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INTRODUCTION

73. Itis a natural assumption that in philosophy, before we
start to deal with its proper subject-matter, viz. the actual
cognition of what truly is, one must first of all come to an under-
standing about cognition, which is regarded either as the instru-
ment to get hold of the Absolute, or as the medium through
which one discovers it. A certain uneasiness seems justified,
partly because there are different types of cognition, and one
of them might be more appropriate than another for the
attainment of this goal, so that we could make a bad choice
of means; and partly because cognition is a faculty of a definite
kind and scope, and thus, without a more precise definition of
its nature and limits, we might grasp clouds of error instead
of the heaven of truth. This feeling of uneasiness is surely bound
to be transformed into the conviction that the whole project
of securing for consciousness through cognition what exists in
itselfis absurd, and that there is a boundary between cognition
and the Absolute that completely separates them. For, if cogni-
tion is the instrument for getting hold of absolute being, it is
obvious that the use of an instrument on a thing certainly does
not let it be what it is for itself, but rather sets out to reshape
and alter it. If, on the other hand, cognition is not an instrument
of ouractivity but a more or less passive medium through which
the light of truth reaches us, then again we do not receive the
truth as it is in itself, but only as it exists through and in this
medium. Either way we employ a means which immediately
brings about the opposite of its own end; or rather, what is
really absurd is that we should make use of a means at all.

It would seem, to be sure, that this evil could be remedied
through an acquaintance with the way in which the instrument
works; for this would enable us to eliminate from the repre-
sentation of the Absolute which we have gained through it
whatever is due to the instrument, and thus get the truth in
its purity. But this ‘improvement’ would in fact only bring us
back to where we were before. If we remove from a reshaped
thing what the instrument has done to it, then the thing—here



INTRODUCTION 47

the Absolute—becomes for us exactly what it was before this
[accordingly] superfluous effort. On the other hand, if the
Absolute is supposed merely to be brought nearer to us through
this instrument, without anything init being altered, like a bird
caught by a lime-twig, it would surely laugh our little ruse to
scorn, if it were not with us, in and for itself, all along, and
of its own volition. For a ruse is just what cognition would be
in such a case, since it would, with its manifold exertions, be
giving itself the air of doing something quite different from
creating a merely immediate and therefore effortless relation-
ship. Or, if by testing cognition, which we conceive of as a
medium, we get to know the law of its refraction, it is again useless
to subtract this from the end result. For it is not the refraction
of the ray, but the ray itself whereby truth reaches us, that is
cognition ; and if this were removed, all that would be indicated
would be a pure direction or a blank space. ‘

74. Meanwhile, if the fear of falling into error sets up a mis-
trust of Science, which in the absence of such scruples gets on
with the work itself, and actually cognizes something, it is hard
to see why we should not turn round and mistrust this very
mistrust. Should we not be concerned as to whether this fear
of error is not just the error itself? Indeed, this fear takes some-
thing—a great deal in fact—for granted as truth, supporting
its scruples and inferences on what is itself in need of prior scru-
tiny to see if it is true. To be specific, it takes for granted certain
ideas about cognition as an instrument and as a medium, and
assumes that there is a difference between ourselves and this cognition.
Above all, it presupposes that the Absolute stands on one side
and cognition on the other, independent and separated from
it, and yet is something real; or in other words, it presupposes
that cognition which, since it is excluded from the Absolute,
is surely outside of the truth as well, is nevertheless true, an
assumption whereby what calls itself fear of error reveals itself
rather as fear of the truth.

75. This conclusion stems from the fact that the Absolute
alone is true, or the truth alone is absolute. One may set this
aside on the grounds that there is a type of cognition which,
though it does not cognize the Absolute as Science aims to, is
still true, and that cognition in general, though it be incapable
of grasping the Absolute, is still capable of grasping other kinds
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of truth. But we gradually come to see that this kind of talk
which goes back and forth only leads to a hazy distinction
between an absolute truth and some other kind of truth, and
that words like ‘absolute’, ‘cognition’, etc. presuppose a mean-
ing which has yet to be ascertained.

76. Instead oftroubling ourselves withsuch useless ideas and
locutions about cognition as ‘an instrument for getting hold of
the Absolute’, or as ‘a medium through which we view the
truth’ (relationships which surely, in the end, are what all these
ideas of a cognition cut off from the Absolute, and an Absolute
separated from cognition, amount to); instead of putting up
with excuses which create the incapacity of Science by assuming
relationships of this kind in order to be exempt from the hard
work of Science, while at the same time giving the impression
of working seriously and zealously; instead of bothering to
refute all these ideas, we could reject them out of hand as adven-
titious and arbitrary, and the words associated with them like
‘absolute’; ‘cognition’, ‘objective’ and ‘subjective’; and count-
less others whose meaning is assumed to be generally familiar,
could even be regarded as so much deception. For to give the
impression that their meaning is generally well known, or that
their Notion is comprehended, looks more like an attempt to
avoid the main problem, which is precisely to provide this
Notion. We could, with better justification, simply spare our-
selves the trouble of paying any attention whatever to such ideas
and locutions; for they are intended to ward off Science itself]
and constitute merely an empty appearance of knowing, which
vanishes immediately as soon as Science comes on the scene.
But Science, just because it comes on the scene, is itself an
appearance: in coming on the scene it is not yet Science in its
developed and unfolded truth. In this connection it makes no
difference whether we think of Science as the appearance
because it comes on the scene alongside another mode of know-
ledge, or whether we call that other untrue knowledge its mani-
festation. In any case Science must liberate itself from this sem-
blunce, and it can do so only by turning against it. For, when
confronted with a knowledge that is without truth, Science can
neither merely reject it as an ordinary way of looking at things,
while assuring us that its Science is a quite different sort of
cognition for which that ordinary knowledge is of no account
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whatever; nor can it appeal to the vulgar view for the intima-
tions it gives us of something better to come. By the former
assurance, Science would be declaring its power to lie simply in
its being ; but the untrue knowledge likewise appeals to the fact
thatit s, and assures us that for it Science is of no account. One
bare assurance is worth just as much as another. Still less can
Science appeal to whatever intimations of something better it
may detect in the cognition that is without truth, to the signs
which point in the direction of Science. For one thing, it would
only be appealing again to what merely is5; and for another,
it would only be appealing to itself, and to itself in the mode
in which it existsin the cognition that is without truth. In other
words, it would be appealing to an inferior form of its being,
to the way it appears, rather than to what it is in and for itself.
It is for this reason that an exposition of how knowledge makes
its appearance will here be undertaken.

77. Now, because it has only phenomenal knowledge for its
object, this exposition seems not to be Science, free and self-
moving in its own peculiar shape ; yet from this standpoint it can
be regarded as the path of the natural consciousness which
presses forward to true knowledge; or as the way of the Soul
which journeys through the series of its own configurations as
though they were the stations appointed for it by its own
nature,! so that it may purify itself for the life of the Spirit, and
achieve finally, through a completed experience of itself, the
awareness of what it really is in itself.

78. Natural consciousness will show itself to be only the
Notion of knowledge, or in other words, not to be real know-
ledge. Butsince it directly takes itself to be real knowledge, this
path has a negative significance for it, and what is in fact the
realization of the Notion, counts for it rather as the loss of its
own self; for it does lose its truth on this path. The road can
therefore be regarded as the pathway of doubt, or more precisely
as the way of despair. For what happens on it is not what is
ordinarily understood when the word ‘doubt’ is used: shilly-
shallying about this or that presumed truth, followed by a
return to that truth again, after the doubt has been appro-
priately dispelled—so that at the end of the process the matter
is taken to be what it was in the first place. On the contrary,
! An allusion perhaps to the Stations of the Cross.
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this path is the conscious insight into the untruth of phenomenal
knowledge, for which the supreme reality is what is in truth
only the unrealized Notion. Therefore this thoroughgoing
scepticism is also not the scepticism with which an earnest zeal
for truth and Science fancies it has prepared and equipped itself
in their service: the resolve, in Science, not to give oneself over
to the thoughts of others, upon mere authority, but to examine
everything for oneself and follow only one’s own conviction, or
betterstill, to produce everything oneself, and accept only one’s
own deed as what is true.

The series of configurations which consciousness goes
through along this road is, in reality, the detailed history of the
education of consciousness itself to the standpoint of Science.
That zealous resolve represents this education simplistically as
something directly over and done with in the making of the
resolution ; but the way of the Soul is the actual fulfilment of
the resolution, in contrast to the untruth of that view. Now,
following one’s own conviction is, of course, more than giving
oneself over to authority; but changing an opinion accepted
on authority into an opinion held out of personal conviction,
does not necessarily alter the content of the opinion, or replace
error with truth. The only difference between being caught up
in a system of opinions and prejudices based on personal con-
viction, and being caught up in one based on the authority of
others, lies in the added conceit that is innate in the former posi-
tion. The scepticism that is directed against the whole range
of phenomenal consciousness, on the other hand, renders the
Spirit for the first time competent to examine what truth is.
For it brings about a state of despair about all the so-called
natural ideas, thoughts, and opinions, regardless of whether
theyarecalled one’s own or someone else’s, ideas with which the
consciousness that sets about the examination [of truth] straight
away is still filled and hampered, so that it is, in fact, incapable
of carrying out what it wants to undertake.

79. The necessary progression and interconnection of the
forms of the unreal consciousness will by itself bring to pass the
completion of the series. To make this more intelligible, it may
be remarked, in a preliminary and general way, that the exposi-
tion of the untrue consciousness in its untruth is not a merely
negative procedure. The natural consciousness itself normally
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takes this one-sided view of it; and a knowledge which makes
this one-sidedness its very essence is itself one of the patterns
ofincomplete consciousness which occurs on the road itself, and
will manifest itself in due course. This is just the scepticism
which only ever sees pure nothingness in its result and abstracts
from the fact that this nothingness is specifically the nothingness
of that from which it results. For it is only when it is taken as
the result of that from which it emerges, that it is, in fact, the
true result; in that case it is itself a determinate nothingness, one
which has a content. The scepticism that ends up with the bare
abstraction of nothingness or emptiness cannot get any further
from there, but must wait to see whether something new comes
alongand whatitis, in order to throw it too into the same empty
abyss. But when, on the other hand, the result is conceived as
it is in truth, namely, as a determinate negation, a new form has
thereby immediately arisen, and in the negation the transition
is made through which the progress through the complete series
of forms comes about of itself.

80. But the goal is as necessarily fixed for knowledge as the
serial progression; it is the point where knowledge no longer
needs to go beyond itself, where knowledge finds itself, where
Notion corresponds to object and object to Notion. Hence the
progress towards this goal is also unhalting, and short of it no
satisfaction is to be found at any of the stations on the way.
Whatever is confined within the limits of a natural life cannot
by its own efforts go beyond its immediate existence; but it is
driven beyond it by something else, and this uprooting entails
its death. Consciousness, however, is explicitly the Notion of
itself. Hence it is something that goes beyond limits, and since
these limits are its own, it is something that goes beyond itself.
With the positing of a single particular the beyond is also estab-
lished for consciousness, even if it is only alongside the limited
object as in the case of spatial intuition. Thus consciousness
suffers this violence at its own hands: it spoils its own limited
satisfaction. When consciousness feels this violence, its anxiety
may well make it retreat from the truth, and strive to hold on
to what it is in danger of losing. But it can find no peace. If
itwishes toremain in a state of unthinking inertia, then thought
troubles its thoughtlessness, and its own unrest disturbs its in-
ertia. Or, if it entrenches itself in sentimentality, which assures
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us that it finds everything to be good in its kind, then this
assurance likewise suffers violence at the hands of Reason, for,
precisely in so far as something is merely a kind, Reason finds
it not to be good. Or, again, its fear of the truth may lead con-
sciousness to hide, from itsclf and others, behind the pretension
that its burning zeal for truth makes it difficult or even imposs-
ible to find any other truth but the unique truth of vanity—
that of being at any rate cleverer than any thoughts that one
gets by oneself or from others. This conceit which understands
how to belittle every truth, in order to turn back into itself and
gloat over its own understanding, which knows how to dissolve
every thought and always find the same barren Ego instead of
any content—this is a satisfaction which we must leave to itself,
for it flees from the universal, and seeks only to be for itself.

81. In addition to these preliminary general remarks about
the manner and the necessity of the progression, it may be useful
to say something about the method of carrying out the inquiry. If
this exposition is viewed as a way of relating Science to phenomenal
knowledge, and as an investigation and examination of the reality
of cognition, it would seem that it cannot take place without some
presupposition which can serve as its underlying criterion. For
an examination consists in applying an accepted standard, and
in determining whether something is right or wrong on the basis
of the resulting agreement or disagreement of the thing exam-
ined; thus the standard as such (and Science likewise if it were
the criterion) is accepted as the essence or as the in-itself. But
here, where Science has just begun to come on the scene, neither
Science nor anything else has yet justified itself as the essence
or the in-itself; and without something of the sort it seems that
no examination can take place.

82. This contradiction and its removal will become more
definite if we call to mind the abstract determinations of truth
and knowledge as they occur in consciousness. Consciousness
simultaneously distinguishes itself from something, and at the
same time relates itself to it, or, as it is said, this something exists
Jfor consciousness; and the determinate aspect of this relating,
or of the being of something for a consciousness, is knowing.
But we distinguish this being-for-another from being-in-itself;
whatever is related to knowledge or knowing is also distin-
guished from it, and posited as existing outside of this relation-



INTRODUCTION 53

ship; this being-in-itself is called truth. Just what might be in-
volved in these determinations is of no further concern to us
here. Since our object is phenomenal knowledge, its determina-
tions too will at first be taken directly as they present them-
selves; and they do present themselves very much as we have
already apprehended them.

83. Now, if we inquire into the truth of knowledge, it seems
that we are asking what knowledge is tn itself. Yet in this inquiry
knowledge is our object, something that exists for us; and the
in-itself that would supposedly result from it would rather be
the being of knowledge for us. What we asserted to be its essence
would be not so much its truth but rather just our knowledge
of it. The essence or criterion would lie within ourselves, and
that which was to be compared with it and about which a de-
cision would be reached through this comparison would not
necessarily have to recognize the validity of such a standard.

84. But thedissociation, or this semblance of dissociation and
presupposition, is overcome by the nature of the object we are
investigating. Consciousness provides its own criterion from
within itself, so that the investigation becomes a comparison
of consciousness with itself;; for the distinction made above falls
within it. In consciousness one thing exists for another, i.e. con-
sciousness regularly contains the determinateness of the
moment of knowledge; at the same time, this other is to con-
sciousness not merely for it, but is also outside of this relation-
ship, or exists in itself: the moment of truth. Thus in what con-
sciousness affirms from within itself as being-in-itself or the True
we have the standard which consciousness itself sets up by which
to measure what it knows. If we designate knowledge as the
Notion, but the essence or the True as what exists, or the object,
then the examination consists in seeing whether the Notion cor-
responds to the object. But if we call the essence or in-itself of
the object the Notion, and on the other hand understand by the
object the Notion itself as object, viz. as it exists for an other, then
the examination consists in seeing whether the object corre- -
sponds to its Notion. It is evident, of course, that the two pro-
cedures are the same. But the essential point to bear in mind
throughout the whole investigation is that these two moments,
‘Notion’ and ‘object’, ‘being-for-another’ and ‘being-in-itself’,
both fall within that knowledge which we are investigating.
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Consequently, we do not need to import criteria, or to make
use of our own bright ideas and thoughts during the course
of the inquiry; it is precisely when we leave these aside that we
succeed in contemplating the matter in hand as it is tn and for
uself.

85. But not only is a contribution by us supertiuous, since
Notion and object, the criterion and what is to be tested, are
present in consciousness itself, but we are also spared the trouble
of comparing the two and really testing them, so that, since what
consciousness examines is its own self, all that is left for us to
do is simply to look on. For consciousness is, on the one hand,
consciousness of the object, and on the other, consciousness of
itself; consciousness of what for it is the True, and consciousness
of its knowledge of the truth. Since both are for the same con-
sciousness, this consciousness is itself their comparison; it is for
this same consciousness to know whether its knowledge of the
object corresponds to the object or not. The object, it is true,
seems only to be for consciousness in the way that consciousness
knows it; it seems that consciousness cannot, as it were, get
behind the object as it exists for consciousness so as to examine
what the object is in itself, and hence, too, cannot test its own
knowledge by that standard. But the distinction between the
in-itself and knowledge is already present in the very fact that
consciousness knows an object at all. Something is for it the in-
iself; and knowledge, or the being of the object for conscious-
ness, is, for it, another moment. Upon this distinction, which
is present as a fact, the examination rests. If the comparison
shows that these two moments do not correspond to one
another, it would seem that consciousness must alter its know-
ledge to make it conform to the object. But, in fact, in the altera-
tion of the knowledge, the object itself alters for it too, for the
knowledge that was present was essentially a knowledge of the
object: as the knowledge changes, so too does the object, for
it essentially belonged to this knowledge. Hence it comes to pass

for consciousness that what it previously took to be the in-itself
is not an in-itself, or that it was only an in-itself for consciousness.
Since consciousness thus finds that its knowledge does not corre-
spond to its object, the object itself does not stand the test; in
other words, the criterion for testing is altered when that for
which it was to have been the criterion fails to pass the test;
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and the testing is not only a testing of what we know, but also
a testing of the criterion of what knowing is.

86. Inasmuch as the new true object issues from it, this dialectical
movement which consciousness exercises on itself and which
affects both its knowledge and its object, is precisely what is
called experience [Erfahrung]. In this connection there is a
moment in the process just mentioned which must be brought
out more clearly, for through it a new light will be thrown on
the exposition which follows. Consciousness knows something;
this object is the essence or the in-itself; but it is also for con-
sciousness the in-itself. This is where the ambiguity of this truth
enters. We see that consciousness now has two objects: one is
the first in-itself, the second is the being-for-consciousness of this in-
utself. The latter appears at first sight to be merely the reflection
of consciousness into itself, i.e. what consciousness has in mind
is not an object, but only its knowledge of that first object. But,
as was shown previously, the first object, in being known, is
altered for consciousness; it ceases to be the in-itself, and
becomes something that is the in-itself only for consciousness. And
this then is the True: the being-for-consciousness of this in-itself.
Or, in other words, this is the essence, or the object of conscious-
ness. This new object contains the nothingness of the first, it
is what experience has made of it.

87. This exposition of the course of experience contains a
moment in virtue of which it does not seem to agree with what
is ordinarily understood by experience. This is the moment of
transition from the first object and the knowledge of it, to the
other object, which experience is said to be about. Our account
implied that our knowledge of the first object, or the being-
Jfor-consciousness of the first in-itself| itself becomes the second
object. It usually seems to be the case, on the contrary, that
our experience of the untruth of our first notion comes by way
of a second object which we come upon by chance and extern-
ally, so that our part in all this is simply the pure apprehension
of whatis in and for itself. From the present viewpoint, however,
the new object shows itself to have come about through a reversal
of consciousness itself. This way of looking at the matter is some-
thing contributed by us, by means of which the succession of
experiences through which consciousness passes is raised into
ascientific progression—but it is not known to the consciousness
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that we are observing. But, as a matter of fact, we have here
the same situation as the one discussed in regard to the relation
between our exposition and scepticism, viz. that in every case
the result of an untrue mode of knowledge must not be allowed
to run away into an empty nothing, but must necessarily be
grasped as the nothing of that from which it results—a result which
contains what was true in the preceding knowledge. It shows
up here like this: since what first appeared as the object sinks
for consciousness to the level of its way of knowing it, and since
the in-itself becomes a being-for-consciousness of the in-itself, the
latter is now the new object. Herewith a new pattern of con-
sciousness comes on the scene as well, for which the essence
is something different from what it was at the preceding stage.
It is this fact that guides the entire series of the patterns of con-
sciousness in their necessary sequence. But it is just this neces-
sity itself, or the origination of the new object, that presents
itself to consciousness without its understanding how this
happens, which proceeds for us, as it were, behind the back
of consciousness. Thus in the movement of consciousness there
occurs a moment of being-in-itself or being-for-us which is not
present to the consciousness comprehended in the experience
itself. The content, however, of what presents itself to us does
exist for it; we comprehend only the formal aspect of that con-
tent, or its pure origination. For it, what has thus arisen exists
only as an object; for us, it appears at the same time as move-
ment and a process of becoming.

88. Because of this necessity, the way to Science is itself
already Science, and hence, in virtue of'its content, is the Science
of the experience of consciousness.

89. The experience of itself which consciousness goes
through can, in accordance with its Notion, comprehend noth-
ing less than the entire system of consciousness, or the entire
realm of the truth of Spirit. For this reason, the moments of
this truth are exhibited in their own proper determinateness,
viz. as being not abstract moments, but as they are for con-
sciousness, or as consciousness itself stands forth in its relation
to them. Thus the moments of the whole are patterns of conscious-
ness. In pressing forward to its true existence, consciousness will
arrive at a point at which it gets rid of its semblance of being
burdened with something alien, with what is only for it, and



INTRODUCTION 57

some sort of ‘other’, at a point where appearance becomes
identical with essence, so that its exposition will coincide at just
this point with the authentic Science of Spirit. And finally,
when consciousness itself grasps this its own essence, it will
signify the nature of absolute knowledge itself.



A. CONSCIOUSNESS

I. SENSE-CERTAINTY: OR THE ‘THIS’ AND
‘MEANING’ [MEINEN]

go. The knowledge or knowing which is at the startoris im-
mediately our object cannot be anything else but immediate
knowledgeitself,aknowledgeoftheimmediate or of what simply
is. Ourapproach to the object must also be immediate or receptive;
we must alter nothing in the object as it presents itself. In appre-
hending it, we must refrain from trying to comprehend it.

g1. Because of its concrete content, sense-certainty imme-
diately appears as the richest kind of knowledge, indeed a know-
ledge ofinfinite wealth for which no bounds can be found, either
when we reach out into space and time in which it is dispersed,
or when we take a bit of this wealth, and by division enter into
it. Moreover, sense-certainty appears to be the truest know-
ledge; for it has not as yet omitted anything from the object,
but has the object before it in its perfect entirety. But, in the
event, this very certainty proves itself to be the most abstract and
poorest truth. All that it says about what it knows is just that
it 25; and its truth contains nothing but the sheer being of the
thing [Sache]. Consciousness, for its part, is in this certainty only
as a pure ‘I’; or Iam in it only as a pure ‘This’, and the object
similarly only as a pure “This’. I, this particular I, am certain
of this particular thing, not because I, qua consciousness, in
knowing it have developed myselfor thought about it in various
ways; and also not because the thing of which I am certain, in
virtue of a host of distinct qualities, would be in its own self
a rich complex of connections, or related in various ways to
other things. Neither of these has anything to do with the truth
of sense-certainty: here neither I nor the thing has the signifi-
cance of a complex process of mediation; the ‘I’ does not have
the significance of a manifold imagining or thinking; nor does
the ‘thing’ signify something that has a host of qualities. On
the contrary, the thing is5, and it is, merely because it 5. It is;
this is the essential point for sense-knowledge, and this pure



SENSE-CERTAINTY 59

being, or this simple immediacy, constitutes its ¢ruth. Similarly,
certainty as a connection is an immediate pure connection: con-
sciousness is ‘/’, nothing more, a pure ‘This’; the singular con-
sciousness knows a pure “This’, or the single item.

92. But when we look carefully at this pure being which con-
stitutes the essence of this certainty, and which this certainty
pronounces to be its truth, we see that much more is involved.
An actual sense-certainty is not merely this pure immediacy,
but an instance of it. Among the countless differences cropping
up here we find in every case that the crucial one is that, in
sense-certainty, pure being at once splits up into what we have
called the two ‘Thises’, one ‘This’ as ‘I’, and the other ‘This’
as object. When we reflect on this difference, we find that
neither one nor the other is only immediately present in sense-
certainty, but each is at the same time mediated: I have this cer-
tainty through something else, viz. the thing; and it, similarly,
is in sense-certainty through something else, viz. through the ‘I’.

93. It is not just we who make this distinction between
essence and instance, between immediacy and mediation; on
the contrary, we find it within sense-certainty itself, and it is
to be taken up in the form in which it is present there, not as
we have just defined it. One of the terms is posited in sense-
certainty in the form of a simple, immediate being, or as the
essence, the object; the other, however, is posited as what is un-
essential and mediated, something which in sense-certainty is
not in itself but through [the mediation of] an other, the ‘I,
a knowing which knows the object only because the object is, while
the knowing may either be or not be. But the object is: it is
what is true, or it is the essence. It is, regardless of whether it
isknown or not; and it remains, even it it is not known, whereas
there is no knowledge if the object is not there.

94. The question must therefore be considered whether in
sense-certainty itself the object is in fact the kind of essence that
sense-certainty proclaims it to be; whether this notion of it as
the essence corresponds to the way it is present in sense-cer-
tainty. To this end, we have not to reflect on it and ponder
what it might be in truth, but only to consider the way in which
it is present in sense-certainty.

g5. It is, then, sense-certainty itself that must be asked:
‘What is the This?’ If we take the “This’ in the twofold shape
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of its being, as ‘Now’ and as ‘Here’, the dialectic it has in it
will receive a form as intelligible as the ‘This’ itself is. To the
question: ‘What is Now?’, let us answer, e.g. ‘Now is Night.’
In order to test the truth of this sense-certainty a simple experi-
ment will suffice. We write down this truth; a truth cannot lose
anything by being written down, any more than it can lose any-
thing through our preserving it. If now, this noon, we look again
at the written truth we shall have to say that it has become
stale.

96. The Now thatis Nightis preserved, i.e. it is treated as what
it professes to be, as something that is; but it proves itself to
be, on the contrary, something that is not. The Now does indeed
preserve itself, but as something that is not Night; equally, it
preserves itself in face of the Day that it now is, as something
that also is not Day, in other words, as a negative in general.
This self-preserving Now is, therefore, not immediate but medi-
ated; for it is determined as a permanent and self-preserving
Now through the fact that something else, viz. Day and Night,
is not. As so determined, it is still just as simply Now as before,
and in this simplicity is indifferent to what happens in it; just
as little as Night and Day are its being, just as much also is
it Day and Night; it is not in the least affected by this its other-
being. A simple thing of this kind which is through negation,
which is neither This nor That, a not- This, and is with equal
indifference This as well as That—such a thing we call a uni-
versal. So it is in fact the universal that is the true [content]
of sense-certainty.

g7. It is as a universal too that we utter what the sensuous
[content] is. What we say is: ‘This’, i.e. the universal This; or,
‘itis’, i.e. Being in general. Of course, we do not envisage the uni-
versal This or Being in general, but we utter the universal; in
other words, we do not strictly say what in this sense-certainty
we mean to say. But language, as we see, is the more truthful;
in it, we ourselves directly refute what we mean to say, and since
the universal is the true [content] of sense-certainty and lan-
guage expresses this true [content] alone, it is just not possible
for us ever to say, or express in words, a sensuous being that
we mean.

98. The same will be the case with the other form of the
“This’, with ‘Here’. ‘Here’ is, e.g., the tree. If I turn round,
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this truth has vanished and is converted into its opposite: ‘No
tree is here, but a house instead’. ‘Here’ itself does not vanish;
on the contrary, it abides constant in the vanishing of the house,
the tree, etc., and isindifferently house or tree. Again, therefore,
the “This’ shows itself to be a mediated simplicity, or a universality.

99. Pure being remains, therefore, as the essence of this sense-
certainty, since sense-certainty has demonstrated in its own self
that the truth of its object is the universal. But this pure being
is not an immediacy, but something to which negation and
mediation are essential; consequently, it is not what we mean
by ‘being’, but is ‘being’ defined as an abstraction, or as the
pure universal; and our ‘meaning’, for which the true [content]
of sense-certainty is not the universal, is all that is left over in
face of this empty or indifferent Now and Here.

100. When we compare the relation in which knowing and
the object first came on the scene, with the relation in which
they now stand in this result, we find that it is reversed. The
object, which was supposed to be the essential element in sense-
certainty, is now the unessential element; for the universal
which the object has come to be is no longer what the object
was supposed essentially to be for sense-certainty. On the con-
trary, the certainty is now to be found in the opposite element,
viz. in knowing, which previously was the unessential element.
Its truth is in the object as my object, or in its being mine
[ Meinen] ; it is, because I know it. Sense-certainty, then, though
indeed expelled from the object, is not yet thereby overcome,
but only driven back into the ‘I’. We have now to see what
experience shows us about its reality in the ‘T’

101. The force of its truth thus lies now in the ‘I’, in the
immediacy of my seeing, hearing, and so on; the vanishing of the
single Now and Here that we mean is prevented by the fact
that 7 hold them fast. ‘Now’ is day because I see it; ‘Here’ is
a tree for the same reason. But in this relationship sense-cer-
tainty experiences the same dialectic acting upon itself as in
the previous one. I, this ‘I’, see the tree and assert that ‘Here’
is a tree; but another ‘I’ sees the house and maintains that
‘Here’ is not a tree but a house instead. Both truths have the
same authentication, viz. the immediacy of seeing, and the cer-
tainty and assurance that both have about their knowing; but
the one truth vanishes in the other.
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102. What does not disappearin all this is the ‘I’ as universal,
whose seeing is neither a seeing of the tree nor of this house,
but is a simple seeing which, though mediated by the negation:
of this house, etc., is all the same simple and indifferent to what-
ever happensin it, to the house, the tree, etc. The ‘I’ is merely
universal like ‘Now’, ‘Here’, or ‘This’ in general; I do indeed
mean a single ‘I’, but I can no more say what I mean in the case
of ‘I’ than I can in the case of ‘Now’ and ‘Here’. When I say
‘this Here’, ‘this Now’, or a ‘single item’, I am saying all Thises,
Heres, Nows, all single items. Similarly, when I say ‘I’, this
singular ‘I’; I say in general all ‘Is’; everyone is what I say,
everyoneis ‘I, this singular ‘I’. When Science is faced with the
demand—as if it were an acid test it could not pass—that it
should deduce, construct, find a priori, or however it is put,
something called ‘this thing’ or ‘this one man’, it is reasonable
that the demand should say which ‘this thing’, or which ‘this
particular man’ is meant; but it is impossible to say this.

103. Sense-certainty thus comes to know by experience that
itsessenceisneitherin the objectnorin the ‘I’; and thatitsimme-
diacy is neither an immediacy of the one nor of the other; for
in both, what I mean is rather something unessential, and the
object and the ‘I’ are universals in which that ‘Now’ and ‘Here’
and ‘I’ which I mean do not have a continuing being, or are
not. Thus we reach the stage where we have to posit the whole
of sense-certainty itself as its essence, and no longer only one of
its moments, as happened in the two cases where first the object
confronting the ‘I’; and then the ‘I’, were supposed to be its
reality. Thus it is only sense-certainty as a whole which stands
firm within itself as immediacy and by so doing excludes from
itself all the opposition which has hitherto obtained.

104. This pure immediacy, therefore, no longer has any
concern with the otherness of the ‘Here’, as a tree which passes
over into a ‘Here’ that is not a tree, or with the otherness of
the ‘Now’ as day which changes into a ‘Now’ that is night,
or with another ‘I’ for which something else is object. Its truth
preserves itself as a relation that remains self-identical, and
which makes no distinction of what is essential and what is un-
essential, between the ‘I’ and the object, arelation therefore into
which also no distinction whatever can penetrate. 1, this ‘I,
assert then the ‘Here’ as a tree, and do not turn round so that
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the Here would become for me not a tree; also, I take no notice
of the fact that another ‘I’ sees the Here as not a tree, or that
I myself at another time take the Here as not-tree, the Now
as not-day. On the contrary, I am a pure [act of] intuiting;
I, for my part, stick to the fact that the Now is day, or that
the Here is a tree; also I do not compare Here and Now them-
selves with one another, but stick firmly to one immediate rela-
tion: the Now is day.

105. Since, then, this certainty will no longer come forth to
us when we direct its attention to a Now that is night, or to
an ‘I’ to whom it is night, we will approach it and let ourselves
point to the Now that is asserted. We must let ourselves point
to it; for the truth of this immediate relation is the truth of thus
‘I’ which confines itself to one ‘Now’ or one ‘Here’. Were we
to examine this truth afterwards, or stand at a distance from it,
it would lose its significance entirely; for that would do away
with the immediacy which is essential to it. We must therefore
enter the same point of time or space, point them out to our-
selves, i.e. make ourselves into the same singular ‘I’ which is
the one who knows with certainty. Let us, then, see how that
immediate is constituted that is pointed out to us.

106. The Now is pointed to, this Now. ‘Now’; it has already
ceased to be in the act of pointing to it. The Now that s, is
another Now than the one pointed to, and we see that the Now
is just this: to be no more just when it is. The Now, as it is
pointed out to us, is Now that has been, and this is its truth;
it has not the truth of being. Yet this much is true, that it has
been. But what essentially has been [ gewesen ust] is, in fact, not
an essence that is [kein Wesen]; it is not, and it was with being
that we were concerned.

107. In this pointing-out, then, we see merely a movement
which takes the following course: (1) I point out the ‘Now’,
and it is asserted to be the truth. I point it out, however, as
something that has been, or as something that has been super-
seded; I set aside the first truth. (2) I now assert as the second
truth that it has been, that it is superseded. (3) But what has
been, isnot; I set aside the second truth, its having been, its super-
session, and thereby negate the negation of the ‘Now’, and thus
return to the first assertion, that the ‘Now’ i5s. The ‘Now’, and
pointing out the ‘Now’, are thus so constituted that neither the
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one nor the other is something immediate and simple, but a
movement which contains various moments. A This is posited ;
butit is rather an other that is posited, or the This is superseded :
and this otherness, or the setting-aside of the first, is itself in turn
set aside, and so has returned into the first. However, this first,
thus reflected into itself, is not exactly the same as it was to
begin with, viz. something immediate; on the contrary, it is some-
thing thatis reflected into itself, or a simple entity which, in its other-
ness, remains what it is: a Now which is an absolute plurality
of Nows. And this is the true, the genuine Now, the Now as
asimpledaywhich contains withinit many Nows—hours. ANow
of this sort, an hour, similarly is many minutes, and this Now
is likewise many Nows, and so on. The pointing-out of the Now
is thus itself the movement which expresses what the Now is
in truth, viz. a result, or a plurality of Nows all taken together;
and the pointing-out is the experience of learning that Now is
a universal.

108. The Here pointed out, to which I hold fast, is similarly
a this Here which, in fact, is not this Here, but a Before and
Behind, an Above and Below, a Right and Left. The Above
is itself similarly this manifold otherness of above, below, etc.
The Here, which was supposed to have been pointed out,
vanishes in other Heres, but these likewise vanish. What is
pointed out, held fast, and abides, is a negative This, which s
negative only when the Heres are taken as they should be, but,
in being so taken, they supersede themselves; what abides is
a simple complex of many Heres. The Here that is meant would
be the point; but it is not: on the contrary, when it is pointed
out as something that s, the pointing-out shows itself to be not
an immediate knowing [of the point], but a movement from
the Here that is meant through many Heres into the universal
Here which is a simple plurality of Heres, just as the day is a
simple plurality of Nows.

109. Itis clear that the dialectic of sense-certainty is nothing
else but the simple history of its movement or of its experience,
and sense-certainty itself is nothing else but just this history.
That is why the natural consciousness, too, is always reaching
this result, learning from experience what is true in it; but
equally it is always forgetting it and starting the movement all
over again. It is therefore astonishing when, in face of this ex-
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perience, it is asserted as universal experience and put forward,
too, as a philosophical proposition, even as the outcome of
Scepticism, that the reality or being of external things taken
as Thises or sense-objects has absolute truth for consciousness.
To make such an assertion is not to know what one is saying,
to be unaware that one is saying the opposite of what one wants
tosay. The truth for consciousness of a This of sense is supposed
to be universal experience; but the very opposite is universal
experience. Every consciousness itself supersedes such a truth,
ase.g. Here is a tree, or, Now is noon, and proclaims the oppo-
site: Here is not a tree, but a house ; and similarly, itimmediately
again supersedes the assertion which set aside the first so far
as it is also just such an assertion of a sensuous This. And what
consciousness will learn from experience in all sense-certainty
is, in truth, only what we have seen viz. the This as a universal,
the very opposite of what that assertion affirmed to be universal
experience.

With this appeal to universal experience we may be per-
mitted to anticipate how the case stands in the practical sphere.
In this respect we can tell those who assert the truth and cer-
tainty of the reality of sense-objects that they should go back
to the most elementary school of wisdom, viz. the ancient Eleu-
sinian Mysteries of Ceres and Bacchus, and that they havestill to
learn the secret meaning of the eating of bread and the drinking
of wine. For he who is initiated into these Mysteries not only
comes to doubt the being of sensuous things, but to despair of
it; in part he brings about the nothingness of such things himself
in his dealings with them, and in part he sees them reduce them-
selves to nothingness. Eveh the animals are not shut out from
this wisdom but, on the contrary, show themselves to be most
profoundly initiated into it; for they do not just stand idly in
front of sensuous things as if these possessed intrinsic being, but,
despairing of their reality, and completely assured of their
nothingness, they fall to without ceremony and eat them up.
And all Nature, like the animals, celebrates these open Mys-
teries which teach the truth about sensuous things.

110. But, just as our previous remarks would suggest, those
who put forward such an assertion also themselves say the direct
opposite of what they mean: a phenomenon which is perhaps
best calculated to induce them to reflect on the nature of sense-
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certainty. They speak of the existence of external objects, which
can be more precisely defined as.actual, absolutely singular,
wholly personal, individual things, each of them absolutely unlike
anything else; this existence, they say, has absolute certainty
and truth. They mean ‘this’ bit of paperon which I am writing—
or rather have written—*this’ ; but what they mean is not what
theysay. If they actually wanted to say ‘this’ bit of paper which
they mean, if they wanted to say it, then this is impossible,
because the sensuous This that is meant cannot be reached by lan-
guage, which belongs to consciousness, i.e. to that which is in-
herently universal. In the actual attempt to say it, it would
therefore crumble away ; those whostarted to describe it would
not be able to complete the description, but would be compelled
toleave it to others, who would themselves finally have to admit
tospeaking about something which ¢s not. They certainly mean,
then, this bit of paper here which is quite different from the
bit mentioned above; but they say ‘actual things’, ‘external or
sensuous objects’; ‘absolutely singular entities’ [ Wesen] and so on;
i.e. they say of them only what is universal. Consequently, what
is called the unutterable is nothing else than the untrue, the
irrational, what is merely meant [but is not actually expressed].

If nothing more is said of something than that it is ‘an actual
thing’, an ‘external object’, its description is only the most
abstract of generalities and in fact expresses its sameness with
everything rather than its distinctiveness. When I say: ‘a single
thing’, I am really saying what it is from a wholly universal
point of view, for everything is a single thing; and likewise ‘this
thing’ is anything you like. If we describe it more exactly as
‘this bit of paper’, then each and every bit of paper is ‘this bit
of paper’, and I have only uttered the universal all the time.
ButifI want to help out language—which has the divine nature
of directly reversing the meaning of what is said, of making it
into something else, and thus not letting what is meant get into
words at all—Dby pointing out this bit of paper, experience teaches
me what the truth of sense-certainty in fact is: I point it out
as a ‘Here’, which is a Here of other Heres, or is in its own
self a ‘simple togetherness of many Heres’; i.e. it is a universal.
I take it up then asit is in truth, and instead of knowing some-
thing immediate I take the truth of it, or perceive it.!

! The German for ‘to perceive’ is wehrnehmen which means literally ‘to take truly’.
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IV. THE TRUTH OF SELF-CERTAINTY

166. In the previous modes of certainty whatis true for con-
sciousness is something other than itself. But the Notion of this
truth vanishes in the experience of it. What the object imme-
diately was in itself—mere being in sense-certainty, the concrete
thing of perception, and for the Understanding, a Force—
proves to be in truth, not this at all; instead, this in-itself turns
out to be a mode in which the object is only for an other. The
Notion of the object is superseded in the actual object, or the
first, immediate presentation of the object is superseded in ex-
perience: certainty gives place to truth. But now there has
arisen what did not emerge in these previous relationships, viz.
a certainty which is identical with its truth; for the certainty
is to itself its own object, and consciousness is to itself the truth.
In thisthere isindeed an otherness; that is to say, consciousness
makes a distinction, but one which at the same time is for con-
sciousness no¢ a distinction. If we give the name of Notion to the
movement of knowing, and the name of object to knowing as
a passive unity, or as the ‘I’, then we see that not only for us,
but for knowing itself, the object corresponds to the Notion.
Or alternatively, if we call Notion what the object is i itself,
but call the object what it is qua object or for an other, then it
isclearthatbeing-in-itselfand being-for-an-other are one and the
same. For the in-itself is consciousness ; but equally it is that for
which an other (the in-itself) is; and it is for consciousness that
the in-itself of the object, and the being of the object for an
other, are one and the same; the ‘I’ is the content of the con-
nection and the connecting itself. Opposed to an other, the ‘I’
is its own self, and at the same time it overarches this other
which, tor the ‘I’, is equally only the ‘I’ itself.

167. With sclf-consciousness, then, we have therefore
entercd the native realm of truth. We have now to see how the
shape of self-consciousness first makes its appearance. If we con-
sider this new shape of knowing, the knowing of itself, in rela-
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tion to that which preceded, viz. the knowing of an other, then
we see that though this other has indeed vanished, its moments
havc at the same time no less been preserved, and the loss con-
sistsin this, that here they are present as they are in themselves.
The [mere] being of what is merely ‘meant’, the singleness and
the universality opposed to it of perception, as also the empty inner
being of the Understanding, these are no longer essences, but
are moments of self-consciousness, i.e. abstractions or dis-
tinctions which at the same time have no reality for conscious-
ness itself, and are purely vanishing essences. Thus it seems that
only the principal moment itself has been lost, viz. the simple
self-subsistent existence for consciousness. But in point of fact self-
consciousness is the reflection out of the being of the world of
sense and perception, and is essentially the return from otkerness.
As self-consciousness, it is movement; but since what it distin-
guishes from itselfis only itself as itself, the difference, as an other-
ness, is immediately superseded for it; the difference is not, and it
[self-consciousness] is only the motionless tautology of: ‘I am
I’ ; but since for it the difference does not have the form of being,
it is not self-consciousness. Hence otherness is for it in the form
of a being, or as a distinct moment; but there is also for conscious-
ness the unity of itself with this difference as a second distinct
moment. With that first moment, self-consciousness is in the form
of consciousness, and the whole expanse of the sensuous world
is preserved for it, but at the same time only as connected with
the second moment, the unity of self-consciousness with itself;
and hence the sensuous world is for it an enduring existence
which, however, is only appearance, or a difference which, wn
uself, is no difference. This antithesis of its appearance and its
truth has, however, for its essence only the truth, viz. the unity
of self-consciousness with itself; this unity must become essential
to self-consciousness, i.e. self-consciousness is Desire in general.
Consciousness, as self-consciousness, henceforth has a double
object: one is the immediate object, that of sense-certainty and
perception, which however for self-consciousness has the character
of a negative; and the second, viz. itself, which is the true essence,
and is present in the first instance only as opposed to the first
object. In this sphere, self-consciousness exhibits itself as the
movement in which this antithesis is removed, and the identity
of itself with itself becomes explicit for it.
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_168. But for us, or in itself,-the object which for self-conscious-
ness is the negative element has, on its side, returned into itself,
just as on the other side consciousness has done. Through this
reflection into itself the object has become Life. What self-con-
sciousness distinguishes from itself as having being, also has in
it, in so far as it is posited as being, not merely the character
of sense-certainty and perception, but itis being that is reflected
into itself, and the object of immediate desire is a living thing.
For the in-itself, or the universal result of the relation of the
Understanding to the inwardness of things, is the distinguishing
of what is not to be distinguished, or the unity of what is distin-
guished. But this unity is, as we have seen, just as much its repul-
sion from itself; and this Notion sunders itself into the antithesis
of self-consciousness and life: the former is the unity for which
the infinite unity of the differences is; the latter, however, is
only this unity itself, so that it is not at the same time for itself.
To the extent, then, that consciousness is independent, so too is
its object, but only implicitly. Self-consciousness which is simply
Jor itself and directly characterizes its object as a negative ele-
ment, or is primarily desire, will therefore, on the contrary, learn
through experience that the object is independent.

169. The determination of Life as it has issued from the
Notion, or the general result with which we enter this sphere,
is sufficient to characterize it without having further to develop
its nature. Its sphere is completely determined in the following
moments. Essence is infinity as the supersession of all distinctions,
the pure movement of axial rotation, its self-repose being an
absolutely restless infinity; independence itself, in which the dif-
ferences of the movement are resolved, the simple essence of
Time which, in this equality with itself, has the stable shape
of Space. The differences, however, are just as much present
as differences in this simple universal medium; for this universal
flux has its negative nature only in being the supersession of
them; but it cannot supersede the different moments if they
donothave an enduring existence [ Bestehen]. It is this very flux,
as a self-identical independence which is itself an enduring exust-
ence, in which, therefore, they are present as distinct members
and parts existing on their own account. Being no longer has
the significance of abstract being, nor has their pure essentiality
the significance of abstract universality; on the contrary, their
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being is precisely that simple fluid substance of pure movement
within itself. The difference, however, qua difference, of these
members with respect to one another consists in general in no
other determinateness than that of the moments of infinity or of
the pure movement itself.

170. The independent members are for themselves; but this
being-for-self is really no less immediately their reflection into
the unity than this unity is the splitting-up into independent
shapes. The unity is divided within itself because it is an abso-
lutely negative or infinite unity; and because it is what subsists,
the difference, too, has independence only in it. This indepen-
dence of the shape appears as something determinate, for an other,
for the shape is divided within itself; and the supersession of
this dividedness accordingly takes place through an other. But
this supersession is just as much within the shape itself, for it
isjust that flux that is the substance of the independent shapes.
This substance, however, is infinite, and hence the shape in its
very subsistence is a dividedness within itself, or the supersession
of its being-for-self.

171. If we distinguish more exactly the moments contained
here, we see that we have, as the first moment, the subsistence
of the independent shapes, or the suppression of what diremp-
tionis in itself, viz. that the shapes have no being in themselves,
no enduring existence. The second moment, howeveris the sub-
jection of that existence to the infinity of the difference. In the
first moment there is the existent shape; as being for itself, or
‘being in its determinateness infinite substance, it comes forward
in antithesis to the universal substance, disowns this fluent conti-
nuity with it and asserts that it is not dissolved in this universal
element, but on the contrary preserves itself by separating itself
from this its inorganic nature, and by consuming it. Life in the
universal fluid medium, a passive separating-out of the shapes
becomes, just by so doing, a movement of those shapes or
becomes Life as a process. The simple universal fluid medium
is the in-itself, and the difference of the shapes is the other. But
this fluid medium itself becomes the otfier through this dif-
ference; for now it is for the difference which exists in and for itself,
and consequently is the ceaseless movement by which this pass-
ive medium is consumed: Life as a living thing.

This znversion, however, is for that reason again an inverted-
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ness in its own self. What is consumed is the essence: the individu-
ality which maintains itself at the expense of the universal, and
which gives itself the feeling of its unity with itself, just by so
doing supersedes its antithesis to the other by means of which
itexistsfor itself. I'ts self-given unity with itselfis just that luidity
of the differences or their general dissolution. But, conversely, the
supersession of individual existence is equally the production
of it. For since the essence of the individual shape—universal
Life—and what exists for itselfis in itself simple substance, when
this substance places the other within itself it supersedes this its
simplicity or its essence, i.e. it divides it, and this dividedness
of the differenceless fluid medium is just what establishes indivi-
duality. Thus the simple substance of Life is the splitting-up
ofiitselfinto shapes and at the same time the dissolution of these
existent differences; and the dissolution of the splitting-up is
just as much a splitting-up and a forming of members. With
this, the two sides of the whole movement which before were
distinguished, viz. the passive separatedness of the shapes in the
general medium of independence, and the process of Life, col-
lapse into one another. The latter is just as much an imparting
of shape as a supersession of it; and the other, the imparting
ofshape, isjustasmuchasupersession as an articulation of shape.
The fluid element is itself only the abstraction of essence, or it is
actual only as shape; and its articulation of itselfis again a split-
ting-up of what is articulated into form or a dissolution of it.
It is the whole round of this activity that constitutes Life: not
whatwasexpressed at the outset, the immediate continuity and
compactness of its essence, nor the enduring form, the discrete
moment existing for itself; nor the pure process of these; nor
yet the simple taking-together of these moments. Life consists
rather in being the self-developing whole which dissolves its de-
velopment and in this movement simply preserves itself.

172. Since we started from the first immediate unity and
returned through the moments of formation and of process to
the unity of both these moments, and thus back again to the
original simple substance, this reflected unity is different from
the first. Contrasted with that immediate unity, or that unity
expressed as a [mere] being, this second is the universal unity
which contains all these moments as superseded within itself.
It is the simple genus which, in the movement of Life itself,
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does not exist for itself qua this simple determination; on the con-
trary, in this result, Life points to something other than itself,
viz. to consciousness, for which Life exists as this unity, or as
genus.

173. This other Life, however, for which the genus as such
exists, and which is genus on its own account, viz. self-conscious-
ness, exists in the first instance for self-consciousness only as this
simple essence, and has itself as pure ‘I’ for object. In the course
of its experience which we are now to consider, this abstract
object will enrich itself for the ‘I’ and undergo the unfolding
which we have seen in the sphere of Life.

174. Thesimple ‘T’ is this genus or the simple universal, for
which the differences are not differences only by its being the
negative essence of the shaped independent moments; and self-
consciousness is thus certain of itself only by superseding this
other that presents itself to self-consciousness as an independent
life; self-consciousness is Desire. Certain of the nothingness of
this other, it explicitly affirms that this nothingness is for it the
truth of the other; it destroys the independent object and
thereby gives itself the certainty of itself as a true certainty, a
certainty which has become explicit for self-consciousness itself
in an objective manner.

175. In this satisfaction, however, experience makes it aware
that the object has its own independence. Desire and the self-
certainty obtained in its gratification, are conditioned by the
object, for self-certainty comes from superseding this other: in
order that this supersession can take place, there must be this
other. Thus self-consciousness, by its negative relation to the
object, is unable to supersede it; it is really because of that rela-
tion that it produces the object again, and the desire as well.
It is in fact something other than self-consciousness that is the
essence of Desire; and through this experience self-conscious-
ness has itself realized this truth. But at the same time it is no
less absolutely for itself, and it is so only by superseding the
object; and it must experience its satisfaction, for it is the truth.
On account of the independence of the object, therefore, it can
achieve satisfaction only when the object itself effects the nega-
tion within itself; and it must carry out this negation of itself
in itself] for it is in itself the negative, and must be for the other
what it i5. Since the object is in its own self negation, and in
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being so is at the same time independent, it is consciousness.
In the sphere of Life, which is the object of Desire, negation is
present either in an other, viz in Desire, or as a determinateness
opposed to another indifferent form, or as the inarganic uni-
versal nature of Life. But this universal independent nature in
which negation is present as absolute negation, is the genus as
such, or the genus as self-consciousness. Self-consciousness achieves
its satisfaction only in another self-consciousness.

176. The notion of self-consciousness is only completed in
these three moments: (a) the pure undifferentiated ‘I’ is its first
immediate object. (b) But this immediacy is itself an absolute
mediation, itzsonly as a supersession of the independent object,
in other words, it is Desire. The satisfaction of Desire is, it is
true, the reflection of self-consciousness into itself, or the cer-
tainty that has become truth. (c) But the truth of this certainty
is really a double reflection, the duplication of self-conscious-
ness. Consciousness has for its object one which, of its own self]
posits its otherness or difference as a nothingness, and in so
doing is independent. The differentiated, merely livzing, shape
does indeed also supersede its independence in the process of
Life, but it ceases with its distinctive difference to be what it
is. The object of self-consciousness, however, is equally indepen-
dent in this negativity of itself; and thus it is _for itself a genus,
a universal fluid element in the peculiarity of its own separate
being; it is a living self-consciousness.

177. A self-consciousness exists_for a self-consciousness. Only so
is itin fact self-consciousness; for only in this way does the unity
of itself in its otherness become explicit for it. The ‘I’ which
is the object of its Notion is in fact not ‘object’; the object of
Desire, however, is only independent, for it is the universal in-
destructible substance, the fluid self-identical essence. A self-
consciousness, in being an object, is just as much ‘I’ as ‘object’.
With this, we already have before us the Notion of Spirit. What
still lies ahead for consciousness is the experience of what Spirit
is—this absolute substance which is the unity of the different
independent self-consciousnesses which, in their opposition,
enjoy perfect freedom and independences ‘I’ that is ‘We’ and
‘We’ that is ‘I’. It isin self-consciousness, in the Notion of Spirit,
that consciousness first finds its turning-point, where it leaves
behind it the colourful show of the sensuous here-and-now and
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the nightlike void of the supersensible beyond, and steps out
into the spiritual daylight of the present.

A. INDEPENDENCE AND DEPENDENCE OF SELF-
CONSCIOUSNESS: LORDSHIP AND BONDAGE

178. Self-consciousness exists in and for itself when, and by
the fact that, it so exists for another; that is, it exists only in
being acknowledged. The Notion of this its unity in its duplica-
tion embraces many and varied meanings. Its moments, then,
must on the one hand be held strictly apart, and on the other
hand must in this differentiation at the same time also be taken
and known as not distinct, or in their opposite significance. The
twofold significance of the distinct moments has in the nature
of self-consciousness to be infinite, or directly the opposite of
the determinateness in which it is posited. The detailed exposi-
tion of the Notion of this spiritual unity in its duplication will
present us with the process of Recognition.

179. Self-consciousness is faced by another self-conscious-

ness; it has come out of itself. This has a twofold significance:
first, it has lost itself| for it finds itself as an other being; secondly,
in doing so it has superseded the other, for it does not see
the other as an essential being, but in the other sees its own
self. »
180. It must supersede this otherness of itself. This is the
supersession of the first ambiguity, and is therefore itself a
second ambiguity. First, it must proceed to supersede the other
independent being in order thereby to become certain of itself
as the essential being; secondly, in so doing it proceeds to super-
sede its own self, for this other is itself.

181. This ambiguous supersession of its ambiguous otherness
is equally an ambiguous return into itself. For first, through the
supersession, it receives back its own self, because, by supersed-
ing its otherness, it again becomes equal to itself; but secondly,
the other self-consciousness equally gives it back again to itself,
for it saw itself in the other, but supersedes this being of itself
in the other and thus lets the other again go free.

182. Now, this movement of self-consciousness in relation to
another self-consciousness has in this way been represented as
the action of one self-consciousness, but this action of the one
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‘has itself the double significance of being both its own action
and the action of the other as well. For the other is equally inde-
pendent and self-contained, and there is nothing in it of which
itis not itself the origin. The firstdoes not have the object before
it merely as it exists primarily for desire, but as something that
has an independent existence of its own, which, therefore, it
cannot utilize for its own purposes, if that object does not of
its own accord do what the first does to it. Thus the movement
is simply the double movement of the two self-consciousnesses.
Each sees the other do the same as it does; each does itself what
it demands of the other, and therefore also does what it does
only in so far as the other does the same. Action by one side
only would be useless because what is to happen can only be
brought about by both.

183. Thus the action has a double significance not only
because it is directed against itself as well as against the other,
but also because it is indivisibly the action of one as well as
of the other.

184. In this movement we see repeated the process which
presented itself as the play of Forces, but repeated now in con-
sciousness. What in that process was for us,is true here of the
extremes themselves. The middle term is self-consciousness
which splits into the extremes; and each extreme is this
exchanging of its own determinateness and an absolute transi-
tion into the opposite. Although, as consciousness, it does in-
deed come out of itself, yet, though out of itself, it is at the same
time kept back within itself, is_for itself, and the self outside it,
is for 2¢. It is aware that it at once is, and is not, another con-
sciousness, and equally that this other is _for itself only when it
supersedes itself as being for itself, and is for itself only in the
being-for-self of the other. Each s for the other the middle term,
through which each mediates itself with itself and unites with
itself; and each is for itself, and for the other, an immediate
being on its own account, which at the same time is such only
through this mediation. They recognize themselves as mutually
recognizing one another.

185. Wehave now to see how the process of this pure Notion
of recognition, of the duplicating of self-consciousness in its one-
ness, appears to self-consciousness. At first, it will exhibit
the side of the inequality of the two, or the splitting-up of the
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middle term into the extremes which, as extremes, are opposed
to one another, one being only recognized, the other only
recognizing.

186. Self-consciousness is, to begin with, simple being-for-
self, self-equal through the exclusion from itself of everything
else. For it, its essence and absolute object is ‘I’; and in this
immediacy, or in this [mere] being, of its being-for-self, it is
an individual. What is ‘other’ for it is an unessential, negatively
characterized object. But the ‘other’ is also a self-consciousness; -
one individual is confronted by another individual. Appearing
thus immediately on the scene, they are for one another like
ordinary objects, independent shapes, individuals submerged in
the being [or immediacy] of Life—for the object in its imme-
diacy is here determined as Life. They are, for each other, shapes
of consciousness which have not yet accomplished the move-
ment of absolute abstraction, of rooting-out all immediate
being, and of being merely the purely negative being of self-
identical consciousness; in other words, they have not as yet
exposed themselves to each other in the form of pure being-
for-self, or as self-consciousnesses. Each is indeed certain of its
own self, but not of the other, and therefore its own self-cer-
tainty still has no truth. For it would have truth only if its own
being-for-self had confronted it as an independent object, or,
what is the same thing, if the object had presented itself as this
pure self-certainty. But according to the Notion of recognition
this is possible only when each is for the other what the other
is for it, only when each in its own self through its own action,
and again through the action of the other, achieves this pure
abstraction of being-for-self.

187. The presentation ofitself, however, as the pure abstrac-
tion of self-consciousness consists in showing itself as the pure
negation of its objective mode, or in showing that it is not
attached to any specific existence, not to the individuality com-
mon to existence as such, that it is not attached to life. This
presentation is a twofold action: action on the part of the other,
and action on its own part. In so far as it is the action of the
other, each seeks the death of the other. But in doing so, the
second kind of action, action on its own part, is also involved;
for the former involves the staking of its own life. Thus the rela-
tion of the two self-conscious individuals is such that they prove
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themselves and each other through a life-and-death struggle.
They must engage in this struggle, for they must raise their cer-
tainty of being for themselves to truth, both in the case of the
other and in theirown case. And it is only through staking one’s
life that freedom is won; only thus is it proved that for self-
consciousness, its essential being is not [just] being, not the im-
mediate form in which it appears, not its submergence in the
expanse of life, but rather that there is nothing present in it
which could not be regarded as a vanishing moment, that it
is only pure being-for-self. The individual who has not risked
his life may well be recognized as a person, but he has not
attained to the truth of this recognition as an independent self-
consciousness. Similarly, just as each stakes his own life, so each
must seek the other’s death, for it values the other no more than
itself;; its essential being is present to it in the form of an ‘other’,
it is outside of itself and must rid itself of its self-externality.
The other is an immediate consciousness entangled in a variety
of relationships, and it must regard itsothernessas a pure being-
for-self or as an absolute negation.

188. This trial by death, however, does away with the truth
which was supposed to issue from it, and so, too, with the cer-
tainty of self generally. For just as life is the natural setting of
consciousness, independence without absolute negativity, so
death is the natural negation of consciousness, negation without
independence, which thus remains without the required signifi-
cance of recognition. Death certainly shows that each staked
his life and held it of no account, both in himself and in the
other; but that is not for those who survived this struggle. They
put an end to their consciousness in its alien setting of natural
existence, that is to say, they put an end to themselves, and
are done away with as extremes wanting to be for themselves, or
to have an existence of their own. But with this there vanishes
from their interplay the essential moment of splitting into
extremes with opposite characteristics; and the middle term
collapses into a lifeless unity which is split into lifeless, merely
immediate, unopposed extremes; and the two do not reciproc-
ally give and receive one another back from each other cons-
ciously, but leave each other free only indifferently, like things.
Theiractis an abstract negation, not the negation coming from
consciousness, which supersedes in such a way as to preserve
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and maintain what is superseded, and consequently survives
its own supersession.

189. In this experience, self-consciousness learns that life is
as essential to it as pure self-consciousness. In immediate self-
consciousness the simple ‘I’ is absolute mediation, and has as
its essential moment lasting independence. The dissolution of
that simple unity is the result of the first experience; through
this there is posited a pure self-consciousness, and a conscious-
ness which is not purely for itself but for another, i.e. is a merely
immediate consciousness, or consciousness in the form of
thinghood. Both moments are essential. Since to begin with they
are unequal and opposed, and their reflection into a unity has
not yet been achieved, they exist as two opposed shapes of con-
sciousness ; one is the independent consciousness whose essential
nature is to be for itself, the other is the dependent consciousness
whose essential nature is simply to live or to be for another.
The former is lord, the other is bondsman.

190. The lord is the consciousness that exists for itself, but
no longer merely the Notion of such a consciousness. Rather,
it is a consciousness existing for itself which is mediated with
itself through another consciousness, i.e. through a conscious-
ness whose nature it is to be bound up with an existence that
is independent, or thinghood in general. The lord puts himself
into relation with both of these moments, to a thing as such,
the object of desire, and to the consciousness for which
thinghood is the essential characteristic. And since he is (a) gqua
the Notion of self-consciousness an immediate relation of being-
JSor-self, but (b) is now at the same time mediation, or a being-
for-self which is for itself only through another, he is related
(a) immediately to both, and (b) mediately to each through
the other. The lord relates himself mediately to the bondsman
through a being [a thing] that is independent, for it is just this
which holds the bondsman in bondage; it is his chain from
which he could not break free in the struggle, thus proving him-
selfto be dependent, to possess his independence in thinghood.
But the lord is the power over this thing, for he proved in the
struggle that it is something merely negative; since he is the
powerover this thing and this again is the power over the other
[the bondsman], it follows that he holds the other in subjection.
Equally, the lord relates himself mediately to the thing through



116 B. SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS

the bondsman; the bondsman, qua self-consciousness in general,
also relates himself negatively to the thing, and takes away its
independence; but at the same time the thing is independent
vis-d-vis the bondsman, whose negating of it, therefore, cannot
go the length of being altogether done with it to the point of
annihilation; in other words, he only works on it. For the lord,
on the other hand, the immediate relation becomes through this
mediation the sheer negation of the thing, or the enjoyment
of it. What desire failed to achieve, he succeeds in doing, viz.
to have done with the thing altogether, and to achieve satisfac-
tion in the enjoyment of it. Desire failed to do this because of
the thing’s independence; but the lord, who has interposed the
bondsman between it and himself, takes to himself only the de-
pendent aspect of the thing and has the pure enjoyment of it.
The aspect ofits independence he leaves to the bondsman, who
works on it.

191. Inbothofthese moments the lord achieves his recogni-
tion through another consciousness; forin them, that other con-
sciousness is expressly something unessential, both by its work-
ing on the thing, and by its dependence on a specific existence.
In neither case can it be lord over the being of the thing and
achieve absolute negation of it. Here, therefore, is present this
moment of recognition, viz. that the other consciousness sets
aside its own being-for-self, and in so doing itself does what the
first does to it. Similarly, the other moment too is present, that
this action of the second is the first’s own action; for what the
bondsmandoesisreally the action of the lord. The latter’s essen-
tial nature is to exist only for himself; he is the sheer negative
power for whom the thing is nothing. Thus he is the pure, essen-
tial action in this relationship, while the action of the bondsman
is impure and unessential. But for recognition proper the
moment is lacking, that what the lord does to the other he also
does to himself, and what the bondsman does to himself he
should also do to the other. The outcome is a recognition that
is one-sided and unequal.

192. In this recognition the unessential consciousness is for
the lord the object, which constitutes the truth of his certainty
of himself. But it is clear that this object does not correspond
to its Notion, but rather that the object in which the lord has
achieved his lordship has in reality turned out to be something
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quite different from an independent consciousness. What now
really confronts him is not an independent consciousness, but
a dependent one. He is, therefore, not certain of being-for-self
as the truth of himself. On the contrary, his truth is in reality
the unessential consciousness and its unessential action.

193. The truth of the independent consciousness is accord-
ingly the servile consciousness of the bondsman. This, it is true,
appears at first outside of itself and not as the truth of self-con-
sciousness. But just as lordship showed that its essential nature
is the reverse of what it wants to be, so too servitude in its con-
summation will really turn into the opposite of what it imme-
diately is; as a consciousness forced back into itself, it will with-
draw into itself and be transformed into a truly independent
consciousness.

194. We have seen what servitude is only in relation to lord-
ship. But it is a self-consciousness, and we have now to consider
what as such it is in and for itself. To begin with, servitude has
the lord for its essential reality; hence the truth for it is the inde-
pendent consciousness that is for itself. However, servitude is
not yet aware that this truth is implicit in it. But it does in fact
contain within itself this truth of pure negativity and being-
for-self, for it has experienced this its own essential nature. For
this consciousness has been fearful, not of this or that particular
thing or just at odd moments, but its whole being has been
seized with dread ; for it has experienced the fear of death, the
absolute Lord. In that experience it has been quite un-
manned, has trembled in every fibre ofits being, and everything
solid and stable has been shaken to its foundations. But this pure
universal movement, the absolute melting-away of everything
stable, is the simple, essential nature of self-consciousness, abso-
lute negativity, pure being-for-self, which consequently is implicit
in this consciousness. This moment of pure being-for-self is also
explicit for the bondsman, for in the lord it exists for him as his
object. Furthermore, his consciousness is not this dissolution of
everything stable merely in principle; in his service he actually
brings this about. Through his service he rids himself of his
attachment to natural existence in every single detail ; and gets
rid of it by working on it.

195. However, the feeling of absolute power both in general,
and in the particular form of service, is only implicitly this dis-
solution, and although the fear of the lord is indeed the begin-
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ning of wisdom, consciousness is not therein aware that it is a
being-for-self. Through work, however, the bondsman becomes
conscious of what he truly is. In the moment which corresponds
to desire in the lord’s consciousness, it did seem that the aspect
of unessential relation to the thing fell to the lot of the bonds-
man, since in that relation the thing retained its independence.
Desire has reserved to itself the pure negating of the object and
thereby its unalloyed feeling of self. But that is the reason why
this satisfaction is itself only a fleeting one, for it lacks the side
of objectivity and permanence. Work, on the other hand, is
desire held in check, fleetingness staved off; in other words,
work forms and shapes the thing. The negative relation to the
object becomes its form and something permanent, because it is
precisely for the worker that the object has independence. This
negative middle term or the tormative activity is at the same time
the individuality or pure being-for-self of consciousness which
now, in the work outside of it, acquires an element of per-
manence. It is in this way, therefore, that consciousness, qua
worker, comes to see in the independent being [of the object]
its own independence.

196. But the formative activity has not only this positive sig-
nificance that in it the pure being-for-self of the servile con-
sciousness acquires an existence; it also has, in contrast with
its first moment, the negative significance of fear. For, in fash-
ioning the thing, the bondsman’s own negativity, his being-
for-self, becomes an object for him only through his setting at
nought the existing shape confronting him. But this objective
negative moment is none other than the alien being before which
it has trembled. Now, however, he destroys this alien negative
moment, posits himself as a negative in the permanent order
of things, and thereby becomes for fimself, someone existing on
his own account. In the lord, the being-for-self is an ‘other’ for
the bondsman, or is only for him [i.e. is not his own]; in fear,
the being-for-selfis present in the bondsman himself; in fashion-
ing the thing, he becomes aware that being-for-self belongs to
him, that he himself exists essentially and actually in his own
right. The shape does not become something other than himself
through being made external to him; foritis precisely thisshape
that is his pure being-for-self, which in this externality is seen
by him to be the truth. Through this rediscovery of himself by
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himself, the bondsman realizes that it is precisely in his work
wherein he seemed to have only an alienated existence that he
acquires a mind ofhis own. For this reflection, the two moments
of fear and service as such, as also that of formative activity,
are necessary, both being at the same time in a universal mode.
Without the discipline of service and obedience, fear remains
at the formal stage, and does not extend to the known real world
of existence. Without the formative activity, fear remains in-
ward and mute, and consciousness does not become explicitly
JSor itself. If consciousness fashions the thing without that initial
absolute fear, it is only an empty self-centred attitude; for its
form or negativity is not negativity per se, and therefore its
formative activity cannot give it a consciousness of itself as
essential being. Ifit has not experienced absolute fear but only
some lesser dread, the negative being has remained for it some-
thing external, its substance has not been infected by it through
and through. Since the entire contents of its natural conscious-
ness have not been jeopardized, determinate being still in prin-
ciple attaches to it; having a ‘mind of one’s own’ is self-will, a
freedom which is still enmeshed in servitude. Just as little as
the pure form can become essential being for it, just as little
is that form, regarded as extended to the particular, a universal
formative activity, an absolute Notion ; rather it is a skill which
is master over some things, but not over the universal power
and the whole of objective being.
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Earth, the, 178, 300
ecstasy, 5, 44

edification, 5f.

Eidos, Idea, 34
electricity, 92f,, 153
elements, universal, 155, 300
Eleusinian mysteries, 65
empiricism, 144
Enlightenment, the, 328ff.
enthusiasm, 44n.
environment, influence of, 155, 179
epic poetry, 441f., 507f.
Epictetus, 523

Erinyes, 277, 447

esoteric and exoteric, 7
espéce, 298

Eteocles, 285

Euclid, 24

Eumenides, 410, 474
experience, 55f.
experiment, 152f.
explanation, g4, 101

faction, 360
Fall, the, 468, 471
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falsehood, falsity, 2, 22f. mathematical knowledge, 24fT.
familiar, the (not cognitively under- matter, 154, 351, 361
stood), 18 ‘matters’, 153
family, 268f. mediation, 11f.
Fate, 446, 448, 455f. mediator, 136, 138, 476
Faust, 218n. method, philosophical, 28, 52
feeling, appeal to, 43 minstrel, 440ff.
festival (Greek), 437f. monarch, 311
Fichte, 31n. motion, law of, g3f.
flattery, 310, 315 mystery and the mystical, 437
forgiveness, 407
formalism, g, 30 naivety of Nature, 210
Furies, 447, 449f. necessity, 217, 219
negativity, 51
genus and species, 176fF. Notion (Begriff), 20, 53, 104, 344, 356,
good and evii, 472f. 485, 490
grace, 371 Nous, 34
gravity, specific, 172ff. number, 172, 174
Hamlet, 201, 446n. Oedipus, 446n.
handwriting, 189 oracles, 430f., 446
hero, 404 Orestes, 446n.”
history, 488, 492 organism, 154fF.
husband and wife, 273 Origen, 348
hypocrisy, 401, 405 ‘ought’ and ‘is’; 151
idealism, 33, 142ff. palmistry, 188
‘in-itself” and ‘for-itself’, 17 parents and children, 273
incarnation, 459, 475 Parmenides, 44
innocence, 467 ‘pathos’, 284, 285
interest, 240, 243, 248 Penates, 274, 287
intuition, 10, 63, 489 Phoebus, 446
phrenology, 185ff.
justice, 277 physiognomy, 185ff.
Plato, 44, 196
Kant, 29 pleasure, 21 7ff.
kenosis, 457, 465 Polynices, 285f.
priesthood, 330
labour, 118, 213 probability and truth, 152
ladder to standpoint of Science, 14 property, 257
language, 66, 308fF., 395fT. propositional form, 38fF.
Lavater, 193n. psychology, 182
Laws of Thought, 180off. purpose and purposiveness, see teleology
Lethe, 287, 448, 474
Leucippus, 21 quality, 33, 34
Lichtenberg, 191, 193 quantity, see mathematics
Logic is speculative philosophy, 22, 28
Logos (the Word), 465 raisonnement, see argumentation
love, 255, 466f., 478 recognition, 111ff.
Lucifer, 468 revelation, 461
Macbeth, 446n. sacrifice, 137ff.
madness, 225 Schiller, 493n.

marriage, 273 self-will, 119, 121



show, surface, 87
skull, 197

Socrates, 431

Solon, 188f.
sophistry, 124, 261
soul, 160

space, 93, 106
specific gravity, 172ff.
Sphinx, 446

state power, 3o1ff.

subject and predicate, 37ff.

subject and substance, 10
syllogism, 177
synsomaties, 153

talent, 239f.

teleology, 156fF.

Thing, thinghood, 69ff.
time, 27, 93, 106, 476
tragedy, 443fF.

triadic form, 29

Trinity, 325

truth and falsity, 2, 22ff.
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truth and probability, 152
truth and system, 3, 13

Unchangeable, the, 127ff.
Understanding, the, 18
Unhappy Consciousness, 158fF.

utility, 343, 353ff.

valet, moral, 404
vanity, 319f.
vassal, 307

virtue, 228fF.
virtue, ancient, 234

war, 288f.

‘way of the world’, 227ff.
wealth, 3o1ff.

Winterl, 153n.

wit, 317

wrath (of God), 470

Zeus, 446fF.



