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Abgtract

The aim of the thesis is to investigate Hegel's attempt
to resurrect metaphysics in the Ph¥nomenologie deg Geisteg.
Chapter 1 sets forth Hegel's general strategy for the resurrection
of metaphynico: to justify knowledge of rcality a3 a whole
through epistemology or the critique of knowledge. Chapter 2
then examines why Hegel thinks that the resurrection of metaphysics
is necessary after its destruction by the Kantian critique of
knowledge. Chapter 3 turns to Hegel*s argument for the necessity
of a critical justification of metaphysics. It reconstructs
his arguments in behalf of the critique of knowledge, and it
analyses his polemic against Schelling's postulate of intellectual
intuition. The task of chapters 4 and § is to explain how
Hegel resolves the problems that confront his ambition €o justify
metaphysics through the critique of knowledge. Chapter 4 con-
siders the objections raised by the meta-critical campaign of
Hamann, Herder, Schulze, Schlegel and Reinhold, and it examines
how Hegel attempts to re-vatablish the programme of the critique
of knowledge after the meta-critique. Chapter 5 discugsses the
problem of solipsism, and interprets the dialectic of chapters
IV and IV.A of the Ph8nomenologie as Hegel's reply to the solipsist.
Finally, chapter 6 is a historical study of Hegel's development
toward the Ph8nomenologie in Jena, It describes the stages by
which Hegel came to conceive his programme for the critical

regsurrection of mctaphysics.






Hegel had a grand ambition when he set upon the adventure

of his Phliinomenologie des Geistes: to resurrect metaphysics after

its destruction by the Kantian critique of knowledge. Rather than
allowing metaphysics to relapse into pre=critical dogmatism,

Hegel maintained that it had to respond to the challenge of the
critique., The foundation of metaphysics was to be nothing less
than the critique of knowledge itself. This attempt to justify
metaphysics through the critique of knowledge is the fundamental

enterprise of the Phinomenologie des Geistes. It is indeed this

enterprise which distinguishes Hegel from all his contemporaries.
Against his contemporaries-—~who aifirmed either a dogmatic meta-
physics or the critique of knowledge, but never both—Hegel
claimed that he had found the path to base metaphysics upon the
critique of knowledge.

The main task of the following thesis is to come to terms

with Hegel'!s resurrection of metaphysics in the Ph¥nomenologie

des Geistes. It investigates his apparently paradoxical attempt

to justify metaphysics through the critique of knowledge. There

are four questions that naturally arise in considering this

theme. (1) What does it mean to base metaphysics upon the

critique of knowledge? What claims must Hegel commit himself to

in embarking upon such a programme? (2) Why does Hegel think

that his programme is necessary? Why doeg he think that it is
necessary to revive metaphysics after the critique of knowledge?
And why does he believe that metaphysics has to be justified through

the critique? (3) How does Hegel achieve his ambition? How



does he re-establish the critique of knowledge after the meta-
critical campaign, so that it is a presuppositionless foundatiom
for metaphysics? And how does he use the critique of knowledge

to break out of the circle of consciousness and to establish know-
ledge of reality as a whole? (4) When does Hegel first conceive
his programme for a critical resurrection of metaphysics? How
does he come to develop such an idea during his Jena years? All

these questions will be dealt with in the following thesis.

A short word is necessary about method. My approach to

Hegel attempts to walk a middle path between the extremes of the
Anglo-American and Continental traditions. On the one hand, the
main concern of the Anglo-American tradition is to analyse Hegel's
arguments and to see them as solutions to philosophical problems;

on the other hand, the basic interest of the Continental tradition
is to interpret Hegel through the understanding of his contemporaries
and his place in the philosophical tradition. Both these approaches
have their pitfalls. The Anglo—-American iradition often reconstructs
Hegel's arguments in a historical vacumn. It is thern necessary to
read premises into Hegel's arguments, so ihat the attribution of

an argument to the historical Hegel becomes a hazardoug=-or, even
vorse, irrelevant—-business, Conversely, the Continental tradition
often loses sight of Hegel's arguments and problems, failing to

see the philosophical point behind his ideas, Hegel's problems and

arguments are simply taken for granted because they derive from

=iij-



a tradition, and his terminology is only repeated without making
it more accessible to a contemporary audience. My middle path
tries to avoid these pitfalls and to get the best of both worlds.
My approach is to analyse Hegel's arguments, but as a response

to the positions and problems of his contemporaries,so that philo-
sophical reconstruction is based upon historical fact,

Above all, though, I want to avoid that style of interpre=
tation which explains Hegel's philosophy only in the light of
modern philosophical issues and concerns, Supposedly, judging
from some Anglo-—American commentators, to make good philosophical
sense of Hegel is to see how he answers such problems as private
languages, sense-data, the analysis of propositional form, etc.
Now there is nothing wrong with such interpretations per se, and
they might indeed be philosophically interesting in bringing out
how Hegelian themes are still relevant today. What I find problematic,
however, is the underlying assumption that Hegel's philosophical
merits and defects are exhausted by his answers to modern issuesg,
This is to assume that our philosophical problems are the only
problems, and to ignore that problems themselves change with
philosophical traditions. Yet Hegel's philosophical interest
need not be exhausted by his relevance to contemporary issues.

He might be making genuine philosophical points on problems which
are genuine, if no longer burning issues of the day.

A word of cauntion, My only aim in this study is to re-
construct Hegel's arguments upon a historical foundation, If I

do not criticise Hegel, that is not because I believe his arguments,



but because I think that understanding precedes criticism. An
historical reconstruction of Hegel's arguments ought to indeed
Provide the basis for a more just and accurate philosophical
appraisal,

The ultimate hope of this study is to make Hegel's Phin-

omenologie more intelligible to an Anglo-American audience without

comprimising historical context, I want to bring out some of the
ways in which Hegel is philosophically interesting, but in the

light of his own contemporary problems,

* * *
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Notes on References and Abbreviations

In constructing the stages of Hegel's development toward
the Phinomenologie, I have relied upon the chronologies of G,
Schitler, 'Zur Chronologie von Hegels Jugendschriften', Hegel-Studien,
ii. (1963) 111=159, and H. Kimmerle, *Zur Chronologie von Hegels
Jenaer Schriften', Hegel-Studien, iv. (1967) 125-167. I have also
adopted Schiler's and Kimmerle's convention of referring to frage
mentary texts by their opening phrase of incipit.

Citations from texts repeat the original emphasis and spelling,
unless otherwise stated in a footnote.

The following abbreviations are uvsed regularly:

KrV=Kritik der reinen Vernunft
PhG=Phidnomenologie des Geistes

Wis, d. Er.=Wigssenschaft der Erfahrung
W-L=Wissenschaftslehre

Erg.=Erginzungsband

In citing from collected editions, small roman numerals
refer to volume numbers and arabic numerals tc page numbers, Sub-
divisions within a volume are indicated by a '/' (eg. '1/2' indicates
volume 1 part 2),

All references to Kant's first Kritik refer to the page
nunbers of the first and second editions, *A' for the first edition
and 'B' for the second edition. All other references to Kant refer
to the Akademie edition,.

All references to Hegel's Phinomenologie are to the standard
edition of J. Hoffmeister, Phinomenoclogie des Geistes (Hamburg, Meiner,
1952), and all references to the Logic are to the standard edition of
G, Lasson, Wissenschaft der Logik (Hamburg, Meiner, 1967)
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1.

The Metaphysical Aim of the Phinomenologie des Geistes

‘Es 8ind nun mehr als 150 Jahre her, dass Hegel an
Schelling die Frage richtete, was er von der Idee
einer Phan, d. Geistes halte? Wissen wir heute eine
Antwort auf Hegel's Frage? Wissen wir tlberhaupt, was
die Idee von Hegel's Phin. ist?!?

O. PYggeler



The Phinomenologie as the Critical Resurrection of Metaphysics

Hegel has a grand ambition in his Phinomenologie des Geistes

(PhG)t: to re—establish metaphysics upon a firm foundation after

its destruction by the Kantian critique of knowledge, Despite

all Kant's critical limits upon reason, Hegel wants to justify

not only the possibility, but even the necessity of metaphysics,

ie. the rational knowledge of reality as a whole, This metaphysical
ambition of the PhG is affirmed from the very beginning in its
'Vorrede', Here Hegel reveals that his intention in writing his
'System der Wissenschaft'! is to bring philosophy closer to its

ideal of science(Wissenschaft).1 This statement has to be under-

stood in the context of Hegel's purely metaphysical conception

of the task of philosophy, The aim of philosophy, he writes in

his 1801 Differenz,2 is to know the absoclute, the unconditioned

or the universe as a whole, Thus when Hegel states that his

aim is to help philosophy toward its goal of science he means

that he intends to put metaphysics upon a firm scientific foundation,
There is an apparent paradox behind Hegel's ambition to

resurrect metaphysics in the PhG, Although his aim is to overe

throw the limits imposed upon reason by the Kantian critique of

1, Phinomenologie des Geistes, ed, Hoffmeister (Hamburg, Meiner
1952), p. 12

2, G,W,F, Hegel, Werke in zwanzig BYnden, ed, Moldenhauer and
Michel iFrankfurt, Suhrkamp, 19705, ii 25




knowledge, his new foundation for metaphysics is to be nothing
less than the critique of knowledge itselfy The PhG does not
struggle against the demands of the critique, but it in fact
strives to satisfy them, For Hegel, there cannot be a relapse
into the dogmatism of pre-Kantian metaphysics, The great con-
tribution of the first Kritik is.precisely its destruction of
Wolffian rationalism, and Kant is surely right to declare in

the Prolegomena that *no future metaphysics can come forward

as a science alone' unless it first reckons with the critique.
Metaphysics simply cannot escape the basic demand of the cri-
tiques taccept no claims to rational knowledge without a previous
investigation and criticism of the powers of reason!, In the
PhG, Hegel rejeots Schelling's and Jacobi's attempt to re-estab-
lish metaphysics through intellectual intuition Jjust because
it cannot satisfy this demand of the critique, Schelling and
Jacobi cannot answer the simple oritical question 'How is this
known?', and so they have to resort to their desperate appeal
to an esoteric faculty,

This demand of the oritique is decisive for the method
of the PhG, In the 'Einleitung!, Hegel insists that the philo=-
sopher precede his claim to absolute knowledge with a critique,
When philosophy first appears upon the scene, he says,1 it has
no right to presume to be a superior standpoint to that or ord=
inary oconsciousness or common sense, Rather, philosophy has to

Justify itself before ordinary consciousness, showing itself to

1. mG' Pe 66



be necessary according to the self-examination of ordinary
consciousness, The critique which precedes the philosopher's
absolute knowledge is thus nothing less than the dialectic of
ordinary consciousness, ie, that self=examination and self-criti-
cism whereby it evaluates its beliefs by its own standards of
knowledge, This dialectic is then made into the test of a
philosophical principle, The philosopher has to test his claim
against the dialectic, seeing whether it is verified or falsified
by the self-criticism of consciousness, His claim is Justified
only when it proves to be a necessary result of oonsciousness?
dialectic,

Hegel's ambition to resurrect metaphysiocs upon the basis of
Kant's critique of knowledge appears even in the original title
of the PhG, 'Wissenschaft der Erfahrung des Bewusstaeina'.1 Like
Kant and Fichte, Hegel endorses experience as his standard of know-
ledge, Hence he writes in a Kantian~Fichtean spirit in the *'Vore
rede's 'Das Bewusstsein weiss und begreift nichts, als was in
seiner Erfahrung ist...'.2 The metaphysician's claim to abaolute
knowledge has to be tested against the experience of consecious-
ness, What is 'in itself' for the philosopher has to become
'for itself' through consciousness' own experience, In order to

Justify metaphysics through experience, Hegel certainly has to

1. The PhG is originally conceived as a 'Wissenschaft der Er-
fahrung', but, during the printing of the work, Hegel replaces

this title with another, 'Wissenschaft der Ph¥nomenologie des Geistes,
On the circumstances surrounding Hegel's decision to change the

title, see F, Nicolin 'Zum Titleproblem der Ph¥nomenologie des
Geistes' in Hegel=-Studien, IV (1967), 113-123

2 PhG, pe 323 cf, p. 558




extend the sense of ‘experience' beyond its narrow Kantian
limits, where it applies exclusively to sense percpetion. But
Hegel replies that Kant artificially and arbitrarily restricts
the bounds of experience:
',..aber die Erfahrung, die Betrachtung der Welt heisst
Kant nie was anderes, als dass hier ein Leuchter steht,
hier eine Tabaksdose,...Aber man wird auch fiir die Bewahr-
heitung des Unendlichen nicht eine sinnliche Wahrnehmung
fordern wollenj der Geist ist nur fdr den Geist'.?
Experience is not only sense perception, Hegel insists, but
also what is discovered through the examination of one's immed-
jate awareness, ie. what appears to be given and known without

further reflection, This is by no means a technical or stipulative

use of the word 'Erfahrung', and there is nc need to replace this

term with another (eg. 'Erleben', as Kroner suggests).2 Hegel

is only reviving the original sense of experience where it denotes
what is known by an experiment.’ According to this original sense,
experience is anything that one learns through experiment,

through trial and error, or through an enquiry about what appears
to be the case, Hegel's term 'Erfahrung' is then to be taken

in its literal meaning: a journey or adventure (fahren), which
arrives at a result (er-fahren), so that 'Erfahrung' is

quite literally 'das Ergebnis des Fahrts'. The journey undertaken

Te Hegel, Werke, xx. 352

2, See R. Kroner, Von Kant bis Hegel (THbingen, Mohr, 1924)

ii. 374

3 According to Hoffmeister, Paracelus is the first to use
'Erfahrung*, where it is the substitute for the latin 'experientia‘,
a trial or experiment, or the knowledge gained by such means. See

his Wrterbuch der philosophischen Begriffe (Hamburg, Meiner, 1955), p.

209



by consciousness in the PhG is that of its own dialectic. Not
aware of what it really knows, consciousness cross examines it-
gself, asking itself the simple question 'What do I know?'. What
it discovers through its self-examination or dialectic is its
experience, Hence, in the 'Einleitung' to the PhG, Hegel iden-
tifies the dialectic of consciousness with its experience:
‘Diese dialektische Bewegung, welche das Bewusstsein an

ihm selbst, sowohl an seinem Wissen als an seinem Gegen-
stinde austibt, insofern ihm der neue wahre Gegensiand daraus

enigp*ingj, ist eigentlich dasjenige, was Erfahrung genannt
wird!

What allows Hegel to extend the oconcept of experience beyond

its narrow use in the empiricist tradition is his all~-too Kant-
ian insistance that it is not possible to separate the conditions
of experience from what is given in perception, The empiriocist's
definition of experience as sense impressions in contrast to ab-
stract ideas only begs the question, The concepts by which exper-
ience is understood are constitutive of it, Hence Hegel's deoided—
ly more intellectual concept of experiences it is not just sense
perception, which cannot even appear to consciousness on its own,
but it is also the laws and concepts by which it is understood,
'Die Empirie ist nicht blosses Beobachten, H8ren, Flithlen,
das Einzelne Wahrnehmen, sondern geht wesentlioch darauf,
Gattungen, Allgemeines, Gesetze zu finden, Und indem sie
diese hervor?ringt, 80 trifft sie mit dem Boden des Begriffs
ZUSammeN,. "

This concept of experience means that it is possible to broaden

and deepen one's experience simply by discovering the necessary

1. BlG' Pe 13
2. Hegel, Werke, xx., 79
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conditions of its appearance, This deepening and broadening
of experience through the discovery of its necessary conditions
is in fact characteristic of the entire dialectic of the PhG.
As it ascends a new stage of consciousness, the self-examining
subject learns the conditions of its experience on a previous
stage, It discovers that what is apparently given on a lower
stage requires the concepts and presuppositions of a higher
stages The subject then finds that its self-awareness of the
conditions of its experience is in fact constitutive of its
experience,

Hegel's advocacy of experience as the standard of know-
ledge for metaphysics reveals the underlying strategy behind
his reply to Kant, The PhG is to be nothing less than the
'transcendental deduction' of metaphysics, According to Kant,
a transcendental deduction is a justification of synthetic a
priori principles which shows them to be necessary conditions
of possible experience.1 It begins from some undeniable faot

which is true of any possible experience (eg. the 'Ich denke!)

and it then discovers the necessary conditions of such a fact,
arguing that it cannot be without certain synthetic a priori
principles, Now Just as Kant argues in the transcendental
deduction of the first Kritik that the categories are a neces-
sary condition of any possible experience, so Hegel contends

in the PhG that the synthetic a priori ideas of metaphysics are

1le  Kritik der reinen Vernunft, ed, R, Schmidt (Hamburg, Meiner
1971), B 117, 129




a necessary condition of actual experience, Only where Kant's
categories are abstract, the 'forms in general! for any possible
experience, Hegel's metaphysical ideas are concrete, necessarily
ture of actual experience, By embarking upon such a transcendental
deduction, Hegel hopes to disarm Kant's fundamental objection to
metaphysics: that it transcends the limits of experience. The

PhG aims to establish a strictly immanent metaphysics, and it
cannot tolerate a transcendent metaphysics which appeals to a
special source of knowledge transcending experience., Hence the

absolute knowledge of the PhG is nothing more than Er-innerung,

the recollection of the whole experience of consciousness,
Another respect in which Hegel attempts to reconstruct
metaphysiocs upon the basis of the oritique appears in an argu-
ment in the 'Vorrede' ito the PhG, According to this argument,
ordinary oonsciousness has a right to educate itself up to the
standpoint of philosophy, and it ought to accept this standpoint
only when it agrees with the self-—criticism of its own beliefs.1
Here Hegel rejeocts Schelling's and Jacobi's intellectual intuition,
which presumes that the philosopher's insight is esoteric, avail-
able to only a select few with special capacities of intuition
or imagination, The standpoint of philosophy, he insists, can-
not justify itself by appeals to authority, Rather, it ought to
be accessible to everyone alike, and it ought to be justified

before everyone's critical understanding, Hence experience is

1. PhG, 17, 25



the appropriate standard of knowledge for metaphysics: exper-
ience is exoteric, given to the awareness of everyone alike.1

In rejecting esotericism, and in granting each individual the
right to educate himself up to the standpoint of philosophy,
Hegel is only recognising one of the basic principles of Kant's
critique. This principle is what Kant calls the duty of self-
thought,2 a duty which his critique is to exercise and defend
by clarifying the standards of reason, According to this duty,
the individual ought to exercise his own critical understanding,
He must not accept beliefs because they are commanded by authority,
but only because they agree with his own understanding and con=-
science, In other words, he should not think and act on prin-
ciples because they are presoribed by his state, church or com-
munity, but because they are self-prescribed, This duty of
gelf=thought obliges each individual simply as an intelligent
or rational being. A rational being has a sufficient oriterion
of right and wrong, of truth and falsity, within himself, and
so he is capable of autonomy, of thinking and acting according
to self-given principles, Now Hegel also defends this right of
self-thought~—it is the only royal road to science, the Waste~

3

book informs us“~—and he then demands that the standpoint of

philosophy Justify itself before its formdiable tribunal, It

is indeed precisely through the exercise of his self-thought

Te Hence Kant's statement in the Prolegomena: 'Mein Platz
ist das fruchtbare Bathos der Erfahrung...'. See Kant's Ge-
gsamnelte Schriften, ed., Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften
(Berlin, Reimer,.1903), iv, 374

26 See Kant's essay 'Was heisst: Sich im Denken orientiren?!
in Schriften, viii, 145

3. Hegel, Werke, ii, 557




that the individual educates himself up to the standpoint
of philosophy,

Hegel's aim to satisfy the demands of the critique
in re-constructing metaphysics is nowhere more apparent,
though, than in his plan to systematise and realise Kant's ideal
of knowledge, According to Kant's first Kritik, to know an ob-
Jeot is to create it, to produce it according to the laws of
consciousness, The paradigm of knowledge is therefore self=
knowledge, for to be aware of an object is only to be aware
of the embodiment of onet's own activity, This paradigm of know-
ledge is nothing less than what Kant calls the principle behind
his 'new method of thought', As Kant puts this principle:
'eeowir nmlioh von den Dingen nur das a priori erkennen, was
wir selbst in sie 1egen".1 This new method of thought states
that reason knows of an object only what it actively creates
and structures in its ',..die Vernunft nur das einsieht, was
sie selbst nach ihrem Entwurfe hervorbringt...'g Kant thinks
that something is intelligible to reason only if it creates it;
and reason's activity is perfectly transparent to itself; %,..was
Vernunft gidnzlich aus sich selbst hervorbringt, sich nicht ver—
stecken kann, sondern selbst durch Vernunft ans Licht gebracht
wird...'3 Kant's commitment to this standard of knowledge is

also explicit when he states that only a purely intuitive intellect,

10 KrV, B xviii
2.  Ibid., B xiii
3e Ibid,, A xx



ie. an intellect which creates its object in the act of know-
ing it, knows its object in itself, and not only as an appear-

ance,

In sections 76 and 77 of the Kritik der Urteilskraft,

Kant further explains his paradigm of knowledge through a con-

trast between a divine intuitive understanding (intellectus arche-

typus) and our human discursive understanding (intellectus ec~

jxpgg).z He postulates the idea of an intuitive understanding
in order to highlight the limitations of our discursive under-
standing. He draws two contrasts between these types of intelli-
gence, (1) Although there is a distinction between possibility
and actuality for a discursive understanding, there is no such
distinction for an intuitive understanding, This distinction
applies to the discursive understanding because it employs ab-
gtract concepts which conceive only the possibility of an objeot,
while the object!s existence has to be given from an external
gource, This distinction does not hold for the intuitive under-
standing, though, because it creates its object in the very act
of knowing it, (2) A discursive understanding distinguishes
between universal and particular since it has only an 'analytic!
universal that abstracts from all the particulars that fall

under it; the universal cannot determine the particular, then,

so that each particular is contingent for the universal, An
intuitive understanding, however, unites universal and particular

since it has a t'synthetic! universal that determines every partiou-

1. Tbid., A 249-250
2e Kant, Schriften, v. 401=10
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lar falling under it, so that each particular is necessary

for the universal, Now it is important to recognise that Kant
conceives this distinction between types of understanding as a
distinction between forms of explanation, and in particular be=-
tween teleological and mechanical explanation., A teleological
explanation sees its object as a self-gnerating organism where
the idea of the whole determines the formation of all its partis;
a mechanical explanation conceives its object as a mechanism
which is generated by an external cause, and where the idea of
the whole does not determine its parts, all of which are replace-
able., Hence for teleological explanation there are no distinc-
tions between possibility and actuality, universality and parti-
cularity, while for mechancial explanations such distinctions hold.

Now it is this Kantian ideal of knowledge, the intellectus

archetypus, which Hegel turns into the guiding principle for his

resurrection of metaphysice, Hegel's adherence to Kant's ideal

dates back at least to his 1801 Differenz when he celebrates

the 'spirit' of the Kantian philosophy: its principle of self=-
knowledge or subject-object identity. This principle is truly
speculative, he declares, the firm basis for knowledge of the ab-
solute, Hegel sees this principle at work in Kant's transcendental
deduction of the categories of the understanding, What he es-
pecially admires in Kant's deduction is his identification of
self-consciousness or the unity of apperception with the concept

of an object, Such an identification is agreat advance in over-

coming the subject—~object dualisms:

-12-



'In dem Prinzip der Deduktion der Kategorien ist diese
Philosophie echter Idealismus...In jener Deduktion der
Verstandesformen ist das Prinzip der Spekulation, die
Identitdt des Subjekts und Objekts, auf bestimmteste aus-
gesprochen, .Diese Theorie des Versta?des ist von der Ver-
nunft lber die Taufe gehalten worden'
Although Hegel thus praises Kant for discovering the principle
of subject-object identity, he still criticises him for stopping
short with it, The principle of the unity of apperception holds
only for any possible experience, and that still leaves a given
and contingent actual experience, Hegel argues that it is also
necessary to extend the principle to actual experience, so that
it is not given and contingent, but posited by and necessary
to self-consciousness, Otherwise, if the principle is not extend-
ed and if experience remains given, then idealism has to set
limits to knowledge by postulating an unknowable thing-in-itself
as the cause of representations,
Hegel's resurrection of metaphysics is not a reaction
against Kant's Copernican revolution, then, but it is in fact
the completion of it, Hegel insists that Kant is too conserva~
tive with his own revolutionary principle, He restricts it to
a mere regulative role in sense experience, where it is only a
guide to enquiry in helping to systematise the laws of experience,
and where it ia possible to proceed only as if were true, But
it is necessary to be more radical, Hegel argues, and to put
Kant's principle in a oonstitutive role where it is ture of reality
in itself, The aim of the PhG is to realise that project which

Hegel set for himself in the Differenz: to establish Kant's prin-

1. Hegel, Werke, ii, 9=10



ciple of subject-object identity in a philosophical system,
so that it is made into a truly speculative principle. Thus
the scenario for the completion of the Copernican revolution

is to be nowhere else than the PhG itself,

11

The Task of Metaphysics in the Phinomenologie

What is the task of the metaphysics in the PhG? What
does it attempt to know? What is its object of knowledge?
Sadly, Hegel is never very explicit about the task of his

metaphysics. He writes in the Differenz that the aim of philo-

sophy is to know the absclute, or to construct the absolute for
consciousneSS.1 But this obviously does not explain anything,
and only restates the problem, For what is the absolute?
Although Hegel never presents a simple and basic defini-
tion of the absolute, some definitions and explanations are
offered by his former philosophical ally, Schelling, It is
Schelling who provides the best opening clue about the nature
of Hegel's metaphysics, Sure enough, Hegel later breaks with
Schelling precisely over the nature of the absolute and the
task of metaphysicss but it is crucial to recognise that he does
so only by transforming and developing some of the consequences
of Schelling's ideas., Its best to begin, then, with a brief
account of Schelling's definitions, and then to explain how Hegel

develops them, This should reveal the origins of Hegel's ideas

1. Hegel, Werke, ii, 25



and it should also explain why he thought it necessary to

transform Schelling's starting point.

According to Schelling's Darstellung meines Systems,1

the standpoint of philosophy is that of reason, and the task

of reason is to know das An-sich, ie, the thing in itself,

apart from its relations to other things, and as if there is

nothing else outside it, The Jahrbticher then contrast the

thing in itself with its appearances, where its appearances

are its relations to other things, whether these relations be
to a knowing subject or another object.2 This thing in itself
is then nothing less than substance, substance in contrast to
its properties, since the properties of a thing relate it to
other things, either by likening it to them or by contrasting
it against them, Substance is by definition that in which all
properties exist, but which cannot in turn be a property existing
in anything else, Now it is in terms of the thing in itself or
substance that Schelling defines the absolute, He virtually
equates the absolute with the thing in itself, defining it as
that which is in and through itself and not in and through

something elae.3

But he also identifies his absolute with sub-
substance, calling it *'die Eine unendliche Su.bstanz'.4

What, more pfeoiaely, though, does Schelling mean when
he talks about the absolute as being 'in and through itself

and not in and through another thing'? Roughly, he means that

1. Schellings Werke, ed, M. Schr8ter (Munich, Beck'sche Ver-
lagsbuchhandlung, 1927S, iii, 11

2 Ibid., iv, 98, 115

3 Ibid., Erg, ii. 78

4, Ibid., Erg, ii, 128



the absolute is that which has a self-sufficient essence

and existence, an essence and existence which does not de-

pend upon anything else, But in what sense does the absolute
not depend upon anything else? There are three senses in which
Schelling attributes self-sufficiency or independence to the
absolute, although these are never clearly distinguished by him,

(1) The absolute has substantial independence in that it does not

inhere in another substance in order to existj it is not the
mode or property of a substance, but it is that in which any

mode or property inheres, (2) The absolute has essential

independence in that it has an inner essence or nature which does
not depend upon the essence or nature of antyhing else, It is

defineable strictly in its own sul generis terms, and does not

have to be defined in its relations to anything else, (3) The
absolute has causal independence in that it does not depend upon
another external cause in order to existy it is self-causing,
existing by the necessity of its own nature alone, Aocording to
Schelling's definition, then, the absolute is nothing less than
the ultimate unit of reality, It is that upon which all other
things depend, but which in turn does not depend upon them,
either substantially, essentially or causally,

This is still, however, only one of Schelling's definitions
of the absolute, He also has another definition, though, which
adds a further aspect to his idea of the absolute, This defini-

tion appears in his System der gesammten Philosophie:
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'Das Absolute ist dasjenige, welches unmittelbar durch seine

Idee auch ist, oder es ist dasjenige, zu dessen Idee es ge-
h8rt zu sein, dessen Idee also die unmittelbare A{firmation
von Seyn ist (weder Idee noch Seyn insbesondere)!

In other words, according to this definition, the absolute is
that which exists by the necessity of its own nature alonej; or,

to use Spinoza's words, it is causi sui: 'that whose essence

12

involves existence. This definition introduces a new and

distinct element, The absolute now has an existence which is
not only independent, but which is also necessary, Its independent
existence still permits the possibility that it does not existj
it states only that if it exists, then it does not depend upon
anything else; but it does not follow that it exists, still
less that its existence is necessary, It is possible that it
does not create its own existence, so that its independent exist-
ence is only contingent., This is a possibility, though, which
Schelling's second definition now rules out., So, pulling together
his two definitions of the absolute, it is necessary to define
the absolute in the following terms: it is that which has an
independent and necessary essence and existence,

According to Schelling, there is one——and only one-—
thing which satisfies his definitions of the absolute: the
universe as a whole, Only the universe as a whole fulfills
the requirement of an independent essence and existence. Any-
thing less than the universe as a whole, Schelling argues in his

1801 and 1804 S :s’cems,3 is dependent and conditioned, Each

1, Ibid., ii. 79; cf. iii. 238
2, Ethics, trans. R,H,M. Elwes (New York, Dover, 1955), p. 45
Part I, Definition 1

3 Werke, iii, 26=7, and Erg, ii, 124



individual thing depends upon another thing, Its nature
is identified only through other things, since it has to be
defined in terms of its properties, which are determinations
contrasting it against other thingsj and it comes into exist-
ence only through external causes, for, according to the
principle of sufficient reason, it is always necessary to find
some prior event which its causes its existence, The universe
as a whole, however, obviously cannot depend upon anything
else, This is all for the simple reason that it includes
everything within itself, so that there is nothing else outside
itself for it to depend upon, either in its essence or existence,
So there is one, and only one, absolute, and that is the universe
as a whole,
* * *

It is worthwhile to contrast and compare Schelling's
idea of the absolute with other ideas in the history of
philosophy, The absolute has two cousins: Descartes' and
Spinoza's substance, and Kant's thing-in-itself, It is about
as close to substance as it is far removed from the thing-in-
itself,

Schelling's idea of the absolute originates from
Descartes' and Spinoza's concept of substance, In the Prin-

ciples of Philosophy, Descartes anticipates Schelling when he

defines substance as follows:



'*By substance we can understand nothing else than a
thing which so exis*s that it needs no other thing
in order to exist!'.

In the Ethics, Spinoza then extends Descartes*' definition,
giving substance not only an independent existence, but also
an independent essence:

'‘By substance, I mean that which is in itself, and is
conceived through itself: in other words, that of which
a conceptionzcan be formed independently of any other
conception,'

The language of Schelling's definition of the absolute—
especially the prepositional phrase 'in itself and through
itself{'~—simply paraphrases Spinoza's definition, It is hardly
surprising, then, to find that Schelling equates his absolute
with substance, eg. in Bruno he dubs the absolute 'die Substanz
aller Substanzen'.3

Although akin to Descartes! and Spinoza's substance,
Schelling's idea of the absolute is distinct from Kant's thing-
in=itgelf, It is easy to confuse these ideas since there is

a verbal similarity between Schelling's das An-sich and Kant's

Ding an sich: both are defined in terms of their inner essence,

a nature which is 'an gich', It then appears as if Schelling
derives his idea from Kant, and as if he is flying in the face
of Kant's challenge to metaphysics, trying to know what Kant
holds to be unknowable, Despite this verbal similarity, though,
there is a basic conceptual difference between the absolute and

the thing-in-itself, Unlike the absolute, which is a propertyless

1. The Philosophical Works of Descartes, trans, E, Haldane
and G.R.T. Ross (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1973), i. 239
2. Ethics, pe 45, Part I, Definition 3

3‘ SChelling' WGrke, ﬁio 216
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substance, the thing-in-itself has properties, although

they are unknowable. These properties are noumenal rather
than phenomenal, the objects of an intellectual rather than

a sensible intuition. Kant therefore uses the phrase 'an sich'
in a narrower sense than Schelling, It means only that some-
thing exists apart from its relation to consciousness, not
that it exists apart from its relations to anything else, It
is perfectly possible for the Kantian thing-in-itself to de-
pend upon other things just as long as they are conscious,
Schelling himself is far from equating his absolute with Kant's
thing-in-itself, He criticises it as an abstraction, a repre-

sentation which is so empty that it does not even amount to

‘absolut Nichts',’
* * *

Such is Schelling's idea of the absolute, if only in its
barest outlines, This is the idea from which Hegel begins,
but which he soon radically transforms, Hegel accepts Schelling's
definition of the absolute as that which has an independent
essence and existence, He also agrees with Schelling that there
is a single universal substance which is the foundation of philo=-

sophy, Thus in the Geschichte der Philosophie he remarks about

Spinozat's substance:

'‘Wenn man anfidngt gu philosophieren, so muss man zuerst
Spinozist sein, Die Seele muss sich baden in diesem
Aether der einen Substanz, in derzalles, was man ftir wahr
gehalten hat, untergegangen ist,'

1. Schelling, Werke, i. 683
2. Hegel, Werke, xx. 165
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Where Hegel departs from Schelling, though, is in the assump-
tion that the absolute is only substance, the single propertyless
substratum. The central point behind his criticism is this: that
substance cannot be the absolute because it cannot have an
independent essence according to the original definition. The
problem is that a bare substance cannot be conceived in itself,
apart from its relations to anything else, for it is in fact
conceivable only in contrast to something else, and that is its
properties. Substance is by definition not its properties, but
that in which they inhere, Hence it has to be defined in con-
trast to them, so that it cannot have an independent essence
which is perfectly conceivable apart from them, The absolute
only has an independent essence, then, when it is the whole

of substance and its properties, the unity of the universal whole
and all its individual parts, This conclusion then forces Hegel

to read a new meaning into Schelling's term ‘das An-sich', In

the *'Vorrede' to the PhG, he states that 'das An-sich' is only

the beginning of the absolute, what is potential and latent,
the universal whole without its differentiation into its partsj
it is not the whole absolute, though, which is not only 'in it-
self', but also 'for itself', actualised in all its properties
or determinations.1

With this new idea of the absolute in mind, Hegel re-
conceives the task of metaphysics from its original conception
in Schelling. The aim of metaphysics is no longer to intuit

the single universal substance which lies behind all appearances,

1. PhG, 20, 24
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but it is to conceive the whole of substance and its appear-
ances, the unity of the universal whole and all its limited
modes, This is not metaphysics in the classic Aristotelian

or Wolffian sense,1 the study of being as being, being in gen=
eral, apart from its specific determinations, Hegel rejects

the idea of pure being as it is found in traditional metaphysics,
Pure being is a pure abstraction, he argues in his Qg_g;l_lg,‘? be-
cause it robs being of all its determinations. It is in fact

pure nothingness—nothingness, since to exist is to be something

determinatej or, as Hegel remarks, 'das Dasein' is 'Qualjt#t’

or 'bestimmter Gedanken'.3 Metaphysics is not the study of pure

being, then, but of how being organises, embodies and differen-
tiates itself into the totality of its specific forms., 1Its main
problem is how the one exists in the many, how the single, indi-
vigsible universal whole appears in the multiplicity of distinct
finite things, Or, in other words, to the problem in a more
characteristic Hegelian form: how is it possible to think the

4
identity of identity and difference?

1. Aristotle writes in Book IV of the Metaphysics:
'There is a science which investigates being as
being and the attributes which belong to this in
virtue of its own naturef,
See The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed., R. McKeon (New York, Ran-
dom House, 1966), p. 731 (1003a), Wolff adopts a definition of
ontology which echoes Aristotles it is 'the science of being in
general, or insofar as it is being'. See his Preliminary Discourse

on Philosophy in General, trans. Blackwell (Indianapolis, Bobbs
Merrill, 1963), pp. 39-40

2. Wissenschaft der Logik, ed. G, Lasson (Hamburg, Meiner, 1971),

i Y 66-7
3. PhG, p. 45
4, Heidegger disregards the special character of Hegel's

metaphysics in his interpretation of the 'Einleitung' to the
PhG, 'Hegel's Begriff der Erfahrung' in Holzwege (Frankfurt,
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This re-conception of the task of metaphysics explains
why Hegel insists in the ‘'Vorrede!' to the PhG that philosophy
has to assume the form of a system:

'Die wahre Gestalt, in welcher die Wahrheit existiert,
kann a}lein das wissenschaftlichen System derselben
sein',

Klostermann, 1972), pp. 105=192. He interprets Hegel so that
his aim in the PhG is to know being as being, being apart from
how it organises and embodies itself in its specific forms, When
Hegel writes in the 'Einleitung' that 'die Sache selbst' of philo-
sophy is 'dag wirkliche Erkennen dessen, was in wWahrheit ist',
Heidegger interprets this through the above lines of Aristotle,
so that 'die Sache selbst! is being as being in the classic
Aristotelian sense(p. 117). According to Heidegger, the PhG
aims to contemplate being as being or to intuit being as such:
'‘Die Philosophie beschat das Anwesende in seinem Anwesen,
Das Beschauen betrachtet das Anwesende., Es trachtet so zu
ihm, dass es das Anwesende nur als solches ansieht!'(p., 117).
The basis for this interpretation is already laid down in
Sein und Zeit:
'Sein ist was in remnen anschauenden Vernehmen sich zeigt,
und nur dieses Sehen entdeckt das Sein, Urspriingliche
und echte Wahrheit liegt in der reinen Anschauung., Diese
These bleibt fortan das Fundament der abendl#ndischen
Philosophie. In ihr hat die Hegelsche Dialektik das Motiv,
und nur auf ihrem Grund ist sie mBglich?,
See Sein und Zeit (Tdbingen, Niemeyer, 1972), p. 171. This
attribution of an intellectual intuition to Hegel is also still
in evidence in Holzwege (see pp, 117, 120, 126),
But Heidegger's assumption that Hegel wants to know
‘being as being without its specific forms misses what is
characteristio of Hegel's ontology and reads it as if there
is no difference between Hegel and Schelling, And his ascrip-
tion of an intellectual intuition to Hegel——or what he calls
'die reine Anschauung'~~also ignores Hegel's entire critique
of intellectual intuition, Hegel demands that the absolute
be known through concepts, which is only another way of saying
that the absolute has to be known through all its specific
forms,
For a criticism of Heidegger along similar lines,
see T, Adorno, Drei Studien zu Hegel (Frankfurt, Suhrkamp, 1969),
pp. 45-8, 69.
1. PhG' Pe. 12




If the aim of philosophy is to kmow the absolute, and

if the absolute is not only substance, but the unity of
substance and all its specific forms, then philosophy has

to be systematic, For only a system shows how a totality
of specific forms are organised around and generated from

a single principle, To know the absolute, it is not suffi-~
cient to know the idea of the whole but not all its parts;
for the absolute is not only the whole, but the unity of the
whole and all its parts, The mere idea of the whole is no
more absolute knowledge, Hegel remarks, than the groundplan

for a building is the building itself,’

Hegel maintains
that this is just the problem with first principles in
philosophy, eg. Fichte's 'Ich=Ich' and Schelling's 'A=A',

A first principle states only the idea of the whole and
abstracts from all its determinations, so that it cannot ex-
press absolute knowledge, Hence Hegel's apparently para-
doxical claim that a first principle is false simply because
it is a first principle.2 It claims to express absolute
knowledge as a first principle; but such a claim must be
false, for a first principle abstracts from all the specific
forms of the absolute, For absolute knowledge, then, there is

no substitute for a system. Only a system explains how

all the parts of a whole unite to form a single, indivisible

unity,

1. ch, P. 16
2, Ibid., p. 23
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What dictates Hegel's special conception of metaphysics
in the PhG is his desire to carry through with the Kantian
Copernican revolution, He maintains that this revolution
succeeds only upon one condition: that it establishes the con-
stitutive truth of Kant's principle of subject-object identity.
What, more precisely, though, does Hegel mean by this prin-
ciple? What are the oonditions for subject-object identity?
Like Kant and Schelling before him, Hegel thinks that there
are at least two requirements for subject-object identity:
the unity of possibility and actuality where an object exists
by the necessity of its own nature alonej and the unity of
universality and partiocularity where the idea of the whole
determines the identity of all its parts, The question then
arises: what in reality satisfies these conditions? Where does
subject~object identity exist? This question poses a severe
challenge for Hegel, Obviously, he has to have some criterion
for the existence of subject-object identity if he is to have
evidence for his claim that it is a constitutive truth, and
if he is to have a reply to Kant's assertion that it is only
a regulative idea, So the question is inescapable: under
what conditions is subject-object identity present in reality?
Like Schelling, Hegel maintains that it is hopeless to seek
subject-object identity in the self-consciousness of the fi-
nite subject, Kant is right: our human understanding is fi-

nite, its concepts are abstract and its object is given, So
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rather than seeking subject-object identity in the finite
subject, Hegel and Schelling look for it in nature herself,
Following Kant's suggestion in the third Kritik, they assume
that subject-object identity reveals itself only in living
phenomena, And, indeed, life does satisfy the conditions

of subject-object identity. An organism unites possibility
and actuality because it is self-generating, developing from
potentiality to actuality according to the necessity of its
own nature; and it unites universality and particularity
since an organic whole determines the growth and function

of all its parts, Both requirements of subject-object iden=-
tity are indeed fulfilled by a single concept: teleology or

what Kant calls 'finality!(Zweckmissigkeit). According to

Kantz the end (Zweck) of an object is its concept insofar
as it is the ground of its existence (hence the unity of
possibility and actuality); and it is also the idea of the
whole which determines the formation of all its parts (hence
the unity of universality and particularity). So for Kant,
the principle of subject—-object identity depends upon the
idea of finality, the idea of Jjudging nature as if it acts
according to ends, This is just the point which Hegel and
Schelling latch upon in seeking a criterion of subject=ob-
ject identity,

According to Hegel, then, the Copernican revolution in

metaphysics consists in nothing less than establishing the

1. Kant, Schriften, v. 180-1, 405=10
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necessity of an organic vision of reality, Since the prin-
ciple of subject-object identity is realised only when the
concept of finality proves to be true of the universe as a
whole, the possibility of metaphysics hinges upon the possibil-
ity of teleologys Hegel fully recognises the importance of
teleology for his renewal of metaphysics, In the 'Vorrede'

to the PhG, he poses the question of metaphysics in teleological
terms, After admitting that teleology is in disrepute, thanks
to Kant's critique of rational theology, Hegel defines reason

as 'das zweckmissige Tun' and calls for a return to the meta~-

physical tradition of Aristotle, which sees all of nature as

2
purposive,

1 P8ggeler rightly sees that Hegel's metaphysics consists
in teleology. Referring to Hegel's later system in the Enzyklopddie,
he writes: 'Die Wendung zum teleologischen Denken ist eine Rick-
wendung zur metaphysischen Tradition...'. See his 'Hegel's Jenaer
Systemkonzeption', Philosophisches Journal, Jahrgang T1 (1963/64),
315. But P8ggeler then argues that the teleological metaphysics
of the later system is incompatible with the history and experi-
ence of consciousness in the PhG, Supposedly, teleology is incom-
patible with the contingency and open-endedness of history: ',..denn
eine teleologisch gedachte Geschichte ist keine Geschichte mehr,
da zur Geschichte die unaufhebbare Offenheit fHr die Zukunft gehort...!
(p. 316). But Pbggeler's interpretation appears questionable,
The distinction he draws between Hegel's later system and the
PhG ignores the fact that Hegel attempts to justify teleology
in the PhG itselfj as PYggeler himself notes, the PhG already
defines 'Vernunft' as 'das zweckmassige Tun'. And P8ggeler's
argument that teleology is incompatible with the history and
experience of consciousness only begs the question against Hegel,
who disputes a hard and fast distinction between an a priori
teleology and an a posteriori experience of consciousness, Al=
though the PhG does maintain that there is a goal and necessity
behind the experience of consciousness, it insists that the
philosopher's knowledge of this goal and necessity cannot bring
in any more metaphysics than that which is recovered by the exper-
ience of consciousness, The aim of the dialectic is precisely for
consciousness to know this goal and necessity for itself and
from within, according to its own inner experience,

That Hegel's renewal of metaphysics rests upon a return
to Aristotle and teleology is perfectly grasped and explained
by Haym in Hegel und seine Zeit (Darmstadt, Wissenschaftliche
Buchgesellschaft, 1962), pp. 225~230
24 PhG, p. 22




The great danger to metaphysics now turns out to
be Kant's and Spinoza's critique of teleology. They maintain
that teleology reads a human fiction or heuristic rule into its
subject matter, while, considered purely objectively, everything
strictly behaves according to the laws of mechanism, For Kant,
that everything in nature acts for an end is only a rule for
reflective judgement in discovering and systematising the laws
of nature, but this rule offers no insight into nature herself;
to assume that it has a constitutive worth is only to reify
the purely subjective conditions of our human understanding.1
And for Spinoza, final causes are only human fictions which
conceal ignorance of the true causes of eventsj such fictions
arise only because men assume that all things in the universe
are made for them.2

Now Hegel agrees with Kant and Spinoza that teleology
invites the danger of anthropomorphism, but he considers this

as only an abuse of teleology, and not as a problem inherent to

it. Kant and Spinoza properly criticise the external teleology

of rational theology, which sees nature as a creation of God
that is designed for human ends, eg. God creates cork trees to
provide wine stoppers for wine bottles, But, to Hegel, the whole

question of internal teleology still remains, ie, that nature

has its own ends apart from human concerns, Although Kant's
and Spinoza's arguments are decisive against external teleology,
there is still the possibility that nature is an end in itself,

and not only a means for human ends, The problem of me taphysics

1. Schriften, v, 181-6, 381-4
2. Ethics, pp. 74-81, Part I, Appendix
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is then how to know the inner purposes of nature,

Hegel's solution to this problem is nothing less
than his new philosophical method in the PhG, The aim of
this method is to know the inner purpose of an object, and to
establish that it is necessary to its very existence, so
that the idea of an end does not have only regulative status,

Hegel's name for this method—'das begreifende Denken'—

already betrays its teleological role., 'Das begreifende Denken!

grasps 'der Begriff der Sache', where 'der Begriff' refers to

an end or purpose, a formal-=final cause, This term applies
exclusively to the inner purpose of an object, It does not
refer to an 'external' end that a human agent imposes upon an
object, where the object might exist apart from the end, and
where it has a different form and development when left to it-
self, Rather, it refers to an ‘'internal' end that is necessary
to the object, so that the object cannot exist without it, and
so that it grows and develops toward it by its own formative
pover, This sense of the word 'Begriff' derives from Kant's

third Kritik, where Kant defines 'Zweck' as 'der Begriff eines

Objekts, sofern er den Grund der Wirklichkeit desselben ent-

1
h#1t', Hegel takes this sense of an end and applies it exclu~

sively to what Kant calls a 'Naturzweck': the purpose of a

self-organising, self-generating organismj; such an end opposes

a 'Kunstzweck'!: the purpose that human artifice creates in an

object, Indeed, even before Hegel, Schelling had already extended
Kant's use of 'Begriff! in just this sense, In his 1798 Ideen

zu einer Philosophie der Natur he uses 'der Begriff' to refer

to the inner prupose of a self-generating organism, a purpose

1. Kant, Schriften, v. 180
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which is the cause not only of its form, but also its exist-
ence.1

How does this new method grasp the inner purpose of
an object? Hegel gives a good clue in the 'Vorrede' to the

PhG, Here he insists that 'die Anstrengpung des Begriffs!

requires ‘'Enthalsamkeit', the restraint against imposing

pre-~fabricated formulae upon a subject matter,

'Sich des eignen Einfallens in den immanenten Rhythmus

der Begriffe entschlagen, in ihnen nicht durch die Willkir
und sonst erworbene Weisheit eingreifen, diese Enthaltsam-
keit ist selbst ein wesentliches Moment der Aufmerksamkeit
auf den Begriff'.2

These lines reveal how 'das begreifende Denken' amounts to

that phenomenological method which Hegel further explains in
the 'Einleitung! to the PhG, This method demands that the
philosopher bracket all his reflections as an external observer
—~his standards of truth, laws of explanation and regulative
maxims—and that he simply describe his subject matter for its
own sake, The philosopher must not impose his universal upon
the particular, but must observe how the particular develops
the universal from within itself and according to its inner
necessity, Now if the philosopher strictly obeys these rules,
Hegel maintains, then he will not run the risk of anthropo-
morphism, of reading his own human ends into nature, He will
in fact know the inner purpose of the object, thanks to his
strict observation of the universal which emerges from it, It
is through his phenomenology, then, that Hegel hopes to secure

a firm foundation for teleological judgement,

Te SOhelling' Wérke, 1. 691
2. PhG, p. 48 '
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Hegel thinks that his phenomenology provides an ade-
quete basis for the understanding of life not only because it
avoids Kant's and Spinoza's arguments against teleology, but
also because it escapes the romantics basic objection against
a conceptual understanding of life, In the 'Vorrede' to the
PhG, he explicitly sees his method as a reply to the romantics,

He acknowledges that his call for 'das begreifende Denken'

contradicts the widespread conviction in favour of intuitive
knowledge.1 But he advocates a discursive rather than an
intuitive understanding of life, and so he deliberately uses

‘der Begriff' to contrast it against 'die Anschauung'. Hegel

defiantly maintains that 'der Begriff' grasps the inner life

and soul of its objectz-in direct opposition to his romantic
contemporaries who insist that concepts dissect and destroy
life., Both Hegel and his romantic anatgonists see conceptual
thought as systematic. Only while the romantics believe that
a system classifies and ossifies 1ife,3 Hegel affirms that a
system only reflects the self-organisation of life itself,
What accounts for his faith in systematic thought is nothing
less than his phenomenological method, The phenomenology
does not dissect and destroy life, but simply observes its

subject matter as it organises itself into a system according

1. PhG, p. 12
2. Ibido, 44’ 45
e For some romantic objections against systematic

thought, see, for example, the following: Schleiermacher's
Reden llber die Religion (Hamburg, Meiner, 1970), pp. 33-5,
Hamann's 14th Novmber, 1784 letter to Jacobi in his Brief-
wechsel, ed. Henkel (Frankfurt, Insel, 1979), vi. 350, and
Goethe's 'Probleme! in Werke, Hamburger Ausgabe, ed, D, Kuhn
(Hamburg, Wegner, 1955), xiii. 35




to its own inner necessity, The system of the PhG is not
a pre-fabricated construction of the philosopher, then, but
it is only his description of the self-organisation and
organic development of his subject matter, Thus the phen-
omenology amounts to nothing less than Hegel's attempt to
reconcile philosophy with life, It is his reply to that sent=
iment which Hamann expressed to Jacobi:
'Durch den Baum der Erkenntnis wird uns der Baum des
Lebens entzogen——und sollt uns dieser nicht lieber
seyn, wie jener...'?

And it is his middle path between that dilemma posed by Fichte:

'Leben ist ganz eigentlich Nicht—Philosophieren;2
Philosophieren ist ganz eigentlich Nicht-~leben'!.

The phenomenology aspires to be that 'Baum der Erkenntnis!?

whose fruit is 'der Baum des Lebens!, that *'Philosophieren'

whose gain is nothing less than 'leben! itself,

III

The Unity of Epistemology and Ontology in the Ph#nomenologie

The programme of the PhG—to base metaphysics upon the
critique of knowledge, to justify ontology through epistemology—

is unique to Hegel and the characteristic idea behind his PhG.

1e Hamann an Jacobi, 14th November, 1784, Briefwechsel, v. 265
2. See 'Rlickerinnerungen, Antworten, Fragen'!in Fichte's
Werke, ed, I, Fichte (Berlin, de Gruyter, 1971), v, 343




Such a programme would appear extremely controversial to all
of Hegel's contemporaries, They are unanimous in the verdict
that it amounts to squaring the circle, In their eyes, meta-
physics and the critique of knowledge, ontology and epistem=
ology, are exclusive options, They then divide into two con=-
flicting camps, depending upon whether they advocate epistem-
ology or ontology as the starting point of philosophy.

There are first of all the advocates of epistemology
or the critique of knowledge, Kant and Fichte, They make
epistemology into their first philosophy because they advise
investigating the conditions of knowledge before making a claim
to knowledge, It is necessary to know the first principles
and criteria of knowledge, they argue, before it is possible
to know whether or not a belief about the world itself is true
or false, Their great predecessor in the history of philosophy
in this respect is Descartes, They follow the path of Descartes!
radical doubt, assuming that every belief is false until it
has been justified according to the necessary standards of
reason., Not only, though, do Kant and Fichte make epistemology
into their first philosophy, but they also make the subject of
knowledge prior to the object, Their transcendental ego is the
necessary condition of any possible experience, so that it is
prior to experience itself, Their ego is a self-sufficient
noumenon which transcends the laws of nature, and whose rational

thought and action remain the same even if nature does not exist,



This ego is indeed nothing less than the 'law=giver' of

nature, In Kant, it is the understanding which prescribes

the universal form of nature through the categories; in Fichte,
it is the will which controls and dominates nature through

its infinite striving, Neither Kant nor Fichte regard nature

(as it appears to consciousness) as a reality in itself, exist-
ing apart from consciousness; and neither consider nature as

an end in itself, consisting in a hierarchy of self-organising,
self-generating organisms, After thus affirming the priority

‘of epistemology and the knowing subject, Kant and Fichte

then deny the possibility of metaphysics., Their investigation
into the conditions of knowledge inevitably concludes that the
activity of the knowing subject determines and creates what he
knows, 80 that he cannot know reality in itself, apart from and
prior to how it appears to his consciousness, They elevate self=
knowledge into the paradigm of all knowledge, so that the subject
knows only his own creations, and so that he cannot know reality
as a whole, but only the representations of his own finite mind,
Kant and Fichte then have to commit themselves to the existence
of an unknowable reality, Thus Kant affirms the existence of

an inscrutable Ding an sich which exists prior to consciousness,

and Fichte admits the existence of an insurmountable Anstoss
which acts as an obstacle to the ego's infinite striving,

There are then the proponents of metaphysics or ontology,
Hamann, Jacobi, H8lderlin, Schelling and Schleiermacher, Their

standpoint is the very reverse of the epistemology of Kant and



Fichte. They make the knowledge of being or the universe

as a whole prior to, and the basis for, the knowledge of
consciousness, Like Spinoza, the great mentor of H#$lderlin,
Schelling and Schleiermacher, they maintain that the order of
explanation in philosophy ought to reflect the order of being
itselfl-the way to proceed in philosophy is the way that
nature herself proceeds, as Schelling puts it2-and that means
that being itself, and not the consciousness of being which
depends upon it, ought to be the starting point and first
principle of philosophy. Epistemology cannot be the presupposi-
tionless first philosophy, they argue, since it is a mistake
to assume along with Kant and Fichte that the knowing subject
is self=revealing and self-explaining, He cannot be self-con-
scious by focussing his attention upon himself and by abstract-
ing from everything outside himself, Rather, the subject
knows himself only when he knows how his nature depends upon
everything outside himself and his place within the universe
as a whole, Equally contrary to Kant and Fichte, these meta-
physicians reverse the Kantian=Fichtean picture of man's place
in nature, They argue that the ego does not transcend nature,
but that he is another mode of the single universal substance
it is not the ego who acts, they say, but the universe which
acts through him, They also deny that the ego is the law-

giver of nature, and they affirm instead that he is the highest

1. See Spinoza's 'On the Improvement of the Understanding!
in Ethics, pe 15
2, Hegel, Werke, ii, 711=12



organisation and manifestation of the organic power within
nature, After thus reversing the Kantian-Fichtean standpoint,
though, the metaphysicians then fly in the face of the critique
of knowledge by postulating a form of mystical knowledge that
transcends all the critical 1limits upon reason. They deny that
all knowledge is limited to the exoteric concepts of the under—
standing, and they appeal to an esoteric faculty of intuition
to justify their knowledge of the universe as a whole, And
although they admit that the oconsciousness of the finite subject
conditions what he knows, they assume that it is possible for
him to escape and leap outside the limits of his own individual
consciousness and to lose his finite identity in an intuition
of the universe as a whole,

This is the conflict which oconfronts Hegel's programme
in the PhG., Hegel has to face the challenge of a serious
dilemma: either a sceptical epistemology or a dogmatic meta-
physics, It appears as if he must begin either with epistem-
ology—only to get caught inside a circle of consciousnegsgs—
or with ontology—only to appeal to an esoteric faculty of
intuition which transcends finite consciousness and the con-
cepts of the understanding, There is no third or middle
option, though, where the critique of knowledge establishes
and jJustifies metaphysios,

Hegel's path out of this dilemma rests upon a single
idea, but one which is unique and central to the PhG: that of

the self-negating, self-transcending subjeoct, The entire PhG



is nothing but an elaboration of this theme, which ap-

pears whenever the subject negates a lower stage of conscious-

ness and ascends to a higher stage, Hegel is perfectly aware

of this idea's importance, and he duly draws attention to it

in the 'Einleitung':
‘Was auf ein naturliches Leben beschrinkt ist, vermag
durch sich selbst nicht H#ber sein unmittelbares Dasein
hinauszegehenj aber es wird durch ein anderes dartiber
hinausgetrieben, und dies Hinausgerissenwerden ist sein
Tod, Das Bewusstsein aber ist fHr sich selbst sein Begriff,
dadurch das Hinausgehen uber das Beschrinkte und, da ihm

dies Beschrinkte angeh8rt, fiber sich selbst...Das Bewusstsein
leidet also diese Gewalt, sich die beschrénkte Befriedigung

zu verderben, von ihm selbsttl
According to this idea, by its own inner necessity, by
the gelf-examination and gelf—criticism of its own ocon~
sciousness, the subjeot negates its limits as a finite ego
and rises up to its self-consciousness as an infinite ego.
The finite ego has the infinite ego within itself in potentiality,
and it realises itself as an infinite ego only through its
full development as a finite ego, The finite ego is empirical
-—je, it acts on its physical desires and has a passive sen-
sibility——and it is individual——ie, it is self-conscious only
in oontrast to everyone elsej conversely, the infinite ego is
rational—it acts on universal laws and is purely active-—and
it is universal—ie, it is that single self which is the con-
dition of everyone's self-consciousness, Since these aspects
of the ego are in opposition to one another, the finite ego
attains its pelf-consciousness as an inffinite ego only by
negating itself, ie, by controlling its desires and acting on

universal laws,and by beocoming self-conscious not as a distinct



individual, but as that universal self who is present within
the consciousness of everyone alike, The finite ego therefore
has the seeds of its own destruction within itself, and it
'guffers its violence only through its own hands.' What is
the law of development, though, which makes the finite ego
transform itself into an infinite ego? What is the necessity
behind such a transformation? Hegel alludes to this law

when he states that consciousness is t'f#ir sich selbst sein

Begriff'.! This means that the subject is a self-determining

agent who acts according to self-given ends ('sein Begriff') ,

and that he is a self-positing agent who is only what
he makes of himself through his own will, The subject dis-

tinguishes himself froma merely living being ('ein nattirliches

Leben') precisely because he is self-determining and
self-positing, unlike an animal or vegetable which is deter-

mined by external causes ('durch ein anderes hinausgetrieben'),

Like Kant and Fichte before him, then, Hegel assumes that
freedom is the distinguishing feature of a rational being;

he rests his case upon Kant's argument in the Grundlegung:

'Freiheit muss als Eigenschaft des Willens aller verntinftigen
Wesen vorausgesetzt werden.'2 What makes the finite ego
transform itself into an infinite ego is thus its need to realise

itself as a free being, Now the finite ego realises itself as

1e On the precedent for this use of 'Begriff', see Fichte's
1798 sittenlehre in Werke, iv, 29-30, 32

2 Schriften ive 447. Also see Fichte's 1793 Bestimmung des
Gelehrten in Werke, v, 305




a free being, Hegel maintains, only when it becomes infinite,
It is free only when it ceases to be driven by its desires
and acts according to self-imposed universal laws, and only
when it no longer sees itself as a mere individual and finds
its universal self-identity as a member of the community,

Now it is this idea of the self-negating, self-tran-
soending subject which brings into question the common as-
sumption behind the apparently exclusive choice between epis—
temology or ontology, the oritique of knowledge or metaphysics.
Both schools of opinion assume that there is no inner necessity
or intermnal dialectic by which the finite ego must become
self-conscious as an infinite ego, They all think that when
the finite ego examines and criticises its consciousness
it only bumps up against the limits of its empirical and indi-
vidual nature, This assumption is apparent in Kant and
Fichte, It appears in the 'Paralogismus? chapter of the
first Xritik when Kant argues that the ego cannot know it-
self as a noumenon but only as a phenomenon.1 It also emerges

in the 'Zweite Lehrsatz' of Fichte's 1794 Wissenschaftslehre

vwhen Fichte admits that the ego cannot complete its infinite
striving and realise itself as a self-positing being without
destroying itself as an ego.2 The solipsism of Kant's and

Fichte's epistemology indeed reveals the same assumption, for

1. KxrV, B 422, A 346
2e Fichte Werke, i, 270



the ego is trapped inside the circle of its own represen-
tations, aware of nothing but its empirical consciousness.
The same assumption is no less apparent, though, in
Schelling, Schleiermacher and H¥lderlin, It occurs in

Schelling's 1802 Fernere Darstellung when he dismisses the

possibility of educating empirical consciousness up to
the absolute knowledge of philosophy;1 and it is also pre-

gsent in his 1804 System der gesammten Philosophie when he

states that the universe is known only through revela~-
tion and not through dialectic.’® It equally appears in

Schleiermacher's 1799 Reden #ber die Religion when he insists

that the ego must destroy his own finite identity if he is
to have an intuition of the universe.3 And, finally, it

emerges in the penultimate version of H8lderlin's rion
when Hyperion has to forget his own identity to have his

vision of nature.4 All these thinkers insist that the ego
mast lose and jump outside his finite nature, and they all
appeal to an esoteric intuition, precisely because they do
not recognise any innder necessity by which the finite ego
becomes self-conscious as an infinite ego, While they all
maintain that the finite ego knows the infinite only when

it surrenders and abstracts from its finite nature, Hegel

1. Schelling, Werke, Erg. i. 414

2, 1bid., Erge ii. 495
3 Reden, po 73
4, HYlderlin, Simtliche Werke, Grosser Stuttgarter Aus-
gabe, ed, F, Beissner (Stuttgart, Kohlhammer, 1957), iii. 9
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insists that the ego has to proceed in the very opposite
direction: it knows the infinite only when it immerses it-
self in its finite consciousness, examining and criticising
it according to its own standards of knowledge.

Once, however, one admits the possibility of the finite
ego negating its limits and becoming self-conscious as an
infinite ego, a new prospect and middle path opens up: it is
possible to base metaphysics upon the critique of knowledge,
The finite ego can now become self-conscious as an infinite
ego through its own inner experience, or through the self=-
explication of what is already present, though latent, in
its own awareness, There is no need to resort, then, to
Jacobi's, Schelling's or Schleiermacher's appeal to an eso-
teric intellectual intuition—a despearate plea, given that such
an intuition is not within the power of ordinary conscious-
ness, that it oocurs only through the grace of God, and
that it requires a superhuman leap beyond one's individual and
empirical consciousness, It is equally superfluous, though,
to set critical limits upon knowledge in the manner of Kant
and Fichte, Since the ego is self-determining and self-posit-
ing, the limits that it sets upon its own awareness are only
self~-imposed limits, and that means that it has every power

to abolish and transcend these limits,



Perhaps the central and characteristic claim of
the PhG is that epistemology and ontology are inseparable
from one another, What is distinctive about the PhG is that
it aims to be the synthesis of two grand philosophical tra-
ditions, the epistemological tradition which derives from
Descartes and which re~appears in Kant and Fichte, and the
ontological tradition which originates in Spinoza and which
then recurs in Hamann, Schelling, Schleiermacher and H#lderlin,
This aim emerges in the 'Vorrede' to the PhG when Hegel pro=-
nounces his famous dictum that the truth is not only sub-
stance, but also subject.

'Es kommt nach meiner Einsicht...alles darauf an,

das Wahre nicht als Substanz, sondern.eben1so sehr
als Subjekt aufzufassen und auszudrticken,'

Here Hegel declares that the substance of Schelling's ontology
and the subject of Kant's and Fichte's epistemology are
false abstractions apart from one another, The failure of
Schelling's ontology is that it hypostasises substance,
regarding it as a self-subsistent entity apart from the
subject who knows it; and, conversely, the shortcoming of
Kant's and Fichte's epistemology is that it sees the subject
as a self-sufficient noumenon who transcends the universal
order (ie, substance) of nature and history. The aim of the
PhG 18 to rectify the one-sidedness of Kantian-Fichtean
epistemology and Schellingian ontology, and to show that

substance and subject depend upon one another, This amounts



to nothing less than Hegel's attempt to establish and

think through the principle of subject-object identity—
a principle which both Fichte and Sohelling proclaim, but
which they both realise in a one-sided fashion, Fichte as
a subjective subject—object and Schelling as an objective

subject=object, In the Differenz, Hegel argues against

Fichte that the principle of subject-object identity
remains subjective, and he champions Schelling for his
understanding of the full mutuality and reciprocity of sub-
ject-object identity.' Hegel's great advance in the PhG,
though, is to recognise that Schelling also has a one=-
sided principle of subject-object identity, an objective
rather than subjective subject-objeot identity.2 Henoce
the task of the PhG is to complement not only the Kantian-
Fichtean subject with Schelling's substance, but also
Schelling's substance with the Kantian=Fichtean subject,
How do subject and substanoce depend upon one another
in the PhG? How is substance subjective, and how is the
subject substantial? The subject is substantial in the
PhG in that he is self-conscious only when he knmows how his
identity depends upon the universal order of substance,
Here 'substance' is not so much the whole of nature, as
it is in Schelling, Schleiermacher and H8lderlin, but the

whole of society and history, According to Hegel, the sub-

1. Werke, 1i. 52f,., 94Af.
2, PhG, 19-20



ject depends upon substance not in the sense that his
identity depends upon the universal order of nature-——and,
indeed, Hegel argues against the romantic circle in Jena
(Novalis, Schelling) that the individual is free only
insofar as he liberates himself from the shackles of nature]
-~but in the sense that he depends upon the universal order
of society and history. Hegel then re-interprets the
mode/substance distinction so that it holds not between
the individual and the whole of nature, but between the
individual and the whole of society and history.2 Now one
of the basic aims of the PhG is to establish that the
subject realises himself as a rational being only through
his education into the sooial-historical order, In chapters
Iv, IV.A.,, and V, for example, oonsciousness learns that
it thinks and acts rationally only because it is socialised
by a community and its cultural traditions. It sees that
its rationality is not self-created, but that it is the
result of the history of oconsciousness—the product not of
a self-sufficient individual, but of the struggle of entire
nations, Consciousness discovers that it is self-conscious
as a rational agent only through the mutual recognition
of a community, and that its self=-identity depends upon
the purposes it assigns itself in public life, It now
recognises that, apart from the community, it is no better
than an animal who acts upon instinct and the necessity of

its desires,

1. See Rosenkranz, G,W,F, Hegels Leben (Darmstadt, Wissen-
schaftliche Buohgesllschaft, 1972), pp. 186=7
2, See, for example, PhG, pp. 314, 318



It is now possible to explain why Hegel thinks
that Kant and Fichte are guilty of a false abstraction
when they separate their subject from substance, ie, when
they isolate the individual from the universal laws and
customs of a community. Where Kant and Fichte commit their
fatal blunder is in their assumption that the subject is a
self-sufficient noumenon who transcends society and history.
Although Kant and Fichte often recognise the role of society
and history in the development of rationality,1 their solution
to the problem of freedom compels them to de-socialise and
de~historicise the subject's rational thought and will, so
that he thinks and acts rationally apart from the effects
of society and history, and indeed even if there were no
society and history. They rescue the subject's freedom from
the causal necessity of nature by placing him in a noumenal
sphere above and beyond the phenomenal sphere of nature, so
that although his rational thought and will can be the cause
of phenomenal events in nature, phenomenal events in nature
cannot conversely be the cause of his thought and will. But
they then save freedom only at a prices it is now not possible
to give an explanation of the social and historiocal origins
of rational thought and action, For social and historical
events are also phenomenal-—they appear to the senses and

they ocour in space and time—and phenomenal events ex hypothesi

1. In his 'Idee zu einer allgemeinen Geschichte in weltblirger-
licher Absicht', for example, Kant states that man's rational
capacities develop only because of the action of the species, and

not isolated individuals. See Schriften, viii, 18-19, And in his

1796 Rechtslehre, Fichte argues that the individual is self-conscious
as a rational being only through the mutual recognition of a communi ty.
See Werke, iii. 85-110




cannot act upon noumenal events. This creates an unbridge-
able gap between the noumenal subject and society and history,
then, so that there cannot be a social-historical genesis of
his rational thought and action, Kant and Fichte therefore
have to assume that the subject thinks and acts rationally
apart from all social and historical events. Hence they
hold that the subject's rationality is simply given to him,
and that it is not the result of his social and historical
education, eg. Kant states in the preface to the first edi-
tion of the Kritik that his simple self-reflection suffices
to discover all the principles of pure reasqn.1 Hence they
algo state that the subject is self-conscious only by ab-
stracting from everything outside himself and by reflecting
upon the moral lav within himself, a law which is prescribed
by his pure reason alone, apart from his awareness of social
norms and ocultural traditions.2 Now it is this de-socialised
de-historicised subject which is one of Hegel's main targets
in the PhG, For Hegel, such a subject has to be a mere
abstraction—or at best a mere animal-—since it only society
and history which educates men to reason.3 The aim of the PhG
is to undertake that task which Kant and Fichte forbid: the
explanation of the social~historical genesis of rational
thought and aotion, The Kantian=Fichtean subject will be

shaken from his ammesia and forced to recollect those stages

1. KrV, A xiv

2é ¢f. Kant, Schriften, v. 30-1 and Fichte, Werke, i. 422
465-7
3. See, for example, the chapter 'Das geistige Tierreich!

in the PhG, pp. 284-9, For an interpretation of this chapter

as a oritique of Kant and Fichte, see J, Shklar, Freedom and Inde-
pendence, 'A Study of the Political Ideas of Hegel's "Phenomen-

ology of Mind"' (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1976), pp. 122-3
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of consciousness which are necessary for the formation
of his rationality.

If the subjeot is substantial in the PhG, though,
80 is its substance no less subjective, Substance has to
be subjective since it has an independent essence only if it
includes the dialectic by which it is known. If it excludes
that dialectic, it forfeits its independent essence, for
it is then occnceivable only in contrast to consciousness and
is thus limited by it, The dialectic by which consciousness
attains its knowledge of substance, however, is by no means
accidental to subjectivity, Rather, it is the very nature
of subjectivity, The subject consists in its very activity

of self-discovery, to borrow a formula from Hegel's Metgggysik,1

and its dialectioc is nothing less than its activity of
self-discovery, So, when the essence of substance includes
the dialectic within itself, it is of necessity subjective,

Kot only in its essence, though, but even in its exist-
ence, substanoe depends upon the subjeot, According to Hegel,
substance by itself is a pure abstraction and it comes into
existence only when it reveals and embodies itself in finite
things, and especially finite minds, There are two steps by
which he arrives at this conclusion, (1) He first argues
that substance has to exist in individual things, He identifies

substance by itself with pure universality, since, as the

LS Jenenser Logik, Metaphysik und Naturphilosophie,
ed, G, Lasson. (Hamburg, Meiner, 1967), pp. 184-=5
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bare substratum of properties, it cannot have any determin-
ate features of its own.1 This pure universal cannot exist
by itself, however, since a universal has to exist en re in
individuals.2 There is no such thing as whiteness as such,
for example, but only this or that individual white spot.
Consequently, to talk about the existence of substance on its
own is to reify an abstraction, (2) Hegel then argues that
if substance does exist in individuals, it only fully em-
bodies and realises itself in finite minds and not natural
objects. This is because he equates the universality of
substance with the universal formal-final cause, the purpose

3

of the universe itself,” Such a purpose only fully reveals
and embodies itself in finite minds, though, since they

alone are conscious of the purposes and laws which govern
them, So substance manifests itself only in the activity

by which it becomes manifest to consciousness; in other words,
since substance is only its power of self-manifestation,
substance exists only as subject,

According to Hegel, then, Schelling is guilty of the
opposite false abstraction from Kant and Fichte, Schelling
thinks that substance or the absolute exists apart from and
prior to consciousness, Since he regards the absolute as pure
self-identity and excludes all finite differences: from it,4

he commits himself to the self-subsistence of substance, its

1. PhG, Pe 20

2, Hegel, Werke, viii. 62

3. PhG, 20, 27, 23

4. Schelling, Werke, iii, 15, 21



existence apart from the consciousness of finite minds.

Hegel sees Schelling's substance as only the reification

of an abstraction, though, Substance by itself is only pure

universality, and so it is an abstraction which has no exist-

ence on its own., Rather, it comes into existence only when

it is constructed by human activity in history, and only

when it is given a determinate form through human agency,.

So, like Kant and Fichte, Schelling also makes a false ab-

gtraction from the history and experience of consciousness:

just as Kant and Fichte assume that the subjeot thinks and

acts rationally apart from his social and historical education,

80 Schelling assumes that substance is self-subsistent and

is not the result of the aotivity of finite minds in history.
As Hegel sees it, Schelling's basic flaw is that he does

not fully realise and grasp the consequences of his principle

of subject-object identity., Although Schelling affirms the

prinoiple of subject-object identity and rightly sees more

than its subjective side——a point whioh Hegel admires about

Schelling and which he defends in the Differenz—he still

grasps only the objective side of this principle, Schelling
reifies subject—object identity into an object or substance
beyond oonsoiousness because he exoludes ordinary conscious-
ness from the absolute standpoint of philosophy, If in
Fichte the prinoiple of subject-objeot identity is subjec~
tive because it is limited to the self-consciousness of the

finite ego, in Schelling it is objective since it is restricted
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to the self-consciousness of God, where God's self-con-
sciousness is objective since it transcends the self-con-
sciousneses of the finite ego.1 In order for Schelling to
fully realise his principle, then, it is necessary for him
to de-hypostasise it and to make the self-consciousness of
God accessible to ordinary consciousness, so that con-
sciousness becomes self-conscious in God, Subject—objeot
identity then—and only then——becomes truly mutual and recip-
rocal, both subjective and objective, applying to the self-
oconsciousness of the finite ego and the self-consciousness
of God, Such a programme of de~hypostasising Schelling's
principle, of complementing its objective side with the
subjective side of the Kantian-Fichtean subject, is nothing
less than the task of the PhG,

The Unity of the Phinomenologie

All the previous sections have tried to explain
Hegel's metaphysical aims in the PhG. But any account of
Hegel's programme and intention in the PhG has to come to
terms with a basic difficultys: that it appears to be appli-
cable only to one half of the work, The problem is that

Hegel does not appear to have a single unifying conception

1. See Schelling, Werke, Erg, ii. 70=71, 73



of his aim in the PhG, The work seems to be curiously
schizophrenic, divided into epistemology and history, As

Haym oomplains in Hegel und seine Zeit, the PhG is a palimp-

sest: a second more historical text is written over an
original epistemology.1 It is split into a 'transcendental
psychology' on the one hand and a 'history of the world!’

on the other hand, According to Haym, Hegel then confounds
his epistemology and history., He uses the contingent factis
of history to determine his a priori epistemology, and he
employs an a priori epistemology to construct the oontingent
stages of history, And so the PhG turns out a botch: 'eine

durch die Geschichte in Verwirrung und Unordnung gebrachte

Psychologie.und eine durch die Psychologie in Zerrtittung ge-

brachte Geschichte's> Along with Haym, Haering also finds

the PhG to be irredeemably divided, He gives a philological
and historical backing to Haym's thesis by uncovering some
of the faots behind the composition of the work, According
to his classic article 'Die Entstehungsgeschichte der Phiin-
omenologie des Geistea',3 the PhG is not written according
to a single organic, well thought-out plan, and Hegel's
intentions change drastiocally even during the printing of
the first half of the work, At first, as late as the
summer of 1806, while the first half is already in the
hands of the publisher, and only months before the final
printing in November 1806, Hegel wants to write a short

introduction to his Logik und Metaphysik, which is to com=-

1o Hegel und seine Zeit, p. 238

20 Ibido [ ] 243

e See Verhandl n des dritten Hegelkongresses, ed.
B, Wigersma (Tdbingen, Mohr, 19}45, PP. 118~138




prise a single volume; but he then loses control over his
work and ends out writing an introduotion which alone fills
the single volume.1 The epistemological half of the PhG cor—
responds to the original introductionj; but Hegel then adds—
quite contrary to his original intention——the later historical
sections. Haering flatly rejects any attempt to unify the
two sections of the work, ascribing its duality to the extra-
ordinary pressures, haste and lack of planning behind its com=
position,

Such is the supposed duality of the PRG that 1t is
even held to be a misguided enterprise to explain it in

terms of its original title, 'Wissenschaft der Erfahrung des

Bewusstseinsg', Haering denies that the idea behind the

'Wis, 4. Er,' is applicable to the entire PhG, He maintains
that the 'Wis, d. Er.' is originally designed as the intro=-
duction to the Logik und Metaphysik, and that it is only
meant to extend as far as the chapter 'Vermunft!, where the
discussion of logical and psychological laws is to pass over
into the I_»o_gzi._.2 The 'Wis, d. Er,' then applies to only

the earlier epistemological half of the PhG, and it does not
extend to the later historical half, the chapters on 'Geist!
and *Religion', This is apparent, Haering argues, from the
faot that Hegel's description of the experience of oonscious-
ness in the 'Einleitung' is appropriate only for the earlier

epistemological chapters and not the later historical ohapters.

1. Ibid., p. 119
2. See Haering, Hegel, sein Wollen und sein Werk (Leip-
zig and Berlin, Tuebner, 1929), ii. 480, 485-6
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In the later chapters, Hegel supposedly shows little or
no concern with how an object appears to consciousness, and
he simply describes social and historiocal phenomena in gen-
eral and for their own sa.ke.1

What is to be said about Haym's and Haering's thesis?
The first question to ask is whether or not they have accurate-
ly desoribed the duality of the PhG. And here it is necessary
to give a negative answer, Although there is a dualism which
roughly centres around the psychological and historical as=
pects of the work, it is sericusly misleading to assume, as
Haering does, that only the first half deals with the exper-
ience of oconsciousness, The idea of a 'Wis., d. Er.' is meant
to apply to both halves of the work, and both the psychological
and historical halves deal with a form of experience, There
are more than sufficient textual and historical considera~
tions to cast doubt upon Haering's thesis and to make it
evident that the 'Wis. d. Er.' does in fact apply to the
entire PhG, Consider the following. (1) Haering is simply
wrong when he thinks that the 'Wis, d. Er.' is originally
meant as only an introduction to the system of philosophy.
The title page to the 'Wis, d. Er.' already has 'Erster Theil!
written above it, and Hegel expressly states in the 'Ein-

leitung! that the 'Wis. d. Er,' is a 'Weg zur Wissenschaft!

which is *selbst schon Wissenschaft'.2 (2) Hegel also says

1  Ibid., pp. 483~4
2¢ HIG. Pe 14



in the 'Einleitung' that the *Wis, d. Er,' is to compre-

hend 'des ganze Reich der Wahrheit des Geis1.:¢as'.1 Judging

from Hegel's earlier 'Philosophie des Geistes', though, the

1805/06 Jenenser Philosophie des Geistes, the 'whole realm

of spirit! has to include art, history, religion and 'Sitt-
lichkeit!, so that the 'Wis., d. Er.' has to extend beyond the
‘Vernunft® chapter and to the whole PhGo2 (3) Haering's
claim that the later historical chapters of the PhG describe
social and historical events in general and for their own
sake, without considering how they appear to consoiousness,
is hardly borne out by the texts, One needs to consider
only such conspicuous examples as how 'Sittlichkeit'! revolves
around the figure of Antigone, and how 'Die Welt des sich
entfremdete Geistes'! is articulated by Rameau's nephew, And,
indeed, in the 'Vorrede'! to the PhG, written aftex the com—
pletion of the whole work, Hegel still states that the PhG

(and not only the 'Wis., d. Er.') applies to 'das unmittelbare

Dasein‘des Geistes', which he then immediately identifies

with 'das Bewussteoin'.’ So, at least according to Hegel's
intention, if not his practise, the entire PhG ought to deal
with how objects appear to consciousness, whether these ob-
Jects are social and historical or not, (4) Although Hegel
does drop the title 'Wis, d. Er.', he still continues to use

the term 'Erfahrung' as a desoription of the subject matter

of the PhG, Thus the retrospective 'Vorrede!' uses 'Erfahrung!

10 H‘G’ Pe 74

2. See Hegel, Jenaer Realphilosophie, ed. J. Hoffmeister
(Hamburg, Meiner, 1969), pp. 180-273
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(and even re-employs 'Wis. d. Er,') to describe the dia~
lectical movement of 'Geist',1 while the chapter on 'Das

absolute Wissen' refers to the 'Erfahrung' by which 'Geist’®

becomes an object for consciousnesa.2 (5) Hegel states in
the 'Einleitung®' that the 'Wis. d. Er,' ends with that point
3

where appearance ocoincides with essence,” and this point

cannot be at the end of the *Vernunfi' chapter, as Haering
reads this pa;ssag'e,4 but only at the end of the PhG and at
the beginning of the logik., For Hegel states explicitly in
the ‘'Vorrede'! that appearance coincides with essence at the

end of the PhG (and not only the 'Wis, d, Er.') and that this

marks the beginning of Logik or spekulativen Philosophie.s

The 'Wis, d. Er,' must then include the entire PhG, and
cannot be limited to the epistemological sections alone where
appearance and essence still do not coincide, Although it is
surely possible that Hegel's statement in the !Vorrede' re-
interprets and modifies that in the 'Einleitung', so that he
does originally intend the 'Wis. d. Er,' to reach up to only
'*Vernunft', nonetheless the fact that he even re~interprets
the point where essence and appearance coincide shows that

he allows the 'Wis, d. Er.' to cover the entire Ph(}.6

1. Ibid., p. 32
2. Ibid., p. 558

3e Ibid., Pe 75

4. Hegel, sein Wollen und sein Werk, ii. 486

50 HIG' pp. 32-5

6. For another reading of this passage from the 'Einleitung!
see 0, P8ggeler 'Zur Deutung der Phidnomenologie des Geistes',
Hegel-Studien, I (1961), = 282-4, PUggeler's reading does not
consider, however, Hegel's restatement of the 'Einleitung' passage

in the 'Vorrede!?,



The difference between the two halves of the PhG
cannot be marked by the 'Wis, d, Er.', then, which in fact
applies to the entire PhG, Rather, the difference is be-
tween two kinds of experience, There is a distinction
between the psychological experience of the first half and
the social-~historical experience of the second half, The
first half deals with the experience whereby the individual
becomes self-conscious as Geist, while the latter half con-
cerns the experience vhereby Geist becomes self-conscious
in the individual., This divieion in types of experience is
apparent from the introductory chapter to the second half
of the PhG, chapter VI, 'Der Geist!, Here Hegel declares
that it is not Geist which experiences itself, and that con-
sequently the stages of consciousness are historical, figures
of the world and not only of consciousness,

'Er I;der Geist] muss zum Bewusstsein tiber das, was er

unmittelbar ist, fortgehen, das schdne sittliche Leben
aufheben und durch eine Reihe von Gestalten zum Wissen

seiner selbst gelangen. Diese unterscheiden sich aber von

den vorhergehenden dadurch, dass sie die realen Geister

sind, eigentliche Wirklichkeiten, und statt Gestalten nur

des Bewusstseins, Gestalten einer Welt!'.?
This distinction also appears in the 'Vorrede' and 'Das
absolute Wissen! where Hegel re-interprets his original idea

of experience, Now the emphasis is upon the experience of

Geist, and how it appears to consoiousness, rather than simply

upon the experience of oconsciousness itselfs

1. PhG’ Pe 315



'"Denn die Erfahrung ist eben dies, dass der Inhalt
~und er ist Geist-—an sich ?ubstanz und also Gegen-
stand des Bewusstseins ist}?

The stages of consciousness are then re-interpreted as
abstractions from the experience of Geist:

'Der Geist ist hiemit das sich selbst absolute trag-
ende Wesen, Alle bisherigen Gestalten des Bewusstseins
sind Abstraktionen desselben; sie sind dies, dass er

sich analysiert, seine Momente unterscheidet und bei
einzelnen verweilt, Dies Isolieren solcher Momente hat
ihn selbst zur Voraussetzung und zum Bestehen, oder es
exigtiert nur in ihm, der die Existenz ist,...Der Geist
ist also Bewusstsein ueberhaupt, was sinnliche Ggwissheit,
Wahrnehmen und den Verstand in sich begreift...!

The division within the PhG is not primarily between epis-
temology and history, then, so much as it is between the
experience of the individual and Geist, The distinction
between psychology and history reflects the more basic one
between the individual and Geist.

So Haym and Haering have a point, Although it is not
precisely the distinotion drawn by them, there is indeed—
and according to Hegel's own admission=--a distinction between
the two halves of the PhG, It is important, however, not
to overemphasise this distinction between the two kinds of
experience, There is still a single, univooal sense of exper-
ience in the PhG: the appearance of Geist to oconsciousness,
The difference between experiences only depends upon whether
Geist appears to consciousness through its activity or that
of consciousness itself, Hegel brings out this single sense

of experience in the 'Vorrede! in his retrospective attempt to

1o PhG, Pe 5583 Cf. Pe 32
2,  Ibid., 314-5



unify the work:

'Die Wissenschaft dieses Wegs des Bewusstseins ist
Wissenschaft der Erfahrung, die das Bewussisein macht;

die Substanz ie. Geist an sich wird betrachtet, wie
sie und ihre Bewegung sein Gegenstand ist'?
The experience of Geist and the individual are never sep-
arate from one another, They do not belong to distinct
subjects, since Hegel affirms that Geist and the individual
are gelf-consoious only through one another., And they do
not occur apart from one another in distinct sections of
the text—-the experience of the individual in the first half
and that of Geist in the latter half——for there is always
a simultaneous double experience throughout the PhG:
Geist experiences itself as consciousness as consociousness
experiences itself as Geist, This demand for mutual self-
avareness is already explicit in the 'Vorrede' to the PhG,2
but Hegel states it much more simply and plainly later om
in his Philosophie der Religion:

*Dass der Mensch von Gott weiss, ist nach der wesentlichen
Gemeinschaft ein gemeinschaftliches Wissen,—d.i, der
Mensch weiss nur von Gott, insofern Gott im Menschen von
sich selbst weiss; dies Wissen ist Selbstbewusstsein
Gottes, aber ebenso ein Wissen desselben vom Menschen,

und dies Wissen Gottes vom Menschen ist Wissen des Menschen
von Gott, Der Geist des Menschen, von Gott zu wissen,

ist mur der Geist Gottes selbst,®

The only difference between the earlier and later halves of
the PhG is then one of emphasis: one experience is implicit

and potential while the other is explicit and actual,

1. HlG, p. }2

2, Ibid., p. 24
3o Hegel, Werke, xvii., 480



If it is important not to exaggerate this dis-
tinotion, it is equally important to recognise it and
not to slur it over, An adequete aoccount of the unity of
the PhG cannot deny this distinction, but it has to explain
why it is necessary according to Hegel's over-all and guiding
aim, So the question then arisess: how do the epistemological
and historical halves of the PhG fit together? Why are they
both necessary for Hegel's aim? Assuming, if only for the
sake of argument, Haering's thesis that Hegel initially wants to
write only an epistemological introduction to his Logik und
Metaphysik, the problem is then to understand why he is
oompelled to include the historical chapters to complete his
introduction to his system of philosophy, Even if Hegel's
intentions do change during the composition of the work,
as Haering maintains, it is still important to explain why
they change, a question which Haering does not even raise,
It is necessary, then, to return to Hegel's original intention
in writing the PhG, and to establish how it demands both
the epistemological and historical chapters, the experience
of oonsciousness and the experience of Geist, If there proves
to be a single programme for which both parts are necessary,
then the umity of the PhG will be established, pace Haym and
Haering,

Hegel's original aim in writing the PhG is to intro-

duce and justify the standpoint of *Wissenschaft'! or speculative

philosophy (ie, absolute idealism) to ordinary consciousness,
The task of the original 'Wis, d. Er,' is to narrate those

stages of consoiousness which are necessary for ordinary oon-



sciousness to educate itself up to the standpoint of
absolute knowledge. This aim of the PhG appears explicitly
in the ‘'Einleitung', which is written along with the first
half of the work, and which is initially intended as the
introduction to the 'Wis, d. Er.'. Here Hegel announces

that he is undertaking 'die Darstellung des erscheinenden

Wissens' in order to justify the standpoint of philosophy
before ordinary consciousness.1 Such a justification is
necessary, he insists, sinoce there is a conflict between

the standpoints of ordinary consciousness and philosophy.
According to the standpoint of philosophy, the standard of
knowledge is self-knowledge where the subject and object

are identical with one another; according to ordinary com~
sciousness, though, the standard of knowledge is the corre-
spondence of a representation with a given object, where the
subject and object are distinct from one another, Now this
conflict puts the onus of proof upon the standpoint of philo-
sophy, It has no right to claim that its standpoint is
superior and correct while that of ordinary consoiousness is
inferior and falsej for ordinary consciousness has just as
mach a right to claim against philosophy that its standpoint
is superior and correct, One barren assurrance of the truth,
though, is just as good as another, So if philosophy is to
Justify itself before ordinary consciousness, if it is to
prove itself the superior and correct standpoint, then ord-

inary oconsciousness has to discover the necessity of philosophy

from within, according to its own self-examination and self=-

10 PhG, Pe 66



criticism, It has to negate ite standard of knowledge and
to affirm that of philosophy through its own inner dialectic
or experience, The aim of the 'Wis., d, Er,' is then to
describe the experience by which consciousness renounces

its own standpoint and recognises that of philosophy., Hence
Hegel desoribes the 'Wis., d, Er.' as nothing less than

'die ausflihrliche Geschichte die Bildung des Bewusstseins

selbst zur Wissenschaft! .1

Hegel never renounces his original conception of the
task of the PhG, and the aim of the PhG still remains that
of the earlier 'Wis. d. Er.' This is apparent from both the
'Vorrede! and 'Selbstanzeige', which were written in 1807,
after the entire work was already in the hands of the publisher
in 1806, The 'Vorrede' re-—affirms the task Hegel sets for
himself in the ‘'Einleitung' to the 'Wis, d. Er.' The aim
of the PhG, he writes, is to desoribe the stages of oonscious-
ness by which the individual educates himself up to the
standpoint of 'Wissenschaft'! or philosophy.2 Hegel then
restates that opposition between philosophy and ordinary
consoiocusness vwhich he sets forth in the 'minleitung', and
he again calls for an introduction and justification of
the standpoint of ph.‘l.losophy.3 Furthermore, he still adheres
to the term 'Erfahrung', using it to refer to the path
by which consciousness attains the standpoint of 'Wissen-

scha.t"t;'.4 The 'Selbstanzeige' also re-states the task of

16 PhG, p.67

2, Ibid., ppe 24~7
3 Ibid,, pp. 24-6
4, Ibid., Pe 32

—61-



the 'Wis, d. Er.'. In terms reminiscent of the 'Ein-

leitung', Hegel describes the PhG as 'die Begritindung des

VWissens'e Its business is to consider *'die Vorbereitung zur

Wissenschaft', and to present the stages of spirit which

are necessary to attain 'reines Wissen oder absoluter Geist'.1

Hegel maintains one constant intention, then, in
both the earlier 'Wis, d. Er,' and the PhG, The fact that
he only re-affirms his original aim in the 'Vorrede! and
tSelbstanzeige! is telling since it shows that at least he
does not consider the PhG to be a divided work, Although
Haering is perhaps correct to claim that Hegel's intentions
change during the composition of the work, such a change in
intention can only mean that he adds the later historiocal
chapters without originally planning them, It is false to
further assume, though, that Hegel ever drops or deviates
from his original aim of introducing and justifying ordi-
nary consciousness, Pace Haering, then, this aim is not
limited to the original 'Wis. d. Er,', but it also extends
to the latter half of the PhG.

Why, then, does Hegel's intention demand both
the epistemological and historical halves of the PhG?
The answer to this question requires taking a closer look
at the standpoint of philosophy which Hegel aims to intro=-
duce and justify, According to Hegel, the standpoint of

philosophy proclaims the speculative principle of subject-

1. PhG, pp. xxxvii-xooxviii



objeot identity; or it states that the absolute is nothing
less than Geist, Both these formulations amount to the

same thing: Geist and the principle of subject-object iden-
tity both affirm that the absolute is the identity of sub-
stance and subject.1 They maintain on the one hand that the
subject is substance in that the individual is self-conscious
only when he knows how his identity depends upon the universe
as a whole (ie, substance); and they state on the other hand
that substance is subject in that the purpose of the universe
as a whole is realised and embodied only in the activity of
finite agents, Now it is this double claim which holds the
key to the duality of the PhG, The first half of the FPhG
aims to establish that the subject ie substantial, The

task of chapters I to V is to educate the individual up to
his self-consciousness as Geist where he recognises that his
self-identity depends upon the mutual recognition and univer-
sal rules of the public life of the community, The aecond
half of the PhG, though, attempts to show that substance is
subjective, It begins in chapter VI with the abstract con-
cept of Geist, and then demonstrates that it has a ocontent
only in history, in the life of particular nations, Although
these aims are clearly distinct, they are both necessary if
Hegel is to carry out his original intentions to justify

the principle of subject=object identity, to establish that

1. PG, ppe 19-20, 24

~63=



the absolute is Geist, Thus the metaphysical programme
attributed to the PhG in the earlier sections—=to realise
the principle of subject-object identity, to prove that

the absolute is both substance and subject--satisfactorily
explains the duality of the PhG and unites the two halves of
the work, Haym and Haering fail to see the unity of the
work simply because they do not examine its metaphysical
intention in sufficient detail,

There is another way of explaining why Hegel's original
intention requires the historical half of the PhG, The aim
of the earlier 'Wis, d. Er.' is to educate consciousness
up to its self-consciousness as Geist. Consciocusness reaches
its turning point, Hegel writes at the close of chapter IV,1
only when the ego recognises the equal and independent
reality of another ego, and only when the other ego in turn
recognises his equal and independent reality. This mutual
recognition oconsists in a single act of self-consciousness
vhich is identical in distinct egos. Such self-conscious-
ness, though, is nothing less than the concept—if only
the concept—of Geist; it is, as Hegel puts it, 'Ich, das
¥Wir, und Wir, das Ich ist! 2 Now by the end of chapter V,
consciousness has still only half fulfilled its task of
becoming self-conscious as Geist. It has learned that its

rational nature is realised only through the mutual recognition

1« PhG, p. 140
2, Ivid,
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and public life of a community, Or, in short, it has dis-
covered that its self-realisation as a rational being depends
upon Geist. But this is still not enough for it to be self-
conscious as Geist, For it not only has to know that it depends
upon Geist, but it also has to know the converse: that Geist
depends upon it, Consciousness also has to see that its
actions occur according to the necessity of the nature of
Geist, so that Geist realises itself only by embodying itself
in its actions, It has to recognise that its actions are
nothing less than the highest organisation, development

and manifestation of the activity of Geist., Otherwise, if
Geist does not depend upon consoiousness, then the individual
is self=conscious as Geist only by abstracting from his deter-
minate nature, His determinate nature is then only contingent,
and it is replaceable in the universal order, so that he is not
self-conscious as a determinate individual, but only as con-
gsciousness in general, The individual then remains outside

the absolute, alienated from it as a hostile power; he is not
reconciled with it according to his own determinate nature,
Even worse, though, Geist then turns into an abstract universal
which is robbed of all its determinate differences, It remains
self-identical in all individuals only by abstracting from their
differences and not expressing itself through them, Hegel is
anxious to avoid, however, such an abstract concept of the

absolute, The absolute then amounts to only the idea of life,



he argues,1 since it is the nature of life not to express

itself in determinate living individuals, Everyone is

alike simply as a living being, and life as a species

continues even though individuals die off, The absolute,

however, is more than lifeg it is Geist, and it is the na~-

ture of Geist to express and embody itself in the deter=-

minate nature of individuals, Now it is because the absolute

is Geist that it realises itself only in history, History

consists in the actions which are specific to individuals as

conscious agents, so that it is history, and not mere bio-

logical life, which provides the field for the embodiment

of Geist in determinate individuals, Hegel insists upon this

point im chapter V in the course of describing the difference

between life and consciousness:
'So hat das Bewuggtsein zwischen dem allgemeinen Geiste
und zwischen seiner Einzelheit oder dem sinnlichen Be-
wusstsein, zur Mitte das System der Gestalten des Bewusst~-
seins, als ein zum Ganzen sich ordnendes Leben des
Geistes——das System das hier betrachtet wird, und welches
als Weltgeschichte sein gegenstindliches Dase%n hat, Aber
die organische Natur hat keine Geschichte...’!

It is here that Hegel commits himself to the historical

half of the PhG, flatly contrary to Haering's expectation

that this section of the text ought to contain a transition to

the Logik und Metaphysike. So, in sum, in the second half of

the PhG Hegel embarks upon an account of how Geist embodies itself

in history in order to establish that it depends upon the con-

1. PhG, pp. 218-221
20 Ibid.' 220
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gcious actions of determinate individuals, Only then
does he realise his original intention: to guarantee that
oconsoiousness is self-conscious in Geist, and not only as

any individual, but as a determinate individual, an individual

vho lives at a particular time and who is the citizen of a
particular nation, What the individual sees at the end of the PhG
is that his actions, as the determinate actions of a citizen

of his own nation and generation, are nothing less than the
highest organisation and development of Geist thus far in

history. The individual is self-conscious as Geist because

he is conscious that his aotions, and not only the actions

of anyone, are neoessary to realise the purpose of Geist,

~67-



The Necessity of Metaphysics: the Transition from Fichte's

1794 Wissenschaftslehre to Hegel's Differenz
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Introductory

After considering the aim of the PhG in chapter 1,
the problem now before us is to see why Hegel thought this
aim to be necessary, This raises the question: why does
Hegel argue that it is necessary to revive metaphysics upon
the basis of the oritique of knowledge? This question in
turn naturally divides into two: why does he consider meta~
physics to be necessary?, and why does he regard epistemology
as its necessary foundation? Each of the next two chapters
will treat one of these questions,

The problem of the forthcoming chapter is to explain

Hegel's argument in behalf of metaphysics in the Differenz.

It raises the question: why does Hegel demand a revival of
metaphysics despite the criticiem of reason by the epistemology
of Kant and Fichte? In answering this question, I shall attempt
to follow a new line of investigation. I shall argue that

Fichte's 1794 Wissenschaftslehre, Schelling's break with

Fichte, and Hegel's alliance with Schelling in the Differenz,

all have their origin in the attempt to solve a single philo-
sophical issue: the mind-body problem, Although the presence

of this problem is often implied in the literature, it is

rarely, if ever, explcitly stated, and in any case its importance

for the history of German idealism is still not fully a.ppreciated.1

1. By the 'literature' here, I have in mind these standard

works on the history of German idealism: R. Haym, Hegel und seine
Zeit and Die romantische Schule (Darmstadt, Wissenschaftliche
Buchgesellschaft, 19775; R. Kroner, Von Hegel bis Kantj N. Hartmann,




An Historical Prelude: Hegel's Role in Schelling's Break from Fichte

By the time of Hegel'!s arrival in Jena in January 1801,
Fichte and Schelling are already deeply engaged in the dispute
which will eventually spell the end of their collaboration. Af-
ter several months of fraught correspondence, they have clearly
established the main point at issue between them, While Fichte

insists that his Wissenschaftslehre(W=L) acoomodates and explains

the independent reality of nature, and while he maintains that

the Naturphilosophie is only subordinate to the W=L, Schelling

replies that his Naturphilosophie is independent of and co-ord-

inate to the W-L, and that it is necessary to postulate the
independent reality of nature. In his November 15th, 1800

letter to Schelling, for example, Fichte argues that nature

does not exist acocording to its own laws, but only according

to the laws of intelligence; and he goes on to desoribe Schelling's
'Selbstkonstruktion der Natur'-——a method which treats nature as

an end in itself-—as a false abstraction from the w--L.‘l In his

Die Philosophie des deutschen Idealismus (Berlin, de Gruyter, 1929);
Lukacs, Der junge Hegel (Frankfurt, Suhrkamp, 1973); H. Marcuse
Reason and Revolution (London, Routledge, Kegan & Paul, 1968);

W. Dilthey, Die Jugendgeschichte Hegels in Gesammelte Schriften,

iv (Leipzig, Tuebner, 1921)j and E. Bloch, Subjekt-Objekt, 'Er—
lauterungen zu Hegel' (Frankfurt, Suhrkamp, 1962). Cassirer

comes closest to seeing the full significance of this problem

for Fichte in his brilliant, but sadly neglected Das Erkenntnis-
problem in der Philosophie und Wissenschaft der neuern Zeit,

(Darmstadt, Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1974), 'Die nach-

kantische Systeme!, iii. 126~9
L Schelling, Briefe und Dokumente, ed, H, Fuhrmans (Bonn

Bouvier, 1962), i, 296




November 19th, 1800 reply to Fichte, Schelling declares
that the Naturphilosophie is completely independent of the
W-L, and that it has every right to assume that nature exists

1
apart from consciousness, What is at stake in this dispute

over the status of the Naturphilosophie, then, is nothing

less than the possibility of metaphysics. The Naturphilosophie

postulates knowledge of the universe as a whole, apart from and
prior to how it appears to consciousness, Its aim is to
break outside the cirole of consciousness of the W-L, as is
plain from Schelling's 1801 essay 'Ueber den wahren Begriff der
Naturphilosophie'.2

Into this growing dispute steps the young 'Doktor der
Weltweisheit!, Hegel, His main contribution to the dispute

is his Differenz des Fichte'schen und Schelling'schen Systems

der Philosophie, whose aims are to distinguish between Fichte's

and Schelling's system, and to explain the superiority of
Schelling's system over Fichte's, As Hegel sees it, the main
difference between these systems is this: Schelling affirms
and Fichte denis the equal status of the Naturphilosophie

to Transcendentalphilosophiees And the superiority of Schelling's
system over Fichte's consists in this: Fichte's system betrays

the principle of subject-object identity and fails to explain
empirical consciousness, while Schelling's system remains loyal
to this principle and succeeds in explaining empirical con=

sciousness, and precisely because it maintains the equal rights

1«  Ibid., ii. 296
26 Werke, it, 718-726, Cf. Allgemeine Deduktion des dynamischen
Prozesses in Werke, ii, 710-12
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of the Naturphilosophie alongside the Transcendentalphilosophie.

The external stimulus for the Differenz is a recent publication

—the first issue of Reinhold's Beytrlge zur leichtern Uebersicht

des Zustands der Philosophie zu Anfang des neunzehnten Jahrhundrets

—which conflates Fichte and Schelling, seeing them both as
champions of *Ichheit', a principle which conceives all thought
as purely subjective, and which dissolves the actual opposition
between subject and object in empirical consciousness in the
pure subject=~object identity of the absolute.1 Against Reinhold,
Hegel argues that he has got hold of only the subjective side
of Schelling's principle of subject-object identity, and that
he completely ignores its objective side, which insists upon ab-
stracting from *JIchheit! and the subjectivity of thought.2 And
it is precisely the distinctive virtue of Schelling's system
over Fichte's, Hegel further insists, that it explains the
opposition between subject and object in actual experience,
Whatever its reception in the philosophical world,3 the

Differenz achieves its desired effects: Schelling's break with

Fichte, Although the evidence is only circumstantial, it

strongly suggests that the Differeng strikes the final death

blow to Schelling's faltering alliance with Fichte, Although

Fichte and Sohelling are already clearly aware of their differ-

1. C. Reinhold, Beytrtige (Hamburg, Perthes, 1801), i, 86-7

Reinhold's interpretation of Schelling is in fact more complex,

though inconsistent, Although he does see that Schelling's ab=-

solute is also objective, he at the same time insists that Fichte

and Schelling affirm the same principle—'Ichheit'!~which restricts
Schelling's absolute to its subjective side. See Beytrlge, i, 85-6.

This inconsistency is noted by Hegel in the Differenz., See Werke ii, 116-7
2, Werke, ii, 116=7

3¢ Fichte never comments on the Differenz, Reinhold considers




ences before Hegel's intervention, they are still desperately
anxious to patch up their ailing friendship, Thus on November
19th, 1800, less than two months before Hegel's arrival in Jena,
Schelling writes to Fichte that they are still at one on all
essential points.1 And even after Hegel's arrival in Jena

and the publication of Schelling's Darstellung meines Systems,

Schelling is still eager to express his agreement with Fichte,
telling him in his May 24th, 1801 letter that, despite all their
differences, they still share a single vieWpoint.2 After the

publication of the Differenz in July 1801, however, the break is

finalised and formalised, By seeing such a wide difference
between Fichte and Schelling, and by arguing that there are such.
great advantages to Schelling's system over Fichte's, Hegel
forbids reconciliation between these past allies, It is indeed

probably the Differenz which explains Schelling's dramatic

3rd October, 1801 letter to Fichte, Schelling is now confident
enough to write to Fichte that he no longer deems the W-L the last
word in philosophy, and that it is only one part of his own
system.3 He then asks Fichte to stop considering him as his
oollabora.ter.4 It is no accident that he then reveals the

source of his new-found confidence: the publication of feinem

sehr vorztiglichen Kopf', titled Differenz des Fichte'schen

it insignificant (see Beytrige (1803) v. xiii), and F. Schlegel

regards it as simply ‘*schlecht'. See Fuhrman's note to Schelling,

Briefe und Dokumente, ii. 298
e Schelling, Briefe und Dokumente, ii. 298

2, Tbid,, ii, 326
3. Ibid., ii. 352
4e Ibid., ii, 355




und Schelling'sochen Systems der Philosophie. And so one

philosophical alliance ends and a new one begins: it is no
longer Fichte-Schelling, but Schelling-Hegel,

But why does Hegel ever take sides with Schelling
against Fichte in the first place? Why does he argue that

the Naturphilosophie is necessary? And why indeed does he

think that there must be a revival of metaphysics, despite all
the critical limits upon reason imposed by the epistemology
of Kant and Fichte? To even begin to answer this question,

it is necessary to go back in philosophical history: back to
the origins, problems and principles of Fichtet's 1794 W=L,

The Differenz maintains the necessity of the Naturphilosophie

Just because it resolves the outstanding problem of the W=IL,

and just because it alone remains true to the first principle

of the W=L, However great their differences, Hegel still thinks
that the systems of Fichte and Schelling have their root in a
single philosophy and in a common prablem, The philosophy is
the 'spirit' of the Kantian system: its principle of subject-
obJect identity., The problem is the central question of tran-
scendental philosophys how is experience possible? The argument

of the Differenz is that only Schelling's system can lay claim

to be the legitimate heir of the Kantian revolution, and that
it alone resolves the remaining problem of a transcendental
philosophy. Thus Hegel's rationale for metaphysics puts the
onus of proof upon Kant's and Fichte's epistemologys it is
necessary to go beyond the critical limits of epistemology

precisely because it cannot solve its own problem of the possi-



bility of experience.

So, in order to interpret Hegel's argument, it is
necessary to return to the principles and problems of
Fichte's W-L, But to come to terms with the W-L is no easy

task, It requires a lot of explaining,

11

The Principles and Problematic of Fichte's 1794 Wissenschaftslehre

The problem of the W-L begins with a basic fact of
our ordinary experience. This is the fact that experience is
outside our conscious control, or that there is a feeling of
necessity accompanying our representations, What representations
appear, and when they appear, does not depend upon our will and
imagination, When I look outside the window, for example,
I see these trees and buildings with just these properties
and no others, quite apart from the faoct that I do not want
to see them, What is the ground of such an experience? How
is it possible to explain the feeling of necessity that accom-
panies representations? That is the main problem of philosophy,

at least as Fichte conceives it in the Erste Einleitung in die

Wissenschaftslehre.1 But Fichte has other formulations for

the same problem, In the introduction to the 1798 Sittenlehre,

for instance, he raises this question: how does something ob=-

Jective ever become something subjective? How does an object

1. Fichte, Werke. i. 423



act upon the subjeot to produce a representation when the
subject and object appear to have a distinct existence? The
task of philosophy is to answer this question, Fichte sa.ys.1
Then in his early 1795 essay *'Vergleichung des vom Herrn

Prof, Schmid aufgestellten Systems mit der Wissenschaftslehre!?,
Fichte hits upon yet another formulation for his problem,

'What is the ground of our belief that representations cor-
réspond to something external to themselves?' This question
raises the main problem of philosophy, he writes.2 Still
another version of the problem is voiced by an early disciple

of Fichte, the young Schelling, In his 1796=7 Abhandlung zur

Erl8uterung der Idealismus der Wissenschaftglehre, Schelling
puts the main problem of philosophy as followas: how is know-
ledge possible when it requires the correspondence of a repre-—
sentation with its object and when the representation and its
object are completely distinct enti‘ties?3

Whatever their differences, all these statements about
the problem of philosophy boil down to a single underlying
issue, Whether they ask how an object acts upon the subject
to create the feeling of necessity accompanying a representation,
or whether they ask how the subject and object correspond
with one another if they are such distinct entities, they still
raise anew one basic and classic problem of philosophy: the
mind-body problem, This issue begins in modern philosophy

vwith Descartes' rigid dualism between the mental and physical,

2 [ 4 Ibid (X ij. L] 440-1
3e Werke, i, 288-9



In the Principles of Philosophy, Descartes sharply distinguishes

between the mind and body: the mind is thinking substance,
while the body is extended su.bstance.1 The mind cannot
have extension—motion or dimension in space-—anymore than
the body can possess thought--~the consciousness of feeling,
perceiving or understanding, If the mind and body are such
distinct substances, though, then the question arises: how
can they act upon one another? How is cause~effect action
possible between such totally distinet types of entity?

In re-invoking the mind-body problem, however, Fichte
re=conceives the task of transcendental philosophy since
Kant., The basic question of transcendental philosophy is
thiss how is experience possible? But this question is

ambiguous. It might ask about the oonditions for knowledge

of experiences how is it possible to know objeots in experience?,
how is it possible to make objective judgements about it? Or

it might ask about the genesis of experience: how do the

subject and object interact to produce experience? In Kant,
transcendental philosophy deals only with the former question,
the gquid juris?: how are synthetic a priori concepts valid

of experience?, how are they true of it if they do not derive
from it? But it does not treat the latter question, the

quid facti?: how does a representation arise from an objeot?,

how do understanding and sensibility interaot to produce exper-

1. Philosophiocal Writings, i. 221, 240. Principles X and LIII




ience?1 In Fichte, however, transcendental philosophy

treats not only the quid juris, but also it especially

ooncerns itself with the quid facti? Thus the problem of

transcendental philosophy is extended: it deals not only with
the conditions for making valid objective Jjudgements about
experience, but also the causal conditions for the genesis of
experience,

Fichte has his reasons—-good reasons--for pushing the tran-
scendental philosophy in this new direction., He clearly sees

that the quid juris cannot be fully answered without also raising

the quid facti? All knowledge rests upon a correspondence

between the subject and object, he says, and that correspon=-
dence is possible only if there is an interaction between them.2

If per contra the subject and object are distinct substances

which cannot interact, then the subject's consciousness of a
distinct object is either an illusion or a miracle, a figment

of his imagination or the mysterious result of a pre-established
harmony, This simple insight is decisive for the history of
German idealism, After Fichte, the transcendental philosophy
shifts its centre of attention from the guid juris? to the

quid facti? Sochelling and Hegel follow in the tradition of
transcendental philosophy in that their main concern is the
problem of the possibility of experience, They see this problem,

though, not through the eyes of Kant, but through those of Fichte,

1. KrV, B 116=119
24 Fichte, Werke, iv. 1=2



The pressing need to raise the guid facti? is brought

home to Fichte by Kant's evident inability to answer this
question, Kant cannot explain the genesis of experience
simply because he re-instates Descartes! mind-body dualism,

He only replaces Descartes'! duvalism with his own equally

rigid noumenal=phenomenal dualism, No less than the mind

and body, noumena and phenomena are distinct kinds of sub=
stance, Noumena are intelligible~—they are active, beyond
gpace and time, and not subject to the law of causality——
while phenomena are sensible beings—they are passive, in
space and time, and subject to the laws of nature, Thus,

as such distinot types of entity, it is impossible for noumena
and phenomena to interact with one another, And yet, if Kant
so radically divides noumena and phenomena, he equally insists upon
their most intimate interaction. The heart of the cri-

tical teaching is that knowledge is possible only if the
understanding—a noumenal faculty which applies the cate=-
gories to experience-—and sensibility-—a phenomenal faoculty
which receives intuitions——interact with one another, The
understanding has to act upon sensibility to organise
intuitions according to the categoriesj and, conversely,
sensibility has to act upon the understanding so that its categor-
ies have a content and apply to actual experience, In other
words, as Kant's famous maxim has it: concepts without intui-
tions are empty, intuitions without concepts are blind, Thus
Kant is stuck on a dilemma, On the one hand, his theory of

freedom in the solution to the third antinomy requires that



noumena and phenomena are distinct entities, so that they
cannot interact with one another; on the other hand, though,
his theory of knowledge demands that the understanding and sen-
sibility co=operate with one another, so that they must
interact with one another, So Kant has a choice between either
his theory of knowledge or his theory of freedom, If he

drops his noumenal=-phenomena dualism for the sake of his

theory of knowledge, he destroys his solution to the third
antinomy, and so imperils freedom; but if he keeps his dualism
to maintain freedom, his theory of knowledge becomes implausible,
This dilemma poses the fundamental challenge to Fichte's W-L.
Its task is to find the middle path between its horns: a

theory of freedom which allows for the interaction between

the understanding and sensibility,

Kant's failure to solve the quid facti? became nearly

a standard complaint in philosophy before the appearance of the

first verions of the W-L, the 1794 Grundlage der gesammten

Wissenschaftslehre, This deficiency of the critical philo=

sophy is put forward by two of Kant's earliest critics, Jacobi

and Maimon, In his 1787 dialogue David Hume, Jacobi protests

against Kant's reason/sensibility dualism, Reason and sensibility
are not distinct faculties, he argues, but only higher and

lower degrees of organisation of life.1 He then insists

that there is a severe penalty for dividing these faculties:

1o Jacobi,cWerke, F, Roth and F. K8ppen (Darmstadt, Wissen=-
schaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1976), ii. 218-26
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the mental and physical cannot interact with one another

if they are distinot entities, and such a dualism means

that there cannot be an explanation of knowledge or action.1
After Jacobi, Maimon presses home the same point in his 1790

Versuch tiber die Transcendentalphilosophie. He likens Kant's

a priori/a posteriori dualism to that between the mind and
body, and contends.that, in beginning with such a dualism,
Kant cannot possibly resolve his central problem of the possi-
bility of synthetic a priori knowledge, According to Maimon,
Kant rightly insists that such knowledge requires a unity

of understanding and sensibility; but once he so radically
sunders these faculties, he cannot put them back together
again, for they are simply too heterogeneous to interact with
one another.2 There is every reason to think that Fichte
takes their criticism seriously. He calls Maimon 'einer

der gr¥ssten Denkern unseres Zeitalters;',3 and he praises

Jacobi as 'ein Mann von ueberwiegender Geisteskraft', recom-
4

mending all his philosophical writings,

Kant's failure to solve the quid facti? becomes all

the more apparent with his only attempt to explain the genesis

of experience, In the Prolegomena, Kant explicitly states

1. Ibid.,, ii. 244-5

2, S, Maimon, Werke, ed. V. Verra (Hildesheim, Olms, 1965)

if, 62-5, 362

3 Werkey i. 146 Cf. Fichte's 1795 letter to Reinhold:
'Gegen Maimon's talent ist meine Achtung grenzenlosj ich
glaube fest und bin erb8tig, es zu erweisen, dass durch
ihn die ganze Kritische Philosophie,..von Grund aus umge-
stossen ist!'.

See Fichte's Briefwechsel, ed, H, Schulz (Leipzig, Haessel, 1925)

i. 446

44 Fichte, Werke, i, 481=2
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that the representations of experience arise from the
action of the thing-in-itself, which is their unknowable
cause.1 Such an explanation, though, is patently at odds
with his own critical principles., This is the theme of

the Beylage to Jacobi's David Hume—an argument which Fichte

acknowledges in hig Zweite Einleitung in die W-L.2 Jacobi

argues that Kant's explanation transcends the boundaries of
experience, contrary to the critical doctrine that there

is no legitimate knowledge beyond experience, The thing-
in-itself is beyond experience, he points out, and thus it
cammot be known to be the cause of its representations, Kant
applies the category of causality beyond experience to the
unknowable thing=in-itself; but the conclusion of the deduction
is precisely that the categories are valid only for objects

3

in experience., Hence Kant is in a predicament: he must

both affirm and deny the thing-in-itself, He needs the
thing-in-itself to account for the passive sensibility, the
feeling of necessity accompanying representationsj but he must
also dispense with it if he is to explain the genesis of
experience according to his critical principles, And so Ja~-
cobi comes to his famous verdicts he needs the thing-in-itself
to enter the critical systemj but he must dispense with it

4

if he is to remain inside it. He then concludes-——and his

1. Schriften, iv. 289, 314-5

2, Fichte, Werke, i. 481
3. Jacobi, Werke, ii, 305-6
4. Ibid., ii. 304
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conclusion has a decisive effect upon Fichte--that, if

he is to remain true to his critical principles, Kant must
drop his thing-in-itself and explain all experience on the
basis of the ego's activity and creativity, But, to Jacobi,

this amounts to a reductio ad absurdam since it results

in a thorough-going spekulativen Egoismus.1 To Fichte,

however, this is precisely the direction which the W-L must
ardently pursue,

So Kant still has some explaining to do, His theory
of knowledge requires some explanation of how such hetero=
geneous faculties as understanding and sensibility interact;
and his inconsistent account of the origin of experience de-
mands a new explanation more in accord with critical principles,
So given these shortcomings of the critical philosophy, Fichte
has a sound rationale for elevating the mind-=body problem
into the central problem of transcendental philosophy. The
oritical philosophy will be complete and on a sound foundation
only thanks to the W-L which will resolve the outstanding

quid facti? concerning the origin of experience. Thus tran-

scendental philosophy begins in Kant where it ends in Fichte.

If Kant simply takes a mind-body dualism for granted, never
asking how such distinct entities as noumena and phenomena inter-
act, Fichte turns the basic problem of transcendental philosophy
into the explanation of their interaction, And if Kant takes
experience as given without attempting to explain its origins,

except half-heartedly through the thing-in-itself, Fichte's

10 . Ibidg’ 11. 310
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basic problem is to explain the origin of experience
according to critical principles,

* * *

So much for Fichte's problem., But how does he propose

to solve it? In the Erste Einleitung in die Wissenschaftslehre,'

Fichte states that there are only two possible solutions open

to him, He stubbornly maintains that there are just two ocon-
gistent, but conflicting systems of philosophy: idealism and
materialism, or 'criticism' as represented by Kant, and *dog-
matism' as represented by Spinoza. While idealism explains
experience as the product of the ego, the Kantian *Ich’,
materialism accounts for it as the product of the thing-in=it—
self, the Spinozian substance, If idealism explains the
interaction between subject and object according to mental

laws, materialism accounts for it according to physical laws,
What is at stake in the conflict between idealism and materialism
is nothing less than the choice between freedom and fatalism,
Jdealism subsumes the subject and object under the laws of
freedom, which are gelf-imposed by the spontaneous activity

of the ego, while materialism brings them under the laws of
necessity, which are imposed upon the ego by the universe as a
whole, When Fichte identifies idealism with 'criticism!' and
materialism with ‘dogmatism?!, he uses these terms in a Kantian
sense, According to Kant, oriticism obeys the limits upon reason,
and so remains within the boundaries of experience; dogmatism

transcends the limits upon reason, though, since it presumes

1. Fichte, Werke, i, 425-6



to have a rational insight into things-~in-themselves which
transcend experience. In this sense, idealism is *criticism'
because its firat principle is given to self-consciousness,
go that it does not transcend the limits of experience; con-
versely, materialism is 'dogmatism® since its first principle
is Spinoza's substance, which cannot be given in any possible
experience,

Why, though, does Fichte limit his philosophical alter=-
natives down to idealism and materialism? Why not dualism

too? The Einleitung does not explain, but, given the histor-

cial context, it is not hard to surmise Fichte's reasons.,
Fichte accepts Maimon's and Jacobi's critique of dualism:
that if the mind and body are distinct substances, then there
cannot be any interaction between them. This means that dualism
is in no position to explain experience, since a necessary
condition of experience is that the subject and object inter-
act with one another, Hence an adequete philoscphical system has
to be monsitic: it has to assume that the subject and ob-
ject——despite all appearances——are one and the same type of
entity and that they obey one type of law., This limits the
choice down to either idealism or materialism, Only these
alternatives are in a position to explain experience, since only
they account for subject-object interaction,

What is the best alternative, then, idealism or realism?
There is no philosophical answer to this question, Fichte

contends in the Erste Einleitung.1 Both provide an adequete

1. Tbide, i, 329-30



and consistent account of experience, and both have
first principles which are indemonstrable, since all reasoning
has to begin with them, So, if philosophical argument is to
no avail, what does determine the choice between these sys-
temg? It is not the intellect, but the will, not theoretical,
but practical reason, Fichte answers, The choice of a philo-
sophy depends upon someone's values and ideals, it rests upon
what kind of man he iss
'Was fUr eine Philosophie man w#hle, hingt davon ab,
was man flr ein Mensch ist: denn ein philosophischer
System ist nicht ein toter Hausrat, den man ablegen oder
annehmen k8nnte, wie es uns beliebte, sondern es ist

beseelt durch die Seele des Menschen, der es hat.'?

Returning to the same theme in his 1800 Bestimmung des

Mienschen,2 Fichte argues that the ground of all certainity
is belief, and that belief is unassailable by reason, because
it is a decision between equally rational but conflicting
first principles, Belief is not knowledge, but it is a
decision of the will, a decision which determines the validity
of knowledge,

There is a strange paradox and inconsisteny, however,
in Fichte's claim that there is no theoretical basis for a
choice between idealism and materialism, The point of his
argument is to defend freedom: if the intelleot or under-
standing compels someone to adopt one philosophy over another,
especially when he does not want to live according to its pre-

cepts, then he is no longer free, Here Fichte agrees with

1. Fichte, Werke, i. 434
2, Ibid., i1, 253=4
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Jacobi: that where the intellect holds sway, determinism

reigns; or, as Jacobi puts it in his famous adage: 'Jeder

Weg der Demonstration geht in den Fatalismus aus'.1 Like

Jacobi, Fichte maintains that the understanding adheres to

the principle of sufficient reason, which states that every

event has a prior cause which determines it into action; hence

freedom—the power to begin a causal series-——is possible only

outside the sphere of the understanding.2 Just by this

argument, though, Fichte has to admit that there is no rat-

ional ground for the belief in freedom, and that the materialist

is equally right to believe that everything is determined,

Paradoxically, then, the idealist defends the possibility of

freedom only when he admits that it is indemonstrable, and

only wvhen he concedes that the materialist might be right

that it does not exist! And yet at the same time Fichte

still argues that the choice between idealism and materialism

is a choice between freedom and fatalism, To choose material-

ism over idealism, he maintains, is to alienate one's freedom,

to allow external causes to dictate one's actions.3
Whatever he says about no rational choice between

idealism and materialism, Fichte still cannot resist arguing

against materialism, The Erste Einleitung in die Wissenschafts-

lehre holds an argument against materialism which is fundamental
to the rationale of the W=L, and which plays a decisive role

in Fichte's later break with Schelling, According to Fichte's

1e Jacobi, Werke, iv/i. 223

2, Fichte, Werke, i. 508-93 wiii. 411-173 iv, 182
3. Ibid., i, 513

4. Ibid., 1. 435-7
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argument, materialism simply cannot do justice to the exper-
ience that it sets out to explain, A material object cannot
be the cause of a representation, Such a causal connection

is impossible because there is an unbridgeable gap between

the object and its representation. The materialist makes the
connection appear plausible by reducing the representation to
a thing, so that it appears as if the cause and effect are
between the same type of entity, But this reduction of a repre-
sentation to a thing is utterly impossible, A representation
is unlike a material object in that, while a material objeot
exists without a perceiving subject, a representation requires
such a subject. Here Fichte only builds upon Kant's point

in the unity of apperception: that a representation is nothing
at all to me unless it is accompanied by the possibility of

self-consciousnessj

He takes this point to drive a wedge
between a representation and a material objects if a per=-
ceiver is contingent and external to a material object, he is
necessary and internal to a representation., Although it is
necessary to ask of a representation who is aware of it,

it is not necessary to ask this for a thing. As Fichte

puts it: there is a unity of 'Zusehen' and 'Sein' in the

case of an intelligent being, but a distinction between them
in the case of a thing, Hence Fichte makes self-consciousness

into the dividing line between the self and nature.2 What de-

fines the border between subject and object, the Sittenlehre

explains, is nothing less than reflection.3

Te KrV, B 131=2
26 Fichte, Werke, 1, 290
3e Ibid,, iv, 130-1
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Since it is now not only dualism, but also material-
ism which cannot explain experience, there is no other option
but idealism, Fichte must then embark upon a programme to
show that idealism can account for experience, Such a pro-
gramme is nothing less than that of the W~L, The aim of the
W-L is to establish a single, fundamental principle: subjecte
object identity, According to Fichte, it is possible to
explain experience—~=how the subject and object act upon one
another—only if there is some point where the subject and
object are identical with one another, Thus he writes in the

introduction to the Sittenlehre:

'Wie ein Objektives jemals zu einem Subjektiven, ein
Sein fHir sich zu einem vorgestellten werden mBge...
wie es...mit dieser sonderbaren Verwandlung zugehe,
vird nie jemand erkl¥ren, welcher nicht einen Punkt
findet, in welchem das Objektive, und Subjektive Hber—
haupt nicht geschieden, sondern ganz Eins sind'.1
With subject-object identity, there is no longer a need to
postulate a mysterious pre-established harmony between dis-
tinct substances in order to understand the interaction between
subject and object in experience, For now the subject and
object are not distinct things, but one and the same thing.
Only upon the establishment of this principle of subject-ob-—
ject identity, Fichte claims, will the critical philosophy
be consistent and complete, Then, and only then, will it be

in a position to solve its outstanding quid facti? about the

origin of experience and rid itself of its thing-in-itself,

Hence Fichte's controversial—=but all too understandable—

1o Werke, iv, 1; cf, ii. 441
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claim that the principle of subject-object identity repre-
gents the 'spirit' as opposed to the t'letter' of the Kantian
philosophy.

It is the thesis of Fichte's idealism that subject-
object identity exists only in the ego and not in substance,
The necessary condition of our experience, he insists, is not
without us in an unknowable substance, but it is within us
in the consciousness of our own ego, If the subject and object
are one and the same thing, then, they are not a physical,
but a mental thing, They interact with one another only
because they obey mental laws, the necessary laws of the ego's
own self-consciousness, Subject-object identity is realised
only in the ego's self-knowledge, Fichte further insists, for
it is only in self-knowledge that the subject and object of
knowledge are one and the same, The task of the W-L, then,
is to establish that self-knowledge is the first principle
of all knowledge, the condition for the possibility of exper-
ience,

Now it is only self-knowledge, Fichte contends, which
explains the possibility of knowledge in our experience. When
the subject knows an object in his experience it is not necessary
to assume a pre-established harmony between distinct realms of
being, a mental representation and an external object, Rather,
the subject's awareness of his object is nothing less than his
own (subconscious) self-awareness, There is no problem in

explaining the correspondence of a representation with its ob-



ject, then, since such correspondence is only the subject-
object identity of self~knowledge, That the W-L makes self=-
knowledge into the necessary condition of all knowledge is
evident from the earliest commentary upon it, Schelling's

Erl8uterung zur Idealismus der Wissenschaftslehre:

'Nur in der Selbstanschauung eines Geistes also ist
Identit#t und Vorstellung und Gegenstand, Also milsste
sich, um jene absolute Uebereinstimming von Vorstellung
und Gegenstand, worauf die Realit#dt unseres ganzen Wissens
beruht, darthun zu kBnnen,erweisen lassen, dass der Geist,
indem er ueberhaupt Objekte anschaut, nur sich selbst an~
schaut, IMsst sich dies erweisen, so ist die Realitiit
unseres Wissens gesichert'.1

Thus, no less than Kant, Fichte makes self-knowledge into
the paradigm of all knowledge——and in this respect, Fichte
can legitimately claim to be the heir of the Copernican revolu-
tion. But he takes' this paradigm beyond all its critical

limits, It is not only the 'Ich denke' of Kant's unity of

apperception, but the self-knowledge of the intellectus

archetypus. What is only a regulative ideal for Kant, a
principle which merely brings systematioc unity to the manifold
of empirical laws, then becomes a constitutive principle for
Fichte, the very condition of experience itself,
* » *

Such is Fichte's basio explanation of the possibility
of experience, But at first sight his explanation appears
to be utterly implausible, There does not seem to be a
subject-object identity, but only a subject-object dualism

in actual experience. The subject does not see himself in

1. Schelling, Werke, i, 290
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his object, but he regards it as something external to hime
gelf, He does not consider his object as the product of his
own conscious activity, but as something given which acts upon
him, So the principle of subject-object identity appears to
be falsified by the subject-object dualism of actual experi-~
ence, It is indeed only because there is a subject-object
dualism in experience that the problem of the possibility of
experience arises in the first place,

Fichte himself is painfully aware of this problem,

He repeatedly insists in the Grundlage that idealism is

sound and successful only insofar as its principle of subject-
object identity accomodates and explaing the subject—=object
dualism of experience.1 An idealism which denies this dualism
is labelled as dogmatic and transcendent, So how does Fichte
get around this difficulty? His reply is to distinguish between
the absolute ego, which is known from the transcendental
standpoint of the philoscpher, and the finite ego, which is
known from ordinary experience, While the principle of subject-
object identity is conscious and explicit for the absolute

ego, vhich posits its object and sees itself in it, it is

only implicit and subconscious for the finite ego, which sees
the object as given and external to itself, Of course, though,
the absolute and finite ego are still——somehow-—one and the

same ego; for, otherwise, the absolute ego's subject-object
identity is irrelevant to the explanation of the experience of

the finite ego. Its only that the finite ego is not conscious

1.  Werke, i, 178, 186=7, 281
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of itself as an absolute ego,
What, though, does Fichte mean by the absolute ego?

And how does it differ from the finite ego? There are two
basic distinguishing features of the absolute ego, two traits
in which it differs from the finite ego, 1) The absolute
ego is universal, one and the same within the self-conscious-
ness of everyone alike, while the finite ego is individual,
differing from one person to the next. Hence in the Zweite

Einleitung in die Wissenschaftslehre Fichte calls his !'Ich*

'Ichheit Hberhaupt' or *Geistigkeit #lberhaupt! and sharply

distinguishes it from the individual.1 The *Ich' is that
which remains after one abstracts from all his accidental
empirical and individuwal features, he saya,2 and such an
'Ich! cannot then differ from one person to another, The
'Ich' which remains after abstraction is nothing less than
the necessary condition of any possible experience, so that it
cannot be this or that individual which is within experience,
Here Fichte sees what Kant does nots that the 'Ich' of the
unity of apperception cannot be an individual when it is the
necessary oondition for the identification of an individual,
for distinguishing one individual from another.3 Hence the
universality of the absolute ego is nothing less than the
Kantian unity of apperception without Kant's unwarrented
allocation of one such unity per person, 2) Universality is
not, however, a sufficient condition of the absolute ego.

It cannot be just a universalised unity of apperception be-

1e Werke, i, 503
20 Ibido’ 1. 244-5
3, Tbid., 1. 476



cause that still permits a dualism between the subject and
object, the impersonal 'Ich' and the manifold of experience.
The absolute ego then has to be something more: it is subject-
object identity. To Fichte, to say that the absolute ego is
subject-object identity is to say that it posits its own being.1
He even explicitly defines the absolute ego as that whioch is

self-positing, Thus he writes in the Grundlage:

'Dasjenige, dessen Sein (Wesen) bloss darin besteht,
dass es sich selbst alszseiend gsetzt, ist das Ich,
als absolutes Subjekt?,

Fichte makes almost the same definition of the 'JIch' in the

Sittenlehre when he says that its distinguishing characteris-

tic consists in its drive for independence:

'Der wesentliche Charakter des Ich, wodurch es von allem

was ausser ihm ist? un?erscheidet, besteht in einer Ten-5

denz zur Selbstidndigkeit um der Selbst#ndigkeit willen.'
The ego is perfectly self=positing, Fichte says, only when
it realises what the Sittenlehre calls absolute independence,
ie, complete autonomy where it obeys only the laws of its own
making, The absolute ego then differs from the finite ego in
this respect: it is not diwled into a noumenal and phenomenal
character, a noumenal character which obeys self-imposed
rational laws, and a phenomenal character which submits to the
laws of an external nature, Rather, the absolute ego oonsists
in nothing less than noumenal-phenomenal self-identity since
its entire nature conforms to its own self-imposed laws, It

does not have a passive phenomenal character, which is determined

by nature, and whose desires act contrary to its rational laws,

1. Werke, i, 98
2. Ibid.' 1. 97
30 Ibido '] iV. 29



Rather, it has complete control over its own identity: its
phenomenal character of necessity acts according to its
rational will, Thus the absolute ego is only what it wills
itself to be: possibility and actuality, command and execution
are one,

What, more precisely, though, does it mean to say that
the absolute ego is self-positing? This question is fundamental
to understand the foundation of the W=L, The ego is self=
positing only under two conditions, 1) It is self-causing,
so that it brings itself into existence and is not determined
by an external cause, Fichte regards self-causation as a neces-
sary condition of the ego's existence, ie, no less than
Spinoza's substance, the ego must exist 'by the necessity of
its own nature alone', Like Kant, he assumes that the ego's
freedom oonsists in spontaneity, ie. the power to begin a
causal series.2 Only Fichte takes Kant's spontaneity a step
further: it applies not only to the ego's will and actions,
but to its very existence, 2) The ego is self-defining or self=-
conceiving, ie. when it posits itself as X it makes itself

or constitutes itself as X. This self-defining, self-con-

ceiving aspeoct of the ego means that there is no separation
between the self as subject and as object, Since the self is
only wvhat it defines itself to be, the self as subject (the

self-defining self) consists in the self as object (the self

1. That the absolute ego assumes the status of Kant's
'holy will' is made plain by one of Schelling's early works,
Vom Ich als Princip der Philosophie, See Wexrke i, 122-3

2, Fichte, Werke, iv, 24




as defined); in other words, the self is nothing but its
own self-objectification, its self-expression through self-
awareness., Hence Fichte's oconstant emphasis that the ego is
not a self-knowing subject who precedes his self-knowledge,
but nothing but the act of self-knowledge itself!1
Although at first sight Fichte's postulate of a self=-

positing self appears to be hyper-metaphysical, it is neces-
sary to appreciate the deep epistemological point behind it.
What Fichte is striving for in all his verions of the Wel—
there are at least ten verions stretching over a period of
twenty years——is an adequete theory of self—consciousness.2
Since idealism makes self-knowledge into the first principle
of all knowledge, it is essential that self-knowledge is upon
a firm foundation, If self-knowledge is not self=-grounding,
then all knowledge becomes uncertain and insecure, Fichte
therefore wants a theory of self-knowledge which satisfies
the following two conditionss 1) it ensures that self-know-
ledge is the unconditional, self=-justifying prinoiple of all
knowledge; and 2) it does not invoke an unknowable subject,

a self=knowing subject who transcends his own acts of self=-
knowledge., Now the idea of a self-positing self, Fichte arg-

gues in his 1798 Wissenschaftslehre and Versuch einer neuen

Darstellung der Wissenschaftslehre,3 is to satisfy these oon-

1. Ibid., i. 97, 529, 462

2. Such is the thesis of D. Henrich in Fichte's urspriing-
liche Einsicht (Frankfurt, Klostermann, 1967), pp. 7-9

3e See Fichte, Nachgelassene Schriften, ed, H., Jacob
(Berlin, Junker und Dunnhaupt, 1937), ii. 377, and Werke,
1.525-530




ditions, Assume the contrary, he asks., Suppose that the
self-knowing self does not posit itself as the known self,
but that it exists apart from and prior to the known self.
What then? In that case, he points out, there cannot be
self-consciousness, For the question then arises: how is it
possible to know the self-knowing self? It cannot be known

through knowing the known self, for ex hypothesi it does not

posit itself as the known self and exists prior to it. The
answer to this question must then be that the self-knowing
self is known only if it is the known self for another higher-
order knowing self,. But this opens up an infinite regress since
the same question arises all over again for the higher—order
self-knowing self, The regress keeps going, thanks to the
sharp separation between the subject and object of self-con-
sciousness, There is no level where the subject becomes an
object to itself, so that it is then always necessary to as-
oend another level of self-consciousness. There is then only
one cure for this regress: deny that the self-knowing self

is distinet from the known selfy and to Fichte that means
affirming that the self-knowing self must posit itself as the
known self, ie, that the self is self-defining or consists in
only what it conceives itself to be,

In struggling toward an adequete theory of self-conscious-
ness, Fichte appears to only follow in the Kantian tradition,
Self-consciousness has been solemnly inaugurated as the first
principle of philosophy ever since Kant's transcendental deduction.

It then appears as if Fichte strives to resurrect Kant, to put his
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theory of self-consciousness upon a firm foundation. But

the irony is that Fichte's great antagonist is Kant., One

of his main aims in the W-L is to eliminate Kant's unknowable
noumenal self, that self who is always the subject, but never
the object of self-consciousness. Fichte sees Kant's noumenal
self as a covert re-introduction of the thing-in-itself, for
a self-knowing subject who transcends his own acts of self=
knowledge is obviously unknowable, He also regards Kant's
noumenal self as a hypostasis, since what distinguishes the
subject from an objeoct is only the possibility of self-con-
sciousness, as Kant himself implies in the unity of appercep=—
tion, Nowhere indeed are Kant and Fichte more opposed than
over their concepts of the self: for Kant, the self is
free only if he is indefinablej for Fichte, however, the self
is free only if he is definable, since his freedom consists
in his self-positing activity. In the end, these differences
do not escape Fichte, and he eventually brings them to the
fores the 1798 Versuch complains about the assumption of an

unknowable subject which infects even 'die bertthmtesten

Weltweisen unseres philosophisches Jahrhundrets';1 and the

1798 Wissenschaftslehre even goes on to mention Kant by name:

Kant's denial of self-knowledge is nothing but sophistry, he
saya.2 After 1798, it is interesting to note, Fichte no
longer claim to represent even the 'spirit' of the Kantian
philosophy,

1. Werke, i, 529-30
2. Nachgelassene Schriften, ii. 356, 377




But the problems with Fichte's explanation of exper-
ience are still not over., The introduction of the absolute
ego into the W=L only creates more difficulties than it solves,

According to the 1794 Grundlage, the absolute ego posits a

non-ego, which makes it into a finite ego opposed to a non~ego;
hence there arises the subject—object dualism of experienoe.1

A paradox soon arises for this explanation, though, The na-
ture of the absolute ego is to be purely self-positing; but

then it posits a non-ego, which makes itself finite, and which
stops itself from becoming only what it posits itself to be,

The active, self-determining absolute ego makes itself passive
and determined as a finite ego by positing a non-ego opposed to
itself, But how can the purely self-positing ego posit some-
thing opposed to itself? How can the absolute ego make itself
passive as a finite ego? This problem already appears in

Kant's first Kritik with the paradox of ‘inner affection',

The spontaneocus noumenal ego actively applies the categories

to itself; but that makes itself passive and determined as a
phenomenal ego subsumed under these categories, for among

these categories is that of causality, according to which the ego
is determined by an extermal cause, Kant is aware of this para-
dox, but gives up the attempt to solve it, pleading that it is
a difficulty which arises for any theory of self—oonsoiousness.1
Once again, however, Fichte has to begin where Kant left off,
He obviously has to come to terms with this paradox if the W-L
is to adequetely explain experience, The first principle of

the W=1L is 'Ich=Ich', that the ego is purely self-identical,

10 Krv’ B 156“8



that it is only what it posits itself to be., If, however,
there is no reason why the purely self-identical, self-positing
ego posits a non-ego opposed to itself, then idealism cannot
achieve what it sets out to explain: the givenness of experi-
ence, the faot that the ego finds itself passive and opposed
by a non-ego,

The best hint on how Fichte solves this paradox comes

from his former disciple, Schelling, In his Erlfuterung,

Schelling says that the core of idealism rests upon the assert-
ion that there is a single activity where the ego is both
self~-determining and determined, both active and pa.ssive.1
What is this activity? Nothing other than the autonomy of the
will.2 Autonomy of the will is to obey the laws of one's own
making; it has the double sense, then, of both legislating

and obeying laws. Now it is this double sense of autonomy

which explains how the ego is both self-determining and deter-
mined: it is active and self-determining in legislating the law,
and it is passive and determined in obeying it. Its self=-
determining, active nature is consistent with its determined,
passive nature simply because the ego is only obeying the laws

of its own creation, What Fichte does to explain experience,

then, is tc extend Kant's idea of autonomy so thatit holds not only
for moral imperatives, but also for the categories of experi=-

ence, Autonomy is thus the first principle not only of prac-

tical, but also theoretical reason., As Fichte says in the

Sittenlehre: autonomy is 'ein theoretisches Bestimmungsprinzip

1o Schelli Werke, 1.
2, Toid,, &' 53— 335



unserer Welt'.1 Idealism is novw in a position to explain

experiences if the finite ego is passive and determined by
an external cause, then that is only the submission under a
law of its own making as an absolute egoj; the limits the
finite ego finds in experience are nothing but its self-imposed
limits as an absolute ego. Hence Fichte solves Kant's para~
dox of inner affection——but only by radically extending
Kant's concept of autonomy beyond its strictly practical
significance in the critical philosophy.

All this still does not explain, however, why the ego
ever posits the non-ego. It dispels the paradox involved in
the ego limiting itself, but it still leaves the questions
why does it limit itself? The answer to this question requires
taking a closer lokk at the nature of Fichte's ego, According

to the combined arguments of the 1793 Bestimmung des Gelehrten

and the 1798 Sittnelehre, there are two distinguishing features

of a subject in contrast to an object, 1) While a subject is
free, an object is determined according to the laws of nature,
The freedom characteristic of a subject, Fichte argues, does not
consist only in acting according to ends, but in choosing them
and spontaneously acting according to them, A plant or animal
also acts according to ends, but it does not choose them, and
acts instead according to the necessity of its own nature'.2
In thus making freedom into a necessary condition of subjectivity,

Fichte follows Kant's closing argument in the Grundlegung:

10 Ibid.' iVQ 69
2. Ibid., vi. 305
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that freedom has to be presupposed as necessary to the will

of a rational being.1 2) According to the Sittenlehre,

freedom by itself is not a sufficient condition of subjectivity.
It is also necessary to add another condition, a condition
which is indispensable for freedom itself: self-consciousness,
As a self-positing being which is only what it makes of itself,
the ego also has to be self-conscious since it consists in only
what it conceives itself to be, It cannot be self-positing if
it does not conform to its own ®1f-conceptions, its own ideas about
what it ought to be. As Fichte puts this point:
'Was es [has Ich:]je werden soll, dazu muss es sich

selbst durch den Begriff machenj,und wag es je sein wird,
dazu wird es durch ihn gemacht haben'.

The 'Begriff' here refers to the ego's own self-conceptions,
the goals that it sets for itself; hence Fichte says that

freedom is spontaneous activity under 'die BotmiMssigkeit des

Beg:_:iffs'.3 Here again the conflict between Kant and Fichte

reveals itself, While to Kant freedom and self-consciousness

are incompatible since the self becomes passive and determined

when it subsumes itself under the categories, to Fichte

freedom requires self-consciousness because the self cannot

be self-positing unless it conforms to its own self-conceptions.
Now these two conditions of subjectivity—-freedom and

self-consciousness——come together, If the ego is to realise

its nature, then it must become self-consciousj but, since its

nature oconsists in freedom, it must be self-consciocus of its

freedom, Thus the ego realises itself only if it becomes self-

1. Kant, Schriften, iv., 447
2, Werke, iv, 38; cf, 29=30, 106
}O Ibid.' iVQ 29‘30. 32
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conscious as a free being., Fichte insists on just this

point in his 1794 Grundlage., He stresses that the ego is

not only self-positing, but that it is self-positing for itself,

and not just for some external observer:

'Dag Ich soll nicht nur sich selbst setzen fHir irgendein
Intelligenz ausser ihm, sondern es soll sich fdr sich selbst
setzenj es soll sich setzen, als durch sich selbst gesetzt,
Es soll demnach, so gewiss es ein Ich ist, das Prinzip

des Leébens und des Bewusstseins lediglich in sich selbst
haben, Demnach muss das Ich, so gewiss es ein Ich ist,
unbedingt und ohne allen Grund das Prinzip in sich haben,
#ber sich selbst zu reflektieren,..!.’

Now it is the ego's striving to be self-conscious as a
free being which holds the key to the W=L's explanation of exper—
ience, If the ego is to reflect upon itself as a self-positing

being, then it must posit the non-ego, As the Grundlage puts it:

the ego's striving toward self-reflection, its striving to be
self-positing for itself, is the ground of its self-limitation,
‘der Grund alles Herausgehens sus sioh selbst's’ But why is
this? If the ego is to know that it is free, then it must

know that it acts, for it is only through its determinate
actions that its spontaneity becomes gparent to itself, But

if it is to act, then it must struggle against an obstacle,

for it is only in striving against something that resists it
that the ego comes into activity, Hence to know itself as a
free agent the ego has to know itself as acting against obsta.cles.3
It is indeed only by seeing how its actions change, control and

appropriate nature that it knows that it is not an instrument of

10 Ibido, i. 274
2, Ibid., i, 276
3. Ibid,, iii, 18=20
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victim of nature, falling under its laws, Hence the ego must
posit a non-ego: this is the only condition under which it has

an obstacle to struggle against so that it is self-conscious

of its freedom, Such positing is not in opposition to the nature
of the ego, then, but it is perfectly in accord with its natures
to be aware of itself as a free agent,

* * *

After setting forth its basic principle for the explana~-
tion of experience, and after clearing away all the paradoxes
and objections surrounding it, the W-L only faces a new kind
of problem: how does it show that its principle is necessary
and true? It now has to confront two serious questions: how
is it possible to know the absolute ego?, and how is it pos-
sible to demonstrate that it is the necessary condition of all
possible experience? It is over just these issues that Fichte's
philosophical method assumes the first importance. The aim
of this method is to acquire self-consciousness as an absolute
ego, and to demonstrate that the absolute ego is the ground of all
possible experience, Fichte outlines his method in several of

his earlier works, the 1794 Ueber den Begriff der Wissenschafts—

lehre, the 1795 'Schmid! essay, and the 1797/8 Einleitungen.

It is now time to turn to these texts and to examine Fichte's method,
seeing how it attempts to tackle these questions,

By what method, then, does the philosopher know the
absolute ego? How does he establish its existence? According

to Fichte, the philosopher cannot demonstrate the existence of
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the absolute ego through abstract reasoning, but he actually
has to have an experience of it, The WL has to begin from
some actual, living first-order experience, he insists, and

not an artificial, dead second-order proposition or argument.1
Abstract thought cannot demonstrate existence, he further
argues, but can only analyse whatis already given.2 This is
all in accord with Fichte's demand that the W-L be a critical
philosophy which never transcends the boundaries of experience.

He is so adament about this point that his Sonnenklarer Bericht

even makes a public proclamation out of it:
'Ich erkl¥re hiermit, 8ffentlich, dass es der innerste
Geist und Seele meiner Philosophie sey, der Mensch hat
tiberhaupt Nichts, denn die Erfahrung, und er kommt, wozu 3
er komnt, nur durch die Erfahrung, durch das Leben selbst,'
There is in fact no difference between Fichte's criticism and
Spinoza's dogmatism unless Fichte can demonstrate that his
absolute ego is wihin finite experience,
So to re-phrase the question: how does the philosopher
experience the absolute ego? What method does he employ to
be self-conscious as an absolute ego? 'Merke auf dich selbstl?,

that is the first lesson of philosophy, Fichte declares,4and

it is through just such introspection that the philosopher
beging, He abstracts from everything possible in his experi-
ence—from all external objects, all other minds, and even his
own individual traits——and he reflects upon his own conscious

activity itself, The philosopher has to abstract from every-

1, Tbid., i. 454, ii. 337, 442
2, Ibid., ii, 331
3e Ibid., 1i, 333
4. Ibid., 1, 422
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thing in his experience since its ground cannot lie within
experience itself; and he has to reflect upon himself because
this ground rests within his own consciousness.1 After abstract-
ing from his experience, though, the philosopher soon dis=
covers that there is one fact that he cannot abstract away,

and that is his own existence.2 Al]l abstraction and doubt
presupposes that there is someone who abstracts and doubts.
Hence the philosopher arrives at his first principle: ‘'Ich bin',
the simple self-awareness that he exists. Since this state-
ment *'Ich bin' is undeniable—it is not possible to deny one's
existence without presupposing it——it provides the philosopher
with a first principle that is self-evident and self=-verifying,

This first principle expresses 'reines Selbstbewusstseint,

as Fichte puts it, because it is an abstraction from all the
ego's empirical and individual traits.3 It affirms the
philosopher's self-awareness that he exists as a purely univer—
sal ‘'Ich', since the same 'Ich' is applicable to everyone else
when they abstract from their individual traits, This 'Ich bin'
is in fact nothing less than the philosopher's self-awareness
that he is an absolute ego, although he has as yet to know

how he exists (or his nature) as an absolute ego. As Fichte
puts it: his knowledge of this state only amounts to the

self-awareness of 'Ichheit ueberhaupt®, 'die Form der Ichheit!,

which is still lacking 'die vollstfndige Materie der Ichheit'.4

1. Tbid., 1. 424-6

2, Ibid,, ii. 447=-8

3. Ibid., 1. 244

4, Ibid., ie. 515=6, vie 2956
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The awareness that the philosopher gains by
abstraction from everything in his experience, and by
his self-reflection upon himself as the ground of all possible
experience, is what Fichte calls an intellectual intuition

(intellektuelle Anschauung), He insists that intellectual

intuition is the only firm basis and starting point for philo-
sophy, and that it is the organ for the construction of a trane
scendental philosophys 'Die intellektuelle Anschauung ist der
einzige feste Standpunkt fiir alle Philosophie.'1 What, then,
does Fichte mean by intellectual intuition? The general meaning
behind his idea is this: it is the self-knowing subject knowing
itself as the self-knowing subject; it is the self who is the
ground of all consciousness conscious of itself as the ground

of all consciousnessj or it is the act of self-knowing knowing
itself as an act, This descnption of an intellectual intuition
is already strongly implied by Kant in the first Kritik: it is
the self-knowledge of the determining in me prior to the act of
determinatiqn.2 For Fichte, no less than Kant, an intellectual
intuition is the act of self-knowing which knows itself as an
act of self-knowing, Thus Fichte's metaphor for an intellectual

intuition is 'zurtickkehrendes Handeln's an activity of self-

knowing which turns back upon itself since it knows itself as
the activity of self—knowing.3 An intellectual intuition,

excludes, therefore, a distinction between the subject who

1. Tbid., 1. 466
2.  KrV, B 158-9
30 Werke, 1. 462
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knows himself and the subject who is known. There cannot
be a dualism between the self-knowing subject and the known
subject, where the self-knowing subject exists prior to the
known subject, and where the known subject is given., This
creates an infinite regress where the act of self-knowing
presupposes a higher-order self-knowing subject, who is unknow=
able because he cannot ever appear as an object of knowledge,
Rather, an intellectual intuition realises nothing less than
pure subject-object identity. The self-knowing subject knows
itself as a self-knowing subject because it expresses and mani-
fests itself as the known subjectj in other words, the self-
knowing subject 'posits' or objectifies itself through its
act of self-knowing, Thus Fichte states that an intellectual
intuition is an act of self-knowing whose object is not given,
but created and acted out through the very act of self=knowing
itself,

1Sie [die intellektuelle Anschauung |ist das unmittelbare

Bewusstsein; dass ich handle, und was ich handle; sie ist

das, wodurch ich etwas weiss, weil ich es tue.'l
This act of self=knowing creates or acts out what it knows
simply because what it knows is the very act of self-knowing
itself! Of course, though, Kant argues in the 'Paralogismen'
chapter of the first Kritik that the self-knowing subject
cannot be known as a self-knowing subject.2 This subject is the
condition of all consciousness, the 'Ich' who accompanies all

representations, and the attempt to know what is the conditions

of all consciousness revolves in a circle since it presupposes

1. Tbid,, i. 463
2, KrV, B 422, A 346
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precisely what it is to know, But against Kant's argument,
Fichte is ready with a reply: he misconceives the act of self-
knowing, seeing it as something which exists apart from and
prior to its products and objectsy but in fact the act of
self-knowing, like all acts of knowing, actualises itself only
through its products and objects; apart from its self-manifes-
tation in its objects, it is nothing more than an abstraction,
It is necessary to see self-knowledge according to this new
model of self-expression, Fichte argues, since Kant's dualism
between the self-knowing subject and the known subject only
re~-introduces the thing-in-itself, the unknowable self-knowing
subject, Such an unknowable subject means, however, that the
critical philosophy relapses into dogmatism, postulating an unknow-
able 'Ich' who lies beyond the bounds of all possible experience.
According to Fichte, it is in fact Kant who is guilty of a
'paralogism'==the hypostasis of the subject into an object—
since he reifies the subjeot by putting it outside the realm of
all possible self-knowledge, As the critical philosophy itself
teaches: a representation differs from a thing only because

of the possibility of self-consciousness, So, in the end,
however mystical it appears, Fichte's idea of an intellectual
intuition is necessary for the critical philosophy to rid itself
of all transcendent entities and to remain within its self=
imposed limits of experience, It is only when the self-knowing
subject knows itself as a self-knowing subject that the critical
philosophy purges itself of the postulate of an unknowable

subject which transcends all the bounds of experience,
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Now it is from this intellectual intuition of
himself as a self=knowing subject that the philosopher
begins his explanation of experience, His task is to estab=
lish that his 'pure self-consciousnesst'~—ie, his self-aware-
ness that he exists as an absolute 'Ich'——is nothing less than
the ground of all experience, He achieves this task through
a deduction of empirical consciousness from his self-evident
first principle ‘Ich bin'. Thus he starts with *Ich bin'
and deduces its necessary conditions; and from these necessary
conditions he derives further necessary conditionsj and so on,
until all experience appears before his eyea.1 So just as

Kant's transcendental deduction begins with the 'Ich denke!

and derives the categories as the necessary conditions of pos-
sible experience, so Fichte's W~L starts with the 'Ich bin'
and deduces empirical consciousness itself, Only the W=L
claims to go further than the critical philosopher., If Kant
deduces only the categories as the necessary forms for possible.
experience, Fichte goes so far as to deduce the existence of
actual experience, Hence the Kantian manifold is no longer
given and contingent, but posited and necessary, So much,
then, for Kant's a priori/a posteriori dualisms

'Das a priori und das a posteriori ist ftir einen voll-

stindigen Idealismus gar nicht zweierlei, sondern ganz

einerlei; es wird nur von zwei Seiten betrachtet, und

ist lediglich druch die Art unterschieden, wie man dazu
kommt , *2

Fichte is at pains to stress, however, that a rigourous

deduction from a first principle is still not a sufficient

1. Fichte, Werke, i. 446
20 Ibidg' 10 448
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guarantee that it is the ground of all experience., It

is also necessary, he insists, that the philosopher test

the results of his deduction against experience., If his

first principle has consequences which do not agree with
experience, then so much the worse for the principle.1 The
philosopher cannot assume at the outset of his deduction that
his first principle is the ground of all experience; for it is
just the success of his deduction in deducing experience that
decides this issue, On the whole, the W-~L aims to be a prob-
lematical and hypothetical philosophising, accepting its
principles only because of their success in deducing experience,
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