctly logical (and, occasionally) metaphysical form of atomism, frequently considered a priori.
Interestingly, Hegel recognizes a third variety of atomism entirely, one that is a priori, but also not based on
logic. It is based on his own logic.
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Humean, we have no rational justification for assenting to the allegedly universal and nec
valid truths that go beyond what is given to us sense-experience: for example, truths cont
necessary connection. In essence, then, the HumeanQOs skepticism is skepticism about tf
possibility of synthetic a priori knowledge.

For Hegel, this Humean insistence that sense-experience is alone the Otrue,O lea
the possibility that sense-experience may fail to be OtrueO in another sense emphasized
Ancient skeptics. Insofar as he wants to articulate his position, the modern Humean skep
offer some account of the content of sense-experience. Admittedly, this account may hawv:
successfully purged of more controversial categories: for instance, causality. Yet this leav
the possibility that such an account nevertheless draws on another more basic set of cate
guantity, quality, and the finite. As we have just seen, Hegel maintains that the standpoint
sense-experience is pervaded by such categories. Indeed, he proposes to critique this st:
through a critique of the categories constituting it. From HegelOs perspective, there is an
for a critique of modern Human skepticism inspired by Ancient skeptical strategies of argt
As Hegel will show, even the more basic categories informing sense-experience, as the n
skeptic conceives of it, nevertheless give rise to contradicti®hkegel does not mean that su
a skeptic will necessarily regard the senses as providing veridical representations of the ¢
Oexternal world.O Clearly, Humean skepticism is not incompatible with some version or ¢

Oexternal world skepticismO (in fact, they are often thought of as closely ass@ratse).

179 Hegel views many of these Ancient skeptical techniques of argument as forerunners of one he employs
Logic. In particular, he views them as anticipating his own attemjatentify a contradiction inherent in the
categories of the limit and the finite. Cf. VGP OSkepticismO
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experience, though OtrueO in HumeOs sense, will be Oun-trueO in a sense emphasized
Ancient skeptical tradition as Hegel interprets its legacy.

In mounting this critique of a (conceptually articulate version of) the standpoint of <
experience, however, Hegel departs from the Ancient skeptics in one crucial but decisive
For Hegel, contradictions in the categories, once identified, need not simply issue in a reji
of the categories in question. Any such outcome would only result in aporia, leaving us ur
how to proceed. Fortunately, Hegel maintains that these contradictions can be resolved, \
a new set of categories that are not afflicted by (the same) contradiction. Hence, the critic
issues not in aporia, but, rather, in a the forward progress of the dialectic. At that point, th
process begins again. As we have seen, however, a critique of a certain set of categories
critique of the standpoint they serve to express. Hence, HegelOs departure from the Anci
skeptical approach to criticizing the categories also implies a different approach to the crif
these standpoints. In particular, standpoint of sense-experience will not not simply renour
will be renounced in favor of other successor standpoints that are more advanced: the st
of understanding and reason.

As before, thé.ogic's critique of modern Humean skepticism, inspired by Ancient
skepticism, presupposes that sense-experience tacitly draws upon the fundamental conci
Hegel calls categories. Once more, then, this presupposition might seem to beg the ques
against an especially radical empiricist who rejects any role for the conceptual in sense-
experience. As we have seen, Hegel responds to radical empiricist critict. ofitproject by
arguing that théogicis meant to function in concert tRlhenomenology-ortunately, the more

detailed account we have given of ttagicOs critique of Human skepticism has the potentia
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enrich our understanding of how the two works function in coneatting the present account
together with the previous one, we arrive at the following account of the division of labor
between the two works. Thagic will critique the specific set of categories, or concepts
informing sense-experience (quality, quantity, the limit, the finite), eliciting from the moder
empiricist a recognition that a richer set of categories are required (causality, substance,
on). Yet it can only do so once the opening arguments d¢thibaomenologkas elicited from
such an opponent the admission from a more radical empiricist that sense-experience is |

by some categories.

As | will reconstruct the argument for defining the Absolute as the Concept, it neith
presupposes that we are in possession of synthetic a priori knowledge, nor that reason nt
seeks the unconditioned. As we have seen, neither starting point is in keeping with Hegel
of a presuppositionless method of argument. Both beg the question against opponents H:
wishes to convince (the Humean skeptic, as well as the Parmenidean metaphysician whc
the Absolute as immediate). Instead, the strategy of argument Hegel employs presappost
different aspect of KantOs Critical project: an interest in deriving the fundamental concept
calls categories. The strategy | reconstruct allows Hegel to avoid begging the question ac
these opponents, and enable him to respond to them convincingly.

A consistently presuppositionless approach requires that we begin with categories
immediate, rather than those of mediation. This is because the appointed task of the formr
categories is a pre-requisite to the task their successors will perform. As Hegel puts it in tl

lectures, these categories of the immediate simply describe a Ofirst.O Their successors, i
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categories of mediation will need to do this and something additional. They will need to bt
describe a OfirstO and then relate it to a Osecond.O
ii. The Doctrine of Being: regress problems

My aim in this section is to reconstruct HegelOs critique of the categories of immec
categories like quality and quantity. These categories describe things as immediate or un
mediated: capable of being what they are independent of their relation to anything else th
distinct from them. Hegel will seek to show that these categories are self-undermining. Tt
out to entail that the things in question are mediated instead, a problem Hegel calls Opas
anotherO (EL = 84). Here, | will be extremely selective; | will focus only on HegelOs critiq
quality.

Hegel defines a quality as a Odetermination [a specific feature or property - JM] tt
identical with a thingOs beingO (EL @ 61). A quality is identical with a thingOs being in the
that the thing would cease to be the particular thing that it is if it lost that quality. If the colt
is defined by a certain qualitative characteristic, then the loss of that characteristic could |
to cease being that color. Of course, there are cases in which a thing can remain the thing
even when it loses a certain feature, but then this feature will not be a quality in HegelOs
the term. Hegel calls such features properties, rather than qualities, and deems them irrel
this early stage in thieogic. They become relevant when we turn to relational categories. H
however, we are concerned with what he thinks of as a more basic phenomenon.

Prima facie the category of quality characterizes things as immediatang is what it

is in virtue of its own quality. Therefore, a thing characterized in terms of its quality shoulc
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capable of being what it is independent of its relations to anything distinct from it. Howeve
matters are more complex:

Hegel argues that this characterization of things as immediate turns out to inevitab
entail characterizing them as mediated. HegelOs explanation of why this contradiction ari
invokes the famed Spinozist dictum so important to all of the German Idealists: Oomnis
determinatio est negatioO (SL 87, EL & 91 + Z). As a Odetermination,O a quality is neces
some specific feature of a thing, one among (actual or possible) others. If that is so, then,
seems, a quality can only be the specific feature that it is insofar as it is not another. In te|
the Spinozist dictum, a quality can only be the OdeterminationO that it is if it is not some
quality, defined as its Onegation.O Yet if this is so, then an important implication follows fc
thing that bears this quality, i.e., the thing that can only be the distinctive thing it is by virtt
bearing this quality. It follows that this qualified thing can only be the determinate thing th:
insofar it is not another thing, one defined as the negation of the first because it does not
original quality. If that is so, then a thing, defined in terms of quality, fails to be immediate.
mediated, because it can only be what it is by virtue of standing in a certain relation to sol
distinct from it.

Occasionally, Hegel also describes this problem as one of indeterminacy. Defined
something (=a thing with a quality), a thing is the determinate thing it is by virtue of not be
other, something else defined as its negation (=a thing lacking the original quality). Howe
there is an equally valid argument for the reverse attribution. Relative to this other, it is the
thing that is the negation and the other that is the original something. But if so, then it see

original something has ceded its status to the other. Once we recognize that the statuses
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something and other are relative, Hegel argues, it becomes hard to say which is which: C
determined as something as well as other : thus they are the same and there is as yet no
distinction present in them.O (SL 91) Hence, the categories of something and other have
allow us to fix the status of one item as the determinate something that it is, and that of th
item as its negation.

Determinacy must be introduced somehow, and Hegel maintains that the only way
can occur is for it to be introduced by an external observer. The result is that determinacy
becomes observer-relative in a sense that is objectionable. For Hegel, rendering determir
observer-relative is a non-solution, since it only pushes the problem of indeterminacy bac
level. As Hegel explains, the observer may attempt to fix the identities of the original som
and its other as the determinate entities they are through ostensive definition, deeming or
or OA,0O and the other Othat,O or OB.O If the items are ostensively defined, as OthisO ar
OAO and OBO then the determination of which is which reflects nothing more than the ot
choice of a starting point, a choice which is completely arbitrary. In other words, the oppo
choice could always be made, either by this particular observer or some other. Hence,
indeterminacy remains.

We now turn to the final instance of the problem: an infinite regress. Hegel has twc
explanations for why this problem arises, one less complex and the other more so (EL & ¢
21:130-1ff./SoL 114ff.) The less complex explanation is simply that each determinate thin
have to have its determinacy fixed by another. That other, in turn, must have its determing

fixed by a third other, and so on, ad infinitum.
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Why can two not fix one anotherOs determinacy, forming a closed system? Becau
what the dialectic of something and other showed was impossible. The result in that case
indeterminacy°
iii. The Doctrine of Essence: circularity problems

Let us now attempt to understand how the categories of mediation will remedy the
in categories of immediacy. As we have seen, Hegel maintains that the non-relational cat
turn out to be relational after all. They seem to define the thing in question as capable of |
what it is independent of its relation to anything else. Yet it then turns out that these things
defined, can only be what they were because of their relations to others. Hence, we must
virtue of a necessity. Hegel proposes that we introduce a relational set of categories, one
characterize the thing as capable of being what it is in relation to something else. Such ce
will describe a thing as dependent on something else that is independéft of it.

Hegel uses a metaphor to describe these categories: Oshining into anotherO (EL ¢
this metaphor, a light source shines and the light it emits is the other into which it shines.
two are related as source and product. Hence, the categories from the Doctrine of Essen:
Oshining into another.O They do so by defining a thing in such a way that it is mediated,
only be what it is by virtue of its relation to another. An effect is an effect because of its ca

something grounded because of its ground, a manifestation because of the force its mani

180 A more compelling explanation of why the regress results would require us to invoke the more complex
explanation, but we cannot do so here.

1811t is somewhat unclear why Hegel begins with this conception of relations and only subsequently advanc
another.
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whole because of the parts making it up, and so on. Hegel is especially clear on this poin
lectures. As he argues, the categories of Essence are rel&ttonal:
Thought determinations in the logic of the essence are purely relative. Ground
has meaning only by reference to existence, cause only by reference to effect, anc
so on. No such category is any longer purely independent of the other, but each is
marked by its reflection within the other, by its reference to the other. (VL 129).
What, then, is the problem afflicting these characterizations of things as medfted”
Hegel, the problem concerns the form of argument used to justify conceiving of things in
relational terms. More specifically, the problem afflicts this particular conception of what
conceiving of things in relational terms entails. Suppose we argue that one thing is what i
because of its dependence on another that does not depend on it. For Hegel, this form of
argument self-undermines, since it turns out to entail dependence in the other direction. F
that, in HegelOs analogy, the light depends on the light source, rather than the reverse. T
of argument seems capable of being put to an alternative and equally legitimate use, for t
second is no less dependent on the first, though perhaps not for exactly the same reason
requires a light source, but it is no less true that something cannot be a light source witho
emitting light. This dependence is not attributable to any mysterious backward causal rele
between the light emitted and the light source. Rather, the dependence is conceptual, sin

only relative to the light (actually or possibly) emitted that the light source can legitimately

defined as a light source at all. Similarly, it is only relative to some (actual or possible) effe

182 See also Wolff (2012: 91): OHence it is characteristic of the Doctrine of Essence that it deals only with c
determinations that, like appearance and essence, occur in pairs and relate to one another in what Hegel ¢
relation of Oreflectiort®.

183 here follow Knappik (2016), who also discusses related problems from the Doctrine of Essence: doubli
context-sensitivity, regress, and so on. | prefer to describe these as circularity problems. A more significant
difference between KnappikOs account and my own is that his is framed in terms of explanation.
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a cause can be a cause, only relative to something (actually or possibly) grounded that a
can be a ground, only relative to an (actual or possible) manifestation that a force is a fort
so on. If formerly it seemed that the light depended on the light source, now it seems that
reverse is the case. We seem to be at an impasse. One and the same general form of ar¢
be used to justify the attribution and the reverse attribution.

A caveat. Occasionally, the new use found for original form of argument is not to e
full reversal of the original attribution, but simplpartial one. For instance, the objector who
maintains that a light source is defined relative to emitted light could concede that emittec
is defined relative to a light source as well, since anything emitted must be emitted from
something.

Hitherto, shining into another has seemed to be HegelOs name for a solution to thi
problem of passing into another. Yet for complex reasons | will simply gloss over here it is
thought by Hegel to be an appropriatane for a new problem this proposed solution create

In the next section, | will briefly consider an example of the problem Hegel identifie
with definitions of the Absolute as mediated, shining into another.

Let us now turn to a straightforward example of the problem afflicting categories frt
the Doctrine of Essence, categories that characterize things in relational terms (as media
clear example of this problem is found in HegelOs discussion of the category pair Owhole
parts.O As Hegel writes, we seem to oscillate between considering the whole to have pric
the parts, and the parts to have priority over the whole.

There is a passage from the whole to the parts and from the parts to the whole,

and in the one [the whole or the part] the opposition to the other is forgotten since
each is taken as a self-standing concrete existence, the one time the whole, the
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other time the parts. Or since the parts are supposed to subsist inEthe whole and
the whole to consist of [bestehen aus] the one time the one, the other time the
other is the subsisting [Bestehende] and the other is each time the unessential. (E!
a 136 A)

Here, Hegel offers a complementary description of the problem he calls shining into anot
Any argument we give for the priority of the whole over the parts will only succeed on one
condition. It will succeed only on the condition that we suppress (or OforgetO) some addit
facet of its relationship to the parts (Oopposition to the otherQ), a facet that is difficult to r
with its alleged priority over them. The same is true for arguments for the priority of the pe

over the whole.

Importantly, Hegel denies that the relational categories of part and whole from the
second division (essence) apply to organisms. Only with a richer set of categories that be
available in the third division (the concept) will we be capable of grasping the distinctive ri
between part and whole characteristic of living beings. At this stage, there can only be
asymmetrical dependence relations between parts and whole. At most, then, there can be
mechanical relationship between the two. In an organism, however, theweuel dependence

between the parts and the whole. We will revisit this point later.

Let us attempt to see how this dynamic might arise by examining an argument for -
priority of the whole over the parts. At first, the whole seems prior, since it is independent
parts. The whole can certainly survive the loss of any particular part. It can even survive t
of any subset of its parts, or the set of all its parts, provided the subset or whole set is eve

replaced. The whole endures, even as the parts do not.
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Yet this very argument, when pressed further, turns out to reveal an important resg
which it is the parts and not the whole that are prior. By uncovering the true extent of the
independence of the parts, the argument has revealed the limits of this independence. Tri
whole may be independent of any particular part or set of parts (complete or incomplete).
cannot survive the loss of any and all parts whatsoever. Without any parts at all, it would |
Hence, the whole may be independent of any particular part, ordstbf)parts. However, it is

not independent of parts as such.

If that is so, then it may seem that the parts are independent of the whole, and car
outside of it. Hegel confronts this claim with a dilemma. If we claim the parts can subsist (
the whole, then, it seems, we will have thereby ceased to conceive of these parts as part:
After all, the concept of the parts is an inherently relational concept. Parts are always par
some (actual or possible) whole. This is not to say that we are not permitted to conceive «
parts in some other (non-relational) way, and then assert their independence of the whole
independent status in relation to it. Rather than conceive of them as parts, we might conc
these items as having some other defining (non-relational) properties. These independen
subsisting items might be conceived of as atoms, for example. However, once we concei
them in this way, we are effectively conceding that it is not as parts at all that they earn th
to be considered independent. It is as bearers of some other (non-relational) property tha

SO.

Hence, we seem destined to revert to the first position. Once we concede that part

a (real or possible) whole of which they are constituent parts, then it would seem that the
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cannot subsist independent of the whole. It is relative to the concept of a (real or possible
that some set of things gain their entitlement to be considered parts. At this point, we see
driven back to arguing for a conception of the whole as that on which the parts depend, a
point the process of oscillation begins agdinvould be interesting to ask if there is somethit
inherent in the nature of relations (metaphysical, logical, social or otherwise) that makes ¢
processes of inversion likely. Not every relation is symmetrical. If | am your parent, this dc
entail that you are mine. However, every relation between one term and a second can alv
viewed from the reverse direction, namely, as a relation between the second term and the
The road from Athens to Thebes is also the road from Thebes to Athens; relationality is a
way street84 In terms of our present example, if | am a parent of yours, then you are nece
a child of mine, because that is just the same relation viewed from the reverse direction. |
relations, then, the dependence relation, though not necessarily symmetrical in any simpl
will be two-sided. And, Hegel argues, this renders it vulnerable to a distinctive kind of reve

inversion.

iv. The Doctrine of the Concept

In the Doctrine of the Concept, we turn to a set of categories that characterize the
both immediate and mediated at once. As in the Doctrine of Essence, the thing is mediate
it is what it is by virtue of its relationship to something else that is distinct from it. At this st
however, the form of mediation in question is compatible with immediacy for the following

reason. In a sense, this further thing by which the thing is mediated is nothing distinct fror

184] here follow Descombes (2014), who makes this feature of relations a theme.
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at all. Rather, it is simply the thing itself, albeit in a different form. If this is so, then it follov
that the thingOs mediation by another is, at the same time, mediation by itself. It is theref

immediacy, independence of anything distinct from itsS&lf.

Described at this level of generality, HegelOs idea of something both mediated anc
immediate may seem to be a contradiction in terms. We must consider this new definition

greater detail if we are to dispel the impression that it is simply incoherent.

In the Doctrine of Essence, things were mediated, whereas in the Doctrine of the (
things are both mediated and immediate at once. In order to clarify the difference betwee
two forms of mediation, Hegel introduces yet another metaphor. He distinguishes betwee
shining into another, found in the Doctrine of Essence, and a different process he calls

Odevelopment,O found in the Doctrine of the Concept.

The way the concept proceeds is no longer passing over or shining in an other.
It is instead development since what are differentiated are at the same time
immediately posited as identical with one another and with the whole, each
being the determinacy that it is as a free beingEof the whole concept. (EL @
161)

Passing over into an other is the dialectical process in the sphere of being and
the process of shining in an other within the sphere of essence. The movement
of the concept is, by contrast, the development, by means of which that alone
is posited that is already on hand in itself (EL @ 161 Z)

185| differ here from an interpreter like Horstmann for whom the most basic case of such a relation is (some
Hegelian analogue of) KantOs transcendental unity of apperception. In my view, the most basic case such
more generic logical structure of which the transcendental unity of apperception is merely a single distinctiv
instance. The structure of the Concept belongs to the first part of HegelOs system, logic, whereas the (Heg
analogue of the) TUA belongs to the third, spirit. Only in the realm of spirit, is the structure of the Concept s
conscious: only there is it a structure a thing can bear simply in virtue of thitdeéifgo do so.
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We will now proceed to examine the contrast two forms of mediation in greater detail by

comparing shining into another and development.

Chiefly important in this passage is HegelOs claim that the form of mediation callet
shining into another involves a fairly stark distinction between a tingigthe other to which it
relates. Returning to HegelOs metaphor, there is a clear distinction between the light-sou
the light. In this way, the possibility of deeming one and not the other independent is (alle

preserved. It is the light-source that is independent, rather than the light.

By contrast, the form of mediation Hegel calls development involves a less stark
distinction between the thing in question and the other to which it relates. In order to illust
why this is so, Hegel asks us to consider a paradigmatic case of development: the proces
growth and maturation that occur in the realm of organic life (EL & 161 Z). As before, ther:
mediation. Like the light and the light source, the plant can be understood only in relation
seed. Yet the form of mediation differs for the following reason: while the light is distinct fr
the light source, the plant is just the seed at a later stage of its development. For Hegel, ti
are identical, because the plant has a single nature or essence, one that is manifested at
in the process of its development, though perhaps most fully realized at the end. (EL & 1€
The termEntwicklunghas a connotation Hegel may be drawing on in this passage: it connc
the uncoiling or unfolding of somethingence, there is also immediacy. The plantOs depen

on the seed is self-dependence. In that sense, it is independent of anything alien.

The (Aristotelian) understanding of organic life on which HegelOs notion of develoj

relies is philosophically contentious. However, Hegel never explicitly defends it in these p
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though he will do so much later in the chapter on the Idea. How, then, can he expect this
undefended set of claims about organic life to bear so much weight at this early stage? Tl
answer is that HegelOs account of life does not need to be defended at this stage, becau
such a limited role. In these opening sections of the Doctrine of the Concept, HegelOs ac
life is only used for illustrative purposes. Like passing into another and shining into anotht
(organic) development is simply a metaphor illustrating how definitions of the Absolute in
particular division of thé.ogic operate, even definitions having very little to do with organic
in any ordinary sense. Like passing and shining, development is not itself an actual defini

the Absolute, although this may have been clearer in the previous division.

Having concluded his discussion of an illustration from the sphere of organic life, F
concludes that the form of mediation found in the realm of development is a form of imme
as well. Since both are the same thing, this type of mediation is just the thingOs mediatiol
itself. Hence, this type of mediation is immediacy, because the relation that the thing stan
another is really just a relation it stands in to itself. Of course, this immediacy differs from
earlier, simpler form in that it is compatible with a degree of differentiation between the Ak
and its other. In the Doctrine of Being, by contrast, immediacy often took a different form:
existed without differentiation, since the thing (typically) had no other at all.

By describing such a complex structure in detail, Hegel seems to have succeeded
showing that a definition of the Absolute in terms of the Concept would not be incoherent,
least. However, Hegel must now actually argue for such a definition. Since defining the Al
in this way means defining it as undergoing development, in HegelOs sense, arguing for t

definition can only mean explaining why development solves the problems to which shinir
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another and passing into another gave rise. We can briefly anticipate how it will do so by
reflecting further on this metaphor, though more is required to argue for the claim.
Development will need to solve the main problem with shining into another. This

problem, recall, arose in the following way. Initially, relations are conceived in such a way
one term is dependent upon the other, rather than the reverse. Yet it then seemed that the
dependence in the reverse direction as well. Development remedies this problem througt
conception of relations that does justice to their Otwo-sidedO character. In these relations
dependency of one on the other is acknowledged to co-exist with N even to imply or enta
dependence of the other on the one, though the dependencies need not be of the same k
plant depends upon the seed in one sense. The plant was produced by it. Yet the seed de¢

the plant in another. The plaistits telos.

Development also remedies the problem of passing into another. That problem, re:
arose when characterizing things in non-relational terms turned out to entail doing so in
relational ones. Yet development reveals these to be capable of coherently coexisting. Th
can only be understood in relation to something (notionally) distinct, the plant. Yet in anotl
sense it is unrelated to anything distinct from itself, since that to which it relates is just itse

different guise.

Crucially, the most extreme version of this problem also does not arise: the infinite
regress. We can anticipate the form HegelOs solution will take by recalling that seed and
repeating phases in a life-cycle: seeds grow into plants, plants produce seeds, and the cy

begins again. In this way, Hegel is able to halt any regress that might arise by showing th
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terms in a structure that exhibits OdevelopmentO form a closed system: each refers to th

until the first is reached once more and the circle is complete.

Yet the metaphor also reveals the limitations of HegelOs solution to the problem pc
passing into another. Clearly, there is a perspective we can take on seed and plant that w
something resembling an infinite regress. After all, we can ask where the seed came fron
then ask of that seed where it came from, and so on and so forth. There are organicist ve
the cosmological argument. Hence, HegelOs solution cannot be to deny that there is a pe
on reality which will reveal the regress to be present. It must instead be to deny that this
perspective exhausts the nature of reality, and, moreowdfetaan alternative that reveals a

region of reality in which the regress is halted.

Especially as we prepare to consider specific examples of the definitions of the Ab
from this division, it is crucial to stress that development is only a metaphor. It is not litera
true of every category or definition of the Absolute in the Doctrine of the Concept that it
characterizes things as undergoing the form of development characteristic of living organi
is clearly true of one such definition that appears akdhe draws to a close (OLife,O the firs

form of the Idea). In other cases, it is less clear.

The first definition of the Absolute as both immediate and mediated is the Concept
In defending his definition of the Absolute as the Concept, Hegel contests a common-sen
understanding of concepts as self-standing individuals, each of which is capable of being
understood on its own, apart from its relations to other concepts. Actually, Hegel argues, «

small-c concept, in that ordinary sense, belongs to a tripartite holistic structure he calls th
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Concept, a structure in which no one element-type can be understood apart from the othe
This structure comprises three basic types of element: universal, particular, and, individuz
will consider the definitions of these element-types in greater detail presently. For now, hc
HegelOs examples of universal, particular, and individual are helpful to consult: the conce
animal (a Ogenus0), the concept of a horse (a OspeciesO), and finally, this particular hor
OindividualO). OThe horse is first an animal. and that is its universality. It then has its

determinateness, which is its particularity-the species horse. Its particularity steps forth a:

species of the genus. But third itfss horse, the singular subjedt(VL 180)

Even if the Concept must contain each type of element, it does not follow that it ne
contain any specibc number of each type of element. It might well contain any number of
elements of the different types. In the case of one element type (individual), it might well
zero tokens of that type. Not all universal or particular concepts need have individual inst:
Every ghost may be a spirit, but there may be no such beings. Yet, as | argue, the elemer
individual remains an irreducible component of the Concepts for the following reason. Ev

universal or particular concept mustdagpableof having individual instances.

Concerning the Concept, Hegel will make an argument we will spend the remainde
the essay reconstructing. For Hegel, the structure of the Concept is holistic: none of these
of element can be understood apart from its (actual or possible) association with element
other two types (Step 1). Moreover, Hegel draws from this the rather striking conclusion tl

each element-type is identical with the other two (Step 2). But then, Hegel argues, each €
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owing to its identity with the other two, must also be identical with the whole, understood

full triad. (Conclusioi

As we will see, this three-step argument is crucial to HegelOs overarching aims in
Logic, as they have been described here. It will be used to show that in the Doctrine of the
Concept there is Odevelopment,O rather than the Opassing into anotherO that occurred i
Doctrine of Being or the Oshining into anotherO in the Doctrine of Essence. In this way, F
can claim to have shown that a category-type characterizing things as both immediate an

mediated, rather than as either alone, succeeds where the other twaitgges

Begin with Step 1 of HegelOs argument: the claim that each element type must be

understood in relation to the other two.

In order to construct an argument for this claim, we can begin by attempting to defi
each element-type in isolation. We will then seek to show that these definitions always tac
make reference to the other two element-types. Defined accurately, each element-type

necessarily stands in some (actual or possible) relation to the other two.

It is relatively easy to understand why the element-types universal and particular ¢
be understood in isolation. Suppose we ask what makes a specific universal concept, suc
concept of an animal, the concept that it is. We might plausibly answer that it is a certain
(characteristically broad) scope of application that this concept has. This definition of a cc
might seem to stand on its own, but it does not. After all, the specific scope of application

concept must (at least partly) be defined in terms of the less general (particular) concepts
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subordinated to the more general one and coordinated with one another. For surely the sci
the more general concept, animal, is such that it includes the less general concepts it subc
to itself--concepts such as horse, mammal, and so on. They, at least, fall within its scope,

whatever else does. We will soon have more to say about what else does.

Similarly, these less general (particular) concepts can only be understood when the
related to the more general (universal) concepts to which they are subordinate. Once more
suppose we ask what makes a particular concept, such as horse, the concept that it is. On
we answer that is a certain scope of application, a certain characteristically restricted scop
application. Here, too, it might seem that this definition is free-standing, but by now we knc
better than to assume this is so. Whatever else defines it, the scope of this concept is itsel
partially defined by the broader scope of the more general concept to which it is subordina
Whatever else it includes, the scope of the concept mammal must admit of being characte
restricted range of the scope of the concept animal. We could also say that the scope of a
general concept that ssibordinateto a more general one is defined relative to the other less
general concepts with which this less general oneasdinate Hence, the scope of the concep
mammal would leave off where the scope of the concept bird begins, and so on and so for
Once we ask how many further such less general concepts there must be, a role for the m
general concept emerges. For the more general concept delimits the class of further less ¢
concepts coordinated with any given one. Hence, defining one less general concept in rels
those with which it is coordinated amounts to defining it in terms of the more general one a
all. This proposal too amounts to inter-defining particular and universal. Of course, this is n

rule out that its scope must also admit of being defined in an alternative way, as we will sot
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Universal concepts and particular concepts must be understood in relation to one
since the scope characteristic of each can be understood only in relation to the scope
characteristic of the other. Yet the i