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In this dissertation I trace the fate of a traditional
philosophical problem, 'the problem of knowledge' in the writ
ings of Hegel and Marx. My aim has been to refute the thesis
that their ultimate rejection of the problem was without a
positive outcome and. in particular, the thesis of Habermas
that in rejecting the problem they, in elfect, nepated the
achrevements of previocus epistemclogy.

My aim has not been to deny that Hegel and Marx transform

the problem of knowledge i1n their writings. Rather, I have

v e e e —————— P T A TR A Ty G e e P 7 7B A ST vmara

attempted to bring out the positive aspects of their criticism
of previous eplistemology. The theme of tneir criticism 18
that previous theories of knowledge had giver. an inadequate
account of experience. In its place they offer what I believe
to be new and important accounts of experience.

Furthermore, Hegel and Marx's cr:fticisms of previous ecister-
ology are far from being i1dentical. Hegel, on the cne hand,

directs his criticisms at the sceptical attitude cf his forerunneirs

He 1s for this reason particularly blunt with the Empiricist
philosophers. Marx, on the other hand, concerns himself more with
the abstractness of the philosophical approach in general. In
his view philosophy 1tself 1s che obstacle to a correct noctaion

o' experience. But what Marx means by philosophy is German
Idealist philoscphy and, in particular, that of Hegel. It 1s
further my thes:s, therefors,that The dafferences 1n the manner

in which Marx and Hegel carvy out ftheir crifticism of traditicnal

epistemologv constitutes the End of German Classicali Philosophy.
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PREFACE

I have outlined the rmain argument 1n the first Chapter.
There is little need, thersfore, for me to elaborate on it
here. However, I shculd like to make a few brief remarks
about the general structure of the work and, in particular,

abcut the approach that I take to Hegel's philosophy.

This study broadliy falls into three parts. In the two
opening chapters I discuss the philoscphical baclkground to
Hegel's system. This I call his Critigue of Modern Philosophy.

In the following two chapters I deal with Hegel's concept of

Experience. For these two chapters I draw on the Phenomenology
of Mind. In the final three chapters I deal with the develcp-
ment of Marx's concept of Experience. I concentrate on his

earlier works because it is there that he works out his general

theoretical position.

In the opening chapters of this study 1 have acdopted
an approach to Hegel's philosophy which 1s, 1n my view, a
most fruitful one. In general, Hegel's system has exither
been approached directly, that 1s, through a consideration
of one or many of his major works, or indirectly, through an
account of the philosophical and literary works of nhis 1mmed-
iate contemporaries. It 1s of course in this latter context
that the study of his early works has beccme important. But
both these approaches, T believe, run the risk of leaving us
without a secure foothold 1n the Hegelian system. The flrst

does so simply vecause il 1s, pernaps, too direct. Hegel's
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philosophy 1s notoritusly obscure; so there 1s for the
explanation which 1s couclhied i1n terms cof the system 1tself

the ever-present danger thac 1t 1tself may be as obscure as
the system. On the cother hand, the second approach, through
contemporary literature and philosophy, may have to be pitched
at such a general level that we prohibit ourselves from

dealing with the central tenets of the system.

The approach that I have adcpted avoids, n my view, these
difficulties. By intrcducing Hegel's philoscphy through an
assessment of his views on the major Modern Philoscphers we
get Lo Che heart of his system, but in a manner which does
not always require us to deal with fthe system in 1ts own,
opaque, terms. On the one hand this avpproach will satisfy
the demsand of the student, that he be introduced to Hegel's
major doctrines by an analysis of less complex 1deas (and
who can doubt that the philosophies of Descartes and Locke,
for instance, are less diffacult), and. on the other, it
will satisfy the demand of the professional philosopher that

Hegel's 1deas be first tested against those of other philosophers.

I have used the Theorie Werkausgabe edition of Hegel's

Werke published by the Suhrkamp Verlag, and for Marx's writings

I have used the Dietz Verlag edition of the Marx-Engels Werke.

A1l translations from the German are my own.

I am grateful to Henry Tudor for his help and encourage-
ment in writing this work. This, also, 1s the place to

thank the Sccial Science Research Council for financing my
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studies over the past three years, ard the 'Deutscher
Akademischer Austauschdienst' for the scholarship which

allowed me to study at Heidelberg University last summer.

Durham, October, 1974.




CHAPTER ONE

HEGEL AND MODERN PHILOSOPHY

Epistemology and Experience

Marx and Hegel are most readily distinguished from their
forerunners in philosophy by their regection of what Ayer would

call 'The Prcblem of Knowledge'. This rejection eatailed that

they, unlike other modern philosovhers, were prepared to forgo

a search for an absolute criterion of truth. As Habermas tells
us,l this was, until then, a major precccupation of Modern
Philosochy. Descartes, Locke and Hume, for instance appear to
concentrate entirely on the problem. Critical Philosophy
Lreceives 1ts name, we are to assume, from the criticism of the
epistemological premi.ses of previous metaphysics. Moreover,
it is clear that the problem does not recede into the background
in the philosophies of the zreat system-builders, Spinoza and
Leibniz. To the admirers of that tradition, amongst wnom
Habermas 1s to be counted, Marx and Hegel's abandonment of

'"The Problem of Knowledge' in their enquiries represents a sad

loss to philosovhy. They assume that phiiosophy 1s the pocrer

1. 'If 1t was required to reconstruct the philosophical
discussion on the modern period in the form of a Judicial
hearing 1t would be called to decide the one gquestion: how 13

dependable (zuverlissige) knowledge possible'. JUrgen Haberras
Erkenntnas und Interesse, Suhrkamp Verlag, Frankfurt am Main,
1968, p. 11.

In saying this Habermas prokably has in mind the monumentail

work of Ernst Cassirer: Das Erkenntrnisproblen in cer Philosophsie
und Wissenschafft der neueren Zeit whicn 15 an attempt, in
several volunes, to trace the development of the problem of
knowledge in Modern Philosophy. The volumes first appeared

in Verlag Brune Cassirer, Berlin.




fer not knowing a priori the nature of knowledge. The specific
crltlclsm$ of Habermas is that owing to Marx and Hegel philosophy
no longer has a serious grasp of 501ence.2 In his view, the

last person to achieve such an understanding of science was Kant.
It 1s because they neglected this achievement of Kant's Habermas
believes that Marx and Hegel squandered the gains of classical
epistemology. Marx in parcicular, rather than being the inheritor
of classical German philosophy, 'had completed the demolition

(Abbau) of epnstemology'.5

I do not intend to deny that Marx and Hegel in their works
transform classical epistemology. What T wish to deny, however,
™s that this was merely a work of 'demolitaon'. The claim that
our knowledge suffered a great loss through the abandonwent of
the 'Problem of Knowledge' suggests, I believe, an ignorance of
the grounds on which Marx and Hegel abandoned the problemsand
Ltnere is the added implication that no such grounds exist. But,
on the contrary, they do,since Marx and Hegel do not prefunctorily
abandon the quest for certainty in knowledge. The quest is
given up only as a result of a critical enquiry into the whole
philosophical tradition surroundaing the problem. Contrary to

what Habermas implies, sentence i1s not passed without traial.

2. J.Habermas. op.cit.;p.12.

3. J.Habermas. op.cit.,p. 14. He did so, Habermas argues,
because 'he had misunderstood his own concept'. (1bid) This
1s a strange argument. 1% seems to me that there was no-one

more eminently well placed to understand his own concepts
than Marx.



Hegel deals at length with the theories of knowledge of his
predecessors. Marx also does not cursorily rejJect the question.

As is the case with Hegel his rejection of the 'Problem of ¥Xnow-

ledge': the criticism of the search for certainty in the know-
ledge of our knowledge, 15 a leading motive in The construction

of his Weltanschauung. It is my belief that the study of the

grounds of that mutual criticism of Marx and Hegel will not only
show Habermas' assessment of the impact of its results to be
false but will also provide significant conclusions concerning

Erkenntnis and Interesse or what I have chosen to call Epistcmoiogy

and Experience.

My thesls 1s, then, that the transformation that classical
epistemology undergoes in the philosophies of Marx and Hegel 1s
not only a work of demolition but also cne of construction.
This construction must clearly follow the lines of their
criticism. éhe theme of this craiticism 1s that r.revious
epistemologies had given an inadequate account of experience.
Their task, then, is to construct a more adequate account of
experience within the context of epistemology. Similar
intentions do not, however, imply similar achievements. So
that it is further my thesis that the radical differences in

the manner in which this task is carried out by both Hegel and

Marx constitutes the end of German Classical Philosophy. Marx

informed by different presuppositions sets about the task in a
manner alien to Hegel and 1t ais that which transforms philosophy

into (to borrcw a phrase of Marcuse's) social theory.

It 2

n

logical to begin the account of this whole process, frow



Hegel to Mary, with an analysis of Hegel's obgections to the
episterologles of the principal Modern philosophers. Our main
source must be the Lecturec on tne History of Philosorhy. This

L)

can be supplemented from time to time by Hegel's wmajor published

works, The Phenomenology of Mind., The Science of Logic, and

The Encyclopedia, in order that we may further support our
conclusicns. For reascns that will become more evident in
the thesis 1tself an understanding of Hegel's critique of
Modern Philosophy will place us 1n an excellent positizon to

interpret the Phencumenology of Mind. That work represents

Hegel's most developed theory of knowledge and experience;
and it is & theory of knowledge and experience built on a

profound understanding or Modern philosophy.




The Cratique of Descartes, Spinoza and Leibniz

I shall analyse Hegel's critique of Modern Philosophy 1n
three stages. This first stage, as 1s evident, will deal with
Hegel's obgections to the philosophies of Descartes, Spinoza and
Leibniz; the second will deal with Hegel's critique of Empiricist
philosophy, i1i.e. the philosophies of Locke and Hume; finally I
shall devote a chapter to his critical examination of the philos-

ophies of his fellow German Idealists, Kant, Fichte and Schelling.

The attempt to analyse Hegel's critique of the theories of
knowledge of Descartes, Spinoza and Leibniz congjointly probably
requlres some explanation. In advance of the fu%l explanation
which can only come 1in the analysis 1tself, I might say this.
For our purposes these three philosophies form one distinet secuvior
because of the manner in which they seek to inftegrate theology
with the theory of knowledge. The philoscphies I intend to
consider in the other two sections do not aim at such an integra-

tion. In one way or another, Descartes, Spinoza and Leibniz, al

‘..

regard God as the absolute ground of knowledge. In contrast,
God figures markedly little in the theories of knowledge of Locke
and Hume. The concept does admittedly gain greater significance
in the third of our sections, firstly with Kant and Fichte but

as an obgect of belief, not of knowledge and secondly, with
Schelling and Hegel nhimself, but not again as an object of
certain knowiedge but as a concept alone. It is True that as

a concept alone God does reftain a primary significance in the
philosophies of Schelling and Hegel but I shall argue that this

is 1n a sense such that the break with theolcogy 1s absolute.



Nobody can or 1s supposed to believe i1n the God of the
philosophies of Schelling and Hegel nor, on the other hand,

do they regard Him as the absolute ground of all knowledge.

Let us now make a beginning with Hegel's discussions of
Descartes. I have suggested, concerning Descartes, that for
him God is the absolute ground cf all knowledge. This appears
to contradict the initial, historical point that Hegel brings
up in the discussion. There he applauds Descartes for the
'subgectaivity' of his philosophy. This subjgectivity 1s embodied

for Hegel in the famous principle of Descartes cogmito ergo sum.

Hegel believes that with this principle Descartes set aside
forever the authority of the Church in philosophical matter.&).)+
In his view, the whole of philosophy prior to Descartes had been
vitiated by the constant presupposition of something as being
true. Therefore the merait of Descartes, he says, 1s to insist
chat we should hold nothing to be true which does not possess

an inward evidence in our thought. At least, this 1s how Hegel

understands the cogmito, I think therefore I am. He takes 1t
to mean that all certainty in our knowledge is to be deraived
rom the I think or the TI. It is the same principle, he adds,

that reappears in the philosophy of his contemporary Fichte.

But 1t 1s the historical jJuncture that 1s significant with

Descartes: 'Thus philcsophy regained its own ground in that

T H ™ 3 3
4, G.Ww.F.Hegel. Werke 20 Vorlesungen uber die Geschichfe der
Philosophie TITI. Suhrkamp Verlag, Frankfurt am Main, 1971,
p. l1l26.




thought begins frcem thought as something which is cerctain in
itself, not from something external, something given; not
from authority, but simply from this freedom which is containce

5
in the I think. - If thought begins from the certainty of the

.I think then 1t appears that an epistemological dependence on

God 1s an improbabilaity in Descartes'ph'ilosophy° Nevertheless,
Descartes comes to rely on the.postulate of Ged teo give certaintly
to our knowledge,6 and it is the analysis of this development
in Descartes' philosophy that constitutes Hegel's critiquoe of

his epistemology.

It is from the cogpito ergo sum - the cormer-stone of

philosophy - that Descartes derives the subjective certsinty

of" kbowledge. No matter how sceptical I am, he says, I cannot
deny that I think. Now, it 1s the certainty of this knowledge
that supplies the certainty as a model to all our other know-
ledge. We have in the cognito, Descartes believes, one prop-
osition that we know to be true. In order that we may obtzin
a criterion for certainty in all our other knowledge &all we
have to do is to examine the grounds of certainty in that
original case. What he concludes on examining the cognitec in
this way is well-known: . 'Observing that there jis nothing in the

propositiocn I think therefore I am, to assure me that I am

5. Ibid. p.135.

6. R.Descertes. Meditationg, Penguin Classics: Descaries.
Discovrse on Meihod, 1900, p. 160. Here he argues tnhat we
know our 1deas emanate Irom material things hecause God

does not deceive in making us think this. Sec below p. G.




speaking the truth, excepl that I see very clearly and
distinctly that, in order to think, cne must exist, I
concluded thav I could take as a general rule that the things
that we conceive very clearly and distinctly are all of thom
true, but that there is some difficulty in the proper discern-
ment of distinct proposjtions.'Y In other words, all that

is required for the certainty of our knowledge 1s the personal
assurance that in it things are conceived 'very clearly and
distinctly'. Ideas are true because we concelve them clearly
and distinctly or, simply, because we know them to be true.
There need be no empirical reference. And herc lies Descactes’
drfficulty. His aim is to establish a mathematical certainty
in the realm of philosophy,8 but it is Hegel's belier that

this aim can only be pursued at the cost of the neglect of the

content of philosophy. Philosophy, in his opinion, has to

concern itself with knowledge as a whole and not with a mouwent

ol it, such as certainty. The aim of philoscovhy, he belisves,
is not simply to attain a certainty for our lknowledge but to
gain a mastery for thought over the whole of objective reality.
What 1s more, concentrating on the one aspect of philosophy,

establishing o certainty for our ideas, has 1ts own inherent

7. R.Descartes. Discourse on Method, Penguin Clessics, p.62.
8. A.Wollaston. Introduction to Descartes (op.cit) Penguin
Classics., He says: 'The aim of Descartes..was..bo comnvose

philosophy in the likeness of mathematics, to exhibit all
varieties of knowledge as the ccnseqguence of 2 set of
ultimate principles of final simplicaty which would ke
universally accepted like mathemat.cal axems.' p.8.



defect, and this defect, he argues, becomes apparent when
Descartes turns his attention to acquiring a concrete conftent
for our ideas. Hegel bases his argument on this quotation
from Descartes' Principles of Philosophy:' The consciousness
which solely knows 1fself to be certain seeks now, however,

to extend its knowledge and fainds that 1t has conceptions of many
things in which conceptions it does not deceive itself so long
as it does not assert or deny that something similar outside

9

corresponds to them.. The conseguence of concentrating cn
certainty alone is that a cleft 1s intrcduced between our

conceptions and things outside our consclousness, slance it is

cnly thought that 1s established to be certain in itself, The
possibility now exists that we can have clear and distinct ideas
which may be regarded as true as long as they are not predrcated
of objects. Descartes therefore finds himself in the position
of being able to assert that the mind does not deceive 1tself
in 1ts 1deas but also of having to assert that the mind wxll
immediately lay 1tself open to deception as soon as 1t seeks

to apply those ideas to the external world.

It 1s to guard against this threat of deception, to
overcome the dichotomy established between our conceptions
and things outside ourselves that Descartes invockes God.
'But God', he claims, 'does not deceive, and sc¢ 1t 1s manifest
that he does not send me these i1deas directly or through some

creature in whom their reality 1s only virtually contained.

g. G.W.F.Hegel. Suhrkamp Werke 20,p. 136.
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For He has given me no means of knowing that this is so, but

on the contrary, a great propensity to believe that these 1deas
emanate from material things, and it would be difficult not to
think that He had deceived us 1f they came from any cther sourcé?
Our ideas therefore, emanate from material things' because 'God
does not deceive, conversely, material things cxist because
their ideas as being such things are ultimately derived from

God. In both cases the dichotomy between conceptions and
things outside ourselves 1is evaded only by the assurance that
'God does not deceave'. But even this, Hegel claims, is not
sufficient for the dichotomny to be fully overcome. In Hegel's
view that would only ke the case when, as I have indicated,
thought gains a mastery over the whole of objective realitly.

It is only when we know everything that the division of thought
and reality is surmounted. There still enters an i1mpediment

to this in Descartes' philosophy although 'God docs not deceive',
That is because those material things are priworily known to

us through our senses and what we perceive through our senses,
according to Descartes, 'is notably obscure and confused'.ll
It follows for him that it is only what we perceive clearly and
distinctly in our thought that has absolute objective reality.
This is why philosophy must aim at a mathematical certainty
because i1n the mathematical sciences we are given the best

example of what is abhsolutely distinctly real. That 1is

because they deal with thought alone.

10. R.Descartes. op.cit.,Meditations,p. 160

11. Ibid.
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This, then, 1s Hegel's case againsl Descartes. God,
he believes, has to bhe invoked in Descartles' epistemology
because 'we heve this opposition: subJective knowing and realiuvy'.
Where they are regarded as different, as in the contrast between
12

sensation and thcought, 'there enters the need to mediate them'.

This need to mediate subjective knowing and reality arises from

Descartes' failure to conceive thought in the form of sensatlon%3
Consequently, what is true for Descartes 1s always an object of
thought, an universal in Hegel's terms. In not conceiving
thought as sensation he has no human link between thought and
material things and, likewise, between material things and

thought. He has therefore to rely on the divine.

This eriticism of Descartes' theory or knowledge is clearly
two-edged. On the one hand, Hegel 1is pleading the significance

of sensation in knowledge, the position of a materialisgst, and on

the other, he is suggesting that it only be taken as a form of
thought,, the pcsition of an idealaist. This, I would argue, 15
one of the sophistications of Hegel's idealism, indeed one cof the
reasons he likes to call his idealism objectaive idealism. And
it is from this point of view that he argues that Descartes is

wrong in conceliving sensaticn merely as a nullity. Sensation

becomes a nullity for Descartes because he is unable to regard wha

we sense-percelve as being in any way true. In our sensation,
he claims, things are continually changing. There are therefore

12. Hegel. Suhrkamp Werke 20,pp. 144 - 145,

13. Ibid.p. 15%5:
extension, t s not considered as zensatior (Smplan
dung), so thot the latier can isolate itself.'



no fixed properties that we can attribute to things that ar.iss
in sensation. Appearance, smells, tastes, sounds, etc., cannot
be predicated to things because they do not inhere in those things.
Descartes even sceks to demonstrate that solidity and hardness
which we sense-verceive are not essential to matter. He
believes that all that can with certainty be predicated to matter

is extension. This is the case, he argues, because all things

of matter (e.g. the wax in the Meditations) give way under

pressure without losing their nature. Now it is at this point
that Hegel raises his objection.lbr It may be, he says, that
things give way under pressure but this does not entail that

they will lose all their properties apart from extensicn.

1))

Solidity and hardness willl remain attributes of thcose thaing
Under pressure the resistence that those thirgs offer may
become quantitatively less but not non-existent. It is clear
that Hegel 1s here wearing his materialist hat. We have now

to analyse his criticaism of Descartes to see why Hegel's objec-
tive idealism allows this empiricism. Hegel avrgues that tnought
has. also to be considered in the form of sensstion. Descarles.,
however, wants thought alons; thought opposed to sensation.

He fails to grasp therefore that the properties we detect in
objects with our senses are, as soon as they are expressed,
themselves thoughts. Hegel therefore 1s prepared to grant to
the materialist that thought considered as sensation does have
objects oppoced to it. These, furthermore, are not immediately
reducible to thought. Buf this 1a no way establishes for Hegel

that things exist independently of human consciousness. These

14.  Ibid., pp. 150 - 151.



things are to Hegel nothing but self-consciousness in the
form of sensation. At this poinl he takes off his materialist
hat. Descartes makes the error, in Hegel's estimation of not

regarding the determinaticns of objects sensed as ideal.

The sum of Hegel's criticism of Descartes would, I think,
be that he is a metaphysician. Metaphysics Hegel understands,
in the sense of Kant, as the reaching after Substance. The
point of view of metaphysics, he argues, presupposes an
opposition of individual.ty and substantiality or, in more mocdern
terms, the individual and reality, and strives for their unity. in

metaphysics, 'one thought, one unity is maintained ageinst idcalism,

. . 1 X

just as with the Ancients - Being.' 5 The metaphysician scaks
with his philosophy to unite individual and Substance. Thought
becomes the mediator between the two terms. But, Hegel claims,

where thought and reality are initially concelived as being
difrerent they are never successfulily united. The ettenmpt to
unite individual and subslance 1s, as in Descartes' case, a
confession that they are irrevocably divided. God, therefore, has

to perform the task of artificial union. My individual thought

is substantial or real with Descartes because God does not deceive

me.

]

Now, as I have already suggested, the notion of God dcex play

a role in Hegel's own philosophy but he believes that Descartes'

description of God as the physical guarantor of our kuowledge

15. Jbad., p. 122,



14,

misrepresents that role. It 1s, he thinks 'the form that

is somewhat mistaken expressing above all only the oppositicn
which self-consciousness has to the consciousness of its other,
of the objective; and it (1.e. God) has to do with the unity of
both, - whether that which 1s in thought aiso has objectivity.

116

Now this unity lies 1n God, or is (God himself. God 1s
rightly to be understood in philosophy as the unity of thought
and being. To this extent Descartes' depiction-of his role is
correct. For Hegel, however, he is not to be understcod as

the mediator of indaividuality and Substance. This would imply
that God were a third term bringing sbout that unity. Rather,
God is for Hegel that unity itself. God 1s a relationship that

falls entirely within thought and reality, a relationship in

which the opposition »f thought and rezality s overcome.]Z

Because Descartes does not conceive God in this way, his
philosophy remains for Hegrl at the opposition of being and
thought. We can see thrhis dualism most sharply expressed, Hegel

1

thinks, in Descartes’' absolute separation of extension and

thought. Descartes recognises 'no more than two speciec of

16. Tbid., p. 137.

17. He describes the relationship more technically in the
Logic as the transition of tne Notion (Begrllf) into
Objectivity and adds that it was Descartes's 'sublimest
thought, that God is that whose notion includes within
itself 1ts beang'. He claims there as well tnat Descailles
d1d not comprenend his principle i1n its full significance.
In his view he degraded the principle by presenting 2t &s
an ontological proof of God's existence. Hegel. Suhcskamp
Werke G, (Wissenscharlt der Logik Teil II)O. koo, T




things: namely the one is the species of thinking things

and the other the species of things that relate to what is
extended.'l8 Thought and extension are distinct‘for Descartes
because, apart from God, they are the only two substances

in the universe which are totalites in themselves. The one
substance, he would argue, may be clearly and distinctly con-
ceived without the other. This ontology implies for Hegel
however that, 'thought, the notion, the spiritual, is that
which is at home with itself and has its opposite in nct being
at home with oneself, extension, the unfree.'l9 Descartes
argues that the essence of thought ig thought and the essence
of’ objects is extension. It appears therefore that there is no
way in which they can be immanently united, the one is oprosed
to the other as freedom to necessity. It is only in God Lhear
creator that they are one. Hegel, however, finds a great deal
that is artificial in this ontology. This is because it is an
ontology that maintains =n unreasonable bifurcation (Entzweiung)
between the individual and reality. This is a bifurcation whichii:

the object of Hegel's philosophy to over'c:ome.gO Descartes'

18. Hegel. S. Werke 20; p. 148

19.  1Ibid.

20. That this is the object of Hegel's philosophy requires
little proof from me., The significence of the notion
Entzweiung in Hegel 's philesophy was pointed out by Herbert
Marcuse as early as 193% in his book Hegels Ontcologie und
die Theorie der Geschicentlichkert (Vittorio Klostermann,

Frankfurt am vain) po. G - 25. More recently R.Planti
(Hepel Allen & Unwin,1973) and G.Rohrmoser (Sub]cmtwv fat
und Verdinslichure, mhoo1og1e upo Gesellschalft 1 Denven dos

Jungen hege.s iCOL) have argued the same CasSe MOST COLV LG Nk
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ontology suggests to Hegel that there are in the beginning
two things, thought and body (extension). Subsequently God
makes an appearance to reconcile them. But because he 1s
'outside both' as their Creator, 'not the notion of unity and

the two elements themselves, not the notion, ' he 1s unable to

achieve 1t.21 Bifurcation therefore 1s not overconme. In
order that this may be achieved, Hegel claims, God has to be

properly conceived. As we already know, that correct conception

of God 1s as the immanent unity of thought and being.

It is the philosophy of Spinoza that, in Hegel's view, takes
an important step towards the realisation of this nction of God.
It is, he claims, Spinoza's notion of Substance that achieves this.
This Substance Hegel describes as being the 'abstract unity' of

extension and thought, or body and soul. In his opinion, there

=

or

[¢d]

this notion bears a direct relation to the principal i1deas of
Descartes' system. Indeed 'the philoscophy of Spinoza relates to
the philosophy of Descartes as a consistent implementation of

the latter's prlnclple.'22

In the philosophy of Descartes we have
the opposition of extension and thought with a third term, God,
posited as uniting them. Hegel understands Spinoza to have
implemented Descartes' principle in that the notion of Substance

draws together extension and thought in a more satisfactory way

than Descartes' notion of God. Spinoza's Substance 1s the essence

21. Hegel. Sunirkamp Werke 20 p. 157

e2. Ibid.



both of mind and matter. It 1s 'that which 1s in 1itself
23

and is conceived through i1tself’. It consists of 'infinite

attr1butes';24 nothing 1lies outside of it. Therefore, it is
God, 'the cause of all th;Lngs’.25 In short, it 1s everything
in everything. It 1s the world, or simply reality itself.
God or reality, which embraces both extension and thought,

mind and matter.

In short, Hegel finds Spinoza's notion of one Substance to
be a radical improvement on the dualism of Descartes' philosophy,
but that 1s not all he has to say in praise of the idea. He
vould argue that as an abstract principle, Spinoza's Substance
has to be the starting~vnoint of all thought that claims to be
philosophy. '"That thought', he says, 'has placed 1tself at the
standpoint of Spinozism 1s the essential begirning of all philo-
sophising.' Everyone has first of all to be a Spinozist if
he wishes to be able to philoscphise. He 'must bathe' his soul
'in the ether of the one Substance in which everything that ic

126

held to be true perishes. This one Substance is, then, for
Hegel the negation of all that is particular. We are, he claims,
with Spinoza's philosophy at once at the level of the universal.
What Hegel means by this 1s not immediately clear. It is, how-

ever, clear what he thinks 1t implies for the problem of knowledge.

23. B.Spinoza. Ethic, Part I,Definition 3.

24, Ibid. Proposition XI.

25. 1bid. Proposition XVIIT
26. Hegel. Sulirkamp Uerke 20 p. 165. See also Lucio Colleti:

Marxism and Hegel (New Left Bcoks,1973) p. 28.
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The standpoint of Spinoza, he claims, raises us above such
mundane problems as those concerning the certainty of our
thought. From that standpoint a1t is the content of a philosophy

that is of prime interest.

It is worth trying to understand what Hegel means by this.
He appears to be suggesting that this one Substance of Spincza

as everything in everything 1s a notion that is intended to

4.

provide more than certainty to our thought. Spincza is not

simply concerned that our thought should corrszsvond with

extension. On the contrary, thought in the one Substance is .
noct only subgect, it 1s obkject as well. It is a case, thereflore,
of the identity of thought and extension. Perhaps I can nmaksz
the point clearer in the following way. Spinoza's Substance,

as I have already said, is God. Now God for him only has two
attributes, thought and extension.27 So that whatever 1is said
o7 thought 1s said of God or Substance and whatever 1s said or
exrension is equally said of God or Substance. Since, then,
~whatever 1is said of Substance is said of both its attributes,
extensione and thought, predicates of the one are, at one and tLhe
same time, predicates of the other. Or, as Spinoza puts 1t,
'"The order and connectiocn of 1deas is the same as the order and
connection of things'.28 He gives this example in the Corollary
to the same proposition: 'the circle existing in nature and the ide
that is in God are one and the same thing which is manifested

through different attributes'. The one Substance as the attribute

27 . Spinoza. Ethic Part IT Propositions I and II.

28. Ibid. Part II, Proposition VII.



of thought, the circle as an 1dea, 1s the same as the one

Substance as the ottribute of extension, the circle as a

reality in nature. Both express the same 'essence of God'.

It 1s now more than evident that i1n a context such as this,
problems concerning the relation of thought to extension, or
subject to object become simply irrelevant. Both subject and
object are enveloped 1n the one Substance or God. As I indicated,
ftheir relation i1s one of i1mmediate i1dentity; and 1t 1s for this
reason that Hegel regards Spinoza's Substance as the true beginning

of philosocphy.

If this 1s so, Hegel would 1ike to add this one gualification,
namely, that Spincza's Substance expresses the identity of subject
and objgect i1in too abstract a fashlon,29 Here Hegel revives a
criticism he levelled at the philosophy of his erstwhile friend
Schelling. In his view Schelling, too, expresses the identity
in his notion c¢f Absolute .dentity in too abstract a manner.

This is because both he and Spinoza do nnt present the difference

between thought and extension as residing 1n the two different

attributes themselves. Their difference 1s, rather, depictea
as a self-differentiation of God ¢r Substance. Hegel would noc

wish to deny the princaiple of the philosophies of Spinoza and
Schelling: the identity of nature and mind. But he believes
that he takes ' a higher tone' in demanding that they should
have demonstrated that prainciple differently. In the proper

demonstration of that principle, he arguesg, it has to be pre-

29. Hegel. op. 166.
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20.

supposed that both nature and mind are rational. We are not,
however, to stop at this assertion, as though the mere possibrlity
of the identity of mind and nature entailed its reality. We

have to show the assertion to be true, that it is 'the totality
which is developing itself within itself' that 1s that 1dentlty.50
At no stage will it do saimply to pronounce the identity of mind

and nature. Hegel would perhaps say that nature and mind are
united as Reason. But Reason 7or him consists, in this instance,
in nothing other than the reasoning process that shows natuvre end
mind to be identical, He believes that the phiiosopher, by

his reasoning, hes to show that nature embodies Reason and lhat nmuin
is inherently retional. Because Spainoza and Schelling do nctv do
this in their philosophies 07 identity they have to depict Lhe
difference between nature and mind as a self-ulfferentiation cof

God. Their notion of identity is therefore abstract.

We have now to congider the implications of this objection
to Spinoza's notion of Substance for the epister-ological principles
embodied in Spinocza's philosophy. In this respecct Hegel's own
assessment is that by depicting the unity of-thought and being
as he dogs, Spinoza introduces a contradiction into his theory
of knowledge. This contradiction is that at the one time we can
be absolutely certain of the truth of our conccplions abonut reality
while at another, we can be absolutely indifferent as to their
congruence. Spinoza indicates the absolute certainty in this

way: 'Whalever happens in the object of the i1dea ccnstituting the

30.  Ibid. p. 177.



human maind must be rerceived by the human mind. That Js

to say, if the object of the idea constituting the human mind

be a body, nothing can happen in that body which is not perceived
by the mind.'jl The knowledge of everything which happens in
the objgect c¢f any idea necessarily exists in God, for he is for

Spinoza both extended and thinking substance. In so far as that

0

idea is an idea of a thinking thing, and since God 1s all thought,

the idea is necessarily an expression of God. It is consequently
correct. On the other hand Spinozs indicates what Hegel ¢~1ls

the absolute indifference of thought and reality In this way:

'The human mind does not know the human body itself, nor does 1t
¥now that the body exists, except through ideas of aflections by
which the body is affected.’32 What Hegel appears to bLe Zerving

at, then, is that in Spainoza's philosophy knowlzdge deos not appea

as an outcome of the activity of the human mind in »e2lationsnip

to things. Is is simply an attribute 6of Cod. Tr1s =Zppearance

41, Ethic. Part 17, Froposition XIT; Stuart Hampshirc (Spiucrzz
Pelican Original,1970: pp. 65 - 66)says oi this: 'From nis
conception ¢f the unique Substance and 1vs altr:ibutss,
Spinoza 1s deducing taat the system of 1dezs wnich constiiur.
God, as conceived under the attribute ot thought, must not
only correspond to, but coincide with, the oblects of thess
ideas; he 1s showing that, 1f Ged is rightly LOTC@lVGd as
the unique Substance, the problem which confronted Descartec
how can we b2 certain that our clear and dlsti cr 1dcas
correspona to reality? - cannot even arise; there can be o
question of the corresponuencn between the order o thougnt
or idees and tne crcer of things, because there are not T.wo

orders to corraspond. This 1s remarkably lixc Hegel's

interpretation of Stinoza's Substance, see especially p. 18-
19 above.

32. Spinoza. Kithic Parti TT, Prop. XTX.




1s maintained, Hegel would claim, because Jusl as with the
epistemology of Descartes the direct link between the human

mind and the external world (sensation) 1s, so to speak, severed.
Descartes and Spinoza sever that link on the grounds that what
the individual person senses directly 1s not so much the limit-
ations of an object as himself limited by the object. The
argument 1s a familiar one. It is, as Spinoza puts 1t, that
'the 1deas we have of external bodies indicate the constitution
of our own body rather than the nature of external bodles.'55
The ‘implication 1s that we as individuals are aot the source of
adequate knowledge. In Spinoza's case all knowledge pertains to
the universal thought which 1s an atvribute of tne one Substance,
God. This, we know, is an absolute presupposition of Spinoza's
philosophy. Spinoza, consequently, i1is not so much concerned
with discerning the individual properties of objects as with
leading them back to the ¢ie Substance. The concern 1s aliways,
and this i1s Hegel's cas=2, with the explanation »f the one Sub-

stance as opposed to the individual particular thing.

This, he says, 1s the scurce of the contradiction in SpinozZs s
theory of knowledge. The absolute 1nd1ffereqoe of thovght and
object is implicit in their 1dentaty. It 1s the notion c#@
Substance that 1s incomplete. In that notion thought and reality
are not initzally affirmed to be independent oY selr-differeatviated.
The consequence of not depicting them in that way is thec 1t 1s

a matter of i1ndifference what the one signifies to the other.

33. Ibaid. Pert I1, Prop. XVI. Corolliary 2.
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It is of lattle consequence how the individual's thought
relates to objgects, 1f all thought and all obgecls are a
EE&EEE.lelne‘ The whole of Splnozﬁs philosophy, Hegel
would argue, 15 coloured by this presupposition. It is the
unity of thought and bveing that is alone sign:ficani, he says.
the One.34 Knowledge fcor Spinoza 1s but the contemplation of
God.”?  This is,of course, his Ethic as well. The good life,
Spinoza argues, 15 the one spent in contemplation of God.
Hegel is convinced that this point represents the extreme
limit of Spinoza's system.;6 Instead of everything being
explained for itself, it 3s led back to God. Indaividuation
has no place in his philosoghy. By individuation FRegel nieans
not only the individual, particular existence of objects burt
also the freedom of fthe individual. He thinks, then, that in

Spinoza's system the indavidual, in both thess senses, appears

only as what he calls a 'vanishing moment'. The individual

exists cnly as an embodiment or mode of one of the two attribut

of Substance, as thought or as exten

w

[l
(SRS

10n. In this [ashicn, regel

claims, 'All differences and determinations of things are simply

returned to the one Substance; s0, one can say, in Spinoza's

system all things are merely tnrown down into this abyss of

34, Hegel. Werke 20, p.177: For Spinoza 'God alone 1s, all
worldliness nas no truth'.

5. Ibid., p. 190.

36. 1bid., p. 182.
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annihilation'. And from this abyss of annihilation nothing
emerges. Both the possibzlity of an indivadual existing
particular and the possibility of an independent individual
consciousness are obliterated.

It 1s the implications that this lack of indaviduation
might have for human thought and action that are most remarkable.
Human consciousness is only conceived as a mode of the One Sub-
stance. I€ 1s but a mode of the altribute thought. Its own

independent capabilities are therefore severly limited. As we

have seen, the mode human consciousness cannct attain knowledge

throvugh its own perceptions of the world. It can only know
reality thrcugh 1ts contemplation of God. Correct thought and

right action, as I have indicated, can only be achieved tarough
this contemplation of God. For neither can the body determine

the mind directly to movement or rest nor the mind the body to

38 . . .
movement or rest.” Correct thought and right accion then have
their common ground no* in the one i1ndividual but in God. Acting

as well as knowing have to be mediated by the one Substance.

Hegel contends that this is the case because in Spinoza's

Ethic as in the philosophy of Descartes' thought has only the

i 3
significance of the universal, not of self-—consolousneSb'.'9

’

37 . Ibad.p. 166. Hegel finds it 1nteresting to speculate at this
point whether Spinoza's death of consumption was 1tselfl an
indication of the 'all-consuming' nature of his own principle
Hegel makes a better pun in German since consumption
(Schwindsucht) means literally 'fading away sickness'. p.167.

38. Ibid p. 183 - 184,
9. Ibid p. 185.
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Quite simply, self-consciousness has for Hegel to be understond

as being an attribute of the one Substance not merely as a mode.
This, evidently, is not the position in Spinoza's philosophy.

Thus Spinoza proceeds in a manner which is alien to Hegel. His
philosophy descends from the universal, Substance to the partic-
ular, thought and extension and finally to the individual, the
mode. This descent he regards as a progressive 'loss' ¢f
Substance. The result is that the mode appears less essentilal
than the One. Or, viewed from the opposite direction, the modes
simply disappear in the one Substance. They are not, Hegecl
complains, 'raised to the notlon'.uo The independence of self-
COHSCLOHSHéSS is extinguished in the one Substarce, This
implication of Spinoza's philoscphy is, Hegel believes, the reason
why Spinoza's syster arouses so much indignation since the indiv-

41

idual's being for himself 1s denied. In such a system of

phi losophy we cannct be at home with ourselves, we are r.ov [ree.
Spinoza's philosophy depicts only 'a rigid (starre) Substance,
not yet spirit'.42 The lacx of self-consciousness, the lack of
freedom in Spinoza's philcsophy has to be remedied, then, by

conceiving the one Substance not merely as substance but as

mind or spirit (Geist). This remedy that Hégel proposes for

4o. Ibid. See also Colletti. op.cat. p. 30.

41, IbaAa, Hampshlrevop.cit,yp. 149?draws our attention te the
same thing: 'It was svinozZa's 'hidecus hypothesis', and the
only part of his philoscphy which immediately became gener-
ally famous, that this criterion of distinguishing human
beings as exercising rational will and choice 1s mere
superstition.’

H2.  Hegel.Werke 20 p. 166
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the Ethic 1s necessary not simply becauvse Spainoza has mils-

interpreted the prevailing religion, Christianity, but because
Spinoza's notion of Substance fails to correspond with reality.
This is the source of Hegel's methodological objection to
Spinoza's philosophy. His notion of reality 1s different.

Reality, he argues 1n The Science of Logic, has to be seen as

the realisation of freedom, of the Notlon.45 For this reason

the analysis of reality 1s the critigue of Spinoza's Substance.

It 1s this analysis that forms the transition from the cbjlective
logic to the subjgective logic. Reality itself has to be shown
to entail subjective freedom. Reality or the correct philoscphic
system (one and the same thing to Hegel) has to have 'the signif-
icance of the I'.44 Reality, he wishes to argue 1s not only

Substance but self-consciousness. Is 1s also my reality.

Hegel now argues that the principal defect of Spincza's

philosophy, the lack of what he describes as zndividuation, is

4s

made good in the philosophy of Leibniz. -

Indeed, he claims,

as far as external aspects are concerned, Leibniz' principle of

43, Hegel. Suhrkamp Werke 6, p. 240. The analysis of the
relation of Substance (reality) rewprocity leads to the
conclusion '~ This 1is the Notion, the kingdom of subject-
ivity of Egeedom'. This very phrase concludes the Obgective
Logic and 1s therefore the transition to the Subjective Logic
or the 'Doctrine of the Notion'.

4h, Werke 20.,p. 189. Also the chapter that opens up the
Subjective Logic 'The Notion in general' (Werke 6,p. 245)
gives an account of what Hegel takes to be the actual signif-
icance of the 1 ain philosophy. See especially p. 253 - 256.

45. Hegel-Werke 6,p. 198,
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individuation completes Spinoza's system of philosophy. In

Leibniz' Monadology. the monads are the siwple substances

that make up the universe. The advantage they have over
Spinoza s Substance, Hegel claims, is that they arc more

fluid and workable. As we know, he regards Spinoza's
Substance as rigid and therefore unworkable (starre). The
monads of Leibniz are not, however, limited in this fashion.
They are not fixed and unchanging: they continue to develop
themselves from themselves. Leirniz takes 1t 'as granted tnat
every created thing, and consequently the created monad also,
is subject to change and indeed that this change is continual
in eaoh'.46 Hegel suggests therefore that we cen rezard inem
as Spilnoza's Substance shattered into fragmenis: 'Tn opposit-
ion t¢ the simple universal Substance ol Spincza Leibniz taxces
as his basis absolute multiplicaity, the individual substance...
These monads are not material nor extended, alsc they dc not
originate nor do they pass away in a natural fashion;...they

b7

are rather substantisl forms'. Each monad is unaversal,

substantial but at the same time individual.

Each indavidual monacd 1s, then, a world of 1ts wn. '"They
48

have no windows, by which anything could come 1in or out'.
Because it has no windows the monad cannot be determined fromn

outside. The monads are thus not casually related nor 1s their

46. Leibniz Monadology in Leibniz: Philosophical Writings
(Everyman LIDTary ) p.3.

47. Hepel-VWerke 20, pp.22%23 - 239. (Hepgel's emphas:is).
nerate <t Dy &

48. Leibniz-cp.cit..p. 3.



relation one of assistance. They are hard, repelling unitics
which 21low of one relation only, implanted at their creation:
harmony. In order that 1c¢ may participate prepsrly in this
harmony each monad is endowed with the faculty of representation

or perception. By means of this perception the individualaity

of the monad 1s preserved. Each monad is to that extent intell-
ectual. Even the monads of matter represent themselves vto then-
selves in this fashion. Consequently, in Leabniz' system one

of the main dastinctions of Spinoza's philosophy is radically
transformed. The two attributes, thought and erxtens.on, are

not attributes of God only. Everything possesses Lhal distine-
tion. The monads are both extended and intellectual. Quy
consclousness and the ccnsciousness of God are simply higher
Tforms of the perception that is an attribute of eaohnmonad.

i
Self-consciousness 1s merely apperception. 9.

The important methodoliogical principle incoirporated 1n
this system 1s, for Heg.l, that of self-differentiation: ths monnc
. 50 .
develops itself from 1tself.” Not only do the natural changes

of 'monads come from an internal prainciple' but 'there must be

. e C s Vs v 5l .
differentiation within that which changes'.D Fach thaing is

49, 7Ibhad.p.5.

50. The importance of Leibniz' philosophy for Hegel 'lie
the principles, in the principles c¢f individuality &
propositicn of undi ffeLbntiahllLfy (Ununterschiedbark
J.C.Horn, Monadp Jand Be 101 Dep heg ven | Leibniz zu HL

51. Leibniz.op.cit. p.4
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indeed limited 1a 1tself, but 1t is so constituted that it
limits 1lsell aczcordingly. In Spinoza's system, on the cther
hand, things are only distinguished externally.- They are
simply lamited, or in Hegel's terms, finite. They are the
finite modes of an infinite Substance. These finite mcdes,
1f they are to be known properly, have, hcwever, to be under-
stood as self-differentiating. Indeed Hegel argues that we
have to regard them as Leibnigian monads, limiting themselves
1n the manner in which they appear to be limited. This argu-

ment is one that i1s difficult to follow because of the admixture

of Spinozistic and Leibnizian terminology. What Hegel means
though is, I think, bofth simple and significant. The point 13,
s I have indicated, methodclogical in nature. He 1s arguing

that our understanding of objects has to be more than a conven-
ient categorization, that we have to set about things in a more

circumspect way, recognising that things are different 1,3 them-

selves. Tt is thosc inherent differences that have to be the
basis of any categorization. The way we qualifly an object in
our description has to be a limitation of the obgect itself.
That this is Hegel's point can be seen by the example he gives:
'It is not only we that differentiate the animal by 1ts claws,
but ii esgentially differentistes iiselfl in thal way. in tnat

way 1l defends 1tself and preserves itself.'52

52. Hegzl.Werke 20, 0. 241, It seems to me that this methoa-
olozical nrincrple 13 1mportant t©nh Marx as well. T think
would cl=ium that whaco was 1 I8

t CL
cepitalism vas that 1% was not simply one way
socrely but that it vas how thal society was ¢
1tself.

1

5 c1gnificant about his concent of
o ;
¥
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Hegel makes this principle of individuaticen so much hlis
own that he feels able to regret that the principle is not
53

implemented 1in 1ts most telling sense in Leibniz' philosophy.

This he believes 1s to be so because, as I have already pointed

out, the monads cannot be determined from outside. FEach monad
encloses all life withain itself. It cannot be influenced by
the lives of any of its fellow-monads. As Hegel puts 1it, the

passive moment of being 1s nolt present i1n the 1dea of the monad.
They are, as I have suggested, hard repelling unities. Thexir
peculiar property 1s that although each one repels the other
none 1s repelled. All are active, none are passive. For
example, our thinking may know These hard repelling unities bufl
being 1tself part of a monad 1t does not perceive these monads
directly. It cannot directly perceive anything, because thaf
would i1mply that 1t were passively related to an object outside

itself.

There 1s, then, Hegel suggests, the contradiction in Leibniz's
philosophy, that in ouvur thinking we know the individual, particular
thing, the monad, but not as 1t primarily appears Lo human consc-
iousness, as the particular obgject of our sense-~-1rpressions.
Leibniz' notion of individuation he claims therefore, 'has only

the sense of being the excluding one, not encrcaching one the

other'. 30 that the perception of the monad is not the perception

53. Hegel.Werke 6,p. 200 Horn (op.cit. p.136) misses the point
1n suggesting that Hegel simply {inds Leibniz princinle of
individuation to pe wnsatisfacrory. Hegel meets Leibuiz

on his own ground.



of the ordinary human conscilousness. It 1s not the percepiion
of something that 1s distinct or different from itself. The
perception of the monad, as Russell puts 1t, 'cannot be con-
ceived as an action of the object on the percipient, since

54

substances never interact'. Rather, the monad's perception
can only be conceived as 1ts self-perception. , The perccpticn
or the apperceptzion of the human consciousness 1s, therefcore,

not of objects external to 1tself. It perceives only what is
implanted in it at its creation. Thege perceptions which are
implanted 2n the human consciousness Leibniz describes ass eternal
truths. It 1s therefore the important distinecticn of man as
part of the world of monads that he 1s capable 'of the kncwledgs

of eternal truths',55 but in his menner of receiving that knou-

ledge he is as badly placed as the simplest of monads.

Our knowledge 1s, then, according to Leibniz not of okjects
buc of these eternal truths. It is again an instance, Hegel
would claim, of thought not being considered in the form of
sensation. Indeed, as ought to be clear already, Leibniz'
system does not allow of such a relation. Lezbniz, therefors,

in his attempt to provide certain knewledge does nol advsnce, in

Hegel's estimation, beyond the position of Spinoza and Descartes.

54.  Betrand Russell. A Critical Exposition of Leapniz'
Philosovhy. A1len & Unwain (1G57) p. 132. Hegel's claim
concerning Lei1oniz nofion of individuation i1s Lo be found

on p. 250 Werke 20.

58, Leibniz .op.cit., p. 8.
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Indeed, there is little to be said from Leibniz' point of

vView. We must either accept all our knowledge as eternal
truths or reject his system altogether. Extension and thought,
Just as with Descartes and Spinoza, have no direct connectlon.56
Their relation is the same as that among the monads themselves:
one of pre-established harmony. There 1s, then, no question

of discussing how they mignt be related in themselves. To this
extent Leibniz, 1n Hegel's view, forsakes his own principle

57

of individuation.

The relation among the monads is not, then, one of their
own making; 1t 1s one established by Goa. Thrs, Hegel claims,
is an extremely artificial account of the relation betwesen things.

A prime example of this artificial relation he argues 1s the

w

circuirtous connection that exists between thought and extension.
(or, what 1s the same, body and soul) in Leibniz' philosophy.
The connection, Hegel claims, takes on the following form: 'The
soul has therefore a series of concept.ons whicn are developec
from within itselfl and this series is originally placed within
it at its creation.' And 'parallel with this series of varying

conceptions there runs a series of movements c¢f the body or of

what exists ocutside the soul'. 'Both are essential moments of
reality' but ' they have indifference to one another’.58
There 15 nc direct connect.on between the two. It appears, therefore,

as though the soul 1s programmed at birth with conceptions that

57 . Ibad. YA HQSP\ bod ,?250

58. Ibid., pr 250 - 251.



correspond to all possible corpcreal ocourrence559 and at the
very same time the body 1s programmed with all those possible
corporeal occurrences. That 13 their only Iink, and that link
is in God. But this, Hegel argues, 1s an extremely artificial
account of the matfer since the actinitzes of body and soul are not
linked of themselves. Indeed such a relation is precluded. So
that in actual life the activities of mind and body run side by
side without the one directly affecting the other. Just as in
Spinoza's philosophy, neither can the body determine the soul to
act nor the soul the body. Their sole direct relation in

Leibniz' philosophy 1s their pre-escablished harmony in God.

It 1s that pre-established harmony which in Hegel's view
takes the place of a vroperly developed noction of individuation.
This is the reason why Leibniz abandons his own principle since
"those absolute barriers in the in itself of Monads are not
present in and for themselves, but disappear 1in the Absolute.'éo
The self-differentation of the monads is a differentiation

t

implanted by God. But Hegel claims, 1t 1s as though "when =z

dog gets a beating the pain develops 1tself within him, similarly

59. J.C.Horn. Op.cit., gives Us this example: '"The individual
concept of Alexander cor Caesar contains everything within
1tself that he will actually run across' and concludes 'so
that in the final analysis the concept of Adam contains
the whole human race'. p. 35. See also ibid. p. 50.

60. Hegel. Werke 6, Wissenschaft der Logik II, p. 225.
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the beating develops i1tself, just as the beatcr develops

himselt within himself, their deferminations all correspond

to one another - but each 1s 1ndependent - thus not through

their objectave relat10n'.6l Individuation takes on this
derisory form with Leibniz because there 1s no objective

relation between the monads themselves. They interact not at
their own behest but at that of God. None can be caused tc

act by another monad; none can coordinate 1té activity with that
of another. They are not therefore individual particular things
since an individual ir this sense bears a relation to other things.
Thelr diflerences ultimately disappear in God. They are nct
genuinely self -determined since they are determined by God to
give the best possible of all worlds. So Hegel concludes thatl
with Leibniz as with his fellow metaphysicians Spinoza and
Descartes God 'is the drain (Gosse) into which all contradictions
flow'. Since i1ndividuation 1s not properly conceived, 1t 18

God that has to take or the burden of the contrad:ctions of the

world.

61. Hegel .Werke 20,p. 251.




5.

HEGEL'S CRITIQUE OF EMPIRICISM: THE PHILOSOPHIES OF LOCKE

AND HUME

As T 1ndicated at the beginning of this enquiry the
theories of knowledge of Locke and Hume present a marked contracst
to those we have Just discussed. God figures little, if at all,
in their philosophies. In their accounts of the origins of
our knowledge, Locke and Hume place great emphasis on 1ts being
our knowledge conveyed in our thought. Thus, in contrast to -the
Rationalist philosophers who tended 1o treat thought as a dis-
embodied universal opposed to extension, the 'thought' with whicn
they deal is always the thought of a human individual. Conse-
guently the problems that arise for them in examining knowledge
are of a kind wholly different from those sncountered by Descartss,
Spinoza and Leibniz. They are the problems thet are more tradif-
1onally associated with the 'Problem of Knowledge'; that is they
concern the relation of our thinking to i1ts object. Ard Hegel,
despite Habermas' straictures, has a great deal to say on the
matter.

John Locke in his Essay concerning Human Understanding

tackles the problem of knowledge 1n four stages, which correspond
to the four books of the Essay. In Book One he endeavcurs to
refute the notion that there can be innate ildeas. In one way

or another this notion has been implicit in the philosophies

of the Rationalists. (We have just scen how, for éxample, 1t
figures in the philoscphy of Leibniz; as eternal truths implanted
in us by God at our creatiomn.) L.ocke, having tc his own

satistaction reiuted this notion, is then faced with the task of



describing the true oraigin of ideas. This,as 1s well-known,
forms the content of the second book cof the Essay: 'Of Ideas'.
It is 1in delaiberating on our ideas, their combination and their

origin, that the significance of language, of cur use of words

62
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is brought home to him. Book Three therefore deals with 'Words
or' Language 1in general'. And it 1s after that necessary dip-
ression that Locke returns to his praincipal concern which is to
discover what knowledge we have by the use which the understanding

malkes of our ideas. Book Four of the Essay 1s therefore of

Knowledge and Opinion'.

Hegel thinks that Lccke with this account that he gives in

the Essay of the origin and significance of cur ideas 'had tried

-

to satisfly a genuine need of philosophy'.05 Tt 1s not L¢ their
credit that Descartes, Spinoza and Leibniz dispense with such an
account for the conseqguence is thal we have to accept immcdiately
as true the fundamental idcas of thelr systens. These 1deas

therefore appear as uncubitable definitirons, axioms, ProposSiiions

ete. It 25 in this way that the meaning of such Lerm

n

as
Substance, mode, extension and the Monad are fixed - without the
appropriateness of the definitions being argued. Hegel rinds
this procedure to be uncsatisfactory since, he‘élaims, 1t 13 the

object of a philosophy tc prove its truth, not simply to assert

it. It is therefore necessary that the derivation of such

62. John Locke. An Essay Conceraing Human Understanding. Collie.
Books, New York-London 1965, LEd. M.Cranston. p.22>.

63. Hegel Werkes zg, p. 209.



ideas as Substance and Mounad should be explsined and some
indication as to how they may be verified snhould also be
given. It 1s Locke's merit, Hegel claims, to have drawn
attertion to this necessicy. From now on, he therefore
argues, the main ideas of philcsophy have to be derived and

64

not oracularly pronounced.

It 1s for this reason that Hegel finds Locke's starting-
point 1n epistemology to be the correct one. Locke, he argues.
rightly begins with what is 'immediate to consciousness,' by
which Hegel means that Locke begins from the data supplied by

our Sense-1mpressions. It 13 from the cocntent of experienc

N

beginning in this way with our sense-impressions that universals
(that 1s, concepts su.h as Substance, attribrte and mode ) have
to be derived. This starting point Hegel thinks corresponds

to the experience of each i1individual; each therelore will be

able to verify the concepts for himself. ecause 1n the

individual's experience the immediate, the sens

-

1ata, alwaye

W

precedes the universal: 'Space, for example, comes later to
consciousness than the spatial, the species later than the

65

individual..' The universal cannct therefore be presuppcsed
since 1t 1s always a result. Indeed, Hegel suggests that
everybody knows this 1s the case, that he begins i1n his thinking

from wholly concrete circumstances and only subsequently organ-

ises that data into knowledge. Hence philoscphy has to proceed

64. Ibid p. 223.

05. Ikid p. 209.



in that maenner not only because 1t 1s the manner in which
ordinary thinking proceeds, but also in order that the ordinary

thinker may attest to its truth.

In adopting this course in his philosophy Locke is in
Hegel's view completely correct. However he falls down in
Hegel's estimation by not pursuing it dla]ectioally.66 Start-
ing with individual sense-experience Locke seeks to show that
all 1deas originate in sense-impressions, and 1t is the manner
in which he sets about doing this, Hegel claims, that 1t i1s
undialectical. According to Locke ideas are either arrived
at through the individval's perception of the body's sensatviors
or through the individual's reflection on his mental activity
aroused by thosc sensations. There 1s no mentel activity crior
to the stimulus of sensation. All thainking therefore 1s brought
about by 'the impressions that outward obgects make on our

: 67

senses . It 1s in this way, Hegel says, that 'univercal

bk

-
. . < s o]
ideas' are shown by ILoecke 'to srise subjectivel, from objects'.

Instead of his proceeding dizlecticelly from the object and the
subject to the universality of the I and the universality of
the object, Locke remains at the starting-point: individual,
contingent sense-perception. In his philoscohy therefore,

Hegel argues, we have always to do with the individual sense-

perception, never with objects as objiects of thought or with

66. 1bid. 'So the course which Locke sdopted 18 quite ccorrect.
But 1t 1s not dialect.cally (adopted) rather ths universal
1s analysed from the emplrical concrete'.

67. Tocke. Essay concerning Human Understanding (on.cit)p. 68.

68. Hsgel.Werke 20 p. 205.



thought as shared (universal) thought. It 1s on these
grounds that Hegel thinks Kant was right to criticize Locke
by arguing that 'i1t is not the individual who 1s the source

69

of universal conceptions but the understanding'. Hegel 21s
prepared to grant that idees may originate in individual sense-
perception but they are not in his cpinion whelly formed or,
indeed, to be verified there. This is Hegel's major methodol-
ogical criticism of Locke: that he places too high a value on
sensation in our—knowledge. This overestimation of the signif-
icance of sense-data arises because Locke does not conceive this
starting~point dilalectically. Had he conceived 1t 1n that
manner, Hegel believes, he would have found that with the
advance of the argument our conception of 1fs beginning 1is

continually modified.

As I have already remarked, Locke begins his Essay or the

Humar Understanding with a refutation of the notion of innate

rdeas. He 1s opposed to the idea on perfectly clear ground:o.
They are that 'if we will attentively consider new-born children,
we shall have little reason to think that they bring wany i1d=sus
into the world with them. For, bating perhaps some faint ideas
of hunger and thirst, and warmth...there 1s not the least apprear-
ance of any settled 1deas at all in them; especially of i1ideas
answering the terms which make up those universal proposations
170

that are esteemed as innate principles. unfortunately,

Hegel's attitude to the matter 1= more ambiguous. He 1s nexther

—

6Q. Tbid p. 206.

TO. Locke. op.c1t. p.52.
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fully able to accept the notion of innate adeas nor (lake

O

Locke) to reject 1t completely. He 15 not prepzred to digcar

the notion since he thinks Locke's rejection of the notion to

be tied up with a conception of the mind as a tabula rasa,7l

and he is not able to accept the implication or this conception
that the mind receives all its content through external stimul-
ation and that therefore there 1s no part of an idea that is

attributable to the mind alone. For this 15 what Locke claims:

that the mind which 1s a tabula rasa receives all its content

from sense-experience. llegel grants that there 1s some strength
to the cricacism of the notion of innate ideas. hAs we already
know, he believes that philcscphers through vpressnting their
principal ideas as innate or eternal truths hed evaded the task
of proving those ideas to be truc. What is more, Hegel thinks
that Locke had est2ablished the important precedert in philcsoph}
that i1deas should be regarded as first being causcd 'through sora-
thing external'. 'The activity of mind', he ar~gues, 'is f.rst
reaction; only in this way will 1t become ccnscious of 1ts

12

essence'. Accordingly, it 1s not sufficient that ideas bz
regarded simply as being existent in the mind. We have to under-
stand them, following the precedent established by Locke, as

first being caused by our environuent. Against this background,

however, Hegel does want to argue that the notion of innate
2 - [

ideas has a significance. They do exist in the mind n a

T1. Hegel. 1b1d.,p211.

.72,  Ibid.p. 211
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certain sense for haim bu%t, maybe, nct in the sense 1nitially

intended by the philosophers who had first argued their exis-

tence. He would rather regard thern as 'properties of a germ
(Keam), that do not yet ex1st',73 not as completely developed
ideas. In this sense he believes them to be essential aspects
of the thinking process. So he modifies the notion to the

extent that he believes the 1deas are not to be regarded as
inborn but as 'implicit' in the human consciousness. Tnis,
then, as far as 1t gces 1s Hegel's attitude to the notion of
innate 1deas. It is clearly a peculiar response to the prob-
lem, and T believe there are two reasons why this appears to
be so. firstly, it 1s strange that the i1dealist vhilcsopher,
Hegel, should argue that the first stairulus to thcugnt 1s zZro-
vided by the external world, for this suggests, that certainly
at one level, he admits the exaistence of a world external vo
mind. Secondly, although Hegel 1s prevared to admil that the
mind fairst receives 1ts content from outside, l.e is not like
Locke prepared to regard the mind as 2 blank. We can perhaps
agree with Hegel that the mind 1s not a blank but this tells
us nothing about the origin of ideas. Peculiarly, it is
sulfficient for Hegel to insist that those 1deas are 'implicit'
in the human mind. 'The guestion whence they came' 1s devold

Th

of interest for him.

But it 1s precisely that question that is of intvercest to

7%.  Ibid.

74, Ibid.



Locke, so that willy-nilly Hegzel has to engage in the dis-
cussion concerning the origin of our ideas. Locke takes all
ideas to have their origin in experience. He believes this

is so since 1f we 'suppose the mind to be, as we say, white
paper, devoid of all characters. without any ideas: How comes

it to be furnished? Whence comesit by that vast store which
the busy and boundless fancy of man has painted on 2t with an
almost endless variety? Whence has it all the meterials cf
reason and knowledge. To this I answer, fromr EXPERTENCE. Tn
that all our knowledge is founded and from that it ultimately
derives itself. Our observations employed either, aboutr
external sensible objects, or about the internal operztions ol
our minds perceived and reflected on by ourselves, is that vhich
supplies cur underst.nding with all the materials of our think-
ing'.75 Hegel does ncot wish to disagree wath this. He believes,
however, that the importart gquestion i1s 'what cne understands by

76

experience’. Locke,as, we can see, understands by experic

3
¢
(@}

'our obeservations employed either, about external sensible

objects, cr about the internal ocperations of our minds' awakened

2 exposrience

oy

by external stimulation. Experience 1s, for Locke, th

<

of the impression thet the world makes on ourdielves, and it take
its origin in the senses. The senses convey to the mand,
'Several distinct perceptions of things, according Lo those

77

various ways wherein those obJects do affect them'.

75. Locke. Essay cp.cit.. p. 61. (Locke's emphasis.)
76. Hegel. Subhrkmemp Verlog Werke 20, p. 215.
7. Locke. 1bid. p. 213.
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Once in the mind these ideas are operated on by our 'internal
sense' and through this i1nternal sense observing 1i1ts own activaity
we have the 1deas of reflection. Thus both the 1deas of sensa-
tion and reflection are derived f{rom experience conceived as

the observation of the objects of our senses. This account of
experience Hegel regards as the 'natural' epistemology of natural
sclence. However, he says, 1t 1s not for that reason true.

The theory of knowledge,in his view, has to be more than a

reflection on the activities of natural scientists.

In the question at issue, the proper account of experience,
Hegel agrees with Locke that everything 1z experienced. Bverpy-
thing, he admits, has to be in our experience before 1t 1is known.
It would be absurd fcr one tLo kelieve that cne can know what is
not experienced. But 1t is what 1is understood by experience
that has, in Hegel's view, to be clarified. whenr Locke talis
of the experience of the mind, what he means 1s 1ts reflection on
what is external to it, what, therefore, does not pertain tc :1%ia
nature. But this 1s not how Hegel understands experience. For
him 'TI must have that myself, be that myself, what I have and am

78

is experience'. In his view experience 1s not simply what we
sense, but what determines and moves my mind. Even 1{ we add
the notion of reflection to that of sensation we still do not
have an adequate account, since experience 1s nct of something

that 1s simply external to me; that sorefthing nmust either be

part of my identity or be something that T possess. For example,

78. Hegel.ib1d, p. 2173%.
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'T am a man, have actaivity, will, a consciousness of that which
. 1 79
I am and others are, and so this 1s ccrtainly experience .
S0 experience, Hegel appears to be arguing,i1s always personal
and active in nature. It presupposses a will. Equally 1t 1s
not only the experience of myself qua individual or simply of
objects of my perception, but of others. Thus experience,

Hegel suggests, 1s 1mmediately social; certainly 1t is never

blank.

It is immediately apparent that experience conceived in
this fashion 1s not confined to oubservation as with the empiric-
1st philoscphers. According to Hegel 1t 15 koth practical
and soccial. And 1t is his cpinion that tne prchlems of the
empiricist philosophers, who rest their arguments on s narrow
conception of experience, recede into the background if we
understand experience as he suggests. For example, that I
know man from experience implies that 'all arc men, T do not
need to have seen them all' to be sure cf that. Thac 'I heve
a consciousness of myself and what others are' implies that I
know what men in general are:go My experience correctly con-
ceived 1s per se universal. By which Hegel means we do not
have to search outside ourselves for a criterion of truth; it

is contained 1n experience 1tselfl.

It seems we have now come near to understanding what llegel

means by experience; 1t does not appear all that different from

79. Thad.

80. Ibad.
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what 15 normally understcod by experience. But the appearance
is deceptive, experience, as we normally vuse 1t is far too vague
a term for Hegel's purposes. In his vocabulary it has a more
precise meaning. According to him 'at is nothing more than
the form of objcctivity; that there is something in conscious-
ness means that it has an objective form for it or, it experiences
the same, 1t looks on it as something objective, - imnediate

81

knowledge, percaption'. Everything that there is Lo be knovm

must, in his view, take on this form, it has to be sometning for

consciousness. The object must-be seen, heard - sensed in one
way or another. It has to be an appearance in the world. An
essential componcnt of Hegel's notion of experzence is, then,
paradoxically the empiricist's depiction of it. Since ‘'there ic
in Empiricism this great principle thal what is true must bLe 1in
reality and must be there for perceptlon.'82 S0 our exrerience,
he suggests, 1s Tirstly the connection that tncught nazs with
reality. It 1s this link that 1s not cdeveloped in the pnilosorp-
ies of Leibniz,Spinoza and Descartes since 'thought i1s not con-
sidered as sensation'. But as we have now been led tec expect, that,
for Hegel, 1s nct all that there i1s to experience. It has, ne

says, to be differentrated rfrom the siwple individuval perception

' 8

A

oY individual facts. The fact that something has taken or

an objective form for coasciousness 1n its sencse-experience does
not exhaust experience. Just as essential to the notion o5f

experience, 1n Hegel's viaw, 1s the content of the appearance

81. ™id p. 215,

- : - "
82. Hegel. Suhrlarmp YWerke 5 Eazyklorad.e der whilosophischen

Wicsenschaicen 1,0, LUC.

83. Ibid.p. IIT.
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117 itself'. This 15, admittedly,

(Weltemcheinung) what it is
a complex argument; but 1t accounts for the universal and persona.
nature of Hegel's view of experience. What is as cssential in
understanding experience 13, he argues, that if should alsoc be
seen as 'the overcoming (fufheben) of the semblance of otherness

I
and the recognition of the necessity of the thing through 1tself'?

The other essential aspect of experience is then that we should

know what 1s experienced 'in itself'. That 1s the task of sciencsz
(Wissemchaft). In science Hegel thinks that the semblance of
the 'in itseclf' being external to me is overcome. The object

has to become something for me as well as being objective as the

empiricist in his account of cxperience claims. it becores
something for me, Hegel believes, in being known,. In secience,
then, he argues, exrerience 1s both personal and wnaversal. it

is that which constitutes genuine experience.

We have already encoinmtered the 1dea that the lack of unity

ol being and consciousress implies an 'ctherness' Lo Hegel. It
enters into his criticism of both Descartes and Spinoza. As we

have scen, he believes that il 1s the purpose of philcscophy,tos over
come this otherness. It 1s, as ought now to be clear, a leiwwmoti.
in his criticism of Locke. It is in the empirl ists notion of
experience that this otherness takes on its sharpest form.
Certainly, Hegel believes Locke's philosophy wakens in the modern

85

era 'the bifurcation' of thought and being, of the I and rezlity.

o

.85. lbad.p. 21C. That bifurcation he depicts as identical
with need and paain.
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Locke 1n regarding expericnce merely as indiavidual and passive

had placed reality on the one side and thought on the other 1n

such a manner that 1t was impossible £c mediate the two success-
fully. But experience properly conceived 1s the overcoming of
that bifurcation. Experience 1s, Hegel has argued, not only

the form of objgectivaity in general but 1s also the consciousness

of what I am or have. Experience 1s the overcocming of bifurcaticn

since 1t 1s the process of the objective world being interhalised,

becoming my own.

I shall not discuss here the merits of this, Hegel's account
of experience as the process of overcoming objectivity. I think
1t will be more appropriate to discuss 1t when we come to Marx's

criticism of the Phencmenology of Mind, for i1t 1s there %tnat the

whole discussion concerning externalisation and alienation in
Hegel's philocsophy arises. What cconcerns us here is the streng
of Hegel's criticism of Iocke's theory of knowledge. That I
think lies in his objertion to the narrowness of Locke's 1dea of
experience. Experience, as Locke understands 1f, 1s almost
exclusively confined to the individual's sensaticn. What,
according to him, we are to suppose when we examlne experience 1S
that the mind 1s.as he says, a white paper, void of all characters,
without any 1dea of 1ts own. Experience 1s what subsequently
impresses itself on the mind through the organs of sense. Fx-
perience, chen, 15 confined toc tasting, seeing. hearing, I'eeling
and smelling. Hegel, howevers, argues that this 1s but Lhe matter
of thought not thinking itselfl. For that reason, he suggests,

Locke's notion of experience lacks universality. Now what lHege:



appears to mean by this 1s that what we experience according

to Locke's account of 1t 1s defiecient in two respects. Pirstly,
it lacks universality because 1t 1s the sense-experience of an
individual; and who, Hegel would argue, can convey a feeling

other than subjectaively? Secondly, it lacks universality because
it 1is the experience of an 1sclated indaividual not, as 1 indicated
earlier, a shared experience. Experience conceived in this way

cannot furnish knowledge, certain or ctherwise.

Hegel seeks to ground this criticism more firmly by examining
Locke's account of the derivation of complex ideas. Now, according
tc Locke such complex 1dcas as the notions of cause and effect
are derived from experience Iin this way: 'In the notice that our
csenses take of the constant vicissitudes of things, we cannct bul
ohserve that several particular, both qualities and substances,
begin to exist; and that they receive this their existence from
the due application and operation of some other bei.g. From

~ 186 = .
this observation we get our i1deas of cauvse and c*fect’. This
account of the origin of our complex 1deas, Hegel argues, 18
tautologous 1in nature. It appears that Locke is claiming that we
obtain the notions of cause and effect simply béﬂobserv1ng the
'constant vicissitudes of things'. By observing that counstant
vicissitude of things we perceive that some things begin to exlist,
and we attribute that existence to the action of another existent

thing. We call the thing comaing into existence 'effecv' and the

thing that 1s already existent 'cause'. Locke seems then to be

86. Locke.op.cin.,p. 188.
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saying that the complex i1deas cause and effect are simply

labels we attach to twce distincl but connected observations.

What has happened 1n Hegel's opinion 1s that we have been asked

to take note of two objects 1n our sense-experience that already

. 87

stand in a concrete relation to one anotner. From the

particular instance of this relation we are asked to pass i1mmed-

1ately to the universal: the categories or the complex ideas of

cause and effect. It is, Hegel argues, 'a translation from the

determinate into the form of universality, wherein the same lies
. 188

at its basis.. . The tautology, Hegel would claim, consists

therefore in the categories being derived from what s alreadv

known tc be a particular instance of their aprlicability. For,
at the basis of the observation which 1s employed to derive the

categories lie the categories themselves. Hegel's peoant appears
tc be simply that we cannot pcint to a particular instance of the

applicability of the ideas cause and effect without our beforehand

possessing thogse ideas.

This, then, is what Hegel believes to be the defect of Locke's
derivation of complex i1deas from sense-experience. Locke, of
course, does not i1mmrediately proceed o this derivation in his

Essay on the Humarn Understanding. It comes at the end of a

lengthy account of the general process of abstraction that ctakes
place 1in our thinking. It 15 the nature of this general process

of abstraction that for him casts doubts on the certainty ci our

knowledge. He begins, as Hegel notes, by making a distinctiion

87. Hegel.Suhrkamp Verlag Werle 20,p. 210. '"One could say,
he adds, tlh.et there 18 nothaing more superficial than this
deduction of ideas.

88. Ihad.
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similar to that of Descartes and Spinoza between 1deas 'as they
are l1ldeas or perceptions in our minds, and as they are modific-
ations of matter in the bodies that cause such verceptions in
us'.89 It is 1n the basis of this observation that Locke makes
the distinction between the primary qualitites of an object: the
modifications of matter in the becdies and 1ts secondary qualities:
ideas or perceptions in our minds. The primary qualities are
'such as are utterly inseparable from the body, i1n what state

20

soever it be'. He suggests that the principal examples of
such primary qualities are solidity, extension, rigure, motion
and rest. Secondary gualities are on the other hand those

'which in truth are nothing in the objects themselves bul vower

-
L

O w

to produce various sensations in us by their primary quslities!
It follows for Locke chat simple ideas derived from sense-1impress-
ions do not necessarily resemble the objects which are their
effective cause. He appe~rs, then, to be claiming that simple
sense-1ideas, such as that of colour, are not derived fror things
by themselves but rather from our manner of sensing things.

Thus simple 1deas 'whatever reality we by mistake attribute to
them' are, he repeats, 'nothing in the objects themselves but
powers to produce varicus sensations in us'.92 Simple 1deas of
sensation in his estimation fall short of giving an accurate
description of the object which induces them. This dastinction,

as Hegel points ocut, is cne made by Descartes and Spinoza. ve

might remember, however, that the distinction takes on a slightly

89. Tocke.op.ciLt..p. 82.
Q0. Tbid.p. 83,

al. Ibad.

g2, Ibid-p. 85.
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_94. Ibid.,p. 32

different fcrm in their philosophies since they are prepared

to admit only one praimary quality of objgects: extension. They
therefore believe that the xnowledge imparted by our senses 18
more restricted than Locke suggests. They are, however, at one
though with Locke i1n stressing the deceptive nature of the ideas

imparted by our sense-experience.

Hegel is of the opinion that this emphasis on the deceptive
nature of our sense-experience represents, in Locke's theory of
knowledge, a contradiction. He accounts for the contradiction

in this way. Truth, Locke asserts, 'is the agreement of our

95

ideas with the reality of things'. This, obviously, is a

correspondence notion of truth according to whiclh we establish

the true nature of things by observing 'the product of things

94

operating on the mind' that 1is, by examining »ur sense-ideas.
The touchstone of knowledge is, then, our observationsg of external
sensible objects. The contradiction arises, Hegel clainms, in

that this touchstone, in the course of Locke's disiinpuisning

I
primary and secondary qualities in objects, is 1tself shown to

furnish unreliable knowledge. So, Hegel suggests, in Locke's

theory of knowledge the standard of truth is 1tself untrue.
Hegel expresses this in a somewhat complex manner by claiming

that, in Locke's epistemology, 'the moment of being for another

t

is explained to be 1nessenftial and nonetheless (Locke) sees

95

all truth in being for another'. By which I take him to mean,

9%.  Ibid.,p. 325.

U

&)

95. Hegel.Werke 20,p. 216  He thinks that Leceke himselfl s
aware ol tnis problem,
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as I already indicated, that on the one hand Locke stresses

the deceptive nature of sense-impressions (the moment of being

for another is explained Lo be essential) and on the other he takes
as the standard of truth that very same sense-expericnce (he seces
all truth in being for another). Hence the clalm is that Locke
undermines his own theory of knowledge by arguing that the simple

ideas of sensation are deceptive.

It is nevertheless through the combination ¢f these various
imprecise simple 1deas that, according to Locke, we are able o
construct those complex i1deas with which to perceive substances.
Tt is more than evident that 'such a complex idea cannot be the
recal essence of any substance for then tiie properties 1n that
body would depend on that complex 1dea, and be deducible from

196

it, and their necessary ccnnection be known. Locke argues
that the ideas making up a complex idea ought to be derived from
the substance itself. However, what our senses secure rroum the

4 5~

vhre

h

observation of the substance 1tself{ (at ieast in the case ©

]

ideas of the secondary qualitvies of that substance) is unreliable

(

knowledge. So the only way that our complex i1deas can possibly
be congruent with the properties of the substance by itself is
'that the properties in that body would depend on that complex
idea.' But this is clearly incompatible with the standard of
truth which 1s the object as it is by 1tself. It follows thact
all cur complex 1deas are iwperfect and inadequate. Since, 1f
we did have an exact collection of all the sccondary qualitvies

of o substance 1n our comnlex idea, we should not have an 1dea

96. Locke.1ibid .p.

rS

]
i

M
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of the esscnce of that thing. In Locke's view, we cannot

know what a substance i1s in itself.

Locke conceives the problem more fully under thne notion
of co-existence. This is a simple enough nction. It is hais
contention that there 1s no certainty that what we understand
to co-exist i®m one subject in our idecas does so in reality. So,
as. far as Locke is concerned, 1t is impossible for us to know

what properties have a necessary union or inconsistency wath one

another. It follows that .t 1s impossible for us to know how
we should properly demarcate subgtances with our 1deas. He

claims that this 1s =0 because firstly, 1t¢ 15 most probable
that there are insensible percs of objects which equally co-
exist with the causes of our other ideas in the object 2nd,
secondly, because it may be that the very same object will be
found elsewhere in natuvre with yet snother property co-existing

98

in it. In both these instances we viould bhe preveanted from
demarcating an object properiy. We are, then, on these grounds
again nct able to claim adeguate knowledge of substances since

such knowledge would consist in knowing what all the properties

of an object are 'by itself'.

Hegel concludes from 2J1 this that'the universal as such
is according to Locke the product of our mind; it is not objecti:
e . - 1 99 4 . ;
but only relates 1tself to the objgect'. Since we do after all

have conplex 1deas of substances 1t appears to Hegel that Locke

97. Ibid, p. 220.
98. Ibid.p. 310.
99. Hegel .Werke, p. 220,
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is obliged to argue that those 1deas are something we formulate

for our subjective purposes only. The last thing he can argue
1s that they are objective or true. This notion of a complex

idea Hegel equates with his notion of a species-idea (Gattung-
sbegriff). So he takes Locke's reasoning to imply that 'the
species 1ndeed expresses something that i1s in the objects; they

do not exhaust the objects however, '+00

In his view, this
reasoning accounts for the distinction that Locke makes between
real and nominal essences. The species 1deas are necessarily

nominal essences rather than real essences because they do not

exhaust the nature of their objects. For example, 1n speakin

Nl

of man or gold or any other species which we suppose to consist
cf a precise essence imparted to the objects by natvie, we can-
not be certain, Locke thinks, of the truth of any affirmation
101 . . o
made about 1it. We are indeed, in his view, quite out of
O r way when we think that things contain within themsslves the

gualities they appear to possess.lo2

Therefore Locke is, as Hegel notes, quite 1n awe when 1t
comes to understanding nature. According to him we have but

li1ttle insight into i1ts essence. Things, however absolute and

100. Tbad.
101.. Locke. 1bid-.p. 332.

102. '"To suppose that the species of things are anything but
the sorting of them under general names, according as vthev
agree to several abstract i1deas of which we moks thosc nares
the signs, 1s to confound truth, and introduce uncertainty
into all the gereral proposilions that cen be made about
them.' 1bid.
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entire they may seem 1in themselves, 'are put retainers oo

>ther parts of nature for that which they are most taken noftice
of by us'. Those of their gualities that we observe, 1necluding
any of their actions and powers, are 'owing to something without

them'.lo3

There 1s not one part of nature, he would claim, that
is not in this way dependent on something beyoné—our apprenension.
Because of this dependence of cur knowledge on our limited exp-
erience 'a science of nature and the corpcreal world is', for
Locke, 'impossible; what remains to us are more or less probable
intimations which through each new fact can be overthrown‘.lo4
What nature 1s i1n 1tself is, then, 1n Locke's view forever
beyond our ken.

Hegel suggests that this is g2 beccuse Locke naver achieved
a full understanding of the nature of the thing in itsel?® (Ansich)
We have already had some indication of this argument in Hegel's
account of experience. For Hegel, wnat a thing 'in 1tself

is its concept, that 15, the thing as 1t is understood and not,

as Locke would have 1t, the thing as 1t is passively perceived

by our senses. Hegel would claim therefore that the thing in
1tself 1s only properly experienced in our understanding. There
its 'apparent otherness' is overcome. Because Locke dces no:

have this view of the in 1tself (Ansich) Hegel thinks his epilsten-

ology 1s shallow. Obviously, there 1s an element of Hegel's

103. Locke. ibid., p. 3359.

104, Ernst Cassirer. op.cift., Vol. 2. p. 209. Hegel think:
objection to the certainty of natural science to
0ld latany: 'Tns Innere der Natur dringt kein erschna
Geist'. Werke 20, p. 220.
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antipathy to all materialism contained in this criticism. None
the less we might agree with Hegel when he argues that Locke's
epistemology remains at the level of aﬁpearanoe. Since, after
all, Locke is concerned with how things appear to our senses

Hegel seems to be right in asserting that all Locke has to offer is
knowledge of phenomena or 'that which 1s and not what 1s true.'lo5
Be that as 1t may, he believes that Locke through his shallowness
has misconstrued the purpose of philosophy. In Hegel's view 1t
has as l1ts purpcse the examination of the content of experience
for its truth. It is certvainly not its aim to limit experience
as the empiricists do. With Locke, he adds, the truth (unless

it is merely verbal truth) simply ei1gnifies the hermony of our
ideas with external things. All that then arises in his philocs-

ophy 1is the question of the relation of thought to 1ts obgect.

(This 1s what we have 1dentified earlier as the problem of krow-

ledge.) The result of tr.s, attempting to discover the limits

of our knowledge, Hege'. maintains, is that the content of thought
itself is left to one side. But where on the other hand 'thought
1s from the beginning concrete, thought and the universal identical
with extension, the guestion concerning the relation of the two

106 Thls we mrght regard

is incomprehensible, without interest'.
as one of the formal grounds for Hegel's rejection of the problem

of knowledge. He reasons that i1t cannot represent a problem to

G

105. Hegel 1bid., p. 214. The general cobjection 1s to th
positivity of the approach.

1.06. The opposite of this 13, of course, bifurcated thinking.
See Werke 20 p. 21C.
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genuine philosophy which 1s i1mmedirately the concrete knowledge
of it obgect (of the Ansich). In effect, what he 1s saying
is fairly simple. He 1s saying that where philosophy 1s know-

ledge there 13 no question as to whether 1t might be.

If that 1s one of the formal grounds for Hegel's rejection
of the problem of knowledge, we might learn more of the substan-
tial grounds i1n examining his obJjections to the philosophy of
David Hume, for in Hume's philosophy the problem takes on its
most vexing form. it leads, as we shall see, to a species of
scepticism. Now Hume, Hegel thinks, took Locke's principle of
experience as his sterting-point 'but followed 1t through more
con31stently'.]o7 Hume took experience to mearn 'immediate
perception' or, what he calls the impressions made by objects on
our senses. As with Locke immediate perception (or these
impressions) is the only source of our ideas. Jdea=, accordin
to Hume. are then either derived from sense impressions or the
impressions of reflection i.e., our feelingsconcerning the
objects about us or our feelings concerning the activity of
our mind. From this starting-point, Hegel explains, Hume proceeds
to undermine in a consistent fashion the objgectivity of all cur
ideas: 'he abrogated the objectivity, the being 1n and for 1tseelf

of the determinations of thought.'108

107.  Ibid p. 281.

108. Ibad. Hegel does not si1mply regard the achilevement or
Hume's negatively. This 1s indicated by his use ol the
term aufhzben for abrogate. Aufheben can also mean cver-
come. Read 1n this sense 1t implies that Hure's acnieve-
ment was tvo create the condiftions for a higher form of
phi1losophy. This 1n Hegel's view 1s hils main achievenent.
He sets tne secene for Kant. See below p.64,
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According to Hegel, hume developed his 1deas most clearly
in cconnection with the categories, cause and effect. The terms,
we would agree, are ordinarily used to signify a necessary conn-
ection between two objects or events. Hume thinks thaft this
ordinary usage betokens a conclusion going 'beyond the impressions

109 For that reason the notion of causation

of our senses'.
immediately arouses hils sceptical distrust. As he argues it, we
have in our minds the categories cause and effect which, to have
any reality must correspond to the impressions of our senses.
Their reality, he believes, must be owing to the appearance of

an obJject or event. We are therefore not Justified in going
beyond appearance in an attempt to establish their reality. In
his view all that we could possibly gain by that would be Turther
uncertainty. Since, 'As long as we confine our speculations to
the appearances of obgjects tc our senses, without entering into
disquisitions concerning t'eir real nature and operablons, we are
safe from all difficulft.es and can never be embarrassed 0y any
question'. That is because 'the appearance of objects to our
senses are all consistent; and no dafficulties can ever arise,

but from the obscurity of the terms we make use of.‘llo The

ideas then of cause and effect must be conftalned in our experience,
in 'the appearance of objects tc our senses' to have an cbjective

reality for Hume. But ali that may be induced from experience

s0 conceived, as Hume rightly points out, 1s that the two objects

an Nature Book Cne. Fontanco

109. David Iume. A Treatise cf Hu
Philosophy Library 1902, p. 12

110. Ibad. pp. 109 - 110 fooinote.
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or cvents that we designate cause and effect are contigvous and

successive, Added to that, we may conclude from past experience

thal they are found in constant conjuanction. Tt is on the

strength of this evidence that we are led to describe one object
or event as cause and another as effect. Now, the substance of
Hume's claim is that the grounds of which we would hold that
description to be true are ‘that instances of which we have no
experience, must resemble those of which we have had experience,
and thet the course of nature continues always uniformily the
sameﬂlll But there i1s in his view no legitimacy in these
grounds. Precisely because we have not yet observed the new
experience or, what is the same thing. all instances of the
object or event have not yet appeared, we do nct, in Hume's
opinion, know with certainty that one is the cause of the other.
Therefore it is only a probable and not a2 necessary conjuncticn
that the ideas describe, Where they are taken to Jdescribe a
necessary ccnjunction of two c¢cbjects, that, Hun<¢ argues, is our
inference only. As he says, 'the necessary connection depends
on the inference, instead of the inference's dependinrg on the
necessary connection.'l_l2 The necessity, Hegel ftakes Hume to

mean, is not to be found 1n experience but rather we carry it

into experience; we make the connection in a contingent, subject-

. 11:

ive manner. 2

111, Ibid.p. 135. 112, Tbid. p. 135.

115. Werke 20,0, 278. L.¥olakowski (Positivist Philozonh7, Pengul

Navd At I'd i - Lo - hi] DR

Books 1¢72) exvplzing Hume's point ir Cnls way: YL Zround ©
conjunicricn petween events 1S non revealed 1n experiences, o.
that we perceave 1s Lthe conjunciion 1tself. This expleins
psychologically why we believe the causzl ncxus 1s necessar
it 1s & habait rooted in associz2tion - but r'or thatv very
reason refutes the belief. The'necessity'is in our minds

only, nct in the things themselves.' p. 47.
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Hume develops this claim mere fully by analysing the

reasons for our holding an 1dea to be true. When we hold a
thought to be true we are said to believe 1t. So 1t 1s the
nature of belief that interests him. It 1s in this analysis of

the nature of belief thst Hume comes to the conclusion that an

'

idea that we take to be frue is nothing other than a lively 1dea

related to a present 1mpress:on.'1l4 It is the strengtn of the
impression made on our minds by those liavely i1deas that, he says,
cavses them To ke believed. For 'an idca assented to feels
different from a ficticious idea that the fancy alone presents

to us: and this different feeling I endeavour to explain by
calling 1t a superior force or vivacity, or solidily, or firuncss

11
or steadincss.' 5

According to Hume, then. we hold an 1desa

to ke true, nouv because we have reascns to believe 1t Lo be sc

but ultimately because we feel it to be true. '"When I am con-
vinced of a principle, it 1s only an idea which strikes more
strongly upon me. When I give preference Lo one set of srgureats
above another, I do nothing but decide from my iecling ccucerning

the superiority cof their influenoe.'ll6

Jt follows for Hume tnzn
that ‘'in philcsophy, we can go no further than assert, that i1t is
somethzng felt by the mind, which distinguishes the ideas of judge-

;
ment from the fictions of the imagjnatlon.'*l7

Therefore ar
philosophy has to offer a criterion of truth it can only legrcim-
ately suggest that it be an aesthetic one. Since 'all probable

reasoning 1s nothing but a species of sensation. Iv is not solely

in proetry and rusic we muast follow our taste and sentiment but

114, Hwae., op.cit., p. 146.
1i5.  Ibid., p. 145
116. Ibid.p. 152.
117.  Ip,qg.> p. 145,
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In Hume's view, not even philosophy then can offer an
obgjective criterion of truth. It oblaiges us to conclude that
all we believe concerning the external world rests on a subjective
conviction. So the kind of necessary connection we attribute to the
relations between two objects or events in the notions of cause
and effect 1s purely subjective in nature. 'Objects', as far as
Hume 1s concerned 'have no discoverable connections together; nor
is it from any othér principle but custom operating on the 1magin-
agtion, that we can draw any inference from the appeararice of one to

, o _y 119
the existence of another'.

Hence any necessary connection we
attribute to objects cannot be objective. Hume arguves that ve
attribute the necessary connection tvo the objects =aimply as a

matter of custom. And Hegel takes this to be the central claim

of Hume's whole philosophy. Just 'as we call everything custom

which proceeds from a past repetition, without any new reasoning

]
[
3

aonclusion, we may estab.ish 1t as a certain truth,' Hume claims
'that a2ll the belief, which follows upon any present impression,

1120

is derived solely from that origin. The nature of that

customary belief in the instance of cause and effect 1s that we
infer from our past observations of the constant conjunction of two
objects or events that they will be found to be i1in constant copjunc-
tion in the future. The constant conjunction which causes this

belief, Hume suggests, 1n some cases may be so familiar that it

might not pass through our minds that we are assuming ol inferring

118. Thid.sp. 1 1190. Tpid.,p. 152.

\JI N
= U,

120. Jbid.,p. 1
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a casual relation. For example, the idea of sinking is so

closely connected with that of water, and the idea of suffocating

' that the mind makes the transition' from the cne ides

1121

with sinking
to the other 'without the assistance of memory. The necasi3ary
connection between sinking and suffoacating is one that we infer

simply as a matter of habit.

We will not be surprised to find that Hegel disputes this
conclusion. He does however believe that such a conclusion
necessarily follows Trom Hume's account of experience. Iin his
view Hume's conclusions serve to emphasise the self-contradictory
nature of eupiricism. Indced he suggests that we maght regaird

ourselves as engaged in the critigue of empiricism simply in

following through Hume's reasoning. Jt is in this respect,
Hegel claims, that Hume adheres to and implements Locke's principl
of experience more consistently. By doing this, all that he hsas

done is make evident the tautologous nature of Locke's derivation
of complex ideas. Hegel indeed agrees that complex ideas such

as cause anag cf{fect cannot be derived from our experience under-

<tood simply as sense-perception. To this extent he concedes the
validity cof Hume's analysis of causality. Since 'experience as
1122

sense-perception contains no necessity, no casual relation.

121. Ibid., p. 152.

122. Hegel .Werke 20,p.277. Also'Consequently what can reall
asserted beyond all doubt 1s limited to individual arccourt
of immediate observations; assumptions concerning the nat
of the world 'given' in those observations, ttheiher touch
its reality or the nature of the observing sublect, are e
cluded. It 1s easy to see that ain this conception ol «<no-
ledge, that whicnh we truly xnow 1s utterly barren and unp:oo d~
uctive, whereas that which heLps us to live, to create a
sclience and enrich our store of infcrmation generally is 1o
longer kacuwledge in “he proper sense ¢f the term.' {olalcow

3

op.cit., np.51-52., His general assesament of Hume's phzl

is cleose to that of llegel, especially Hegel's belaefl that
Hume's philnsophy serves o shou up the inherently concraed. -
tory nature of emp.ricisn: Xolalowskl sayes, 'Hume carriad
empiricism 1nto 17s rcarczal latler-aay phase, nmnsling usze ol

criteria elaborated oy ant

-empirical Lygtcm< no prcupght 20002
the sclf-destruction of the e 5

mprrical doctrine. '.bhid. npsE-nd

-
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If we were to understand experience merely as sense-perception,
Hegel suggests, all we would have as its content is a series of
disconnected 1mpressions. It is Hume's merit to have pointed
this out. Hume makes it clear that we cannot derive any idea
that has universal validity from mere sense-experience. Hege]
gives this example to illustrate his point. When we say that
the pressure of the water is the cause of the destruction of a

house during a flood what we have is not 'a pure experience' in

the Lockean sense.123

Were it a 'pure experience' we would have
observed merely two occurrences: the water forcing i1tselfl against
the side of the house and the house collapsing. As Hume rightly
points out, there 1s nothing contained in those two impressions
themselves which implies thal they are necessarily linked. It
is we that take the idea of causation into that 'pure exper:cnce’.
The statement, that the pressure of the water cauvsecd the house to
be destroved is not merely a statement of fact but an inflerence

of the observer; and Hume argues, as we have seen, that we make

such inferences simply out of habit.

Hume's insistence on this account of causality is a source
of amazement tc Hegel. This, more than anything else, is what
leads him into daispute with Hume. He believes that 'one cannot
descend lower in thinking than to imply that all universal and
. . s L 124 vk
necessary recasoning is arbitary. He suggests that we have an
unsavoury contrast in Hume's philosophy for 'perception is supposed

to remain the basis of what should count as truth', snd ‘sc univer-

sality and necessity appear as somethang unjustilfied, as subjeciaive

125, egel.1bid.,n. 273.

124, Ibad.>o. 279.
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contingency, a pure custom whose content may be sc constituted

(beschaffen) or not. 1122

But simply because we make 1nferen-
ces 1in our observations which gn beyond experience, understood
as perception, does not imply to Hegel that those observations
are cdntingent. In his view, we have rather to accept that
the subgect plays a more significant role in constituting
scientific knowledge than empiricism cares tc allow. This

is readily underatooﬁ, he argues, 1f we regard experience

1n a more comprehensive way, nct samply as exteranal experience,
but as my experience. It 1s Kant who in Hegel's estimation
first takes philoscphy in this direction. Hume's greatest
merit, Hegel says, therefore, in rounding cff his rather
summary Judgement of him, is that his scepticism gives Kant

his starting-point.

125. Hegel. Werke 8, p. 111.



CHAPTER TWO

HEGEL AND GERMAN IDEATLISM.

The Cratique of Kant.

In discussing the ph.losophy of Kant we enter, according to
Hegel, a new epoch 1n the history of thought. Kant's philosophy
is the philosophy cf the I,the 'unity of apperception',or what
Hegel calls the'freedom of self-consciousness'. It 1s the philoa-
ophy which more than any other brings nome to us the significarnce
of the subgject, of the I 1n knowledge. Thils development Hegel
links (1n a manrer we have since learnt to asscciate with Marx)
with the general historical events of the time. The philosophy of
Kant, he suggests, 1s the theoretical consciousness of the prac-
tice of the French Revolutlonaries.l The demand of that practlice
was that 'everything, all existence, all actaivity' 'shouald be
something useful'. (ib.) And Hegel, rightly or wrongly, takes
the general implication of this utilitarian viev to be that wnst
a thing 1s 'in itself'may ke 1gnored. Its concern, he says,
1s with what things are 'for another', that other 1s, of cocurse,
man. (ib.) Consequently what reslity is 'in itself'is Jeclared
to be 1nsignificant. All that was reguired of reality was that
1t yield to the demands of the selfl-conscious individual. Be-
cause 1T takes up this position, the philosophy of Kant 1s for

Hegel the 'AufklBrung' reducked to method. The parallel 1s clear.

1. '"The conscilousness cf this practice -an abstrsct way - 1s the
Kantian vhilosophy'. Hegel. Werke, Suhrkamp Verlag, Vol.Z20,
D. 532,
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Kant maintazns in his theory cf knowledge thal we cannot know
what the thing 'in i1tself’ is. It folliows we cannot know what
is objectively true. We only know appearances, or, rather,
the phenomenon as it 1s observed by the i1ndividual, contingent
self-consciousness. Therefore, as with Utilitarianism, 'all

that 1s essential falls within self-consciousness.' (ie.)

Althougn Hegel thinks that in this way Kant begins a new
epoch 1n the history orf philosophy he regards the question that
lies at the heart of Kant's philosophy to be the same as that which
preoccupied Locke and Hume. In his early essay on 'Faith and

o

Knowledge' (Glauben und Wissen) he quotes the following from
g { q z

the Introduction to Locke's Essay Concerning Human Underscanding:

'For T thought that the first step towards sat srlying several

inguiries the mind of man was very apt to run into, was to take
a survey of our own understandirg, examine our own powers, and
to see what things they are adapted'. This he vbelreves Tight
Just as well have come from the Introduction to Kant's Critigue

of Pure Reason because that work ties philosophy to the same

purpose as that revealed in Locke's Essay. 'namely, the e:xamin-
ation of the finite understand1ng'.2 Kant 1n his Critique
examines, as did Locke, our cognitive faculties with the aim or
discovering 'how cur powers are adapted' to the comprehension of

things. The prime interest of the theoretical part of Kant's

philcsophy 1s, as with the empirical philosophers, the relation

of theought to things cutside ourselves. But in considering this
2. Hegel. Werke Vol. z, p. 304 . The essay was punhlished in
July 1802 ac a contribution to che Critical Journal of Philos-

ophy which hegel jointly edited with Schelling.



problem, Kant produces new results, results which Hegel believes
to be extremely significant, though vitiated by the limits of

the problem posed.

The starting-point of Kant's critical philosophy 1s, as 1S
well known, the scepticism of David Hume. This scepticism, as
ought to be clear from our consideration of Hegel's criticism of
Hume, consisted 1n regarding all assertions concerning necessary
connexions in the externsl world to be based on custom, not on
certain knowledge. These conclusions are derived from an empir-
ical view of experience. A view of experience that regards all
our knowledge to have arisen 1in the '1mpr ssions' of our senses,
and Kant accepts this view as a premiss 1n examining our cognitive

faculties: 'Therc 1s indeed' he says, 'no doubt that all our

4

7 However, within that premiss

knowledge begins with experience'.
he makes a distinction that he thinks was missed by the Empiricicsts:
'If, however, all our knowledge begins with our experience, still,
1t does not for that reason all simply originate 1n experience.

For 1t couid indeed be that the knowledge we have from experience
(Erfahrungserkenntnis) was a compound of what we receive through
our 1mpressions and what our faculty of cognition (occasioned

solely by sense 1mpressions) supplies from 1tself, which addition
we do not distinguisn from the basic material until long practice...

1n the separation of the same.' (ib.) So, as Wwe can see, Kant

wishes to argue that in all our empirical knowledge there 1s an

Je ITmmenuel Kant. Kritik deir Peinen Vernunft, Werke (Suhrxamg
2lheln VJeischedel, Voi. 2, p. i45,
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element that pertains to our uncderstanding only. This element

he calls kncwledge a priori. This knowledge constitutes a

part of experience since the 'common understanding is itself
never without such.'4 Experience, then, he divides into two
constituent parts. Instead of 1t being the one element - what
we receive from our sense-impressions - 1t 1s, Kant believes,

made up of two elements, sense-impressions and ideas a priori.

Kant wants to claim not only that the ordinary understanding
always contains knowledge a priori but also that the theoretical
sciences are constituted in the same way.5 This claim rests on the
distinction he mekes between synthetic and analytic judgemants.
Analytic Judgements are of the general form such that the predicate
B belongs to the subject A in 2 manner that the predicate B is
already contained 1n A. As an example of such a judgement he
gives: 'all bedies are extended'. He believes that in thas
Judgement the notion of extension 1s contained in the notion of
body. Synthetic judgements are, contrariwise, Judgements 1n
which the predicate B lies wholly outside the subject A. As
an example of this form of Judgement he gives: 'All bodies are
heavy'. He argues that in the notion 'body' there 1s not

2 6
contained the nction of weight. So the extraneous element

4, Kant. ibid., p. 46.

5. 'ITn all theoretical sciences of reason there are contained
synthetic judgements a priori as principles.' Kant. 1bad.,
p. 5.

€. '..the predicate is something totally different to what

1
think at all in the mere concept of a body.' 1bid., p. 53.
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15 what makes 1t a synthevic Judgement. rurcthermore, he

argues that all our Judgements of experience (Erfahrungsurteile)
are of this synthetic nature because in such Judgements cur
knowledge 1s not only clarified but extended to embrace a new
content. (1b.) What he now contends then 1is that such judge-
ments are employed 1n the theoretical sciences. For example,
the simple preoposition 7 + 5 = 12 Iin mathematics may appear to

be merely an analytical judgement. It appears that the notion

12 is contained 1n the notion 7 plus 5. But Xant argues that

we may analyse the notions 7 and 5 and their additicn as wmuch

as we will, we wiil never get at the notion 12 withoult appealing
to exper1ence.7 All thet we have in the noftion 7 + 5 1s that

an unity ¢of the two 1n one number is reguired. We cannct dis-
cover what the number 1s from the notion itself. Kant therefore
concludes that the number 12 is nct contained in that notion.

To discover the number that represents the sum of 7 and 5 wve

have to go beyohd that notion. We have to refer to our experienc:,
to such perceptions as that of five fingers. In adding to that
perception the perception of 7 similar units we derive our prop-
osition. And 1t 1s from this that Kant concluded the 'arithmet-
ical proposaition 1s at all times synthetlc'.8 For as all our
experience-knowledge (Erfahrungserkenntnis) contains an element
that pertains a priori to the understanding the arithmetical
proposition must ke a synthetic judgement a priori. Kant erpioyvs
a simllar argument to show that all the ocher theoretical sciences

contain such Judgements.

7. Kant. 1bid., o. 56.
8. rant. 1bid., pp. 56 - 57.
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Kant ascribes the parlous state ol metaphysics to the
fact that 1ffa1ls to distinguish the two forms of Judgemenc.9
Hume, 1n Kant's estimation, had come nearest to making the
distinction. He had made the proper beginning with his
analysis of cause and effect, but 1t was only a beginning.
He had failed, Kant adds, to conceive the problem in 1ts full
universality and significance. (1b.) He had rather concentra-
ted on the one synthetic proposition to prove that such a
proposition a priori was impossibile. The conciusinns ol
this analysis had threatrened to reduce the whole content of
metaphysics to nonsense. A1l the necessary reieivions that
metaphysics had discovered appeared now to derive Ttheir necess-
ity {rom mere custom. However, 'he would never have arrived
at such a claim which destrcys all pure philosophy 1t he had
before his eyes our tesk in 211 1ts universality, for he would
have seen that according t£o his argument there could also be
rno pure mathematics.' (ib.) His good sense, Kot hopes, would
have saved him from such an assertion.

Hume, then, had prejudiced all pure philogsophy because he hac
failed to see that the same type of proposition whose cbjectivaity
he wished vo reject i1n the analysis of cause and effect was implic-
ated in all mathematical and scientific knowledge. The necessity
that we predicate to the relations of two objects or everts in
the notion of causation is the same as the necessity we ascribe

tc the basic propositions of mathematics. Both are synthetic

9. Indeed, he savs, this failure 1s solely (lediglich) to blane
for the insecvure position of metaphysics. See ibid., p. 59.



propositions a priori. According te Kant, the crucial
question of philosophy is therefore: 'How are synthetic judge-
ments a priori possible?' (ib.) For the solution of this
rroklem depends, Kant argues, the possibility of the use of
reason 1n the founding of mathematics and natural science.

Kant believes that in placing this question at the centre cf
his philosophy he 1is bringing about a radical change 1n the
methodology of the theory of knowledge. This methodological
change amounts,he suggest. to a reversal of its former prior-
ities: 'Hitherto 1t has been assumed that all our cognition
should aceoq@hate 1tself tc obgects. However, all attenvnts
made under that presuppcsition to make anything of c¢bjects

with concepts a priori through which our kncwledge wculd be
exteﬁded have come to nothing. The attempt will therefore

be made this once to see whether we would not advance better

in the tasks of metaphysics in that we assumc that objects must

10 R
' This reversal 13

acoomgﬁate themselves 1o our cognition.
analogous to a change that had to take place in the method of
natural science before 1t could progress properly. For Just
as Copernicus could make no progress while he assumed the spec-
tator to be fixed and the heavenly bodies to Be in moticn, phil-

osophy in Kant's opinion, would advance no further unless 1%t

inverted 1ts 'universe'. If we make the assumption in philos-

10. Kant. 1bid., p. 25. C. Lukacs 1in his History and Class
Consciousness (English Ed., Merlin Press, .971.) mistakenly,
I think, regards this methodological revolution as the pro-
lem that aominates Modern Philosophy. For this, and other
mlscellaneous remarks on the problem, see pp. 111 - 112.
(Merlin ed.).
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ophy that objgecte are constructed according to our incde of
cognition of them, then philoscphy may regain the ground 1t
had lost in frying to make our thinking acco%odate 1tselfl to
objects. This ground would be regained 1n that the structure
of the object could now be assumed tTo be i1dentical with our
mode of cognition of 1t. Thus there would be a great deal

we could say a priori about objects as they were the product

of the 'I think' or the I 1tself.

This emphasis on the role of the I 1n the cognition of
objects 1s in Hegel's view the essenftial aspect of Kant's
philosophy and follows logically from the objection that Kant
ievels at the sceptical empiricism of Hume. This obgection
to Hume's philosophy 1s, as we have already seen, that Hume does
not allow validity to, nor even recognise, the synthetic prop-
ositions a priori contained in all our empirical knowledge.

He had taken this view because in his opainion, the noticns of
universality and necessity were not to be found 1n our <xperie~ace,
understood as the sense-1mpressions we receive of an obgyect.

But Kant, Hegel claims, does not wish to confine experience 1in
this way. As well as the sense-material (sinnlichen Stoffes),

Kant argues, there are also included 1in experlence universal

. 1
relations (allgemeinen Be21ehungen).‘l These are Lhe synthetic

)

11. Hegel. Werke 8, (Enzy. I), p. 1i2. Hegel adds, ' - the

L
thought-determinations or concepts of the understanding
make up the objectivity of the experience-knowledge.' 1bid..
p. 115.



preopositions a priori of the understanding. Hume's error,
then, was not to have seen from the beginning that exgerience
was made up of these two elements. Kant 1s prepared tc grant
that the sense-data have in themselves no necessary connection:
they merely form a sensucus manifold. The universality and
necessity i1ndeed come from elsewhere, namely, from the I, the
subjgect of knowledge. His answer to the question: 'Where do
the synthetic prepositions a priora arise?' 1s therefore, 'In

1 12

the thinking subJect himself.

' of the thecry of knowledge has, then, to

'The 'universe
be stocd on 1fts head because the notions of universality and
necessity which are absolute requirerents ror our knowledge arc

not, Kant believes, *o be found in the objects of exgerienc

@

themselves. These notions are only to be found in the I, or

what he calls the 'unaty of apperception' (Einheit der Apperzeo-
tion). Opposed to that unity of apperception stands The other
element of experience tne 'manifold of 1nturticon' (Mannigfeltize
der Anschauung). Now, according to Kzant, in order that we may
experience objects at all, this manifold of aintuition has to be

reduced by the categories of the understanding to the unity of

apperception. This suggestion, Hegel believes, 1s the principal

achievement of the Kantian phllosophy.13 For here Kant has not

12. 'Because..nece351ty and universality 1s not in external
things, they must be a priori, 1.e. lie in Reason 1tself,
Reason as self-conscious Reason.' Hegel. Werke 20, D. 330

13. 'And this unity of the manifold posited through my cpontaneit,

this is thought 1n gereral, the synthesising of the man:folid.

This 1s a grcat conscrousness, an impcertant insight (Erienn-
tnis).' 1bad., p. 3i44.



only made 1t clear that the I posculates the necessary
relations within experience but also that 1t constitutes

that experzence. Qur sense-1mpressions may well supply

the content of experience, but the I, the unity of apper-
ception supplies 1ts form. What makes the content an obgect
of our experience at all 1s the unaity brought aboul 1n the
manifold by the 'I thaink'. And the distinct manner of this
relation', Hegel claims, 'are the pure concepts of the under-

standing: the categorles’.l4

Hegel, however, places an even greater significance on tre
'spontaneaty of the I' than Xant has 2ndicated here. Whereas
Kant has no desire to disprove Hume's thesis completely, Hegel
clearly believes that the idea of the 'unity of appercepcion’

15 a wholly successful answer to the problems that beset Hume's
P

. 1 .
empiricism. 5 This 1s because 1t provides a more workable
notion of experience. In Kant's notion of experience it 1is,
. 16
he claims, recognised that 'perception 1s not yet experience.

What counts as experience for Kant 1s the synthesis of the

*

content, of the manifold of appeararce in the unity of appercep-

14, Hegel. Werke &, p. 116.

15. This opinion Hegel »nrobably shared with all edvcated Germans
of his time. Certeainly 1f 1s one shared by PFichte an
Schelling. It 15 remarkable tvo note how the shiiting of tne

ground of a philosopvhical discussion is secn as lhe refuto-
tion of the old system.

16. Hegel. Werke, Vol. 20., p. 347.
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fion. Withain the notiocn of experience 1s now contained

the 1dea of the organisation of the sense-data: 1ts subsumption
under the categories of the understanding. This organisation
of the sense-data 1s an activity that accordang to Kant the
subject of knowledge must undertake 1n order that there may

be an cbJect of knowledge at 211: 'The synthetac unity of the
conscliousness 1s therefore an objective condition of all know-
ledge., not simply one that I may require to know an object but
under whilch each aintuition must stand in order that tc become

an object for me, L

This contrasts sharply with the 1dea of experience of the
empiricists and, indeed, of the Rationeirists, in that the con-
tent cf experience now becomes sdabjective. As Hegel says,
'consciousness becomes one, 1t becomes my content'. In Kani's
notion of experience 'T am now I', not something external to
myself.l8 The fact that somelhing may be experienced implles
with Kant that 1%t has to be subsumed by the unity of the T.

It has to become my content and not remain something other
than myself which I have to assimmilate passively. As Hegel

states in his criticism of Locke's materialism, experience 1s

now to be understood as the 'consciousness of what I have or

17. Kant. Kritik der Reinen Vernunft, op.cit., p. 140, As
Kbrner (Kant: Pengvin Original, p. 63) says: '..iLhe mere
perception of a determinate object, 1.e. none which 1s not
but could be Judged T¢ be the bearer of concepts, presupposes
the synthetic unity of the object, and consequently the unity
of’ pure apcrerception. '

18.  Hegel. Werke 20, p. 344,
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am' and not merely as the consciousness of what 15.19 I
have to be active in relation to the objgect. The notion of
the unity of apperception of Kant's philosophy expresses thas
for Hegel. Tt i1mplies that all that 'I touch must be 1tself

constrained into this form of unlty'.go

This., as I have al-
ready intimated, 1s 2 much broader interpretation of the 'unity
of apperception' than that of Kant. For Hegel the 1dea becomes
an expression of correct 1dealism. It indicates to him that

1n genuline philosophy all otherness, all obgectivity 1s over-
come.

It 1s in this sense that Hegel thinks Kant to be deficient
in his thinking. Kant, 'unfcrtunately', fails to cowprehend
his own principle 1n 1ts full cbjgective significance. He does
not present 11 as the refutaticn of materialism. Rather, he
1s content to allow Locke and Hume their sphere waithin philosophy.
kant 1s able to do this because he regards nh s theoretical phil-
osophy as transcendental. By this he means that 1t does noft
attempt to apply 1ts conclusions to the concrete object of know-
ledge, tc what is external to us, the 'object cut there'. As
Kbrner says, transcendental philcsophy 1s 'conceimed not co
much with objects, as with the maunnzsr of our ccgnition of ob-

21
Jects 1n so far as 1t is a priori possible', Transcendental

19. See above, Chapter One pp.42.- 44,
20. Hegel. Werke 20, p. 34k,

21. S. Kbrner. op.cit., p. 35. He continues 'more precisely, a
a piece of knowledge 1s transcendental 1f 1t 1s a priori and
1f by 1t we urderstand "thet and why certe.n pressritations
(verceptions or concepts) are only a priori apriied or
possible” .’




philosophy 1s to be distinguished specifically from a trans-
cendent philosophy which would attempt to apply the categories
of the understanding to areas lying bsyond experience., Trans-
cendental philosophy remains correct 1n that 1t poeints

out the possibilities of our knowing objects whereas transcen-
dent philoscphy 2s wholly incorrect in that 1t attempts to

say that such conditions pertain to 'things themselves'. It
follows that the whole logical apparatus that makes possible
our knowledge, that which Xant examines 1n his transcendental
philosophy, remains for him subjectaive 1in 1ts significance.
Although 1t makes possible our knowledge of things 1t cannot
provide us with the knowledge of the 'thing in 1tself' (Ding
an sich). Thus from 'this human faculty of cognition Kant

differentiates the in-itself, the thaing in itself.' 22

Hume and Lccke retain then their sphere in Kant's philos-
ophy because, Hegel argues, Kant admits as a constituent part
of all knowledge the manifold of sense-experience. It was
the empiricists that had shown that what this senuous manifold
was 'in i1tself' was unknowable. It was only known to us through
our sense-impressicns which, they claimed, were just as much
affections 1n us as qualities 1n objects giving rise to these

affections. 1t was therefore Kant's conclusions that we could

22. Hegel. Werxe 20, p. 338. What Goldmamnhas to say on this
point 1s instructive: 'Knowledge of things 1in themselves
would only be possible through another kind of intuition
gualitatively different from that of given empirical men.

The understancaing as a nurely theoretical faculty, tied co
experience, cannot dcetermine whether such an intuit.on exists
or 1s even possible.'’ ¥znt, NLB, p. 135.
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only advance in mretavhysics 1 we assumed that what constituted
an object of experience was our mode of cognition. But that

the object was constitued in conformity with our mode of cognit-
1on did not, as we know, imply that we knew the object apart

from 1ts exXxperience. What 1t materially was 'in itself' was
forever beyond our ken. This Kant concedes to the materialists.
And it 1s this, of course, that Hegel cannot concede. In his
view 1t 1s because Kantian idealism concedes this that 1t re-
mains essentially at the stanapoint of Locke and Hume, at their
"'problem of knowledge'. Kant's philosophy 1s c¢ritical there-
fore because, Hegel claims, it has as 1ls premiss this empiricist
viewpoint that what is true can only be derived Trom the material

25

thing 1tself. This remains the standard of truth, in examin-

ing our mode of cognition the 'thing in i1tself' 1s the touchstone.

4

Kant does, however, undertake this examination of the cog-

nivive faculties 1n & manner that meets with Hegel's approval.

1t L

He sets to work in a historical fasnion going 'through the main

124

modes of theoretical consciousnesc. The first faculty or

25, 'The critique of reason 1s Just this: not to know ob,ects
but the cognition and the principles of reason, 1its limits
and 1ts extent, in order that 1t not become transcendent
(Ulberfliegend).' Hegel Werke 20, p. 339. Also, from the
early essay on 'Faith and Knowledge': '.. the whole task and
content of this philosophy 1s not the knowledge of the Absol-
ute but the knowledge of this subjectivity or a crivique cof
the faculty of cognition.' Werke 2, p. 307%.

24, Hegel. Werke 20, p. 339G. 'Kant was the first great modern
philosopher to maxe the threefold division: sensibiiilcy,
understanding and reason'. See Lucien Goldmann ©D.7LT.,

p. 159.




79.

mode examined 1s intuition, the second, the understanding and

the third, Reason. (The external scheme of the Phenomrenology

of Mind 1s evident here.) Beginning with intuition or appear-
2 s .
ance (Anschauung) 5 Kant distinguishes what 'correspondc to

sensation, the matter of the same' from that through which the

25

O

manifold of appearance may be ordered, 'the form of appearance'.
This distinction between form and matter we nave already encoun-
tered in our discussion of Kant's notion of the 'unity of appear-
ance'. Ncw, 1n the Transcendental Aesthetic whsat correspends to
the matter, the content of sensation "ijould be such gualities as
smell, colour, hardness etc. However, Just as did Descartes

and Locke, Kant distinguishes from this ordinery matter of sens-
ation that which gives 1t extension, or structure (Gestalo).
Kant's 2dealism now consists in saying that we provide tnat form

or structure to what appears to us: 'By means of external sensc

(a property of our mind (Gemlit)) we represent to olLr,selves as

>
being ouvtside ourselves objects and alrtogether n3 being in space.'~7
25. The translation of Kant's term Anschauung represents so0ne-
thing of a proolen, It 1s also a fterm that 1s cof some sig-
nificance in our enquiry. It 1s normally translated as
"1ntuition’. In some 1nstances, however, this translation
misses the point and verms such as 'appearance' and 'percep-
tion' are nearer the mark. It 15 always as well {c¢ keep in

mind the literal German sense of the term 'look on at' when
dealing with 1t.

N

26. Kant. Kritik der Reinen Vernunft, Suhrkamp Werke 35, p. ©9

27 . Ibid., p. 71. He continues: 'Therein their formr, size and
relationship to each other i1s determined or determinable.’
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Svace 1s in this way ccnsidered by Kant to be a pure intuition
(reine Anschauung), something which we supplv to the matter of
sensation 1n our consciousness. Similarly, Time 1s a pure 1n-
tuition; 1t is the manner in which we represent cbjects to our-
selves with our inner sense. We provide these universal cond-
itions for each thing we intuit. Intuition (Anschauung) is
therefore wholly distinct from sensation (Erpfindung). An
example that Hegel gives is: hardness 1s my sensation; intuition
1s that I sense something hard, that I project the hardness as
being outside myselfl 1n space. The materialists'attempt o
derive all knowledge from ocutside myself and, even more, restricct
all experience to the same, 15 therefore fundamentelly miscon-

ceived because the 'outside myself' 1s my own intuition.

We would expect that Hegel would be wholly satisfied with
this account which appears toc be a refutation of materialism,
certainly of the materiali-m of Locke. However, he argues that
Kant has missed the polat in regarding svace and tTime as rerms
of 'sensuous 1ntu1tlon'.28 He agrees that they ere abstractions
that do not pertain to sense-perception i1tself. But the abstrac-
tion space, for one, does not make the object appear outside our-
selves. Kant gives this impression by regaréing space and time
as sensuous i1ntuitions. According to Hegel Kant argues that
'"there are things outside but without space or time. Now
conscliousness comes and has within itself tire and space as
possibilities of experience, jgust as 1n order to eat 1t has a mouth
29

and teesth as the conditions necessary for eating.' In genulne

28. Hegel. Werxe 9 (Die Naturphiliosopnle), opp. 41 - 42,

29, Hegel. Werke 20, p. 341.
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ldealism, however, Hegel claims, space and time do not take

on this defective subjective form. In genuine, obgective,
1dealism they are regarded as 'external universals'. (1b.)
This requires some explanation. Hegel regards Kant as

a subjective 1dealist in so far as the Subject provides both

the form and the matter of our knowledge.jo As we have seen,
the matter of our knowledge 1s provided by our sensation, the
form by our thought. So we have to conclude, 1f Hegel wishes

to oppose this view with the view that space and time are 'exter-
nal universals', that in his objective 1dealism the matter of

knowledge 1s provided by things outside ourselves. To return

[¢}]

to Hume's example, the cause and effect are not then in Hegel's
epistemology simply i1deas Lthat we provide for ihc objects of
experience, they are categcries which are, he says, determinations
of their objects. (ib.) Hegel 1s prepared to admit that zt 1s

a2 relationship that may only be discerned by our thougnt but

1t 1s staill, in nis view. a relationship of the things thenselves.
Space and time are external universals in the sense that although
it 1s only we who know them as abstractions, we cannot conciude
that they dc not pertain to things in theuselves. Of course,

the question now arises: where then does the 'true' i1dealism
take 1ts place? Hegel, after all, appears to be taking a
materialist stand. The concepts space and time, he argues,
are external universals, concepts which are 1dentical wath

features of the external world. They are the way 1n wnich

things in nature are ordered. However, he stretches this

30. Hegel. Werke 8, p. 119.




argument Lo mean that these concepts are the features

of the external world, or that they are the order of nature.
Space 1s the order in which things are in nature; 'however
1t is not merely an external designation, but rather extern-
ality 1tself.'31 So the abstraction, the concept space 1S
regarded in Hegel's objective i1dealism as the order 1tself.

The concept, and this 1s extremely important in understanding
Hegel's 1dealism, is the reality of the external world. lant,
he suggests, failed to attain this 'objective' view of things
because he considered the notions time and space within the
Lockean context. The guestions he had occupied himself with
were, Hegel says, Are they something externael to the mind cv
are they i1n the mind alone? He had never sought to discover
what they were 1n themselves. Had he examined the ncction of
space for itself, we are to presume from Hegel's account, he
would have discovered that it was not Jjust tThe subjeciive poss-
ibality of extensicn but that extensaon 1tself.

Frem Kant's account of intuit 1on, we move on to the und=r-

standing. The understanding, according to Kant 1s the carabil-

: 2
ity of producing conceptlons,3 the sportaneity of cognition.

31. Hegel. Werke 9, p. 43. It 1s this conceptaon of 1deali
that makes possible the much debated (and debatable) tr
ition from the Logic Lo the Pnhiiosophy of MNacure. The
we are told, (JEEETj p. 24) pesses into Nature through
self-externalisation. It beccmes the other of 1tsell as
space. Space 1s both Tdea (Logic) and 'externality 1t-
selt' (Nature), See also: G.R.G.Mure. The Philosophy
of Hegel, Oxfora University Press, 1965. pp. 1%y - 153,
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3. Kant. ¥r1tik der Reiner. Vernunft, op.ecit., '.. the
capability of producing representaticns {(Vorstellungsn)
themselves, of the srontaneity of cognition is the under-
standing.' p. 97.




The categcries producec 1n the understvandang., as I have
already said, are the form i1n which the I reduces the sense-
data of intuvition to a2 unity. The unity of apperception

1s thus simply the synthesis of the understanding, and the
activity of the I in organising the manifold of appearance

1s commensurate with the understanding. We have therefore
already enccuntered Kant's notion of the understanding. As
I have tried to demcnstrate, Hegel regards 1t as providing 2a
more adequate description of experience than that provided by
the Empiricists. However, this enthusiasm for Kant's notion
of the understanding 1s tempered by his view that the marnner
in which Kant depicts the unity of apperception as 'accompany-

.

4
ing' (beglejten)3) all my conceptions 1s deficlent.

jms

R
epe.s

everl finds 1t a 'barbaric' depiction of the actaivity of the T.

1

Tt gives him the impression that the 'I think' stands fo oune

s1de as though 1t were 1tself empty. The activity of the I
consequently consists .n uniting this erpty 'I think' w:ilh the
conceptions that stand to one side of 1t. But 1f 'the I, the

unity of self-consciousness, 15 wholly abstract and fully unde-
termined how then', he asks, 'are the determinations of the I

to be arrived at?' Now, 1in the philoscphy of Kant these cate-
gories of the understanding ars discovered 1n a very convenient
way. 'Fortunately we find empirically given in ordinary locgic

1 D4

the various forms of the judgement. Because Kant depicis the

3%,  Ibid., p. 136.

34, Hegel. Werke 8; p. 117. Hegel adds that 1t was, on the other
hand, the ' profound service' of the Fichtean philosophy to
have pcinted out that 'the deterwminations of thought' are
'essentially to be derived'. 3ee below, p »02.
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unity of apperception as 'accompanying' my conceptions he

1s able to derive those conceptions (the categories) and the
forms of their use simply by transferring ihe ccntent of
ordinary logic to his Transcendental Logic. This Hegel

regards as a wholly unwarranted procedure. In simply aligh-
ting on the categories in ordinary logic Kant has, in his
opinion, evaded the necessity of deducing them from the notion
0of the understanding i1tself. The categories are 10 ve properly
introduced 1n philosophy by their deduction from the unity of
apperceptzon 1tself, or what Hegel calls, i1n the Log.c, the

35

'notion'.

It 1s, as we have seen, for i1ts implacit attack on #Hie_

2y

empiricism that Hegel rates most highly Kant's account of the

understanding. In his view, it settles c¢nce and for all the
problems of empiriciswm by showing that the 'notion' 1s nigner
than self-percepticn. Indeed, accoraing to Xant's interovreto-

tron of the understanding, the matfer That our senses »nrovide
] - — 36 T 4
18 not even an obJect, it 1s merely a sensuous maniiold. It
becomes objective solely through the synthesis of appercepfticn.
J y g y prp P

Thus 1t appears to Hegel that the priorities of empiricism are

35. Ibid. That Hegel considers the two, the unity of apper-
ception (the I) and the notson, to be wore or less the zame
may be seen from this quocation {from the Science o7 IogiLe:
'"The notion 1n so far as 1t has been extended i1.sell Lo
such an existence wnich 1s 1tself free 1s nothing other than
the I of the pure self-consciousness.' Werke 6, . 2532.

36. An 'objgect 1s' oaly 'that in whoese concept the manifoid of

a given 1ntwition 1s united. "Kritik der Reinen Vernunft,
op.c1t., p. 139.
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reversed. 'Sense-percention', he says, 'is now i1n fact
that which is actually dependent anda secondary and
fhoughts are i1in contrast that which 1s fruvly independent

1 37

and primitive. By way of an exemple, he suggesis, we

can consider the science of astronomy. All that the astronom-
ist i1mmediately perceives with his senses are the changes of

cof position on the part of the stars. It 1s only when he

brings his thinking t¢ bear on this matter of intuition
(Anschauung) that 1* 1s possible to explain these movewments.

Our knowledge of the heavens derives from the ability of the
human understanding to bring the content of sense-perception

into relation through the categories. The laws ¢f the heavens
clearly arise from the understanding of the astronomist not

from his 1sclated sense-impressions. Hegel, as we would expect,
does not wish to suggest with this that the laws cf the heavens
do not have their origin xn experience. Rather, 1t 1s evidence
for him that genuvine e>perience 1s much higher than sense-exper-
ience. In this case 1t shows 1tself to be the content of sense-
experience subsumed under laws. Implicit in this, then, is

3

that 'what 1s experience should be universal. snculd count f

1 58 '

or

all time.

This 1s evidently not Kant's interpretaticn of the powers

of the understanding. Kant, as I have already said, regerded

3. 'In this s=nse Kant called that which conforined with thought
objective and indeed with full gustificatvion’, Hegel cont-
inues. derke 3, p. 115.

38, hegel. Werke 20.. p. 347.
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the apparatus of the understand.ng as providiang us with
knowledge which was inherently subjective. The knowledge
pertained to the mode of cognition only, 1t was merely our
orientation in the world.59 Hegel suggests that Xant 1is
'timad'on this point because, Just as did the empiricists, he
only considered an i1ndavidual, contingent perception and under-
standing. The I in the Kantian philosophy 1s, he says, enclo-
sed within 1tself', the individual self-consciousness as such,
which 1s cpposed to the unlversal'.qo So this general approzch
to the theory of knowledge, is the same as thac of the empiricists.
Kant, 1n Hegel's opinion, never thinks to ask whether wnat the
understanding contains is itself true, Hence his accusat.on
1s, as ever, that Kant regards cur knowiedge nol from the view-
point of the abstrasction of the 'thing in 1tself’.

This lasl argument of Hegel's appears to carvry very lirttle

weight. The grounds of his criticism seem Lo b= mere =2szsrtlons.

39. Kant himself svuggests this analogy 1n nis essay 'what Jdoes
1t mean: to orrentate yourself in thinking' (Was heisst:
sich 1m Denken orientieren®). Werke 5. (Schriften zur

Metaphysik und Logik) pp. 267 = 283. The essentiel point

of the essay 1s that we orientate ourselves geographicaliy

and logically by means of 'a subjective critericn cf diff-
erence' (durch einen subjektiven Unterscheidungsgrund).

See 1bid.,pp. 262 - 270.

40. Hegel. Werke 20, p. 3%49. Goldmann's thesis (op.cxt.)

is mteresting in this respect,. He argues that the whoie
of Kant's philosophy depicts the limitations of man in
present-day bourgeois society. He even claims that, ain

some ways, 'Kant lays the philosovh:cal foundation for a

most penetrating critigue of bourgeoils individualist scciety.'
ibid., p. 110. This limitataion that Hegel discovers in

the philosophy of Kaunt would be seen then by Goldwmann as

a limitaticn in bourgeois thinking in gecnersl.



To 1lluminate the grounds we nave to return to his asseconment

1 i

of Kant's depiction of the 'unity of appercencion '. The
argument derives 1ts substance {rom what Hegel regards fto be
one of the most significant results of Kant's ohilosophy: the
proof that object-ve knowledge 15 to be derived from the activ-
1ty of the I alone. Thus we can only discover what 1s true by
appealing to the understanding. This understanding we have

1n common with, at the very least, other scicntists and philos-

" or 'coatingent'.

ophers. It 1s not therefore 'individusl
Consequently, 1t seems a contradiction to Hegel that Kant, who

had discovered the 1dea of the understanding and reason should

at the same Lime regard their products as being npurely supjectaive,

and, even more, that the standard of this subgectivifty should be
something that lay beyond experience: the thing in itself, or

the noumenon.

This brings us to the third and last facuity, the faculty
of Reascn. Reason 1n the Kantian philosophy, Hzge. tells us,
18 the faculty that has as 1ts obgject the unconditioned, 2r the

4] _ I~ . '
infinite. Since we know from Kant that we "can make no

adequate empirical use of the principles that are derived

=

from pure Reason we may assume that, 1f Reason has an object
at all, it 1s the noumenon. If thais 15 the case, then Reason

has as 1¢s obJect something which 1t can never attain. Iin this

41, Hegel. Werke 8, p. 121.

1

q4p. Kant. Kritik der Re.neun Veraunlt, p. 218.
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respect 1t would stand below the understanding. However,
and this again is what Hegel fands contradictory, as opposed
to the striving of Reason for the unconditioned, - the nosumenon,

-the knowledge whicnh the understanding rfurnisnes Kant regards

| Z
as limited, 1t 1s 'explained to be untrue, to be only appearance’%/

Reason stands above the understanding in its aim but apparently

beneath it in 1ts content.

Although Reason has as i1ts aim the knowledge of the infinite
1t is unabie to attain it. Hegel believes that there are tuo
reasons for this, Firstly, he takes Kant to mean that there
are no objects in our sense-experience that correspond te
Reason. But this, Hegel suggests, impliles a peculiar notion
of experience. It would appear that 'experience, observation
of the world, signifies to XKant nothing other than that there
1s a candlestick here and & snuff-box standing there.’ Clcarly,

whether one discovers Reason in experience ‘'deponds onn how one

looks at the world'.44

Kant's philosophy, however, has as
its basis an empirical view of experience. Experience is

regarded as what I intuit here and now; never, Hegel would

argue, it 1s regarded in 1ts full universality. This pecint.
as 1t stands, has great meriti. However, whenever 1n Hegel's
43, Hegel. Werke 8, p. 121. 'But while the subjective claim ol

the anity of pure apperception was shovn to be rightful,
Kant means to demonstrate that the subjective claim of

this so-called fundamental prainciple cf reason 1 the source
of antimonies and other fallacies..' Kbrner, cp.cait.,

pp. 110 - 110,

i Hegel. Werke 20, p. 3%2.
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philosophy we have 'universality', theology 1s not far away.
He 18 prepared tc concede Lo Xant that the unaversality of

Reason does not exist i1n the world considered i1n an empirical

sense. The Infinite, or absolute universality, i1s not some-
thing than can be sense-perceived. It 1s for thought alone
45

or, even worse, 'spirit i1s for spirit alone'. Hegel ruins

his argument for us by taking to the heavens. His secular
point, however, appears to be that we will not be able to
omprehend the world rationally 1f we conceilve experlance only

!

as a cand lestick here and a snuff-box there.'

We ought,
rather, he seems to be saying, to ccnsider experience as think-
ing-experience 1nvolving memory as well. On the other hana,
his theological point appears to be that 1I we consider exper-
ience 1n this way then the world will 1tself be ainfinate. It
seems again, then, that thinking-experience i1s for Hegel in an
Aristotleian manner, the Tdeal, the Infinite 1tself. Tne cont -

emplative life, the lifte of Reason 1i1s the divine life.

The second explanation that Hegel gives then Tor Kantian
Reason being unable to attain the Infinite, the divine life,
1s that Kant places too low a value on our thought. He inter-
prets Kant's account of experience to mean that our ideas are
necessarlily subjective. The categories of vhe understanding,
we are told by Kant, may be and are, legitimately applied in

the ordering of our sense-perceptions. This 1s a condition

that we may have objects of experience at all. But this order-

45, ',.der Geast ist nur flir den Geist.' Werke 20, p. 3%53.
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ing, we are remindaed in the discussion of Reason, 1s our

own, not that of the thing in 1tself. Thus 1n employing

these categories to attain the Infinite Reason becomes Transcen-
dent. Tt becomes transcendent by suggesting that the categories
do in fact correspond to aspects of the real world. It 1s

this that Hegel interprets as an underestimaticn of our thinking,
that Reason 1in seeking to extend our ideas to cover all pcssible
experience falls into contradictions: the Ancimonuies and makes
false conclusions: Paralogisms. This according to Kant 1is
Reason's own Dialectac. It inevaitably but, falsely, atteupts

to draw into an unity the knowledge of the understanding in
seeking the totality of conditions that condition scmething
limited. Kant acknowledges that 1t 18 the nature cf Reason (o
1nguire after the knoweldge of final causes, but because the
means at 1ts disposal, the categories of the understanding,

are inherently deficient, .t can never attain that end.

The solution of tl.» antipomies oOFf contradictions into which
Reason 1s necessarily lead 1s, Hegel notes, very 31mple.46
Just as 1t 1s the nature of Reason to seek the totalaty of all
conditions underlying a contingent okjgect of the understanding
1t 18 equally 1ts nsture that what it seexks cannct possibly

pertain to experience. Reason seeks to know the world 'in

itself', that 1s 1ts nature, but all that 1s given, Kant asscrts.

is appearance. Reason falsely argues., then, rrom appearance to
46, The soclution Hegel cleims is as 'travial' as the insignt
inte the contradictory nature of experience s 'profound'.

Werke 8, p. 120.
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reality. So the solution 1s simply 'that the contradiction
(i.e. the antipomies) does not fall 1in the object 1n and for
1tself but pertains only to the knowing Reason.' (1b.) As

we would expect, this to Hegel represents a fundamental mis-
understanding of contradiction or Dialectic. Kant rightly
pointed out that contradictions, the antimamies that Reason
discovers, are not arbitary. They necessarily arise in the
effort to discover the totality of conditions limiting an
obgect. However, the facl that Kant referrcd all these contirad-
rcetrions to the faculty of Reason 1tself represents for Hegel a
scevere limitation 1n his philosophy. Rather than regard exper-
ience 1tself as being inherently contradictory FReascon has itgell
to take on the burden. The thainking subject, the I, 18 itselfl
responsible for bringing contradiction into experience accord.ing
to Kant. Hegel 1s supposed to have remarked in his Lectures

c1 the History of Philosophy: ‘'As 1t was God previously wh»

ook up all centradictions in himself, s0 now 2t is self-conscious-

)]
ness'.47 Just as with the Rationalists 1t was God which was
the drain into which all contredictions flowed48 30 now vwith
Kant it 1s the I that has to take on the 'negativity' of the

world. Kant, Hegel believes, shows toc much tenderness to

worldly thaings' in this, his Dialeotlc.49 Tt 1s these 'worldly

4. Hegel. Werke 20, p.359.
48, See above, p. 34+ (Chapter 1).

49, Hegel. Werke 20, p. 359 See also,Werke 8, p.l26. Contrad-
iction and 'negatviwity' are then according to Hegel 1ea*ur
&

of the real world. However, this 1s n~t 1n nse (of
Marx) that they become 1ntolerable and we hav gt up ana
change the world. But 1n the sense that our thinking 1©nous
the world as inherently a negative cne and in this knowiedgs
raises 1tsell above that negetaivity. Reason .s therefore
net the demand to overthrow those negative condiTiogn, 2.
the rose i1n the cross of the pregsent

T (D =)



things', the content or experience, as he argues at length

in the Pnenomenology of Mind and the Logic, that are inherently

contradictory. It 1s i1ndeed the task of Reason to discover
that Dialectic but also to hold fast to 1t, not as 1ts own,

but as the essence of the world. It has to raise 1tself above
contradiction to the contemplation of 1its own Idea by knowing

that the Idea, Dialectic, 1is the essence of the world.



(i1) The Critigue of Fichte's Theoret:cal Philosophy

Kant's account cof Dialectic was, Just as was his general
account of experience, marred for Hegel by the excessive toler-
ance he had shown to 'worldly things'. Hegel cannot understand
why Kant had preferred the antimofies and paralogisms tc fall
within the I rather that within the worid. It was, Hegel would
argue, the world that was inherently contradictory. It was not
the case that Reason, our supreme cognitive faculty, straysd
of 1ts own aooord into contradiction but that the experience
1t sought to comprehend was dialeclical. What had prevented
Kant from situating the antimonies in the world in this way
was the limiting idea of the 'thing in 1tself' (Ding an sich).
Not surprisingly, therefore, 1t is this 1dea that for Hegel
becomes the general indication of Kant's 'timnidity' in comprehen-
dilng experience. Kant's claim was, as we have seen, that we
can have objective knowledge only of things that originate in
our sense perceptions. As the mark of a thing in 1tself, vere
it to exist at all, would be that 1t did not originate in our
sense-perceptions, we cannot possibly have an objective know-
ledge of 1t. We can know only phenomena never noumens. The
dialectic of Reason, as I have explaine¢ previously, 1s that 1t
necessarily seeks knowledge beyond the phenomenal world, a
knowledge of how things are in themselves (cf noumena) which 1s
a xnowledge 1t cannot of necessity attain. This brings us to
Hegel's objections to the theoretical philosophy of Fichte.

For 1t 1s Hegel's cpinion that the philesophy of Fichte takes

as 1ts point of departure the kKantian dialectic, and in particular,



the apparently insuimmountable contrepcsition of the 'I think'

to the 'the thing in itself'.

It 1s commonly known that the principal category in Fichte's
philosophy 1s the Ego (das Ich) or simply, what I shall call

1t here, the I. Hegel suggests that Fichte's notion of the I

is merely a modification of the notion of the unity of apper-

ception of Kant's philosophy. The drift of his argument
would seem to be this. According to Kant, the unity of epper-
ception 1s what makes possible any objective experience. It

is only thrcugh our perceptions being accompanied by the 'T

think' could we perceive objects at all. ™ais may be taken f«
mean, Hegel adds, that i1n a certain manner tThe I, or the uvnity
of apperception, cor.atructs the objects of experzence - the matier
of the construction being supplied by our sense-impressions,

the form by the categories of vhe understanding and 'the lakovr'
by the unity of apperception. Now, 1n Kant's philosopny thara
remains an element which is not supplied by the I itzelf. naeme.y,
those things external to ourselves (Dinge an sich) that give
rise to our sense-impressions. Fichte, however, and this is
where he modifies Kant's notion of the I, takes one step further
and argues that even those things 1n therselves are an altribute
of the I. In the gargon of his philosophy they are what the

I itself posats.

-

If this account of Hegel's 1s correct 1t appears that
Fichte nas extended Kant's theory of knowledge into an ontology.
It 1s evident that in Kant's description ol experience thoe J

does not of itself constitute keing. The unity of apperception



does 1ndeed constitute our experience but 1t does not for that
reason constitute all that is. In his philosophy there is,
as we know, a given substratum which remains external to the
I. In contrast, in Fichte's philosophy, the given itself
becomes a property, or modification ol the I. The I itself
constitutes all being. It appears, then, that Fichte has
interpreted the notion of the unity of apperception to mean
not only that 1 conceptually construct my world but also that
I construct 2t physically.

This ontology Fichte equates with genuine idealism. 1t
has in his opinion to be distinguished especially Trom dogmatlsm.SO
Genuine idealism, he claims, is that philosopnhy which derives
the whole of experience, includaing the 'nou-ego', from the I.
This is, of course, solipsism, the view that the self 1s the
only knowable and existing thing. It 1s, however, a complex
kind of solipsism. Fichte, as we shall sece, 1s not concerned
to place knowledge in doubl. His aim 1s, rather, 1o give it
an unshakeablie certainty. If this 1s his aim it muslt of necese-
ity follow that there is something more than the seli which 1s
the object or knowledge. His solipsism is complex, then, 1in
that he asseris a knowable world which, however, must have 1ts
ground 1n the szelf. We can perhaps see how 1 becomes possible

for Hachte to

)
n
v

1

¢

osert this if, as I have already suggested, we
regard his philoscophy as a Kantian ontology. So what we have

to explaln 1s the possibility of deducing the external world

50. R.Adanson. Fichte, Dblackwood Pnilosophical Classics for
I'ngl:sh Teacers, . 12C.




frem the Kantian unity of apperception. Now, as we know, 1%

15 this unity that accompanies ocur perceplions whach, for Kant,
makes possible an object of experience. What Fichte appears to
do is to move from this nocion of the I as the cognitive possib-
ility of experience to a notion of the I as the real ground of
experience. Thus the deductior of an external world within his
solipsism presents no problem. If in our experience we know
there 15 an external world this 1s because, Fichte would argue,
the I has posited 1t as such. Any other argument concerning

the nature of experience leads 1n his view to dogmatism.

Undeterred (or sc we must believe) by this charge of dog-
matism Hegel finds much to crificise in the 1dealism of Faichte.
As we would expect the solipsism of Fichte's idealism does not
escape his notice. According to him, the force of Fichte's
argument 1s that 'Everything determinate that the I hag, it
has through my positing: I make a cost and boots mwyself n
that I put them on'.51 The source of this confusion, Hegel
suggests, 1s the manner in which Fichte expresses th:is doctrine.
It 1s 'the form of presentation thet is uncomfortable; I pos:it,
so that I always have the I before my eyes'?g What 1mmediately
comes to mind in Fichte's presentation of idealism 1s not its
rationale, the Kantian unity cf apperception, the synthetic
activity of the I that makes the obgects of experience possible,

but the individual empirical T. When Fichte says that the I

51. Hegel. Werke 20, p. 404.

52. Hegel. 1bid., p. 405.
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posits a world external to itself as the not-1, as Hegel
suggests, we i1mmediately imagine ourselves producing things
such as boots and coats by our mere act of thinking of them.

In the most genuine of 1dealism, however, the I as understood
by Fichte becomes superflucus. Thus Hegel 1s prepared to
admit the Kantian case that it 1s my thinking activity that
organises experience i1ntoc an objective world but the essential
aspect of this idea is not for Hegel the organising activity

of the I but the mode or manner in which that unaity of apper-
ception is attained. Fichte, Hegel claims, concentrates on
the less significant subjective side of Kant's i1dea of the
unity of apperception. Hegel himself prefers to slress what
he takes To be the objective aspeof of the 1dea: the categories
of the understanding which bring abovt the unity of apperceotion.
He suggests that, 1f we concentrate on these concepts and their
necessity, we then have genuine idealismn. This is of course

53

the view of idealist presented in his Sgiaence of Logic.

FPichte, I have argued, derives the whole of experience from

the Ego or the 7T. He sets about this intriguing d=duction 1in

"
a Cartesian fashion, In his essay Uber den Begriff{ der Wissen-

schaftslehre he znforms us that the nrincipal problem cf phil-

osophy 1is the search for a principle that would be the absolute

53. We might therefcre see Hegel's i1dealism in this way. Where-
as Kant had regarded tne categories of the understanding as
subjective means trhrougn which we orientate ourselves in the
world, Hegel regarcs the categories as beth our comprehension

of the worid ond the world 12tself. Tnis 1s the concevtion one
gets of Hegel's 1dealism vihen reading the Logic,especially the
Chapter on tne 'Notion' (Werke 6, pp. 243 - 209) where he cormes
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54

A_’\

first principlz of all human knowledge. His view 1s that
1t 1s only by discovering such a principle that chilesophy can
become a science. As that principle would be the absolute
principle of knowledge 1t would have as 1ts characteristaic
that 1t would not be open to proof. To make 1t subjgect to
proof would he to Induce & circular argument since 1t could
cnly be proved by itself. It follows, in Fichte's view, that

that principle may only be discovered or derived. He under-

takes this task in nis Grundlage der Wissenschaftsiehre. Thie

The procedure he adopts in that work 1s to pose the problem,

Whet dis 1t in the simple proposition A=A that makes 11 sslf-

; 5 . v o
evidently true?’5 and then to derive the grounds for a1ts
certainty. The procedure consists 1n deriving from one n.ece
of certain knowledge the certainly of knowliedg: 1in general. It

1s the same task that Descartes sets himsel{ on deducing the

56

certainty of the cognito. Since then the problea 1s Cartesicn
1in nature 1t receives not surprisingly a Cartesian reply. Fichte
claims that the certainty or seli-evadent nature of knowledge 1=
deraived from the I 1tselr. He reasons that A is taken to be
identical with itself by analcgy with the simple 1dentsty of

the I am. We may accept the self-identity of A as being certain

and true from the original continuity of the I in experience.

54, Fichte. SHmtliche Werke Erster Rand, Leipzzg, Mayer and .
MlUller, p. &47. "The science of knowledge(Wissenscnaftslenre)
he says 1s 1iilself a scilence. It must, however, beflore all else
have a fundamental principle, which cannot be evidenced ny
1tself but musv 1for the purpose of 1ts possibility z2s a
science be presupposed.’

55. Ibid., pp. 92 - 93.

56. See gbove, D.6 .
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Even 1n the case of a tautolegy the I is the ground of the
certainty and truth. It follows for Fichte thet 'the grounds

of all the facts of the empirical consciousness' is that 'before
all positing in the I, the I has itself previously been posited'.
Without going in to what all this might mean for Fichte, we can
see the essentials of his point cf view. He is arguing that
the I is implicit in the positing of the world and is therefore

the cercainty of that world.

Hegel in his summary of Fichte's philosophy in the Lectures

on the History of Philosophy svggests that this is the first of

three principles from which Fichte develops his subjective
idealism. The three principles are immediately recognisable

as those witnh which Fichte opeas hié Grunglage. All three
principles involve modifications of the T. The first principle,

Hegel suggests, is that of identity or, in the terms of Fichte'

143}

philosophy Ich (I) = Ich. It is Fichte's claim tha. this prop-

osition 1s the certainty that lies behind any cempirical assertion.

1}

!

Hence, what is claimed 1s that the object excernal to ourselves
is what it is because 1t derives its continuity, which 1s its
identity, from the I itself. Now what this principie expresses
for Hegel 1s that 'self-consciousness 1s not dead idencity, not
o 158 e .
non-being but obyect which 1s equal toc me. He 15 in sympathy

with this view because 1t suggests that the I is not simply self-

enclosed but 1s obgective. What is, I think, meant by this 18
57 . Fichie. Grundlage der, pgEsamnte W1s:enscLaftslgﬁzg werke,

op.cit., p. S§o.

58. Hegel. VWerke 20, p. 345,

LTRSS
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that Fichte 1n depicting the I as the ground of the certainty

of all knocwledge had therefore come to regard the I, not only

as a subjective power but as in itself a criterion of objectivity.
Hegel contrasts this with the position in Kant's philosophy where
the unity of apperception (the 'I thank' that accompanies all

our perceptions) constructs the objects of experience cr, 1n

the terms that Hegel employs, 1s the source of the i1dentity of
objects but 1s not an objective source of that identity. Acc-
ording to Kant, 1t 1s an 1dentity that only the I furnisnhes.

It does not pertain to things in themselves. Fichte's merit 1is,
in Hegel's view, that he reasons that the identity 1s both cont-
alned 1n appearance and has 1ts absolute ground in the I. This
is what the first basic principle of FTichte's pniloscphy expresses
for Hegel. It 1mpliecs the view that the cognitive activity of
the I 1s simultaneously subjective and objgective. It follows
for Hegel that 1t 1s appropriate in epistemoclogy that wnat is
obJective 'be transformed into I i1n order that T have only my

159

determination in 1it.

This principle, though formally correct in Hegel's view,
suffers from a deficiency, namely its lack of a concrete content.
'"Therefore', he says, 'it 1s necessary for Flcﬂte to gosit
another basic prlﬂClple'.6O And 1t 1s this prainciple that
prcduces what Hegel calls difference in Fichte's system. In

other words, 1t acts as the socurce of an acrtrual content for the

50. Ibid., p. 395.

60. Ihaid.
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formal 1dentity ol the system. So ths second basic oprincaple
of Fichte's philosophy 1s that the I posits 1tself as opposed

by an non-T. It 15 from this principle that the external

world i1s derived 1n Fitphe's prhilsophy or what Hegel calls the
'other' of self-consciousness. Therefore 1n talking of things
external to ourselves we are, 1n the terms of Fichte's philos-
ophy, talking of a world that is established by the I 1tself.

In his view, all externals are established by the positing of

a non-TI (nicht Tch) by the TI. So the concrete world in his
philosophy paradoxically appears as a negative affirmation of
the subject. In this we can see most clearly Fichte's subject-
1ve 1dealism:'..all reality 1s posited in the I, the non-I 1s
however opposed to the I; consequently there 18 posited in the
latter no reality at all but pure negation; and it has therefore
no reality at all in 1tself'.6l For even in establishing an
external reality Fichte points out thac 1t has no reality.

Hegel wovld stop short at such an account of extsmmal real:ity.
As we saw earlier in his account of Locke's ph.losophy, he
considers that reality has first of all to be regarded as

external or objective. Only then 1s 1t to be shown to be 1deal.

The third basic principle of Ficnte's philsophy 1s a
synthesis of the two preceding ones. It 15 what Hegel calls
the proposition of ground.62 As ground, he says, the fairst
two principles are mutually determining so that the non-T that

is postulated as determining me will be mediated by the self-

61. Fichte. SEmtliche Werke, op.cit., p. 132.

62. Hegel. Werke 20, p. 397.
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identity(Ich = Ich) of the I. T will know the opposite,

r

the non-I, only as my own posited oppositiong. Equally, however,
the T finds 1tself determined by the non-I such that the 1 1s
objective or non-I. Hegel then seems right 1n saying that
the principle of ground 1s, in short, 'I am limited by the
non-I and the non-T 1s limited by the I.'6j Tt 15 this
principle, Hegel argues, that revresents Fichte's logical
advance over Kant. For instead of finding the rcategcries of
the understanding conveniently to hand in formal logic as did
Kant, Fichte sets about deducing them from the manifold and

64

reciprocal relations of the I and the non-I.

Also Fichte suggests that, depending on how thess mutual

.~

forms of limitation are viewad, we have e.ther ta=oretical or
practical philosophy. The theoretical provosition would be that

i am obgect, T am limited by the non-I. But we have to remember

\

Hh

that this 1s ncot simply the second basic principlc

O

Fichte's philosophy since he regards this relation

Q

3 a2 reciproecal

+

one. In the theoretical pnilosophy the nct-I Is not merely
regarded as negation but as the I's own lamitation of 1tself.
As Hegel would say, I remain I in that thecretical relation.
It is 1ntended that 2t shovld contract wiuth thé enmpiracist's
account of the relation between subject and object. So the

the relation is not to be understood as one in which I as thiniing

subgect am merely passive but one in which I am also asctive.

We may see 1t 1n this way. It 1s that in an sccount of the
63. ITbhid.

64.  Hegel. Werke 20, p. *93,
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perception of an object, it is not only the limitation of the

I by the object which Fichte emphasises but also that it is

I who perceive that I limit the objcct in that way. All, there-
fore, that Fichte secms to be pointing out is that the theoretical
relationship 1s a dialectical one. On the other hand, the
practical proposition is that the non-I is object and I limit

the non--I. But this again we have not to understand in the
spirit of the first basic principle of Fichte's philosophy.

That would imply that the subject were absclutecly independent

of the non-I. This is not the impression Fichte hopes to
convey. According to him the 1's practical activity cannot
simply be arbitary. I cannot determine the non-I simply as

T will. This again is a dialectical relationshiop. in deter-
mining the non-I, I am reciaiprocally determined by it. There-
fore when we understand the I as having an absolute causality

in the world, as the first basic principle of Fichte's philosophy

suggests 1t does, the reciprocal nature of the practical relat-on
described has to be borne in mind. It is causality in relation

to another independent world; thus we might see 1t not as
genvine absolute causality but as a relat:ve causality. Such

then, in rough outline, is Fichte's system of philocsophy.

In Hegel's opinion both these accounts, of theoretical
and practical philcsophy, founder on the same problem. It 1s
the same difficulty that in Hegel's view mars the Kantian dialectac,
the difficulty of knowing and thus affecting the thing in itself
(Ding an sich). In the Lheoretical philosovhy although the

I and the non-I are in a reciprocal relestion and, aorecver, it
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is the I who fairst establishes that relation, the non-T
that it posits still remains a beyond to experience. The

Kantian Ding an sich, Hegel asserits, 1s contained in the very

proposition that sets up an external world for the I, since
the I posits the non-I as being in itself independent from

the 1.2

If the non-I 1s posited as being wholly independent
of the I gt element of it, st the least, must remain an 'cther'
for consciousness. Otherwise 1C would not be the negation of
the I. Hegel argues cherefore that it 1s the very nature of
the non-I posited by Fichte that 1t remain in an intraclable
opposition to what posits it. Consequently although (Jjust

as in the Kantien philsophy)all the qualities of che external
object are in the T there remains an element of 1t which the

I cannot master. This much, concerning the thecretical
philosophy, Hegel believes Fichte himsgelf would acknowledge.
Fo. Fichte was known to have thought that tne I as intelligence

. i 66 .
'dependent on an undetermined non-I1' that thereiors

was always
in the theoretical philosophy the dualism of subject and objecct
could not be overcome. it was in the practical philosonhy that

in his view, this opposition sheould be surmounted. it ils

[N
[}

intentron that I snould master my determination by the not-I or

B

65. Plant (Hegel, Allen & Unwin) suggests that 'bececause of
his regection of the Kantian nouion of things in themselves, Hegel
regarcded the vork of Fichte as a considerable advancz on
that of Kant.' (pp. 81 - 82). My wview 1s difierent.

Hegel, without doubt, approved of Ficnhte's effortz o trans-

cend the Xantian things i1r themselves but, as T have indic

he did not think that Fichte nhad wholly achievel thigc. In
-~ 1 - N -

ofther woras, Fichte s phialozophy did not represent a conrsid-

crable advance over Kant's in this rvespect.

66, Hepel. Werke 20, p. 404. The quotation is fror the Grundl=rz,
op.cit., p. 748,



in Hegel's terms, that T should be at anome with myself. In
the theoretical philosophy according to Fichte, T cllow the
non-I to determine me in order that I may know the world.

In the practical philosophy however, 'this barrier of the
intelligence 1s supposed to be broken through, the I alone
shculd be the active one'.67 But, as we have seen, 1in the
Fichtean philcsophy simply in order that the subject may have
a world in which he has an apsolufte causality he has to posit
an independent element opposed to himself. S50 the actual
transcendence of the opposition of the I and the non-I would
in fact find the I without the world within which to have an
absolute causality. The I then, and this 1s Hegel's point,
even 1n the practical philoscophy must have opposed to 1taelfl
an undefined impediment to its own actaivity. This Fichte
calls the infinite impediment (unendliche Anstoss). And 1t
18 this that Hegel equates with the Kantian Ding an Jloh.68

For its existence implies that the T may extend . .:.s activity

as much as 1t care,there will always remain a barrier to 1ts

freedom. Thus for Fichte moral activity is always a striving. 69
67 . Hegel. ibad., p. 406.

68. Ibid., p. 404.

69. Hegel. Werke 2, (Differenzschrift). In Fichie's phrloscphy,

Hegel claims, 'I ougnt to negate the objective world.

should nave absoclute causality 1n the non-I; this is f{ounc

to be contradictory for at one and the sawe time the non-
the

would be overcome and the positing of fthe opposition or

positing of a non-I 1s absolute. This relation of purﬁ
activity to an object can only be posited as striving.

p. 68 (Hegel's emphasis). It 1s I think legitiwate tc

take this as an indication of Hegel's mature positicn on
Fiehte. As Helmut Girndt 1a his book, Die Differens Q~S

I

Fichteschen und Hegelscnen Systems 1n der liegeisclhe Liife
enzschriZt’'. (Bonn,Bcuvier,l1965,Tntroduct:on,x) SKys, e

never revised the 1nterpretavion that he presents of the
philosophy of Fichte 1n the Differenzschrift..’
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67. Hegel. ibid., p. 406,

68. Ibid., p. 404.
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Hegel claims, 'I ought to negate the objgective world. 1
should have absolute causality in the non-I; this 1s found
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enzschrift'. (Bonn,pouvier, 1965, Introduection X} sayl, 'Legel
never revised The i1nterpretation that he presents or the
philosophy of Pichte in the Differenzschraft..’




It 1s a striving to overcome the opposition between the I and

that which 1s not-I. That striving becomes an eternal effort
as that opposition 1s 1tself a part of existence. It is an
unendliche Anstoss. This 1dea of striving 1s essentially the

same notion, Hegel believes, as the ought (das Sollen) of the

70

Kantian philosophy. It is that ought that 1s embodied in the
Kantian categorical imperative. Likewise an Kant's moral
philosophy there 1s an element in ourselves which is heyond

our control. This 1s man considered as phenomenon where he

15 subjgect to the same kind of natural constraints as other
phenomena. OQur effort as noumenal beings 1s to overcome this
limitation of ourselves but 1t 1s i1nherently impossible that

we do since we are botli noumenal and phenomenal beings. Hegel
suggests then that the same kind of infinite impediment to
freedom 1s present ain Kant's philosophy. For that reason he,
like Fichte, can only point to faith as the elemernt in which

this duality or bifurcation between the I and the world may be

overcome.

Hegel finds this account of experilience unsatisfactory
because it does not answer the need or requirement cf philosovnny.
In his Jena essay on the 'Difference of the FPichtean and Schell-
ingian Systems of Phllosophy,'Hegel argues that the requirement
of philosophy 1s that 'the opposition of rigid subjectivaty and

71

objectavity be overcome'. There 1s 1n eacn and every epoch,
he says, a necessary bifurcation between the unity of mind and

fhe broken harmony of 1ts being or our existence. Tt 1s from

70.Hegel. Werke 20, p. 407. See Plant, op.cit.,p82 -82,

Tl Hegel. werke 2, p. 22,
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this necessary bifurcation that philcsophy 1tself arises.
Accordingly, Hegel suggests, 'it 1s the sole intecest of Reason
fo overcome such r1g1d72 oppositicns' that appear to maze im-
possible any harmony between mind and existence. Reason or
philosophy, he adds, does not have This interest in the sense
that 1t strives to overcome opposition and limitation per se,
'since necessary bifurcation 1s a factor of 11fe'.’®  Rather

it has this 1nterest i1in the sense that out of this extreme

division 1t seeks to create the highest unity of ph.losophy.

Now 1n Hegel's view, Fichte's philosophv does not attain
this highest unity which philosophy might achieve because, he
claims, it 1s a subjective unity of thought and reality. The
unity, we are told, takes on the form of a positing activ:yty
of the I alone. In the Fichtean philosophy, we are further
to understand, the unity of thought and reality does not 1lie
in the obgect 1tsell, so that the object remains forever =z
beyond in and to experience. Therefcre 1n experience as Frchrte
depicts 1t there 15 always an element of the non-I which 1s
unknowable because, the I posits the cbject as scmething
distinct from 1tself i1n the crudest sense - materlially. As we
have seen, there always remains something other to man himself
in Fichte's derivation of experience, quite simply what he calls
the non-I. We might regard this as 2 note of intellectual
sobriety in Fichte's otherwise extravagant system. Hegel, hocw-

ever, looks on this 'beyond' in Fichte's notion of experience

2. Ibid., p. 21.
TH. Tbad.
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as a failure on Fichte's part to philosophise correctly.
Experience 1in Fichte's philosophical account 1s still bifur-
cated. As Hegel himself would put 1t, in Fichte's account of

experience, I am not at home with myself.

Hegel does indeed interpret Fichte's system as an attempt
to overcome the bifurcation of the T and the external world.
But he interprets 1t as an attempt that failed. Fichte's

error he argues i1n the 'Differenzschrift' was that he sought

to cvercome inevitable Entzweiung by pcstulating on tne one siace

of the equation of existence, Subject = Object, the I cr the
subject as absolute. In the Fichtean philosophy the I, as
we have seen, possesses a preponderance over the external world.
We might say that, in a sensc, 1l subsumes 1tT. But, Hegel
insists, 'the oprosition remains in this way because that which
15 posited as absolute 18 determined through another, sc¢ in the

~ !}

same fashion as 1t remains, the other remains as we:xl'.'

In

order that the bifurcation 1n existence be genuirely aufgehobe:

(both transcended and preserwed)Hegel asserts tnat 'both the
opposites, subject and obJect must be overcome (auvfgehoben)

in that they are posited as identlcal.'75 We shall see that
Hegel's thesis 1s that in true philosophy (which is, of ccurse,

idealism) i1ndependent substance and the independent I are both

transcended. True philosophy 1s for him both Substance and
Subgect.
7h. Ibid.. p. 95.

5. Tbid.



So Hegel understands Flchte as having constructed a philosocophy

which like all other philosophies aims at restoring the 'shat-

6

-3

tered harmony' of temporal existence. But according to his
'Differenzschrift' the dissonance between the subject and the
external world can only be overcome where both the I and the
world lose fheir independent value. Where the world 1s
regarded as being subjective and the ego as being objective

or concrete. Subject has to be equal to object and object
equal to subject. This does not happen in Fichte's pnilosophy.
Indeed the only manner in which this 1s to be achieved, Hegel
would assert, is through the subject thinking objeccively or
scientifically such that the objective world is shown to conform
to my thinking. This, therefore, 1s why scilentific or systen-
atic thinking plays such sn importsnt role in Hegel's philosophy,
for it alone, 1n Hegel's view, 2s the overcoming of the inevit-

able bifurcation of existerce. It alone meets the requirement

o1 philosophy.

Fichte's philosophy, therefcre, is not sufficientily system-
atic for Hegel. In his philosophy Substance and Subject are -
still opposed. This 1s so0 since his philosophy remains condit-

ioned by the Kantian notion of the Ding an sich. None the less

there 1s 1n Hegel's estimstion much in Fichte's philosophy
o

that adds up tolsensible epistemology. In contrast to Kant,

for ainstance, Fichte does insist that the 'Ego 1s not to be

77

regarded as subject merely, but at once subject and object'.

76. Ibid., p. 20.

7T . R.Agamson, op.cit., p. 120.
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Kant had regarded the role of the unity of apperception as
merely a subjective one. But Fichte, as I have suggested,
interprets the concepnt of the unity of apperception far more
comprehensively. For him the I both provides us with an
orientation 1n experience and with the matter of that experience
1tself. He makes an efiort to have done with the Kantian Ding
an sich, Although Hegel Judges ®des the outcome cof this effort
fo be unsuccessful the effort itself meets with his approval.

We may then be favirly certain that Hegel would he at one with
the criticism that Pichte, according to Adamson, has to make

of Kant that Kant had never sttained genuine i1dealism becavce

he had 'regarded consciousness as merely so much to be known,

- as a series of states, from which norhirg can possibly be
extracted.' He had 'not considered how consciousness comes

to be, what conditions are necessarily i1mplied in 1ts exis-

178

tence what are the laws und-»r which 1t acts.

To do this, 1n Fichte's view, shilosorhy has to become the reflective
consciousness of the thinking activity of the I. It has to

become the consciousnecs of consciousness itgelr, or whact Hegel

!

aptly describes as the 'artificial consciousness' (klinstliches

9

'

7 . . .
Bewusstsein). We need hardly say that this notion of pnilos-~
ophy also plays an important role in the make-up of Hegel's

Phenomenology of Mind. Hegel suvggests that we can see the

beginning of this interpretation of philosophy zn Kani's

Critigue of Pure Reacon. It was Kant who brought out the signif-

icance of the unity of apperception which, as he put 1t, accompanies

the 1 rthink. It was he, then, whc taught us to think about

78. Ibid., p. 1l27.
79. Hegel. verke 20, p. 393.
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the 'I think'., J3ut wvihat distinguishes the artaificiral consciousness
he recoruends for phailosonuy from Lthat recomnmended by Fichte 1is
that it is 1htended aot so much as a reflection on consciousness
1tselfl as a reflection on the possibility of knowledge. His
philosorhy is, after all, intended to be transcendental. It

is the manner of our cognation of objects whach concerns it.

Quite sinmply, as Hegel says, the context of Kant's philosophy is
still that of the problem of lnowledge., TFickte, howvever, is not
wholly concerned with that problem, He is, as I have emphasised,
also concerned with the problem of what constitutes an adequate
account of reality. Kant's interest in the I (the unity of
appercention) wvas aroused by his need to explain the synthetic
propositions a priora he theught to be present .n all our knowled-
ge. It is in this wav that he hit upon Logic. According to him
it supplied the caterories throush which the understandang

reduced the manifld of appearance into a world of obpects. In
doing this, Hegel says, Kant had given the impression that we

vere not able to investigate the origin of the content of
consciousness. e can, for example, according to Kant find in
consciousness the notion of musality cut how 1t cores to be

there is another ratter. 'le cannot penetrate behind 1ts appear-
ance in consciousness., Fichte hovever (whose view is that the I
constitutes being) takes the categories as the objects of a genet-
ic 1nvestigation. This he can do since the genesis of the

categories from the reciprocal relavions of the I and non-I is for
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80

him one and the same thing as the genesis of reality.
In contrast to Kant, the content of the'I think'becomes his
obgect. And 1t 1s this that Hegel depicts as the conscious-

ness of consciousness or the artificial consciousrniess.

It 1s for this reason that Hegel maintains that, with
Fichte, philosophy distinguishes itself decisively from
ordinary thinking. In his view Fichte was the philosopher
who had 'first brought to consciousness the knowledge of
knowledge'.8l ‘What Hegel means by ordinary thinking 15 not
simply the reasoning of everyday life or else he and Fichte
would be merely claiming fThe commonplace 1n distinguishing it
from philoscphy. Ordinary thinking 1s 1ndeed straightforward
nowledge of obgects and practical objectives. Bui 1t is
knowledge thatl is bound up with something that is external
o consciousriess. It 1s therefore knowledge which 'does not
make 1tself 1ts consciousness into the ob3ect'.82 Ordinary
thought 1s always about something other than thought 1c0self.

The thinker does not nave his thinking as his objecl and (and

this is the most significant point for Hegel) the thinker does

80. The 'emplcymwent' of the categories ceases to be a problem
for him (Fichte)...The imagination not only produces the
schema of the forms of thought, as Kant has taught, not
only spsce, time and the mathematical cbhjeccs, as Malmon
wanted, but also produces empirical objects as such.'
R.Kroner. Von Kant bis Hegel, Mohr Verlag, p. 489,

81. Hegel. Werke 20, p. 393.

g2. Ihid. 'not make 1tself' 1s admittedly an awkwara rendering
but note the use Hegel makes of this pnrase.
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not make the object i1nto his consciousness. In other words,

in ordinary thinking the object 1s nct retracted into conscicus-

ness. Ordinary thinking is thnen for Hegel thinking that has
as 1ts objgect an 'other' to itself. It is what we can regard
quite simply as being materialist thinking. It 1s thainking

which 1nsists that 1t is to an external reality 11 refers.

Hegel 1s of the opinion, as we have seen, that it 1s the require-
ment of philosophy that such bifurcated thianking be overcome.
Fichte's conception of philosophy as the artificilal consciousness
does, in Hegel's view, go some way toward achieving this. In
standing 'behind my ordinary consclousness'Sﬁ, Hegsl argues,

I am 1n a position to raise myself above vifurcated thinking.

As T have already indicated, this notion of philosophy plays

an important role in the construction of Hegel's Phenomenology

of Mand. We may now approach that work by a consideration of

the philosophy of Hegel's one-time intellectual companion-Sgheli-

. 84

ing.

83. Ibad.

84, For a short while at Jena when they were co-editors of

the Critical Journal of Philosophy they did not distinguish
their writings. See Caird, Hegel, Blackwood, p. 48.
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Hegel's Critique of Schellirg's Philosophy

I have suggested that Fichte's philosophy falls down in
Hegel's opinion since 1t falls to overcome the bifurcation
that Hegll believes to be inherent in experaience. As I have
suggested, Hegel regards it as the task of philosophy to over-
come this bifurcation. Philosophy, in his view, has to atfain
that 'highest unity' in which all opposition and division is
extinguished. Fichte, Hegel maintained, failed tc attain
this highest unity because his theoretical philcsophy pcstulated
only a subjgective unity of subject and object or thought and
reality. '"The subject = object therefcre, he cleims, 'becormes
a subjective one, and it does not succeed in overcoming this

subgectaivity and positing 1tsselfl obJectlvely.'85

In compariscr
the proper conception of philosophy 1s, according to Hegel,

more fully worked out in Schelling's systemn. This 1s s0, Hegel
argues, because 'the principle of identity 1s the absclute
principle of the whole Schellingian system; philosophy and system
fall together; the idenfity is not lost in the parts, even less
in the result'.86 Hegel claims that in Fichte's philosophy
that the 1dentity of subjgect and objgect was only an original
identity. Both subgect and object did indeed have their genesis
in the 1 but in the system 1tself (say when Fichte 15 dealing

with a particular object like law), the particular falls out-

side that i1dentity. On Hegel's reading, the particular in

85. Hegel. Werke 2, p. 94.

86. Ibad.
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Fichte's system 1s simply obJect (falling outside the supposed
unity of subgect and object) a thing outside the subject, merely
affecting 1t. We can see this, Hegel argues, 1in that the parts
of the system are derived from the various aspects of lack of
identity. For instance, he claims, the theoretical philosophny
is distinguished by the precedence which the I takes over the
non-1I. In contrast Schelling makes the principle of identity

permeate the whole of his system. In the Differenzschririt

Hegel argues that Schelling understards what has to be done for
the highest 1dentity of philoscophy to be attained. In partacular,
he secs that 'the subject and object' have 'both (to be) prosited

87

as subject-object! In that highest vnity we nave Lo regard
not only the I as subject-obhject but also the object 1tself.
The error of Fichte, then, was to regard the I as the only
reality, to think of objgectivity, sclely as the negation or

limitation of che T.

Schelling explains rna1s position coneisely, and certainly
in a manner which 1s adeguate for our purpose, 1n thes essay
'"Depiction of my System of Philosophy' (Darstellung meines
Systems der Philosoph1e).88 Here he takes the view that i1
we are to understand the i1dealism of Fichte as'clalmlng that
the I 1s everything, we may understand his i1dealism as claiming

that everything is the I. Schelling, then, wishes to stress

87. Ibad.

88. Scnelling. Werke (JubilBumsdruck), Municn, Vol. 3.
p. 5.




the order in which the subject 15 said to be equivalent

with reality. In Pichte's philosophy, he feels, the emphasis
1s wrongly placed on the subjective side of the equation. He,
the contrary, wishes to place the emphasis on the objective
aspect: that reality i1s 1tself subJective. By setting out
from the objective pole of the subgect-object equation he hopes
to prove that objective experience 1s 1tself subjective. He
therefore presupposes a scparation of subjgect and object or,

in Hegel's terms, an Entzweiung 1n experience. And 1t 1is

from this point of view that their unity 1s to be achieved.
For Schelling this unity can be achieved because everything 1s

89

this i1dentity of subject and object or the Absoluie Identity.

ror Schelling and Hegel this Absolute i1den=tity takes the
place of the ordinary religious conception of God. I say
"takes the place' although this 1s not the manner in which
Hegel interprets the i1denti.y of the Absolute with God. He
sees no break with religiron. It 15 1in his view the rroper
comprehension of God, as his criticisms of Descartes will have
indicated. There he argued that God, properly conceived, was
the notion of the unity of thought and being. It 1s for thais
reason that he thinks of Schelling's system as ihe knowledge of
Gead. God, Hegel asserted in his craiticism of Descartes, should
be depicted not as a third term mediating between subject and
object but as their Absolute 1dentity. God 1s where reality
meels thought and thought reality, not an entity i1ndependent

of eitlher. Now 1%t 1s difficult to see how, 1f this 1s the

8.  Ibid., p. 15.

on
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proper notion of God, how it may be related in any way at all to
the ordinary theological conception ¢f God. At the minimum,

the notion of God must involve the notion of a being that 1s
external to our own self-consciousness. And it 1s clear that
the Hegelian God falls within self-consciousness. It seems
difficult to avoid the conclusion that, as I suggested at the
outset, the break with theology 1s absolute with the philosophies
of Schelling and Hegel. Hegel might say 1n his defence that the
notion of the absolute i1dentity of subject and object 1s the
rational content of the religious experience. We might even
agree with this. However this pears little relation to what

the religious person actually thinks he 1s about.

Be that as 1t may, the notior of the Absolute in the gulse
of Absolute Knowledge, Absclute Idea and the Absolute Spirit,
plays an impertant role in Hegel's philosophy. It 1s also
one of 1ts most confusing notions. One oI the reasons for
this is that 11 enters into his philoscophy as one o1 1Ls pre-
suppositions, but that i1n some way 1t also forms its goal.

What we make of this i1dea when 1t first enters the vocabulary

cf philosophy might then help to clear some of the confusion.
There are varicus formulations of this i1dea of Schelling's,all
of which regquire some explanation. Firstly, Schellirng suggests
that we regard the Absolute as follows: 'Absolute identity
simply 1s and 1s as certain as the proposition A = A.'9O
His point of reference here seers to be the philosophy of Fichte.

The certainty of the Absolute zdentity, Schelling appears to

Q0. Ihaid., p. 14.
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impiy, 1s the certainty of a first principle of philosophy
such as that which Fichte sought. Just as with Fichte,

fthat principle was not i1tself subject to prcof. With Scheil-
ing, however, 1t 1s not even open to derivation since 1t 1s a
further suggestion of Schelling that we lcok on 'the being of

the Absolute i1dentity' as 'an eternal truth'. 2t

Schelling
believes an enqgquiry into the grounds of the certainty of the
Absclute 1s unnecessary because it 1s an ever-present truth.
It can, he insists, only be 1ntulted as being true. Futher-
more we are to understand 1t as beingtrue not only in a formal
sense but also 1n a concrete sense. Talkken 1n a Tormal
sense 1t would mwerely imply that okjects, when properly known
were this absolute i1dertity. Schelling wishes 1t to imply
more. In his view, and this is the last of his formulations
that we shall consider, 'Everything that 1s, 1s the Absolute

identity 1iselr, '9°

Schelling believes that the whole of
being 1s 1n 1tself the .dentity of subgect and object. So,

as I have said, it 1s not simply that when things are known that
they are this Absolute but, Schelling suggests, they are 1in
themselves Absclute. Schelling, Just as did Pichte, extends

a theory that has 1ts rationale i1in the theory of knowledge

into an ontology.

It is for this reason that Schelling's philosophy does

not 1t seems to me, rest on sound logical grounds. His philos-
ophy assumes whet 1t ought to prove. Nothing i1s more 1n need
9l. Ibad.

92. Ibad., p. 15.
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of proof than the notion of reality as Absolute 1identaity.
Hegel, I think, shares this view of Schelling's philosophy.

In his later years he would not, I believe, have defended
Schelling's system on the grounds of 1ts logical consistency.
He would have defended 1t more on the grounds that he gives

in his Lectures on the History of Philosophy, namely, that

Schelling's notion of Absclute Tdentity met & need or require-
ment of contemporary philosophy. Such a view would not, cf

course, be 1ncompatible with his earlier whole-hearted defence
of Schelling's system against that of Fichte in the Differenz-

schrift. For, as we have seen, the point of view from which

Schelling 1s defended here 1s that of the need or requiremert

93

of philosophy.

Hegel's view, then, 1s that Schelling's ontology was
necessitated by the internal development of Modern Philoscphy.
The explanation of this runs back to Cartesian dualt.n. It
was Descartes, Hegel suggests, who had first seer extension and
thought as two distinct elements or 51des94 and so, paradcexscally,
first awakened the need to mediate the two. Hegel thinks, as
we have ceen, that Descartes had only achieved this mediation
in & very unsatisfactory manner. He had attained the unity
of thought and extension by the expedient of invoking God as

the creator of both. It was Spinoza, Hegel argues, that

undertcocok to unite these two 1deas of extension and thought in

85. See ?lant, op.cit., p.86 for a view of Hegel's position
vis-a-vis Schelling in the D.fferenzschraft.

ol , Hegel. Werke 20, p. 427,
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2 more systematic way. le had done this by conceiving God

as Substance, as the one Substance with the two attributes of
thought and extension. At least, 1n tnis mediation of thought
and reality we can see that God was immanent even though as

95

‘motionless Substance'.- However, this, as we have seen,

was not sufficient for Hegel or, more precisely, for what

Hegel calls the development of philosophy. Oprosed to the
motionless Substance of Spinoza there developed, partially

in the philosovhy of Kant and partzally in the natural sciences
an awareness of the significance of form (ib.). The categories
of the understanding came to be recognis=d as important in
comprehending experience. This emphasis ¢nn form, Hegel suggests,
reaches 1ts highest point in the philosophy of Fichte. In

his philoscphy, Hegel says, 'form was for itself as subgectivity'.
From the formal I 'all determinations were supposed to develop

96

themselves'. It was from this subjectavity of the Fichtean

system that the contempcrary need of philosophy, of which Hegel

talks, flowed. It was that philosophy be delivered from 1ts
bias for Form ' in order that it be united with objectivity
and substantiality.' Hegel also takes this to mean that

'"the Substance of 3pinoza should not be conceived as the unmoved,
but the intelligent, as a form which 1s 1in 1tself actaive. It
must be conceived according to the necessity of 1ts ferm, so

that it 1s the creating of Nature but even so knowledge and

95. Tbad.

96. Ibad.
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cognition', '"Philosophy ', Hegel adds, 'is essentially to

! The Absolute 1dentity then, of

do with this point of view.
Schelling's system 1mplies Tor him not the abstract unity of
Spinoza's Substance, nor the 'subJective totality' as in

a8

Fichte's philosophy, but 'totality with infinite form!~”

But it 1s still not evident what the notion of the Absol-
ute means to him. We are perhaps clear on the point that it
1s simultaneously the contemporary requirement of philosophy
and what philosophy 1s 'essentially' all about. However, the
rest of his cryptic comments concerning the 1dea as 1t appears
in Schelling's philosophy require some reformulation 1f they
arc to mean much to us. This need not be a difficult task
since we have covered much of the ground from which the i1dza
derives 1ts significance for Hegel. This ground 1s of course
Hegel's understanding of the development of Modern Philosorhy.
Now, 1t seeins that the philosophies of Spinoza and Fichte
represent for Hegel the two opposing poles from which the nced
for Schellang's notion of Absolute identity 1s derived.
Spinoza's philosophy, Hegel suggests, 1s merely an abstract
unity cif thought and being. As we have seen him claim earlier,
it 1s a unity of thought and extension which allows no self-
differentiation or individuation within either. On the other
hand, Fichte's system merely represents infinite form. It

describes self-differentiation without unity or a totality.

g7 . Ibad.

98. Ibid.
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The requirement of philoscophy 1s that this oppesition be
mediated. This entails in Hegel's opinion that the Spinoz-
1stic philosophy has to take into account thne significance

of form. In talking of form 1in this instance we know Vhat
Hegel has in mind. It 1s the form of the Kantian philosophy.
He 1s referring to the manner in which Kant depicted phenomenal
reality as arising in the unity of apperception, and, in part-
1cular, to Kant's view thar 1t was the understanding in supplying
the form to the matter of intuition (Anchawung), thac gave us
the objects of experience. This 1mplies, then, that Hegel
considers the correct philosophical point of view To vbe one

of Tension between animpeizcnal reality and a subjecct that sees
in itself the origin of 1ts worid, a Tensi0n between Svbstance
and Subject. If this 1s s0 we can see that 1t enteils an
amendment to the noint of view of the Fichtean philosopay since
1t 1s a1n that philosophy. as Hegel points out, that _he Kantiar
doctrine of form is given its most subjective 1n .2rrnrefation.
It entails that that phalosophy be amended to allow for a

world that originates independently of the 7T. However, fthere
1s more to Hegel's philiosophical point of view (the absolute
point of view) than this. As we know, hie 1s not content to
aliow the dinevitable ftension bctween the independent subgect
and independent reality to persist. Thiz 15 where Schelling
comes 1n. The Fichtean I and the Spinozistic Substance have
£to be mediated, not simply confronted. It 1s Schellaing thnat
plays this imporfant wole 1n the history of philcosochy. His

philcscphy 1s 1n conception the unity of Substance and Subgect.
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It 1s the 'Substance cof Spinoza...conceived as the intelligent'
It is therefcre, for Hegel, as we noted earlier, the objective
unity of Subjgect and Obhgect. This 1s, I suggest, the origin

of the Hegel.an Absolute: Schellang's conviction that everything

1s the Absolute Identity of Subject and Object.

The manner in which this 1s reasoned by Schelling xn his
rhiloscphy 1s not without plausibility. He begins with the
presupposition that 'all knowledge rests on the harmony of an

100
obgective with a subgective.' 00

He then proposes that we give
the name 'Nature' to the totality of all that 1s objgective

and the name 'Intellagence' (Intelligenz) to the entire subjective
content of experience. It 1s normally assumed, le continues,
that these two, Intelligence and Nature, form two opyrosite poles,
The reason 1is because Intelligence 1s originally thought of as
being conscious and Nature as nct being conscious (Bewusstlose).
Now, 1in any knowledge, Schelling claims, there 1s a mzeeting of
both, of that which he describes as conscious anc of that which
he describes as not being conscious. At this point Schelling
makes an unwarranted jump; the meeting of Nature and Intelligence
in knowledge implies, he suggests, that they are not simply
opposites because where they meet neitner takes precedence over
the other. Both, he 1nsists, are equally necessary. In what

1s knowledge neither the thinking subgect nor the thought object

99. Ibad.

100. Schelling. Werke Vol 2, System des Transzendentalen
Tdealisimus, p. 339.
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takes priority. They are simply i1dentical.,

There are two ways in which, according to Schelling, we
can set about explaining this identity. The aim of both
procedures has tc be the same however. We may either begin
from the obgective pole to 1llustrate how it necessarily leads
to the other or from the subjective pole to prove the same.
In Schelling's view, it is the structure of knowledge 1tself
which allows the alternative approaches since 'af all knowledge
has two poles which mutually presuppose and require one another...
there must be two fundamental sciences and it must be 1mpossikle
to begin from one pole without being driven to the other.'lO]
Those two sciences would be the science of nature, which is the
science that begins a. the objective pole and the Transcendentel
philosophy which 1s the science that begins from the subjective
pole. Consequently, what Schelling clairs 1s that the study
of nature necessarily leads us to the study of the prior condit-
ions of knowledge and that Transcendental philosophy necessarily
leads us to the study of nature. Epistemology and natural
scilence, he seems to be suggesting, have one and the same

result, namely, the identity of subgect and object.

We can readily see (1f not readily accept) how Schelling
deduces, from the subjective pole of Transcendental philosophr”
the objective pole of nature. It 15 a deduction of natural

. . 102
¢xistence that has philosopny has in common with that of Fichte. ©

101. Ikad., p. 340.

102, For the'prcductive aimaginat-on'creates 1ts obgect. Fegol.
Vorhe 02N o L26,
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Nature 1s derived from the subjective pole through being posite
by the I. As we are aware, 1t 1s seen as a non-T which s
established by the subject nimself. What 1s new, however, and
of some significance 1n understanding Hegel's cbjective 1dealism,
1s the manner in which 3Schelling sets about deducing Intelligence
from Nature. The argumeni that forms the deduction i1s intended
to be 1llustretive rather than persuasive since, as we already
know, 1t 1s an absolute presupposition of Schelling's philosophy
that everything, including nature, 1s both subject and obpect.

He 1llustrates his point in this way. Reasonably enocugn, he
takes as the aim of natural science the explanation of the facts
of nature by subsuming them under general laws. Less reason-
ably, but in a manner that 1s cerucial to his argument, he
describes this process of natural science as tiie intellectual-
isation of spiritualisation of nature (Natur 1st vergeistagt).

It would be nonsense to suppose, he suggests, that th= aim of

natural sciences was simply to provide us with a nicture of

natural objgects as they appear to our senses. Ifts aim and
object is intellectual in kind. It is Tou discover the laws
that govern those appearances. So Schelling takes 1t that it

1s the outcome o0f science that we are given not concrete phenomena
but simply their thought-explanation. In the most consuvirmate
form of science, he says, 'the phenomena (the material) have to

; ] . 1103
fully disappear, and only the laws (the formal) remain.

The most conswmate form of science he implies 1s 1n 1ts result

at one with 1aealienm. Science 1s what unites the conscious

103. Schelling. 1ibid., p. 340.



subjsctive ponle of knowledge to the unrconscious objective
pole. It 1s the manner 1n which nature ralses 1tself to
intelligence, 1n that man who i1s himself part of nature comes

1
fo know 1t as thought. o4

We already know from our discussions of Hegel's objections
to the epistemology of Lockelo5 that Hegel regards it as the
task of science to know what 1s experienced 'in itself'. It
is 1n this way that science i1s for Hegel both the cvercoming
of otherness and genuine 1dealiism. This vicew of scrence 15
ertainly not the picture that natural scientists themselves
have of their researches. It has 1ts ocrigin in the philosophy
of Schelling, for Hegel claims, 1t 1s the great merit of Schelling
to have brought out the speculative side of natural science.

By this speculative side of natural science Hegel, of course,
means that aspect of 1ts explanation of the world that coincides
with his idealism. This 13 1n contrast, as I have indicated,
to the scientist's own &appreciation ol his work, and Hegel
acknowledges this. For in that 'system of Nature', Hegel

says, 'it 1s forgotten that nature 1s something known; the ideal
determinations waseh which nature receives i1n science are at the

106 ' . .
' Natural scientists. Hegel

same time immanent in 1tself.
thinks, view the world which they intend to explain as a material
reality which 1s external tc themselves. In this, and Hegel

believes 1t 1s Schelling's merit to have pointed this out, they

104, Ibid., p. 341,
105. See below, p.406. (Chapr. 1).

106. Hegel. Werke 2, p. 100.
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overlock that what they are essentially dealing witn are what
Hegel calls 'i1deal deterrinations' rather than external objects.
The result of their efrforts Hegel believes, and we have seen
Schelling argue this, is that nature becomes known or spirit-
ualised. In thus becoming kaown, Nature, which the scientist
concelves as something external to himself, becomes, at least
for Schelling and Hegel, Infternal to haim. It 1s his thought
as opposed fto an external world. It was the empiricaists, as
we have seen, who had advccated a theory of krnowledge based

on the method of the natural sciencesg and therefore shared 1ts
assumpcion of a world external to cur thought. Schelling's
philosophy then has the additional merit for Hegel of tackling
the empiricist thesis on its own ground and displaying its
inherent i1dealism. As we have seen, Hegeli himselfl adopted
this procedure in criticising the theories of knowledge of

Locke and Hume.

<
L

11

The thesis that scientific thinking 15 inherently idealiis

¢

then becomes a part of Hegel's own phalosophy. We shall encounter

this thesis again in the Phenomenoclogy of Mind. Hegel sees 1L,

as he does the whole of Schelling's ph]losophye as a fruitful
response to the problem of knowledge, because he argues ' the
main thing in Schelling's philosophy 1s thar 1t has to do with

a content with what 1s true and that 1s conceived concretely.‘lo7
Schelling in elaborating on the ‘speculative side' of natural
scilence had contributed a view or the concrete nature of know-

ledge Lo the philosophical debate and, at the same time, Hegel

107. Hegel. Werke 20, p. 453.



thinks he had returned philosophy to what should be its
prancipal concern, the concern with the content of thought.

In contrast to this, the Modern Philosophers preceding him
had merely been concerned with the relation of thought to

its obgect. The result had been that philosophy had neather
depicted the true nature of knowledge nor come up witn a
concrete content for i1tself. This, Hegel thinks, 1s put
right in Schelling's philosophy of 1i1dentity. Preceding
phiiosophy had nof, 1n his view, been zable to attain truth

or a content because in 1t the objective and subjective sides
of knowledge were alternately stressed. Truth, Hegel suggests,
was for preceding philosophy, either Intelligence or Subject.
Philosophy eand epistemclogyv 1n particular hed revolved around
the two opposing poles of materialism and subjective 1dealism.
Schelling had overcome this opposition by arguing that the
essence of nature was intelligence he had shown tha. we may
pass from the obgective pole of knowledgsz to 1ts sublisclaive
pole. In Schelling's philosophy neither subject nor object
faills to one side through the one being given precedence cver

the other, because i1n his philosophy 'thought is.. in 1tsslf

concrete ' conceives itself as world, but not as an intellesctual
. ~ 1 q¢ 108 m - £
world but as an intellectual-real world. The dueslaism of

previous philosophy, Hegel claims, 15 extinguished in this
Absolute 1dentity. This, T think, 1s Hegel's answer to the
"problem of knowledge'. However, in the status of this principle
of Absolute Identity he daffers markedly from Schelling; and

1t 1s, T thaink, this difference that 1led haim to write ithe TFhenom-

enoclogy of Maind.

108. Ibid.
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We may carry thais suggestion further by drawing a
parallel between the methed of Schelling's philosophy and

that of Hegel 1n the Phenomenoliogy. 1t will, at the least

serve as an indication of the philosophical context in which

the Phenomenclogy was written. That parallel concerns Schelling's

System of Transcendental Tdealism. Schelling concelived the

purpose of that system to be to extend Transcendental Idealism

'into what 1t really should be, namely into a system of the

1109

whoie of knowledge. The Wisscenschaftidlehre of TFichte was

fo be his guide 1in this. The system of Lranscendental Iidealism
had to undertake the subjective deduction of the world not in
general but in its particulars. This was intended to0 be an
advance over Fichte's idealsim since 'the means..through which
the author has sought to present Idealism 1in its whole extent

is that he has depicted the parts of philosophy i1n a continuity
and the whole of philosophy as what it 1s, namely as an ongoing
history of self-consciousness, for whicn that denusited in

, . . 110
experience serves only as, as 1t were, document and monument.

To those who are familiar with the Phenomenology of Mind thais

may well appear as a description of Hegel's method in that work.
As we shall see, he thinks of the parts of philosophy as forming

a continuity and, in the Phenomenology 2n particular, presents

; - 111

philosophy as 'the ongoing history of self-consciousness.'

109, Schelling. cp.c1t., p. 330.

110. Ibad., p. 331.

. 1

111. Both Krorer (op.ci1t.) and Werner Mery Hegels Phanoaenclop:
des Gouistes, Klesternann, Franl:furt) goinf Lo bﬁlo paraliol
between tre philozorrny 01 Scheiling and Hegel. hey also
trace the view of phiiosovny baclk tc Fichte. Ses2 Krorer pp.
372 - 37>, (Zweiter Band) 2nd Marx. pp. 14 - 15.



Schelling traces the develonment of the unity of apperception

(the I of Fichte's philosophy) in his system & transcendental
idealism 1n this way, through the various forms of intuition

to where 1t reaches 1ts highest potency. What motivates

Schelling in presenting 'transcendental philcsophy' as this 'series
of stages of i1ntuition' i1s the zdentity that, as we have seen, he
thinks exists between nature and intelligence. It 1s apparent
from natural philosophy, he says, 'that the same potencies of
intuition which are to be found in the I can, to a certain =xtent,

be pointed out in nature.'112

The highest potency will be,
as should already be evident, where intelligence and nature
meet. To attain this end, Schelling suggests, the philozopher

must follow self-consciousness through 1ts various epochs depict-

ing how the one neces<arily follows {rom the other.

All this 1s reminiscent of the Phenomenology. There 1s

however, one significant dilference. Schelling, unlike Hegel,
regards the highest potw:icy (the highest rdentity of subject

and object) as Are, 110

This is fully in keeping wilh the
spirit of Schellang's philosophy since he thinks of the
Absolute Identity not only as a point of equivalence of subject
and object but equally as a point of 1nd1ffereﬁce. This 1s
because neither, as we know, takes precedence over the other.
The highest unity ¢f subject and object must ftherefore be a
unity without preference given tc either pole. The special

merit of Art 1s that 21t meets with this reguirement. IvT

unites the intuition of the subject and his product 1n the most

112, Schelling. op.cit. p. 331.

is -~

113. Ik1d. p. 634,
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concrete manner. In Art the obgect of the subjective act

of 1ntuition can be chserved tc exist. 1t 1s therefore,
Schellang thinks, concrete evidence of the i1dentity of

subject and obgect. in one and the same intuition the I 15
conscious of 1tselfl and not-conscious. For Schelling the work
of art 1s, as Hegel says, 'the highest manner of the obJectif-
1cation of Reason because there sensuous representaticn is

united with J.ntellec’cualll’:y.'lll’L

It is because Reason 1s given a 'sensuous existence'
in this fashion that Hegel objects to the depiction of Art as

the highest unity of subject and object. In takirg this att

o
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Hegel shows himself to be more of an idealist than Schellinv.

114, Hegel. Werxe 20, p. 433,

115. Hegel has also a sound methodological objection (whieh 1<
not unrelated to his 1dealism) tc the depiction cf Art as
the highest i1dentity of subgect and objecru. in regarding
Art as the highest form of Reason Schelliing, 1irn Hegel's
view, Justified his own stand in recpect of philosophy:
that it was also a form of Art. Thererfore what was n

Schelling's opinion required to he a philoscpher was not
the ability to think systematically but rather the gilt of

genius. It was only such genius that made the philosopher
capable of intuiting the Absolute Identity JnhgrenT in

things. This, Hegel suggests, 1s why Schelling's philosophv
takes on 1ts oracular form. As we know, thls principle of

1dentity requires no proof, 1t simply 1s, and 1S everyimnare.
Schelling can avoid the Dburden cf proof since the Lntulvﬂﬂp
cf this Absolute 1s a work of gen:ug. So Hegel argues tha
his only response to an objection to the fundamentals of hl
phi1losophy would be to say 'that you have not the intelil-
ectual intuition' that would permiv you to sce 1ts truth.
Werke 20, p. 434) Thus w2th Scihelliing, Hegel thinks, 'phii-
osophy. “appears as a talent for Art, genius, as though only
Sunday's child had 1t.' (1bid., p. 428.
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He believes Schelling to have demeaned Spirit in depicting

its highest pctency as Art. Splrit, as he said an his criticism
of Kant, 1s for 3Spirit alone. No 'sensuous existence', Hegel
would say 1s adequate to 1ts nature. Spirit, he insists, 1s

116 .
only capable of 1dentity with thought alone. The identity

of thought and object has for him to come down in favour of
thought. In other words, in i1ts resulf 1f 1s not to be an
i1dentity; thought has to have the upper hand. Thought has
incdeed to be objective-real but has in the end to show itselfl

to be higher than that objective reality. Art as the highest
potency of self-consciousness, and this would ke Hegel‘s op1nior,
comes nowhere near to banishing the alien object fromr the purview
of philosophy. Thas task, we are to presume, remains for

the Phenomenclogy of Mind.tc accomplish,

116. Caird, cp.cit., says of Schellang's identaty: 'His unity
..as Hegel..said, was a unity of 'substance' rather than
of spirit' and points toc the notion of Geist as the pcint
of bresk between Hegcl's philosophy and thal ol Schelling.

p. 55.
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CHAPTER THREE
THE PHENCMENOLOGY OF MIND:

(1) A general view of Hegel's System

In this essay I am concerned primarily to defend a point
of view concerning Hegel's philosophy. That point of view,as
ought to be clear by now, 1s that his philosophy presents a

novel interpretation of the problem of knowledge that had pre-

occupied Modern Philosophy. The novelty of his interpretation
consists, I have already argued, in its account of experience.
So far we have considered Hegel's notion of experience solely
in relation to his criticism of what I have called traditional
eplistemology. We should now be in a position to venture on
Hegel's systematic account of experience, the most comprehen-

sive account of which we shall find in the Phenomenoliogy of Mind.

Although I am principally concerned with this: the defence
of my point of view on an aspect of Hegel's philosophy, I must
nevertheless give an interpretation of his philosophy as a
whole, because to argue that Hegel presents a certain view of
experience 1s at the same time to argue that he presents a
certain view of philosophy. We have already seen how closely
connected the two coancepts of philosophy and experience are in
our review of Hegel's history of Modern Philosophy. Indeed
we found that the view of experience a philosopher adopted was, 1o
general, at one with his assessment of the scope and aims of
philosophy. For instance we observed that Hume and Locke
limited philosophy to the knowledge of the appearance of things
to our senses as they were of the belief that our experience

dzd not extend beyona that appearance of things. Similarly,
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we found that Kant limited philosophy to the knowledge of

phenomena because he tnhought experience to be a compourd of

a priori 1deas and sense 1mpressions. And, certainly, there

can be no doubt that there 15 a significant connection
betwecen the notions of experience and philocophy in Hegel's
system.

When dealing with the Pherniomenology of Mind 1t 1s tradit-

ional to attempt some kind of commentary.l I shall follow
the established tradition in this instance because, unlike
some traditions, i1t 1s not without good cause. What 1 shali
do is to attempt an exposition of what, for my purpcses,

are the major arguements of the Preface and Tantroduction and

a similar, but briefer, interpretation of the first three
Chapters of the work. In each case the argument will proceed
with close reference to the text. This might by scme be
regarded as evidence for 1 lack of originelity on the part

of the author. In so far as this charge merely concerns ny
fcllowing the usual practice 1t 1s already partly answvered.
But there 1s a stronger charge than this implied, namely, that

the practice of presenting a commentary to the Phenomenology

of Mind 1s an evasion of the obligaticn to supply an independent

estimation of Hegel's philosophy. But an independent estimation

cf Hegel's philosophy has to be one that has come to terms with

1. Findlay {(Hegel: A Re-eramination), Stace (The Philosophy o7
Hegel), Marcuse (Reason and Fevoiution), Mure (Zne Fhilcsounv
i 4
i

of Hegel), W.Becker (Hegel's Phinorenolcgie des Gelsces) and
of course, Hyppolite (Genese et Strdcture de 1a Phanomencloglie
de 1'Esprit de Hegel) all do this.
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1t. This, I believe, 1s where the strength of the exposition
or commentary lies. For such 1s the nature of Hegel's phil-
osophy that anything other than an attempt at systematic
commentary is an evasion of the obligation to understand

it properly. Thzs 1s not simply because in Hegel's work -

and the Phenomenoiogy of Mind is amongst the most difficult

in thig respect - the argument is always extremely condensed
and often obscure. It 1s because (and this 1s Hegel's
emphasis) his philosophy 1s to be understood only in 1ts
systematac exp051tlon.2 In other words, 1t 1s his view

that philosophical truth i1s not to be found i1in a siaple
series of definitional or axiomatic staftements. 1t is
rather a sustzined argument. An independent Jjudgement of
his philosophy might do well to respect this view. It scems

to me therefore that only a sustained commentary can come fo

terms with such a philosophy.

At the outset T mzde the assertion that our review of
Hegel's critique of Modern Philosophy, including his fellow
German Idealists would place us 1n an excellent position to

understand the Phenomenology of Mind. VJe must nrow support this

claim. In my view Hegel's azcount cf the history of philos-

ophy enters into the very conception of the Phencmenology of

Mind. The manner in which 1t dces so 1s complex and I
suggest we begln ocur explanation of 1t by consideriag one
of Hegel's remarks concerning the history of philosopny in
1

his Enzyklco8die: The history of philosophy presents in the

]

various philosophies that aovpear rartly the cne thilcocsophy at

2. Hegel. Phinomenologle des Ueistes, Werke %, pp 1l-24. This of
course, 1$ how Hegel evplalns his raticence when giving A pre-
liminary view of his philosonhy in hi1s Frefaces. See also
Wissenschaft der Logik, Werke 5, p. 56.
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various stages of 1ts {formation and partly that the perticular

principles, which only have one system as their basis, are

only branches of one and the same whole.' Hegel adds - and
this may be taken as applying to his own philosoghy - 'The
philosophy that comes last in order of time 1s the result of
all preceding prhilosophies and must therefore contain the
principles of all; it i1s therefore, 1f 1t 1s aindeed philosophy,
the most developed, the richest and the most concrete.'(j)
This, to say the least, 1s a startling assertion. For, not

only 1s Hegel claiming that there 1s a progressive development

in the histery of philosophy, but that this developwent 1s
teleological and, In some sense, cumulative. The decvelopment

of philoscphy, according to Hegel, reflecis nct so much the
purposes of each and every individual philogcpher as a purpose
that transcends them all. Tt 1s accordingly not the devzlopment
of a varied number of differing sysiems but the development of
one and the same systen. We are presumably tce understana

that somehow all the great philosophers were writing, or at

least contributing to the writing of, one philosophy. There

were, if we recall, indications that Hegel held such o view

'

-

in the criticisms that he levelled at his contemporaries and
the other Modern Philscphers. As we noted, those philosophers
were criticised nol from what he would take to be a particular
standpoint hut from the viewpoint of a systematic conception
of the history of pnilozophy. We may remember the instance

when he clairmed that the deficiencies of Descartes'=nd Spinoza's

3. Hegel. Werke 8, p.5%
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phi1losophies were made un by the vhilcsophies of their
1mmediate followers i1in the History cf Philosophy, Leibniz and
Locke There was an implication here that thne develooment
was teleological. Similarly we found that Hegel criticised
Fichte not from a particular point of view but from the point
o’ view of philosophy as a whole. His criticisms were motiv-
ated by what he thought to be the contemporary need or require-
ment of philosophy. The implication there again was that
philocsophy had an aim that was independent of the aims of

fhe philosopher himself. Indeed Hegel‘s suggestion 1s

that 1n reviewing the history of pnilosophy we are reviewling

a consistent whole. This means that the various philoscphical

systems in so far as they are true are branches of one and

the same system.

This brings us to Hegel's pnilosophy. Tt would agprear
that Hegel would have to 1esign himself to an i1nevitabiz
partiality in developing his own system of philosonny. But

this 1s not the case, for Hegel grants the most recent philos

C
'C
)
et

in the history of philoscphy a privileged position. Because

1t 1s the last, 1t 1s 'the most developed, the richest and

most concrete'. And it 1s all thais, Hegel claims, because it
contains within 1tself the correct principles of all the others.

It 1s this idea that lies at the heart of Hegel's philosophy.

In his philosophy then Hegel attempts to synthesisc the

ftruth of 211 reviolls philosophy. 1t 1s thais that makes
J

(4)

Fegel's philosophy unique., No philosopher prior to Hegel,

4. To be sure, i1t 15 well-known that this 1s an aspect of Hepel's
phrlosoprhy but in my view far too little attention has Leer
paid to the fact. 1t 1s not, as we shall see, simply an ~¢a2en
trif claim that Hegel nakes but oae that he attempts Lo carry
out.
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or since, has consciously set himself that task. I must

add, however, that Hegel himself does nct hold this view.

He dces not regard 1t as a peculiarity of his own vhilosopny
that it 1s an attempt to synthesise what is true 1n previous
philosophies. One reason for his believing this 1s evident.
If, like Hegel, we see all philosophies as making a contribut-
ion to the progressive develoovment of the one philosophical
system, then we must regard the last as being the synthesis

of what 1s true i1in philosophies prior to 1t. We would have
to admit that regardless of at what stage the chain of devel-
opment of phileosophy is broken off, that stage represents

the distillation of all the truths of previous philosophy.
This, then,1s one reason why Hegel does not regard it as a
peculiarity of his philoscphy that it seecks .0 incorporate

the results of the whole history of philosophy. His claim

1s that this happens anyway 1f a body of theory 1s indeed
philosophy. It 1s the inevitability cof this or~currence in
Hegel's mind that gives us the second reason for his thinking
that 1t is nothing peculiar to his philosophy. This synthesis
is inevitable in Hegel's view because all philosophy is the

work of one spirait. He says 1n hais Enzyklopédlg again: 'The

architect of this work of thousands of years' which is the
work embodied in the history of philosophy' i1s the one living

spirit whose thinking nature 1t s 1s to bring what it 1s tTc

15

gonscliousness. The synthesis then 1s not Hegel's because
1t 1s brought about by the activity of the one spirit (Geist)

that transcends any particuler system of philosoohy. Hegel

. Hegel. Werke 3, p.55. The ermplasis 15 Hegel'
-———— L <

S
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believes thet he 1s only participating in that activity.

We might say that he sees himsell as the servant of spirat
1in the matter of philcsophy. But we, of course, do not
have to take this view. We may regard his phiilosophy to

be unique 1n these two respects: that 1t 1s consciously
regarded as the result of all previcus philosophy and that
therefore 1t regards the history of philosophy as the devel-
opment of this one point of view. It 1s, I maintain, 2
peculiarity of Hegel's philosophy, and a view that lies at
its heart, that 1t 1s seen as the embodiment of the correct

insights of all previous philosophy.



THE PHENOMENOLOGY AND THE HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY

We are now better placed to understand the significance
of what I have called Hegel's Critigue of Modern Philosophy
in the understanding of Hegel's first major work the Phenomen-

oclogy of Mind. Hegel sees his task in philosophy as beilng

to undertake the work of spirit: to synthesise previous
philosophy and to brang it to its proper ccnclusion. A
knowledge of the history of philosophy as Hegel understands
1t does, then, go a long way towards understanding the origin
and content of his philosophy. Indeed 1 would go so far

as to suggest that this historical approach to his vhilosophy
1s the most fruitful. Of course, to do full Justice to sucn
an approach we would have to examine the whole cf Hegel's
account of the History of Phjlosophy.6 But we might take
comfort in the fact, that on Hegel's own account, the most
1ecent philosophies contain wilnin themselves the truths of

all those preceding.

We are, in any casse, concerned with the fate of Modern
Philosophy in the writings of Hegel and Marx. As I have
already said, Mcdern Philosophy was vwreoccupgied witnh cha
Problem of Knowledge or, in Hegel's terms, the relation of
thought to 1ts obgect, We have examined Hegel's critigue
of Modern Philcsophy to elucidate his approach to the problem.
One of the contentions that we have sought to refute 1s that

of Hebermas: that Merx and Hegel 'demoli-hed' traditional

o]

epirstemology. It ought to be cles: b, row thst Hegel's

6. The wor4s of M.Foster (Ths Polivical Pniloscphies or Plato a
Hegel) and Mure (Introduction to Hegcao ), fir instsance, shcw
valuable 1s the compariscn with the pniJescphies of Plato ar

Aristotle.

—
)
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account of che relation of his philosophy, and indeeua of all
philosophy, to the history of philosophy goes some way to-
wards meeting Habermas' criticism. For, 1 Hegel sees the
task of philosophy 1n general as the conscious effort to
link 1teelf to and build on the philoscphical bYradition, the
accusation that he simply negsates or 1gnores an achnievement
of previous philosophy seems, on the face of 1t, to ke
implausiple; and our discussion of the relatron between the

History of Philosophy anrd the Phenomenology of Mind should

make 1t seem even more soO.

In the conclusion of the short cssay entitled 'Result'

with which he ends his Lectures ¢n the Hiscory ¢f Philosnophy

)

Hegel says 'Accordingly (i.e. according to the outcowe of

the History of Philosophy-H.W.) our standpcint 1s now the
recognition of the Idea. The kncewledge of the Idea as Spirat,
¢35 Absolute Spirit which :s thus opposed to ancther spir:t -
to the finite; and the principle of this spirit (or mind) is
to know, so that Absolute Spirit 1s for 1t. I have trieda

to develop and bring before your thoughts this train of spirit-

D
0]
wn
-
O
o}

ual forms (Gestaltungen) of philosophy in their progr

at the same fime indicating their counnection. his series

=3

is the true realm of spirrts, the only realm of zpiraits that

there is - a series which is not & diversity, ncr does it
remaln a series merely as a succession, bubt a series just
as 1ts self-recognition into moments of the one spirit which
makes 1tself into one and the same present-cay spirit. And

this long train of spirits are the only pulses which 1f uses
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up in 1ts life; they are the organisu of our Substance. We
have to give ear to 1ts urgency - when the mcle within burrows
on - and give it reality. Those spirits are simply a
necessary orogression which express nothing other than the
nature of spirait 1tself and live in us all. I hope that thais
History of Philosophy may contain for you the demand to grasp
the spirit of our time which 1s in us naturally, to draw 1t

oul of 2ts naturalness 1.e. 1ts ftaciturnity, lifelessness to

th

@

light of day and - each in his place - conrnsciously bring

it to 1Jght'.7 This is a remarkable, 1f obscure, ccnclusion.
The interpretatzon of 1t 1s of some significance to our enguiry.
As T have indicated, it appears that the conclusion 1s not

only Hegel's but Spirit's as well. And to add to the confusion
Spirit seems to be playing two roles in that conclusion: Absclute
Spirit and finite spirat. Hegel's suggestion is that at the
outcome of the History of Philosophy they bear a scgnitficant
relation to each other. We are to look on cthem as being
opposed to each other but becanse 1t 1is the nature of finite
spirit to know, 'Absolute Spirit is for 1t'. What sense are

we to make of this? It seems that Absclute Spirit 1s short-
hand for the result of the History of Philosophy. 1t would,
therefore, be the most highly developed form of philosophy of

the day. If we were to couch this claim i1n religious terms

1t would be that God 1s the development of philosophy and

in any c¢ne epoch 1s tc be found i1n the most advanced philosophy.
Strange though this conclusion may seem, it 1s what Hegel
believes. He spealks cof fthe history of philoscphy as the

7. Hegel. Werke 20, pp. 461 - 2.
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true thecdicy and, in the same essay, as 'the revelaticn

8 .

of God as he knows himself ' . Again, as we have seen,

Hegel {thinks of the progrecssive development cof philosophy &as

the only rcalm of spirit there 1is. We must conclude that
it is the only heaven fthere 1s. It is a peculiar heaven,

|
however, since 1t has an existence here on earth. The realm
of spirrcsof the history of philosophy, according to Hegel,
'makes 1tselfl into one ard the same present-day spirit.'

They ettain this happy state of aflffairs by their'sell-recog-
nition' inte moments of the one whole. It 1s this process
that is the true theodicy and culminates with finite wmind

mowing 2t as sguch.

There is much we could conciude from this analysis apout
Hegel's views in general. For exemple, we could pursue
the view of religion 1t implied 6?, for that matter, the view
of history it. implied. ‘However these topics ¢o not greatly
concern uc here. What interests ve is the view of philoscphy
1t implies and especially what view does i1t present uvs with
of the relation of the History of Pnilosophy to Hegel s ohil-
osoyhy . In pursuing that aspect we must emvhesize that,

whatever v.cw legel may have of ithe matter, the thoughts of

IS

deza pullosopners sre not the kind of things that crgocise
themselves 1nto a whole or are even capable of self-recogniticn
into or within the one sprir.it. But Fegel thiinks. they are,

ccount thnat the

=
lar)
o)

In his veiew this rs what distingu.shes €

Historv of Philoccpny gives Trom an account which woula prezoin

8. Ibid., ». 457.



a mere diversity of modes of thought and thinkers. Its
subJject-matter organises 1itself into a complete whole.

He writes the history of philosophy, therefors, as though
spirit had willed 1t all from the beginning. But, clearly,
there is no such spirit. Hegel admits this himself, in
effect, when he makes the further suggestion that this 'long
succession of spirats' of the history of philosophy 1s the

'organism of our Substance'. Setting aside for the moment

1

ubsiance

[#5]

the question of the precise meaning of the notion of

¢

in Hegel's philosophy (for ocur present purpose we might simply
take the term to mean 'life') we can see that the i1mplication
of saying that the principles ¢f previous philosophy are
organic moments in the spirit of the present 1s thal they ere
not consciously elements of our life. If they arve not
consciously present in our life Hegel has to admit that neither
1s their corganisation inte a 'spiritual whole' past or present
ready at hand. As he himself says, they have to be broughtu

to the light of day and only then, we must assum=, i3s 1t posSS-
ible for them to be knit into a systematic whole. This the
philoscpher must do because the 'spirit of the time' which

1s in us 'maturally' does nrot possess that order. That order,
and this is supposed to be the demand contained in Hegel's

own accouvnt of the Haistory of Philosophy, 13 only to be atftained

drawing out from their naturalness those spiritual forms.

n

This sti1ll leaves us far from clear con what 1s the out-

come of Hegel's History of Philosophy. The ambiguity of the

p3

paragraph 1 qucted a1s, I think, typical of the general complexicy
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of Hegel's philosophy. He makes a number o assumptions that
are simply not argued and often aprears to move 1llegitimately
from one area of discourse to another. AL present there 1s
certain to be confusion because 1n one and the same context

!

Hegel invokes the "spirit cf the time" and the "result of

the history of philosophy'". Prima facie there appears to

be no direct connection between the two. Not so for Hegel,
however. His assumption 13, and this plays an i1mportant

role 1n his account of experience 1in the Phenomenology, that

"the history of philosophy is the innermost (soul) o world
history, - this work of the mind of man 1n his Iinner thought
is parallel with all the stages of reality. No philosopny

19

can go beyond its own time. For Hegel, then, the abstract-
i1ons of philosophy ¢ e abstractions from the spirit cf the
epoch. That 1s their direct connection. This, he suggests,
1s not to be understood i1in the sense that philosophy 1s in

a dependent relation to the spirit of the time. it 1s rather
1ts essence. In historical terms this means thal the history
of the world as distilled ainto the history of philosophy.

The relation between nistorical development and the development
of the history of philosophy 1s for Hegel the relation beatween
an outer contingent life and 1ts innermost soul. This is

how the history of philcsophy comes to be found naturally in

the spirit of the time.

Armed with this insight we are now able te say with much
more certainty whac the resulf of the nistory of philosoohy

1s for Hegel. As we have seen, Hegel suggests that our




146.

reading of his History of Philosophy mighft move us to grasp

the spirit of our espoch i1n & philosophical manner. This is
potentially possible because past philosophies are 'maturally’
present i1n the culture of the day. We may find this improb-
able, but in Hegel's view, those past philoscphies are the
pulse-beats of 'the spirit of the time'. Grasping the spirat
of time 1n a philosophical manner implies then that we draw
out those pulse-beats or philosophical 1deas. Sc the argument
would appear to be this: In any one epoch the philosophy cf
that epoch represents 1ts self consciousness or, more strongliy,
the essence of that epoch. Now, what happens in history (of
the exoteric kind) is according to Hegel that one epoch
succeeds ancther with no apparent logical connaction between
them. The cultural outcome 1s that the spirit of the preced-
ing epoch 1s 1nherited 1n a contingent or natuwral fashion by
fthe scciety of the followw.ng epoch and in this way Jforms a
part of the ordinary msa's self-awarcness in the new epoch.

So that the events of haistory themselves appear to give no
sign of philosophical rigour. Nevertheless, Hegel clains,
beneath the surface there lies a philosophical order. His
suggestion 1s that both the ordinary man's ooﬁroiousness and
philosophy are something wmocre than what they appear to be.
That something more 1s in botn cases supplied by hictory

(of the esofteric kind). Hegel's view is that the ordinary
consciousness 15 not only the natural consciousness of 1ts
time but contains within it (implicitly) the consciousness

of preceding epochs. The spirit of the present 1s also

the spirit of the past. Similarly Hegel claims that tne
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philoscophy of an epoch has within 1tself, as moments, the
philosophies of past epochs. Botn from the viewpoint of
esoteric history have an immanent order.lo However the
history in which philosophy participates Is ot the privil-
eged kaind. Unlike the natural consciousness of an epoch 1t
knows the reality of that epoch - it 1s i1ts self-consciousnecss.
Philosophy partacipates in the history of ultimate reality.
It is the esoteric history of man-kind. Because 1t 1s the
reality of history the study of the history of philosophy
brings with 11 the demand that we understand our life in that
way - as implicitly philcsophical.

we .
What we may/inow conclude about the relation of Hegel s

Lectures on the History of Philcsophy to the Phenomenology of

Ming® We have to decide what the cutcome of the foraser has
to do with the idea of a phenomenoclogy of mind. Tnose who

are familiar with the Phenomenology of Mind will already have

an intimation of what I have to say on this. The significance
of the one for the other, i1n my view, lies in tre account that
Hegel gives 1n the Lectures of the relation of philosophy to
the culture of time. For Hegel, as we have seen, pnilcsophv

is the self-consciousness of that culture or 1ts essence, an

(@8

1t 15 to be distinguished froin the merely natural consciousness

of a culture. Philosophy, he suggests, 1s the systematic under-

10. I have to differentiate here between the two aspecls of Hegel's
view of History. Hegel cannot have 1t both ways. History scen
as a contingent series of events (what I have called exoteric
history) 1s entirely different from history seen as an L1muanent-
ly ordered series of events (esoteric history). Differentiating
the two certainly makes more sense of Hegel's claims about the
natural and philosophical consciousnesc. Whether the dastinct-
ion would apply <o Hegel's philosophy of history as a vhole is
another matter. Marx, wnhoge concepts bLhesge are, appears to
think sc. See Kritik des Hegelsechen Staatsreciits, Mar.-=n
Werke, Dietz Verlag, Berlin p., 200.

el
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standing and syanthesis of the natural consciousness. We shall

find that the same distinction 1s made 1n the Phenomenology of

Mind, 1n that the phenomenology of mind is intended to depict
the path of natural consciousness tc science. Hegel, it seems,
has taken his own 1nguction seriously'to grasp the spirit of
our time which 1s in us naturally' and 'draw 1t of a1ts natural-

ness‘.ll

From our recading of the conclusion to Hegel's history
of philosophy we already have some idea of what 1s 1nvolved 1n
the natural consciousress taking that path. The stages of the
path to science are, according to Hegel, already to pe found 1in
the natural consciousness, for these stages are past philosophies
which have been superceded and are lnorporated in the culture
of the time. So the path of the natural consciousness takes
1t through the 'realm of spirits' in so far z.. these 'spirits
are contemporarily present. In one way, then, Hegel's account
of the History of Philosophy provides the subject-matter cf

the Phenomenonlogy. It is the 'long trsin of spirits' which
12

'lives in us all' which has to be critzcally reviewsd before

the nstural consciousness can attain to science. However, the
History of Philoscphy is not per se the content of the Hegelian
naturel consciousness but 1s, T bsalieve, 1ts ccntent as something
dead and past. It would niot do simply to repeat, in philos-
ophy itself, the history of philosophy. Rather Hegel's position
1s this: 'The same development of thought which 1s portrayed in

the history of philosophy 1s presented in the philosoghy 1tself but
freed from that historical externality, purely in tne element of

tnought’.lj

11. Hegel. Werke 20, p. 462.
2. Ibid.
13. Hegel. Werke 8, p. 59.
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This view stands at the centre of Hegel's philosophy.

D

Tt 1s not one that 1s self-explanatory however. Indeed we
have yet to examine what would be the nature of such an account
that aimed at bringing out the significance of various forms

of superceded philosophy for present philosophy. What we are

concerned with particularly 1s the role that such a view plays

1n Hegel's theory of experience The Phenomenology of Mind.

And 1t 1s to this we now turn. In the Phenomenoclogy of Mind,

Hegel undertakes the task of raising philosophy ©TO a science by

tracing the path of the nalural consciousness to Absolute Knowledge.

ct

His aim 1S, as he says, that philosophy be able to seft to one

! 1

side 'the name of being the love of knowledge' and 'b sal
14

knowledge'. This aim 1s conslstent with what I have suggested

b}
4

D

¢
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1s Hegel's general view of philosophy. Hegel's antention in

the Phenomenclogy 1s to transform past and ccontemporary philosophy

erploying his understanding of both as his pcant of orientation.

In what he has to say there is, howecver, one thing we might not

have expected. He suggests that he 1s working with others to
achieve his aim. This 1is unexpecfed because we have, by now,

a firm picture of Hegel as a philosopher who 1s extremely crivical
of the efforts of others. But as ne puts 1t himself: 'To show

that the time has now come for philosophy to be raised to a science-
this would be the only true justification cof the attempts which

have this purpose'. (1b.) Tn Hegel's view then, other philosophers-
and wie must assume that these are the ones i1mmediately preceding

him, Kant, Fichte and Scrnelling - had all but raised pbilosophy

14.  Hegel. Weike 2, p. L4,



to science. What Hegel has to do 1s simply to bring the process

to a successiul end. It appears then that Hegel thinks of his

Phenomenology 4s being in a critical continuity with ovast and

contemporary philosophy. What 1s more, and 1s perhaps mcre

striking, Hegel thinks of the Phenomenology as 1ftself making

history. The time has come, he claims, for science to come

on the scene. The sense of hishtorical occasion whizh

Kroner

detects in the whole of German Idealist Philosophy 18 nowhere

more evident than in Hegel's Phenomenclogy, and it 1s in the

Preface, as 1s the case with all his Prefaces, tnat thi

.S Serise

of history comes particularliy to the fore. Kroner compares this

atmosphere of innovation with that surrounding the foun

aing of

the Christian Church and suggests that the same cschatolcg.cal

aspirations are to be found amcong the German Ideslists.

15

Whether this 1s true or not we have to admit that Hegel's

philosophy summons up the same sort of sense of occac<ion.

Philosophy 1s for him part and parcel of the historical world.

In writing the Phenomenology of Miad, then, Hegel

addresses

wmself both to the culture of the time and to the history of

philosophy, especially 1ts most recent history. It 1s

that explains his twofold inteation in writing the work.

1s his iIntention, as we have seen, to raise philosophy
science and to show that it 1s the demand cf S8pirait in
time. It is the latter that involves the examination

temporary culture. Along with this twofoid intention

this
It
to a
hils
of con-

Hegel

makes a twofold assumpfion. He assumes that philosophy is

developing in the direction of science ana the zgsumprion that

the contenporary culture has the potential Tor such a develcp-

i5. R.Kroner. Von ¥ant bis Hepel, p. 1 'Something or th:

eschatological hopes of Lhe clme of the birth oi Chr
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ment. Since a culture 21s nothing without 1ts
participants the assumption that he has toe make 1in the

second instance 1is that the ordinary person's consclousness

of the prevailing culture 1s 1mplicitliy scientifaic. He

argues that the transition to science that the Phenomenology

demands 1s overdue: 'For the rest', he says, 'it 1s not diffi-
cult to see that our times are a time of birth and transition
into a new period. Spirit has broken with the hitherto
existing world of 1ts being and representation (Vorstellens)

and 1s in the process of the work of transforming 1t and letting

116

it sink into the past. The Phenomenclogy regquires no more

of us than that we become aware of what was already in progress

in our culture.

We have examined at some length the relation of the

history of philosophy to the Phenomenology fr»m the viewpoint

of Hegel's depiction of the histeory of philcsophy. As T
have said, what now i1nterests us 1s the role the relation

bleys 1in the Phenomenology 1tself. This 1s again extremely
5

Iy
C

compiex. It means that we have tc unravel what Hegel intends
by the notion of Spirit. We have to break it up into the

many constituent parts that 1t has in the Phenomenclogy.

We might begin with the 'differentiations In Spirit' that
Hegel himself posits in the Preface. We have jJjust seen that
Hegel believes that, in his ftime, Spirit is on the point of
letting the hitlierto exiting world of its being sink into the
past and 1is i1nvolved i1n the work of transforming 1iv. The
'differentiation of spirit' begins with refining this .dea.
Spirit, Hegel argues, has not for thais reason attained its

N

full realaity. The transtormation that 1t desires has peen

16. Hegel. Werke 3, p.18.



achieved 1n concept alone and this 'like a new-born child'
has no 'rfull reallty'.17 Now, in saying this of Spirat, 1t
15 clear that Hegel 1s talking abouft spirit as philosophy
since 1t can only be in philosophy that spirit 1s realised

'in concept alone', and this 1s only the beginning of the
realisation of spirit. But, he adds, we must remember

'that the beginning of the new spirit 1s the product of a
far-reaching revolution of numerous forms of culture (Bildung)
and the prize of a very tortuous path and eqgually great strain

and effort.'LS

In other words, Hegel misses in exlsting
philosovhy an awareness that spirait i1s not merely conceptual
but also has a concrete reality. Spirit 1s alsc, 1in one of
its constituent parts, culftural and soccial reality. Tt

may be that spirit 1.1 1ts concrete rezlity appeared overnight
(I think that Hegel has in mind here the Frencn Revolution)

but he asserts, pnilosophv must nct underestimate the trans-
formation of culture that had preparsed the ground. It was

the failure of contemporary philosophy to take this point that,
in Hegel's view, accounts for the fact that it bears witness
only to the 'simple concept' of the great transformation.

The reality of the prevailing philosophy however was not

that mere concept but the 'far-reaching revolution of numerous

forms of culture' of which 1t represented the 'prize'. 1t

is therefore one of the principal aims of the Phenomenoclogy

of Mind to prove that 'the reality of this simple whole con-
si1sts in this, tnat these forms which have become motnents

develop thenselves anew 1n their» recelved sense and give

17. Ibi
18. 1bzxd.

A
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themselves form but i1n thelr new element.

19

It seems then that one of the principal aims of the

Phenomenology 1s that conftemporary philosophy be made conscious

of 1ts 1nheritance. Hegel recommencs that it should loock back

at preceding forms of philosophy from the standpoint of its

present achievement and work again on 1ts reccived 1deas to

ralse them all to the present level of speculation. This 1s

one manner in which spirit might attain 1ts full reality. This

would be through what Hegel calls self-conscious spirit knowing

the full implications of 1ts'simple concept'. However spirit, as

1 have already indicated, has another aspect. Hegel refers to

20

1T here as conscilousness. It 1s the exobteric aspects oif spirit:

consciousness caught up in social and hastorical reality, that is

to

say, the natural or ordinary consciousress o the time. Illow

Hegel says that in the natural consciousness (in contrast to self-

conscious spirit)'the wealth of preceding being 1s still present

as recollectaon'.

the new form of philosophy the 'extension and particular

21 '
Accordaingly, Hegel svggests, T mi
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of content' and most of all the systemavisation of such a content.

(1b.) What 1t misses, above all, is a form or structure to 1ts

world. So, from this point of view, one of the priucipal aim

45}

of the Phenomenology 1s to give a structure to the world cf the

19.
20.

21,
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7/
There would appear to be little difference 1n the uses that
Hegel makes of the fterms Consciousness, the natural conscious-
ness and the ordinary consciocusness. 1f there i1g any difference
at all 1t would be thal Consciocusness has a slightly more cecn-
nical philosophical meaning than the other two being exclusively
confined to the stages of mind of sense-certainty, perception
and Understanding. Here, however,llegel uses the term in a
manner which would make 1t synonymous with the other two so thst
even that fechnical meaning has,2t appesrs,to be understood in
the locse sense.

Hegel. Werke %, p. 19.
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natural consciousness. In 1t Hegel intends to give conscliou-
ness a path to the full reality of the new world in mind.
What he has to say of the 'reality of this simple whole'

also means that philosophy must'develop anew' for conscious-

ness the 'numerous forms of past culture' which have'become

moments' in the existing culture. What is more, 1t means
that this philosophical analysis of past forms 1in present
culture 1s the reality of the natural consciousness. Tt
is for this reason that Hegel's meaning is less than clear:

because the full reaslity of spirit that the Phenomenoclogy 18

supposed to attain applies to both self-conscious spirit
and spirit as consciousness.

There 1s one possible confusion which we must be careful
to avoad. We recall that, at the end of his History of
Philosophy Hegel spoke of spirit differentiating 1tsell into
finite spirit and Absolute spirit. We also recall that the
principle of the finite spirit was to know and the principle
of the Absolute spirit that 1t be known as ITdea. It scems
fhen that what finite spirit has to achieve 1s paralilel with

what the natural consciocusness of the Phenocwrenology has to

achieve: science or systematic knowledge. There 1s a differ-
ence between the twe, however. The difference 1is that linite
spirit 1s able to know the Absclute whereas the natural consc-
icusness has to be led to that goal. As we have seen, {inite
spirit does not have to be led to that goal because 1t is

already there and therefore 1n a position to 'grasp the spirit

~

of the time'. It 1s, as we know, capable of knowing the spir:

s/
that 'dwells 1n us all' whereas the nabtural coOnscLOUSNESS MLISS

the systematisation that such kncwledge would provide.
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short, finite spirit 1s already self-conscious. It 1s self-
conscicus Spirit or, quite simply, Tthe consciousness of a
philosopher. It is therefore at one with the reality of

its tame. It is this that defines self-conscious spirit

for us. What spirit as consciousness or natural conscious-
ness 1s, follows from this. It 1s spirit whiech i1s not at
one with the reality of its time. In the natural conscious-
ness there 1s still a bifurcation (Entzweiung) between itselifl
and the world. It is not self-coascious so that the 'wealth
of preceding being' 1s only present in it as recollecticn.

In other words, what Hegel calls 'the spirit that dwells in

us all' is only present in it unself-conscilously.

This is an important conclusion because the task that

o)

egecl sets himself in the Phencmenclogy of Mind is to bring

conscliousness. At the same time he hopes to prove to self-
conscious spirit or philosophy that such 1s the full reality
no *
¢’ its simple concept.” As we have geen, he himself appears
nct to distinguish his account of the path of the natural
consciousness to science {rom the philosophical proof of the
correctness of his position and, therefore, cannot hold that
the content of the natural consciousness is all that far
removed from philoscphy. Now 1t can be seen what was mecant
when I argued earlier that the history of philosophy 1s not
per se the content of the Hegelian natural consciousness but
1ts content as something dead and past. The content of the

natural consciousness that Hegel analyses in the Phenomenology

is 1ndeed past philcescophy but psst philcsophy 1n 1ts present

significance. It 15 past philosophy as 1t 15 to ke found in

22.Hegel sees his way of selbting about the business of phiicsophy
1in the Phenounenclogv as being the most conv.ncing proci of the
errors of Schelling's oracular, intuitionist approach. Sce :bin.,
p.20 and above, Chapter 3, foocnote 115.




the contemporary mind. And that contemporary mind is on 1ts

way

fo science. It goes without saying then that past phil-

osophies are not unearthed in their historical continuity but

as they contribute to the development of Absolute knowledge

in the natural consciousness, It 1s this that is their 'new

element': the element of the Absolute. As we know, Hegel

believes that philosophy had reached this stage with the

philosophy of Schelling. S0 what he thinks of himself as

doing is giving Schelling's principle its 'full reality'.

In the Phenomenology philosophy reaches 1ts goal at the came

time that the natural consciousness reaches 1ts goal.gj

So the Phenomenology of Mind presents what Hegel calls

2

'the becoming of sclence 1n general oy or knowledze'. lts

starting-point, he suggests, 1s thinking 11 1fs imnaediac

T or

'\
[

simply self-consciousness, In crder that this uneducated,

nalve thinking become science, a lcong path has to be traversed.

In his own advertisement to the book (which appeared in a

23.

24.

Hegel ends the Phenomenology on this note:(a misauotation
from a poem of Schiller)nur-'aus dem Kelche dieces Geilnterr-
eiches (only out of the cup of this realm of spirit foams
forth to 1t 1ts infinity) schaumt ihm seine Unendlichkezt'.
Poetry aside, the force of vhat Hegel has Lo say here is
that the Absolute Identity of Spirit 1s only to ke achieved
through depicting the 'realm of spirits' in its Tull reality.
The point, as I have indicated, 15 being made against

Schelling. Schelling, 1n Hegel's view, merely declares the
Absolule or Infinity to exast. The poaint 1s thougn, Hegel

claims, to prove in an examination of the 'realm cf spirits'
that 1t does exist.

Hegel. VWerke 3, p. 21,
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literary Journal i1n Jena Cctober 1807) Hegel describes the
process 1n this way. 'It (the Phenomenology - H.¥W.) composes

the various snapes (Gesvalten) of mind as stations on the way

througn which 1t becomes pure knowledge or Absolute Spirit,'

so that 'what at first glance presents 1tself as a chaos -
the wealth of the appearance of spirit - 1s brought into a
scientific order. This presents them according to thewir
necessity in which the imperfect dissolve themselves and pass
into higher appearances of spirit which constitute their next
ftruth. The final truth they find fairst of all in religion

Iy
25 There-

and then in science as the result of the whole'.
fore what the philosopher does i1n traversing the various

modes of consciousness leading to science 1s not simply to
describe what 1s ready at hand in his society. It 1s nct

fthe natural conscilousness in 1ts naturalness that concerns
Hegel for what lies ready ef hand 1s & chacs. All that we
have are the mere appearances of spirit. It 1s the task of
the philosopher to bring order to those appearan.es. He has
to bring out their necegsary relat.on, or the superceded phil-
osophies that are present in those appearances. This 1s why
Hegel's undertaking is a phenomenology cf spirit. it is

only a phenomenclogy o spirit that in his opinion will show
that there are necessary connections among the contemporary
spheres of mind. His suggestion 1s even more radical than
this, however; according to him those spheres Oor appearances
of spirit dissclve one into the cthner until 1n theilr progress

absolute knowledge 1s brought aboutl.

25. Ibid. . 50% under Bditor's Notes.
D 5 2




Past philosophies, then, enter into the make-up cf the

Phenomenology of Mind in two ways. Firstly, they are present

in the contemporary appearance of Mind that Hegel examines

as actual points of view of individuals. They survive as
laving viewpoints and, in the case of some, as living ideologies.
For example, the Unhappy Consciousness 1s not only an unconscious
element in contemporary 'spirit' but also s conscious element

in, say, a strongly religious person. Secondly, past philos-
ophies would appear to be present in contemporary culture as
superceded forms of cultural shepes or Gestalten, as Hegel

calls them, which have contributed to and are superceded

elements in the existing culture. For example, the stoical
frame of mind 1s unlikely to have dominatea the congriousness

of any one individual in Hegel's time but 1t is still a stage

in the development of the concciousness of the species and
therefore, Hegel claims, present in 1t. Tnis 1s anclher

reason why there can be two individual avproaches to Lhe

Phenomenology of Mind. There cen be either tne approach

of the uneducated person of his time - this 1g of course

spirit as consciousness or the natural consciousness - ar

the spprocach of the 'universal individual' who has to regard

1 _ _ 1 26
self-conscious spirit in 1ts formation and education (Bildung).

This, of course, 15 the approach of spirit as self-consclousness

or the apprcach of the philosopher. Tt 1s only e that is

able to understand the various elements of the existing culture

|
26.  Ibid., p. 31.
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in their necessary connection. The natural ccnsciousness
being caught up in what Hegel calls the 'organism of cur

Substance' must approach the Phenomenology from the point

of view of one of the modes of consciousness wnich 1t possesses.

This distinction between the two approaches makes the

structure of the Phenomenoliogy most complex. Hegel himself

devotes a long section of fthe Preface to explaining and elab-
orating 1t. The partvicular, uneducated individual is,

he argues, 'incomplete spirit' a concrete configuration, in
whose whole being one determination governs'.27 The other
appearances of mind, he claims, exist in 1t only as obscured
traces. The prevalence cf a higher ovode of CONsSClOUSNESS
1n the experience of the indiviaual expunges the lower mcdes.
The latter becomes a moment only 1n the new particular point
of view. We might understand better what Hegel has to say
here 1f we consider two such particular modes of corsciousnecss:
Protestantism and Catnolicism. Now there 1s nc doubt that
Protestantism originated in Catholicism; but in a particular
consciousness that 1s Protestant the element of Catholicisr
in that particular conscilousness, Hegel would argue, has
disappeared. The particular conscliousness thinks 1t 1

Protestant in so far as 1t 1s not Catholzc. In other words.

the Protestant likes to stand above the level of thinking that

is the origin of his own outlook. He is vain about his own
view and conftemptuous about the Catholic view. Now Hegel
generalises this to say that He, the particular or individual

congclousness, likes to stand abnve his own 1ntellectual

27 . Ipid., p. 22.



history. He likes to think of 1t as something left behind.
On the other hand, the universal individual approaches the
various modes of congciousnecss without this vanity. It sees
every stage as necessary so that each in 1ts mind possesses

the same value as the other. For 1t, each mode of ccnscious-

c
ness 1s 'itself an individual whole Oonflguratlon’.28 As

we have seen, 1ts tasgk 1s to bring to mind eacn particular
mode of consciousness - =each one in 1ts place - and, as Hegel
puts 1t here, survey the whole as 1ts element. This 1s not
to say that the individual particular conscicusness does

not particirvate in all the shapes of consciousness that
precede 1t. They are already part cf 1ts conscicusness
'because thls past existence 1s property that has already

been acquired by fthe 'niversal spairit that makes up the

29

Substance of the individual'. Therefore as one particulsr
consclousness, say for instance that of Morality, the indavidial
w1ll not only participate in the world of ethzcal thinking

and the forms of ethical consciousness that have immediately
preceded 1t but alsc, through the general culture of his

epoch, he will be participating in the general process of

Spirit that Hegel dericts in the Phenomenology of Mind. This

does not however amount to the same level of involvement as
that of the universal or self-conscious mind. Since the
genecral process only 'appears externally' to the individual

as the

o]

roperty of the general consciousnesg cf the time.

S0 1t perely foristhe 1declogical backdrop cof his existence

28, Ibid., p.

\
ny o\

29. Thid.. p.

W
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30

or, Hegel suggests, h:s 'inorganic nature'. In Hegel's

view, then, we may depict the two approaches to the Phenomennlogy

in this way: 'it consists, seen from the side of the individual,
in this, that it acquires what 1s at hand, draws 1nto 1tself
1ts crganic nature and takes possession of it for himself.

This Irom the side of the universal spirit consists in nothaing

cther than 1t give 1tsell this

1=

s self-consciousness and

n

bring out in i1tself 213 becoming and reflectlon.'jl What
the i1ncdividual or natural consciousness has to do therefore
is to reappropriate its own incrganic nature. Baillie seems
to be correct here when he suggesls in his rendering of
the phrase that the particular individual has to make his
inorganic nature organic fto hlmself.32 This is certainly
what Hegel implies: that the natural consciouwness become
thoroughly acqguainted with all that 1t has taken to make up

1ls own consclousness and s0 make the general consciousnass

of the time his own. Hegel adas that this process from the
point of view of the universal individual 1s simply the process
of 1ts coming to 1itself. It becomes explicitly what 1t

implicitly 1%, the self-consciousness of Suostance. This

approachn to the Phenomenology can 1t 1s clear only be open

[

to the philosopher who has already attainea the level o
'self-consciousness' of spiryt. Or, as Hegel suggests here,
1t 1s only open to those who kncw the content ¢f the iuorgan:ic
nature of the general spirit of the time, The content of

that inorganic neture 1s what Hegel callz the prior 'lapour

20.

Ibad.

31. ITbid. s p-ﬁ:‘-

52, J.B.Baxllvie., Translalion ¢f The Phernomenology of Mind
(Alien « Unwin) ». 90.




of world spirit' whose essence,as we Xnow, 1s the hastory

of philosophy. It follows theh that this approcach can only
be taken by the philosopher who knows, as Hegel claims he
does, the outcome of the History of Philosophy. £ is

only such a philoscpher who can possibly present the Phenomen-

clogy of Mind.




UNDERSTANDING AND RFASON, OR THE PHENOMENOQOLOGICAIL METHOD

In order to elaborate the 1mplications of Hegel's view
of philosophy, we shall now take a look at how he describes

the process of the Phenomenology. This description gives

a clue to the understancding of many of the most important
concepts of Hegel's system: 'science', he says, 'presents
not only this educational process 1n 1ts fullness and necess-
1ty but also tnat which in its formation has already sunk

133

into a moment and property of mind. So what the natural

onsciousness undergoes in its course constitutes the educet-

ional process of the Phenomenologzy. And .8, as we can see,

.1 !

the Phenomenclogy 'viewed from the side of the indivicdual'.

s

3

It is therefore the series of changes that leads to the in-

organic nature of the natural conscicusness bhecoming Organic

to itself. - It 1s this series of changes that, Hegel suggests,

revives in both the ind.vidual and philosophy what 'has alrezdv

sunk 1nto a moment and property of mind.' Saying this naturally
A

leads Hegel to explain how 1t 1s that the educational process
brings abocut this change. In his view 1t does so because
"the world spirit' has slresdy 'had the patience to go through

these forms in the long expanse of time' and were therefore

deposits 1n 1ts present form. We are by now famliliar with
this suggestion of Hegel. What more he has to say, however,
brings us on to less familiar territoery. He tells us that,

in that substance, the past nhilosophies are but abbreviations;

33 Hegel. Werke 3,p. 33.

3. Ioid., p. 34,



in other words, that those past philosophers as they are

found in contemporary culture are 'realities extinguished into
pOSblbllltles'."5 For this reason Hegel thinks they are
thoughts which have no substantial hold. They are thoughts

of which me might say that they bave had thear day. This

15 what Hegel means when he savs that they are present as
'recollection' only. The past forms of consciousness that

he 1s analysing are not, he claims, present as 'being in ther-
selves' (erinnerte Ansich). This point 1s of some consideravle

importance because the process of the Phenomenovlogy consisus

precisely in inverting these remembered 'in themselves' 1into

o ' o 5 ' \ - 36 b I
the form of 'for themselves' (Flrsichseins). Tt 1s 1in the
light of this account tnat we ought to corpletc our picture of

tie role of the history of ohilosophy ir the Phencmenology of

Mind. It appears now that the Phenowenology 15 not simply 4

process of making past forms of consciodsness counbtemporaneacus
but of making contemporangeus vast forms of con301oque“° known.

The Fhenomenology i1s therefore not the history of conscrois-

ness but the consciousness of the history of consciousness in —
CONsSClOoUusSness. So 1t 15 not the histery of philosophy but
the conscicusness of the histcry of philosophy in the present

stage of philosophy.

35. Ibad.

30, Ibad. 'Already something thouznt the conitent 1s the procerty
of Substznce; 1t 15 nor longer (equired) Lo invert exicsteuc:
into the form of being in 1tself hut only to invert thac
which 1s neither no longsr merely original nor sunk in
existence, rather already rememnercd in 1cself 1nto tle

form of beilng fo-~ itself'.

[
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We shall now see how Hegel explains the process of the

Phenomenology to see whether it accords with our view. A

distinction ne feels we must make before we can understand
this process 1s that between what we might call 'being famil-
iar with something' and knowing 1t. Since he argues {(and
here the German is indispensable): 'Das Bekannte Uberhaupt

>

ist darum, weil es bekannt 1st, nicht erkannt'. Now,

bekannt sein can mean to know 1in German but in the sense of

being acquainted witn or being familiar with. For example,
a Bekannte 13 an acquaintance. So when Hegel 1s distingui-

shing genuine knowing (evkennen) from bekannt sein, as he 1s

in this instance, he 1s distinguishing knowledge vwith which

we are merely acgquainted or knowledge which is 1egarded as

well-known fact with knowledge we really do know well. The
force of Hegel's epigram 1s then that 'the well-known Just
because 1t 1s well-known 1s not hknown'. The adequacy of

this rendering however does depend cn our rememhering Lhat
well-known 1s only intended in the sense of being famniliar
with or being acquainted with. This 1s not a minor point.

It is of some significance that we know precisely what Hegel's
eplgram means because Hegel thainks of the process of the

Phenomenology as the overcoming of our Bekannischatt, or

the well-known nature, of the forms of consciousness that
make up the contemporary spectrum of mind. In Hegel's view,
we as having only an ordinary conscicusness of our epcch show

a vanity towards the forms of consciousncss that are 'well-know




but have been historically superceded. An individual particular
gconscilousness, such as we have, is thus indifferent to the
past forms that make up 1ts 1norganic nature so that 'tnas
property it has acquired stall has the same character of
z

s

unconceptual:sed (unbegriffener) immediacy. unmoved indifference..
Therefore the parficular consciocusness of the day, Hegel
claims, sees the superceded forms as simply something

with which it 1s finished 'wherein therefore 1Lts activaty

9

\\)J

and thus 1ts interest no longer is'. Hegel suggests that

the i1nterest of the universal individual, or we might simply

say the philosopher, 15 directed against this indifference.
The task of the philosopher 1s to subvert our mere

familiarity with the superceded forms of thinxing that

make up the inorganic nature of our natural consclousnes

2

As we have seen, these forms of thinking sre merely remembered
1n themselves (An sich) for vus. More precisely, Hegel says,

they are remembered i1n the form of Vorstellungen. The tran-

slation of this Hegelia~n term also presents peculiar difficuli-

ties. Vorstellung- 1s a compound word made up of the prep-

osition vor which means simply in front of or befeore, and the

noun Stellung which means position or placement. Hegel will

not have been indifferent to the literal meaning of Vorstellung

when employing 1t so that in i1ts use of 1t we would expect
that he intends an admixture of 1ts abstract connotation -
idea o1 conception and this 1ts laiteral connotation - position

in front of. Vorstellung, we see, Hegel employs to describe

the 1deas that the natural consciousness has cof i1ls 1norganic
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nature or 1ts Substance. The suggestion 1s that such an

idea takes cn the form of unconceptualised immediracy. This

-

seems te vely hecvily on the literal meaning of Vorstellung.

o

appears to be claiming that Vorstellungen are ideas

O

of something chat 1s positioned befeore me (1.e. 1mmediate tc me)

and are [cr that reason imprecise 1deas. They are, he claims,
1deas thst take on thelr forn external to my thinking. We can,

I think, understand this criticism of Vorstellungen in twc ways.

In the first place 1t seems tnat Hegel associates the thinking
that consists merely of such i1deas with bifurcation(Entzweiung).
Bifurcated thinking, as we saw earlier, Hegel holds to be

thinking that 1s always bound up with otherrness and that 1s
therefore vnable to restore the shattered harmony of existence. —
Philosophy, we also saw Hegel claim, aims at rcsvoring that

harmony and 1s therefore directed against thinking that is

bifurcated. Une aspect tnen of the craivicism of Vorstellungen
1S that bifurcated thinking expresses 1tself in tlat form.

Verstellen 1s appropriate to thal mode of thinking because -

1t 1s thinking that assumes that its i1deas always reflect an
object external to iteselfl. The criticasm, as T have indicated,

has anocthier and more sxgnificant aspect. Here the Vorstellungen

are 1deas that the natural conscliousness has 07 1t3 jnourganic
nature, As we know, that inorganic nacure 1s the past forms

of culture that are superceded in the existing culture. They

are inorganic to the natural conscicusnesi® becauvse they only —

become part ¢f 11s consciousness through the general ideclogy

of the time. Tie natural ConLcieusnEesds H1mpl; recelves Ldeas

of those pest forms as purt and narcel of living 2n tnat age.
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SO0 1n that sense also they are ideas which are external to

their thinker. Hegel's ceravicism of Vorstellungen 1s then,

in the second place, that they reflect ftoo readily the preconcep-

tions of the age. They tend-in this sense-to be i1deological.

Thiis does not mean that Vorstellungen are wmerely prejudices.

Hegel 1nsists that they are ideas that take on an objective

form for their thinker. If we were to employ a term which 1s

probably nearest to the original, representation, we might say

that Vorstellungen are the i1deas 1n wnich the ordinery conscious-

ness represents the woria to itself. It 1s the worid as 1%

truly 1magines it to be.

4o

40. Malcolm Clarke in his Logic and System (Nighoff, The Hague,
1971) deals at length with Hegel's notion Vorstellung. fHe

is concerned (as the sub-title to the work indicates) wich

'the Study of the Transition from"Vorstel’ung'to Thougnt in
the Philosophy of Hegel . Many of the conclusions T have
drawn are simalar tc his e.g.

l)'In Lranslating the term Vorstellung we must, he S

1i)

111)

iv)

fail Lo convey the liveral sense oi the Gevrman (s
before")'op.cit., p.27.

'"The stage of Vorsvellung 1s therefore the firs
one may speak or objgectaivity...Vorstellivrs is ¢
as neilther a merely inner i1mage (Bi1ld) nor a me,ely
exrstence (Dasein), but 2 synthesis of the two whic S
thereby sc¢t before the objeciive appreciation of the 1in
ect..Vorstellung must be seen both as thought and t

of thought.' ibid., p. 28.

'Vorstellung is a 'gemeinsames Meinen'"(common meaning-I.W. ).
It 1s the way in which truth may be oflered to all rnen.
Herice the transition from Vorstellong to tihiought 1s from
subjective to obgective and from a mass to a personal exist-
ence. ' 1bid., p. 32.

'That 13, when we speak of Vorstellung, we are reverring to
that effort of thought to rise from expression of 1tselfl,
which 1s the uniting of an abstract signifacation {merely
inner "image") and an experience (Dasein) which i1s deepened
(erinnert) as the signification seeke 1ts verification in
it But the union remains a "Synthese”, a putting together
from without. The signification 1s not fullv verified in
the experience, 1t remains abstractly outside.' i1bid., p.6C.
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The process of Lhe Phenomenology as Hegel describes 1t,

15 aimed at overcoming these representations tnat are found
in the natural consciousness. As I have already indicated,
the obgect 1s to transform them Ffrom being remembered 1in
themselves (An sich) i1nto 1deas that are known for themselves
(into the form of Flirsichseins). The natuvral consciousness
15 shown how o re-appropriate those external ideas in order

that 1t may be at home with them. The Phenomenclogy has,

fthen, not only to bring the ordinary consciousness out of

its naturalness but also to overcocme 1ts bifurcaticn. The

first stage of this process 1s the analysis of Vorstellungen.

As might be guessed, what Hegel means by analysis i1n this
context 1s complex. In his view thuis activity 1s the dis-
tinguishing mark of the Understanding. It involves 'brzak:ng
down a conception i1nto 1ts original elements' and thereby
'revoking the form of 1ts being ramiliar or well-known {inhrcs
. y 41 , e b
Bekanntseins)'. Hegel acknowledges that the .deés that
we have as a result of the analysis are 'indeed' themselves

'"fi1xed' and therefore not wholly appropriale To overcoming

the natural consciousness' familiarity with the Verstellung

but they do have the advantage of bringing uncertainty to
the fixed world of that consciousness. Through secparating
and sifting out the ideas of the natural consciousness the
activity of the Understanding makes 1ts world unrzal. in

Hegel's view this power of the Understanding is the 'most
ho

amazing and greatest vowers or rather the absolute power'.
e

of
We are already aware cfi ¢ respoct that Hegel has for tle

41, Hegel. Werke 3, p. 35,
o, Ibid., p. 306,
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Understanding. As we know, he regards 1t as the pariicular
discovery of Kant. His respect, I think, 1s for 1ts power

to regard the world emmrically and therefore as something
external and oprosed to the mind. The distinction that Hegel
particularly has 1n mind 15 the one that Kant uakes between
phenomena and ncumena (the An sich). So that in the Under-
standaing reality 1s not finished and done with as 1t 1is.

Hegel believes, 1n a self-enclosed system of philosophy s.ach

as that of Spinoza. It 2s not, he reasons, subsumed undervr
an abstract schema. Rather the Understanding 'looks the
143

negative 1n the face, stays with 1tu. In Hegel's view

1t s the power of working with the data cf experience 1in

1ts fuil complexity end richness, therefore cf cppcsing our
thinking to an external reality and maintaini,z that division.

It 1s thas that Hegel means in claiming here that the Under-

scanding stays with the negative (ber 1hm verweilt). o2

Hegel the negative 1s external reality. And 1v 1s the 'arsol-

@

ute power' of the Understanding which divides in this way.
There 1s however, another aspect to the Understanding as

Hegel presents 1t here in the Phenomenology. We are again

conversant with this view of Hegel's from our review of his
Critique o Modern Philosophy. This aspect 1s that the
Understanding 'onlyv gains 1t truth in that 1t finds 1cself
. iy

in that avsolute davision' tnat 1t 1tsel posits. I1T we

recall, 1t was Kant who,
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unpt1on that experience

was spl.b 1nto a priori 1deas and imoressions of a world 'without'.

derived a notion of the Urdersianding a2s the unzfying activity
& [ > J
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of the subject or, what Hegel and Fichte simply call, the I.

The import of that.derlvatlon in Hegel's view, we may agalin
remember, was that the world 'without' was shown to be subjec-
tive. He has the same here to say of the Understanding 'that

1t finds 1tself in that absolute division'. Kant, Hegel con-
cluded, proved that the objective werid that the Understanding
describes with the Caftegories 1s a world that is organised by

the T 1tself, or the unity of apperception as Kant himself calls
it." It 1s for this reason that Hegel here assumes that the out-
come of the activity of the Undersianding 1s that 'das Vorgestellte
Eigentum des reinen Selbstbewusstseins wird',tnat the received

and apparently external representations ¢f cthe ordinary conscious-
ness becomes the property of a pure se]fncon901ousless.45

This though 1s not the end of the vrocess of the Phenomenology.

Neither would we expect so from what we have learnt from our
discussion of Hegel's Critique of Modern Philosophy For altnouzh
Hegel regards the Understanding as vitally signi“icant for philos-
ophy, he does not regard 1t as the highest form of thinking.

The task Hegel sets himself in the Phenomenology of Mind 1s to

attain the level of science for philosorhy. That goal cannot

be attained simply through the Understanding's revocation of

the representational 1deas of the natural consciousness. Rather
Understanding has to be superceded by Reason. Hegel secks to

1lluminate this stage 1n the process of the Phenomenology by

contrasting vthe form of(philcosophicel) study in modern times wilh
that practiced i1n Ancicnt Greece. Iin ancient times, Hegel sugg-
ests the prorolem was 0 educate thorcughly the natural conscious-

ness. In order thatthis might be achieved the natural conscious-

45, Ibad.



ness was encouraged to reflect on 1ts own activities and indeed
all else that might crop up in 1ts life. (Hegel appears to
have the Socratic method very much in mind here.) On the otner
hand, Hegel thinks that in modern taimes the 'individual finds
the abstract form already prepared'.A6 The individual's effort
to make 1t his own, to understand i1t, 1is therefore not an effort
to raise himself from the concrete and manifold to the abstract
but make known what 15 already internal to himself, in otner
words, to make his abstract i1deas concrete. What has hapvened
with the general development of culture in Hegel's view 1s that
the ordinary consciousness of the time 1s not s wmuch sunk in
1ts own particular existence as unaware of Lhe existence of the
general level of consciousness 1n 1tself. '"Therefore the work
we have to do now ismot somuch to purafy the i1individual from the
1mmedlate sensuous manner and to make him i1nto thought and think-
ing Substance as much more the opposite: through ovorcoming
fixed, determinate thoughts we have 1o give reelity to the

<>
o ’a ! 47
universal, infuse 1t with spirit.

In Hegel's opinion the
ordinary consciousness in the Modern world already has a sophis-
trcated view of the world. It 1s, as we have seen, a consclousness
that contains within i1tselfl, as 1ts irorganic nature, all previcus
forms of culture,. We have also seen Hegel suggest that these

past forms exist 1n thetl consciousness as remembered 1n themselves.
What he has to suggest here 1s that 1t 2s not sufficient that the

understanding analyse these received forms but that they have also

to be rendered 1luid or infused wvith gpirat. This 15 thne role of

46,  1bid., p. 27
4.  Ibad.
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Reason. The attaxrnment of 1ts goal 1s,however, a Tar more
dafficult fask than what Hegel calls education from sensuous
immediacy because the activity of the Understanding 1tself has

to be superceded;and it 1s in this, the thinking activity ol the
Understanding, that the I has 1ts certainty. This 1s an obstacle
fo Reason because the T has a vaniaty towards the particular con-
ceptions that 1t holds. In Hegel's view, the natural consclous-

ness of the modern epoch w21l have no objection to the educational

process of the Phenomenology in sc¢ far as 1t merely pcints out

the content of 1ts experience through reviving and analysing the
past Torms that provide its background. However 1t will stop
short at the point where 1ts own fixed thougnts are abrogated,
where the contemporary significance of 1ts 1deas are not only
guestioned but also denied, because 1t 1s 1n those ideas,Hegel
again points ovt, that 1t findsits certaaintily. Reason, nevertheless,
has to overcome this degmatism of the Understanding This 1s
achieved, according to Hegel, where tninking abstracls itsell
from mere certainty. What 1g asked is not thatl consciousness

set to one szdz 3oz Selfl in thinking. This would be contrary to
the whole spirit of Hegel's philosophy. (As we know, reality

has to bave the significance of the I for Hegel). Rather what is
asked 1s that tre subject 'give up the fixity of the accivity of

positing 2tself'just as umuch as it'gives up the fixity of the
P8 .
pure concrete . What Hegel 1s demending, and this 1i1tself J1s

part of the process of the Phenomenology, 15 that the subie~nt,

to transend mere Understanding, give up the stance or assumotion

5

of the absclufte divicion cof subject and cbhject. 1T 18 15

L

48, ibid.
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assumption of a fixed subject and a fixed world which, altnough
essential 1n the process of knowing, Reason has to transzcend.
The stance 'which 1s I 1tself an opposition to a different
content'49 15 necessary 1n Hegel's view when we embark on science
but 1n the course of science 1tself the stance 1s shown to be
inadequate. In Reason, then, the noftion of an external world
is sef aside and in setving aside this notion the vanaity of

the I 1s overcome or, in Hegel's words, 1ts fixity an positing
1tself. This has the result that the subject's 1deas becone
fully fluid, because 1fts world has become fully fluid. "It 1s
through this movement', Hegel says, that the Understanding's
bure thcughts become concepts and are for the first time w~hat
they are in truth, self-moverenis, circles, that whicn their

. 50
Substance 1s, spiritual essentialitics'.”

Hegel's suggestion
appears to be then that the world of Reason 1s simnly a woerld ol
i L

ideas and not of difference between thought and exXtensicn, subtjgect

)
i

and objgect. For that reason the rational subject has no desir
to settle at any particular thcought such 2s mere certainty of
1tsel? o1r 1ts world pecause 1t 1s the thought of thought or
self-consciousness.

It might well be for us to recegitulate wnav we have con-

cluded this far about the process of the Phenomenclogy, 1 only

to regain the critical distance which 1s essential in assessing

4qg, Ib2d.
50. Ibid. Begriffe (corncepts) therefore 'comprise Hegel's
nighest grouv of logzcal caitegorzes, which asfine nolhing
less concrete than selif-conscious spirit. Tne Notion Cﬁegrlff

1s therefore Reacon and not understanding. It 13 thought
eyplicitly articvlaring the unity ol thought and heing, the
movement of spirat's self-megation and self-reccacilieticn or
return upon self.' G.P.G.Mure. The Phiiocopry o1 Hegel,n.2L,
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such an 1maginative and ambitious a thinker as Hegel. The

goal that Hegel sets himself 1n the Phenomenology 1s, as we

know, to raise philosophy to a science. DBy now we should be
clearer as to wnat this entails. At the same time as being

the proof of the scientific nature of philosophy 1t is the
raising of consciousness or the natural consciousness to science.
Why 1s 1t that the two are compatible? We have gone scome way
towards discovering the reason for this. They ere compatible
because the natural consciousness has within 1tself as 'recollec-

tion' the 'labour of world spirit.'

The path of the natural
consciousness te science 1s therefore one and tThe same as the
proof of the scientific nature of philosophy since the former

ek
process C@Eﬂi&Slnf%Gta@iﬂngthe oast forms of consciousgness that

form the Inorganic nature contemporary COnSCLOUSNESS whose
systematic form 1s philcsophy, or, more precisely, the system-
atisation of previous philcsorhical outlcoks. The aim of raising
philosophy to a science means that past forms of philosopny have
to be recalled as they -xist i1mperfectly in the contemporary

™
mind and corganised by means of the understanding superceded by
reason. As we have seen, 1t 1s the understanding that Hegel
regards as the 'absolute power'in this. It becomes the means cf
ralsing consciousness to science through 1ts pewer of negating
our familiarity with the superceded forms of thinking that exist
in our culture. It teaches us, Hegel claims, that precisely
because a thing 1s well known 1t 1s not properly known. ItU

destroys the presupnocsitions that we have aboul our world; it

thereforse negates the form of thinking which Hegel calls Vorstellan.

It does tnat through wvreaking up the idec or Vorstellung 1nto 1ts

¢

constivuent partis. Now Hegel believeg that in the course ol iLnat
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analysis the subject discovers himself; he discovers that what

he took to be objgectfive and external to himsell was simply his
own activaity. Hegel's suggesticn 1s, then, that the analysis

of the content of the ordinary consciousness has the result

that the content analysed becomes the property of seli-consciocus-

ness. This corresponds with the transition from Vorstellen to

conceptual thinking, or from the Understanding to Reason. The
Understanding that brings apout this result has to be superceded

as a means 1n the Fhenomenolcgy of Mind because what follows 1is

plainly not within 1ts province or, what Hegel calls, 1ts principle:
the division of subgect and objgect. It cannot follow through
the results of 1ts own analysis for that i1s the province of
Reason. Reason, according to Hegel, brooxs no fixity ot subjgect
nor objgect. Roth, i1t seems, have to subordinate thewselves to
conceptual thinking. And conceptual thinking is thinking that
1s not intended to be a representation of &n objective realaity

hek
but 31s that objective realicy. It 1s thinking which does(allow
a residue, such as the Uing an Sich of Kant and Fichte. Tt 1is

thinking which in Hegel's view is the essence ol 1ts ohjgect. It

is this that 1s the goal of the FPhenomenology. The outcome then

of rai

EN o

w

5iNg 5(1losophy to a science 1is that the notion of a subject

as a contingent, self-seeking, vain, limited and egocentric

individual opposed to an imperscnal, external, natural, negative

object is shown to be false over the whole range of apparent opp-

osition in the contemporery mind. Sciencs 13 this, Hegel says,

'pure self-recognztion in absolute otherness'; 1t 1s this 'ether
.1 Bl

as such which is neilther subject nor cbject, I no: nature,

but the conceptual knowiadge of them.

51, Hegel. Werke », p. 29.
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As I have already pointed out, Hegel regards the phenomen-
clogical process that brings us to this conclusicn as merely
the beginning of sacience. It 1s so. Hegel says, because it
always includes the 'element of 1immediate presence (unmittel-
52

baren Daseins)'. What Hegel means by tnis is that spirit as

[0}

it forms the object of Phenomenology 1s (a) spirit as contempor-

ary spirit, and (b) spirit as the consciocusness of a reality
opposed to mind. Both are spirit in 1ts i1mmediate presence.

It ought by now to be clear that, alithough the phenomenclogical
process deals with spirit at each of 1ts stages i1n this form
that, 1ts aim 1s the overcoming of that i1mmediacy. Hegel regards
the general result of this process of overcoming the element of

1mmediate presence in spirit as experience. As we would expectl,

he 1s aware thzt this use of the nction of experience runs 2ouli-
ter to the accepted philosophicel interpretation of 1t; but

he employs 1t bhecause the accepted philosopnical connotalions

of the word forr gart of his meaning. He therefore grants Lhe
conventional meaning, established by the Empiricist philosopner:.

which denotes mind in 1ts 'receptaivity only'. 1In consciousness,

v

there are 'two moments', of knuwledge and that objectivity which

. 5 A
i5 the negative of knowledge'.S’ So experience 1s in the first
instance, as Hééel sayg in his Critigue of Locke, 'mothing but —
v 5h - )
the form of objgectavity . For indeed 'consciocusness kncws sun

N
comprehends nothing which is not i1n its experience'.”” However

52. 1Ibad., p. 38.
53. Ibid.
54, Hegel. Werke 20, p. 215.

55. Hegel. Phdnonsrologie, Werwe 3, p. 38,




178.

in Hegel's view there 1s much more to experience than that.
Bxperrence, 1n fact, 1s nothing other than the whole process
’

of the Phenomenology of Mind, that leads through the Understand-

ing and Reason to Absolute Knowledge.

The 1mplications of this are profound. It gives us a
completely new view of experience. Jt 1s nol to be doubted
that Hegel himself was aware that this wac one of the most

important aspects of his Phenomenology of Mind. As Fulda and

Heinrich have pointed out ne originally intended to entifle the

work The Science of the Experience of Conscicugness. Indeed

T would argue that the Phenomenology was intended as a comprehen-

-

sive reformulation of the philoscophical notion of experience, IT
this is true 1t would appear that we have already examined TWo

aspects of that reformulation. Firstly, in examlining thc

@

relation of the Phenomenology to the History of Philosophy &

came to the conclusion that Hegel regards his Phenomenology as

the systematisation of past forms of philosophy in ~s much as
they are part of the inorganic neature of the par-icuiar consgcious-
ness of has time. Thus 11 Hegel wanis L0 regpard ¥fhis philosophical

undertaking as the necessary ccntent of experience, room has to be

.

made 1n the notion of experience for buth history and whac Hegel

/

calls science. Secondly (and the i1wplications of this are prob-

ably more complex) in analysing the process of tne Phencmenolioey

we came to the conclusion thatl thne individual consciousness nad
to undergo twc transformaticns pefore 1t could attain science.

At the hand of Understanding 2t nas to suffer the break-up of
2

56. H.F. Fulda und D. Heinrich. Matecrialien zu Hegels Phfnomen-

olog.e des (Ceoisies, Suhrkemp Verlcog, Franbodic, 19(o,1i0Lr00

uction, p. 11,

1
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1ts own particular conceptions and subsequently, at the hand
of Reason, 1t haag to suffer the dissclution of the fixity or
obgectavity of 1ts world. All this, we now know, forms part
of experience for Hegel. We would do well then to reconsider
ocur conclusions in this light.

First, we ought to consider what role history and science
play 1n Hegel's accocunt of experience. We have seen that history

enters into the Phenomenology 1n Ttwo senses: 1n an esoteric and

exoteric sense. It ccmes on the scene in 1ts esoteric sense as
part of the consciousness of the philosopher who unfolds the
phencinenological process. The philosopher, as we have seen,
through his understanding of the History of Phaloesophyv particr-
patcs 1n the history of ultimate realiizty. The exoteric sensc
in which history makes 1ts appearance 1s as the contenft of the
natural consciousness. It can only be exoteric history that

furnishes the i1norganic nature o the ordinsry consciousness.

I
[$]
D

It would appear then that experience .s historicaz, for Hegel,

+
(

1n these two senses. It 1s historical because each and every —
individual's consciousness is historical in the exoteric sense

and bhecauce the philosopher in order to understand the ordinesry
consciousness must possess the appropriate haistorical understand-
ing. Thais is not sufficient in atself, however. The philosoph-
er's account of experience, 1n order that 1t get at the heart of
experience, has to be scientific as well. The philosopher must ——
not simply be content to ennumerate past foirms of thinking buc

must order them systematically as well. He has to show that

thosgse pest and present modes of thinking form an interconnscted

whole which 1s the path of the natural corsciousness Lo sclence.
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That 1s how science enfters Hegel's account of experience as
both means and end. It 1s means as the manner in which the -
philosopher exhibits the proper content of experience and end
as the goal that the philosopher has in mind for the experiencing
COrsSC1ousness.

We must nov consider what role Reascn and Understanding
play 1n Hegel's account of experience. As we know the stages

of Understanding and Reason form part of the process of the

Phenomenology. They do so as methods of analysis. These methods
have to be regarded as the content of experience. A complexity
arises nere. It 1s that these metlthods are the content of exp-

N

erience not only as the philosopher's awarecness of the necessary

C

development of a particular Weltanschauung, but also as what
actually occurs in tho experience ol the ordinary consciousness.
This 1s, of course, the force of Hegel's claim that Reason 1s
the 'life of the object'. Not only 1s Reason the phalosopher's
understanding of the experience of the ordinary conscicusness

but 1t 13 also the person's actual experience. In 1ts siuaplest

form the complexity 1s a result cf the Phenomenology having

two subjects: the ordinary and philosophical consciousness.
The ordinary consciousness 1s only implicitly Understanding

and Reascn whereas the philosophical consciousness 15 explicitly

SO. It appears then fthat we can lool: at experience {rom two
angles. First of all, we can see 1t as the experience of

the ordinary conscicusness and from this point of view exper-
1ence could be seen as the process of overcoming the objections

to Reascn and Understandaing, as, in short. an educative pro-

0

cess. in the second nlace, we can see 1L as the experience

o’ the philoscpher that both observes and brings aboutbt this
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educational process. From this point of view, experience

is the process of working out the full implications of
Understanding and Reason. On the one hand we appear to

have the intellectual biography of the ordinary conscilousness,
and on the other, a plain philosophical argument. They are
not, however, distinct in Hegel's mind. Experience 1'rom

the philosophical point of view 1s nothing other than the
scientific knowledge of the experience the ordinary conscious-
ness undergoes. Hence when the ordinary conscziousness has
experienced the phenomenclogy of mind 11 1s one and the

same as 1ts mentor: the philcscophical consciousness.



A CONTPADICTION [N HEGEL'S ACCOUNT OF EXPERIENCE

Thas, clearly, giveg us a totally different view of
experience from that of Loclke. Where, for Loche experience
was what I sense-perceive anc¢ my reflections on that perception,
Hegel claims that what I experience as ordinary cCconsciousness

1s both a world of ideas (Vorstellungen) and a historical world.

1t is a hastorical world because I, The crdinary consciousness,
am the result of a complex and lengthy development - the develop-
ment of my culture. And 1t 15 a world of 1deas because that 1s
the only way I can inherit that culture. Hegel even makes the
suggestion that experience 1s implicitly philosophical, For
his claim 1s, as we know, that through systematising the world

o 1deas of the ordinary consciousness we can attain science.
Thus whereas Locke's view 1s that experience begins with a tabvla
rasa, Hegel's view 1s that experience in the raw sense 1s social,
historical and pofentially philosophical. What I may experience
as philosopher draws ou’. the impiications of this claim. As
philosopher, i1n Hegel's view, I am able tc have systematic know-
ledge of the history and of the present condaition of conscions-
ness. In this way T am able to show that each mode of conscious-
ness that has appeared forms part of an 1ntercbnnected whcle.

In sum, then, experience 1s the phenomenology of mind:a lknowledge

o' the phenomenorn: of consciousness 1n all 1ts contemporary
[y
corrlplexlty./7

57. It 1s for this reason that Kroner says in his von Kanl tis Hegel
P.374,Book 2:'Das Picblem des Erkennens vertielt Und erweiror
sich bel 1hm zuwi Proklem des Eriebens. Zwavr findet sich sond
barerwelse weder beix Hegel hoch bel elnem seiner Vorgilger
(soweit 1ch sehe)dieses Wort:dennoch darf wan das, waz Hege]

nen.' Kroner's point is that'the exverience That CONSCIOUSess ayos 1.

rov limted Lo the expericnce of e snass' even a the understanding' bar
expresses itself in the whole of "lzfe".' zbid.p.Z%75.



We must stress that, although experience 1s both the pnencwrencn
and the reality, botn the appearance of wmind and the know-

ledge of tha'. appearance, the apperance of mind in the

process of fthe Phenomenclogy 1s not the true reality of

experience, Its true reality 1s only to be found at the

end of the Phenomenology of Mind in Absolule Knowledge.

Hegel argues then that, in comparison with this result, the
precedaing aevelopment of counsciousness {rom sense-certainty
1is somehcw by the way. It is, Hegel acgcsures us, merely

the appearance of experlience,.

Before we look at the problems that are attsched to

this view of MHegel's ebout the outcome of the Phenomenology

we mright remnd cvrselves of an i1mportant feature of that work,
namelx thats outcome < the pnenomonolcgrcal process 1s shared

by both subjects ol the process Both the ordinary consciou-
ness and seliconscious spirit, or the philosopher, learn

that the concrete experience of mind 1¢ nel i1ls realaty.

They, as we already know, are the two aspects of spirit as

it presents 1tself in the Phenomenology. So Hegel 1s able

to depict the outcome of experience in this way. It is
Tirstly, he says, the process in which spirit.becomes opject

"for 1t 1s this wovement of 1i1self becoming an other 1.e.

53
S - )
object of 1tselfl and of overccming this cther being. '-
Lere our difficuities begin sgalin. It appears ithat the

result of experience '3 the ideal.sy of sprrat or siueply
whet Hegel wvould call genuine idealiswt. This genuvine i1decl-
1o, 85 we 4:

ron Feocl's Critigue of Yichie, 1s the

atremet Lo overc. e 1th» pl1furcelion |

58. Hegel. Werke 3, p. 38,
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inevitable i1n human experience. Since that bifurcation
is 1nevitably an aspect of experience the philosopher in
Hegel's view must recognise 1t and even more must stay
with the 'negative'. This much 1s already clear to us.
Philosophy has, however, the other side to 1t according to
Hegel that whilst dwelling in alien objectivity 1t 1s able
to restore 'totality in 1ts highest Vltallty'.59 Genuine
idealism, we are to take i1t, 1s akle to restore the broken
harmony of existence. This then 1s the experierice of spiric
whose understanding troubles us. It 1s, according to Hegel,
a process of spirit establishing 1tself 1in an external and
alien existence and subsequently re-establishing 1ts own
self within that alienation so that 1ts freesdom Ls restorcd
and the alienation overcome. We have to understand that
alienation 15 a necessary aspect of the life of spirit

but we have also to understand that the higher necessitly 1is

the abrogetion of this alienation 1n the self-identity of

spirit.

Thus 'experience 1s simply the name for this movement
in whaich the i1mmediate, the unexperienced, 1.e. the abstract -
be 1t of sensuous being or of the merely thought simple
(das Finfache) ~ alienates 1tself and then from tlils alienaticn

returns to i1tself and then only for the first time 15 1t

[
6}

reality and truth depicted, as also tnat 1t 1s the property

1 60

of consciousness, As this passage suggests, the diverse
effects that bodies surrounding us nsave on our faculties

have tneir place 1in Heeel's account of experience but merely

59. Hegel. Werke 2,

60. Hegel. Werhe 2

25




as a starting point. They are, 1t appears, the unexper-
renced element 1n experience not, as Locke and Hume would
claim, experience 1tself. The 'immediave' becomes genuinely
experienced 1n Hegel's opinion when 1t becomes the property
of the T. We can,I think, regard this conclusion as

parallel with one that Hegel draws in the Lectures on the

History of Philosophy. This 1s the conclusion that 1t 1s

only with Kant's nction of the role of the I in knowledge

(as the unity of apperception) that the cpntent of experience
was prcperly depicted. Tt was then known, 1in Hegel's opinion,
that what we thought of as mercly supplied by external objects
was the activity of consciousness 1tselfl. In llegel's mind
this proves that the 1mmediate or the unexperienced comes
about through consciousness alienating 1tself, ¢r, 1n more

fecnnical terms, that the immediate 1s posited by consciousness

]
¢t

and exsperiernice 15 therefore the process whereby the absilrac
form of consciousness returns to 1tself from i1ts own alisnation.
This again we might see as equivalent to a process that Hegel
thinks takes place in the histcry of philsophy, this time with
the advent of Fichte's philosophy. Prior to Pichte, Hegel
claims, experience was a notion that described the direct
relation between conscicusncess and external objects. It

was 1n the context of this noftion that Locke came to talk of

things 'by themselves', and Kasnt of the Ding aa sich, as

the raw content of experience. Fichte, however, attempted
to show that such Dinge an zich, (or the abstract. i1wmediate

as Hegel cealls 1t here) were themselves posiced by the T.




Fichte ceased to regard experience as a fixed and direct
relation between consciousness and the obgect and came to
regard 1t as a complex dialectical relationship between the
two. This 15, of course, a relationship that is established
by the subject, so 1t maintains the other vitel ingredient
for Hegel of the possibility of overcoming otherness. For
him experience 1s both concrete - historical and social, if

one wills - and yet ultimately i1deal.

As I have suggested previously, we may readlly under-
stand this as philosophical 1dealism. It 18, as Collett:
points out, 'the point of view that den:zes that things, and

1 61

the finite world have true reality. It 1s clear encugh
that Hegel would wish to defend such a point of view. Wheat
is more difficult to comprehend 1s that Hegeli, when dealing
with thesis of materialism in his philosophy criticisss

it not only for maintaining that there 1s an extermal reality
but also for maintaliniag & view which implias the alien-
ation of the mind. Hegel, 1n other words, 1dentifies phil-
osophical materialism with alisnation. To establish that
there 1s aﬁ external world is, in Hegel's view., at the sszme
time to establish thatv There 1s an alien external world.
There 1s, of course, no reason at all why this should be so.
Philosophical maferialism says nolthing directly abouf the
nature of the external worlad. Indeed, as far as the thegsis
itself 1s concerned it could just as well be heaven as hzall.
But 1f Hegel 's view were correct it weould follow that Tocke,
par excellence, were the ghilosopher of alicnation. He, 1n

61. L.Collettvi. Marxism and Fegel, NLB, 1973, p 7.
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his apperently innocucus attempt to philoscphise on the

Human Understanding, would have depicted mind in 1ts
alienation. And this 1ndeed 1s what Hegel believes,

that the Understanding represents that level of thought

which corresponds with the bifurcation of experience. But
why should he see the activaity of the Understanding in this
way? I think we would search in vain in his philoscophy,

or certainly his epistemology, for the reason for this. 1t
is, as Luk-cs and Marcuse have argued,62 simply an assumption
that he takes with him to philosophy. The expverience of
the everyday world, the experience ¢f the ordinary under-
standing, 1s, Hegel claims, an alien, hostrle ¢cxperience
which 1s not compatible with the demands of buman reason.
Reason therefore, Hegel concludes, 1s only at home with
1tself as thought. It 1s onlyv the rational knowledge of
reaility that 1s adequate tc 1t. T 18, therefeore, nat Che
'rose 1n the cross of the present',65 vnable f¢ transiorm
reality as 1t stands. Hegel's philosophy 1s shaped oy this
resignation before the practical impotence of Reason. Pral-

osophy 1s for him the sustained attempt - in thought alone -

to rise above the negat.vity of existence.

What happens therefore zt. the end of the Phenumenology

is that the whole of experience 1s absorbed i1nto the Self.

So that 1t appears that the depiction of a concrete ohjgective
experience, experience of another opposed to mind, 1s gratuit-
ous. degel, of course. would reject the view which 1umplies

that the outcome of the phenowenological process 1s ~olely

62. What they have argued in Der Junge Hegel and Reason and Revol-

ution, reopectively, 15 that 1t 1s an sseumpticon Lial L: dersved
fromn Hegel's view of nascent capitalism.

6

no

63. Hegel. Werke 7, p.
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negative. He argues that such a view 1s based on a mis-

. ol
conception of the nature of truth and falschood. By
learning whal experience 15 not we also lcarn what 1t 1s.
But 1t is net this that is m dispute. What is 1n dispute is
whether an account of experaience should have a negative out-
come at all. There 1s indeed much to he said for the claim

that the negation of the negation 1s also positive but Hegel

cannot in this way escape the accusation of peritio princippl

in the manner which he depicts the experience of mind. Tt
is assumed ithat the life of mind bLrooks no oppositien, no
otherncss 2 buc the very object of the Fheaorenclogy 1s to
prove this. It appears that an objective concret2 experience
is summoned forth merely to show the 'serenc cquality and

! . 66 .- - "
unity with atself’ of Mind. The =same susplcion is arousod

in us by the account that legel gives of philesophy in the

Differenzschrift. There he argues thatl the role of philosopny

15 to overcome the bifuication that 1s inherent in huwan
existence. But 1f tne role of philosorhy is to heal the
breach between reelity and mind, why does prhilosophy assune
that the breach exists in the first place? Hegel naght well
answer that the breach 15 not of philosorhy's making, that

the philosorher {ind

hdal

, 1t elrcady there 1n the netural consc

1=

LOUS~
ness. But this would not be compatible with what else he

wants to claam about Mind, namely cthat all reality 15 mind.

If this 1s so there 15 clearly no room for the 'other' of mind,
even 1n the ordirary CcoOnNsCLOUSNHCSS. Philcsopny, waith Hegel,

1s already in 1tl<elf whet Lo 1ntends to achlieve or, in olher

64, Hegel.Werke 3, p. 40. 65. 1Ibid., p. 24,
66. Ihad.
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words, assumes what 1t has to prove. Hegel assumes that
fhere 1s an alien existence merely in order that philosophy
can Transcend 1t. This 1s the confradicticn in his account

of experience.

If this 1s a contradiction in Hegel's account of
experience 1t 135, for reasons we have suggested, Just as
much a contradiction in his whole philosophy. Again we
can see thatthis must be so because the Phenomenology of

Mind which, as we have argued, 1s Hegel's acccunt of experience,

is intended to form the introduction to the system and 1in
that system takes 1ts place immediately preceding the Science

of Logac. It 1s worth Tollowaing ouc the amplilications of

fthis 1in sore detazl.

In the Preface to the Phenomenology Hegel writes:'In

my view, which must only be jJustified through the presentation
of the syslem 1tselr, 1t all depends on conceiving and express-
1ng the truth not zs Substance but jgust as much as subJect'.67
We can be sure that 1n expressing this view of his system in
general Hegel takes as one of nis most impcruvant points of
reference the philosophy of Spinoza. The starting-point

of philocsophy, he 1s claiming, has to be both Substance and
Subject. We have zalready seen Hegel make the suggestion in
his Lectures that Substance must form part of the starting-
point of philogophy. As we gsaw, he 1insisted that we must
'all bathe 1n the ether of the one Substance in which every-

1 68

thing that 1s held to be frue perishes. Iven 1. this

o7 . Tbi1d., pp.22-23. 68, See above. Chapter Cne p.l7.




were not sufficient proof that in this instance Hegel does
have Spinoze's philesophy 1in mind the question 1s settled
beyond doubt 1n the passage that i1mmediately follows where
Hegel repeats a criticism he made of Spinoza in the Lectures.
It 1s that Spinoza made a mistake in presenting Substance

as a medium 1in which 'self-consciousness perishes only, it

.« 69
1s not preserved." ”

The proper view, as Hegel claims

both here and in the Lectures, i1s that reality or Substance
has to have the signifaicance of the T. Truth, he says, has
to be conceived and expressed as 'Just as much subject'.

As we also have a clear indication of what Hegel intends

by Subject or the T from our review of his critique of Kantl
and Fichte we are well placed to present our viewec on Hepel's
summary of his system. As wi1ll become evident, they will

have an 1mportant bearing on our assessment of the contradic-

taion, 1f it 1s indeed a contradiction, in Hegel's system.

Since Spinoza's notion of Substance plays an important
role in the account that Hegel gives of his system he cannot
wholly escape the accusation that he compromised with religion.
Nor would Hegel wish to do so. Spinoza's Substance 13, as
we have remarked, God. Spinoza does i1ndeed believe that
he 1s giving an account of reality when he 1s depicting
Substance with 1ts attributes and modes. In his view, there-
fore, the account that he gives of God 1s also the account
of how things are. This, I believe, 15 the attraction of
his notion ¢f God for Hegel =since withouv giving up the

obligation to explawn the world 1% presents 1t as a unificd

69. Hegel. Werke 2, p. 23.

-
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wnole, Indeed Spinoza's view of things accords with that
of Hegel 1n 1ts detail. Spinoza regards the determinate
things of existence as finite infinites. In terms that

Hegel would use, as finites whose very being 1s that they

70

should become the opposite of themselves. It 1s for

this reason that Hegel would not repudiale the 1link with
religion. The task of philosophy, he would maintain, Just
as much as that of religion 1s to construcc an infinite real-
1ty. Philosophy, as Hegel believes Spinoza shows us, has
not to accept a finite material reality external to 1rself.

Its task, in Hegel's view, is to subsume within 1tself the

finite and external.

This sheds some light on the 'substantial' aspect cor
Hegel's thesis that Substance be conceived jJust as much as
Subject. But as I have already iniicated, in order that
we can discover the full significance of Hegel's noticn cf
Subject, the other aspect of his thesis, we have to tuin to
his assessment of the philosophies of Kant and Fichte. Boih
Kant and Fichte, we wi1ll recall, regard the Subject or the
I as 1n some way having a hand in the construction of ocur
world. With Kant this 1s intended in the epistemological
sense and with Fichte, ss we have seen, in the ontological
sense. In the Kantian view Lhe obgects of experience are
constructed by bringing to bear with the 'I think' an unity
in the undifferenftiated data of sense-experience. Kant, as

we have seen, calls that uniiy the unrty of apperception.

70. As Colletti says:'The rinite',for Hegel,'1s simply that which
must become 1nTinite by 1tsell as a2 consequence of 1ts very

nature. "The infinite 1s 1ts affirmative deterrnination,

S
which 2f truly 1s 1n 1tself. Thus the finite has venai:hed

the i1nfinite and what 21s, 1s only in the infinite".
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We xnow that Hegel regards this as a great insight of
Kant's; and now in an amended fbrm he carries 2t i1nto his
system. He awenas 1t in a Fichtean fashion. This, of
course, accords with his interpretation of the liistory of
Philosophy. Tt 1s wholly appropriate from Hegel's point
of view that 1n his philosophy the Xantian philosophy be
mediated by the Fichrean since both I'ichfe and Kent are
seen as contributing to the progressive development of the

one system of philosophy. What Fichte does 1o tc see preality

o]

as centring on the individual I so that what I may find

external to myself in my experience 18 there as a resalt of
an original act of positing by the T. In short, there is

2 world pecause the subject decides Lo crcate 1t Lhroughh liis

theorctical actavity. This by now 1s familier ground fcr
us. Now, some of this sclipsism, a5 wWe know, survives 1n
Hegel's philosophy. 1t 1s clear, however, froun Hegel's

(

Critigue of Fichte's philosophy that Hezel distoices himselfl
from the extreme subjectivist interpretavions of the Fichtean
view of the world. His claim 13, as we know, that all previous
philosophies are mediated by those vnich follow 1n his csystem.
30, in this instance, the role of Fichte's svstem in his phil-
osophy has Lo be seen 1n the light of Schelling's philoscphy.
Now, what we know from Hegrel's Critique of the philesophy of
Schelling 1s that some importance has to be placcd on “the

order in which Subject and Objeccf, o1r Subject and Sunctance,
appear. This has an importanl bearirg on the role of the

Fachtean T n II !

@
)
[ -

o s syaetem, be.ouse Subsiance, as we S0Q

>



19%.

must precede Subject. This 15 to show that Hegel's phil-
osophy depicts an objective identity of subjgect and cobgect
and not a subjective one. For 1t 1s in this sense that
Hegel acknowledges 1n his system that there i1s a substantial
reality which 1s not mecrely that of the indavidual consciou-
ness. Not only would this of course distinguish Hegel'
rdealism from Lhat of Fichte but that of Berkeley as well.

We have Trom the corrcct philtosophical point of view, llegel
believes, to think xnitially of on external, objective world.
Only then. subsequent to aimitting that suach a concrete world
existe,are we to chink of 1t essentially in terms of subject.
Therefore we have noi, as does Fiente, to thinlk of that
initial positing of the world as a subjective =ct. As

the Materizalists insaist, yet 1s only carr.cd ocut in the
appropriate fashion by Spincza, we have to think of thatv
world as given or datum, Tt 15 only then that we ar2 Lo

become IMichteans and th-ak 1¢ through as Subject.

This 1s the essence of Hepel's phrlosophizai point of

view., At the same time it 1s nhow he ould cntse TO Sunms -
ice his system. The mere assertzon of this, horever, 1S 1ot
i1n his vaicew tne proof of 1ts validaitly. As he says 'it is

T < - i . - e JU | 71 Al _
only the system 1tself thatl must just.fy 1o . For this
reasen ne pls a grcat deal of emphasrs o this thinving

i

through realivy unv.® (what ve might call), 1ls obyzcrtive-

subgecliv:ity 1s derived. In the Prenorcroicny, 1cr exarple
1T 18 only at the end of vane arzivsis of lhe Understanding

thet cunscrouzncss 13 oLosorved Lu 1eco

consciovsness. Similarily., in Tle Science of Logic the sub-

71, Hegel. Werke 3, . 2
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Jectivity of the Objgective Logic, of being and essence 135 not
simply assumed. There 1s an cextremely involved and complex
gerivation of the suvbjective logic from the objective logic
which Hegel claims 1s the immanent critique of Spinoza's

72

notion of Substance. Indeed 1n that section of the Logic
what, 1n effect, Hegel argues 1s that the highest reslity of
reality 1s the Subject or freedom. It 1s precisely in this
effort to prove that reality 1s subgect end so the identity
of subgect and object, that, in Hegel's view, his philosophy
distinguishes 1tself from that of Schelling. The defect of
Schelling's philosoohy, he claims, 1s that like a shot from a
pistol 1t simply assumes that everything 1s an identity of
subgect and obgect. The identity of subgect and oblect zg in
Schelling's opinion.a privileged intuition of the philosogher.
But far from appearing to be this, Hegel argues, Schelling's

presentation of the subjectivity of Substance 1s '

a knowledge..
that gives out 1ts Absolute Lo be the night in wnich all cows
are black'.73 The kind of subject opject identity tnat Schelling's
system presents 1s one that in Hegel's view 1s 1ndiiferent to
the objgect which 2s studied. The object 1s 1n advance declared t»
be both subjezt and object as though there were nothing in part-
icular to discuss.

Hegel's system then has as 1ts aim the justification of
1ts approach: that Substance 15 Just as much Subjgect. For,
unlike Schelling's philosophy, 1t does not merely assume that
the Absolute 1s Subgect. Central to such a proof in Hegel's
view 15 the assumption of an externsl, alien reality. Suostance

'as pure sirple negativity', he sayse, has not mercly £ be a

72. Ibid. Werke O, pp.250-2

~

73. Hegel. vlerxe 7,p.22. Th. Ibid.. p. 23.
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hypothesis but a given in experience. To this extent Hegel
acknowledges the materzalist's posltlon.75 Daifference between
subgect and obgect, he admits, 1s 1nherent 1in experience.

Hegel believes that he 1s being absolutely sincere in this.

But we are inclined to doubt the genuireress of Hegel's material-
1st premiss 1f as the result of philosophy we are able to
disregerd i1t. If, as so happens, we are able to discard

it at any point in the argunent then, quite simply, we do not
need 1t. This, of course, makes Hegel's argument circular,

he 1s establishing something which he has already assumed to

be the case. This, as I have pcinted out, 1s the contradiction
in Hegel's philosophy. It 1s not though a contradiction thauv
Hegel sought to evade. The circularity in his argument he
identifies with the business of philosopny as such. The busin-
ess of philcsophny 1s, he claims, the creation of a self-enciosed
system. The system, he says, 'is the becoming of itself, the
circle which presupposes 1tfs end as its purpose ana has it as
1ts beginning, and only fhrough 1ts beirg carried outbt and itg

176

end 1s real. We are not in error, ne believes, 1n assuming

that the outcome of a system will be the same as 1ts purpose.

This 1s because reality, which the system 1s, 1s itself teleolog.,cal

'What has been said', he says, 'can also be expressed in this

way: that Reason 1s purposerful activaity. ..The result is there-

75. See above Chapter One, p.40 ,'"The actavity of mind",Hegel
argues 1s"first reaction; only in this way will 1t become
conscious of 1ts essence".' ete.

76. Hegel.Werke 3,p.23. As Clarke says:'The"circulsrity"which Hegel

frequently emphasised a2s the form of his thought at once suppl-
les him with a ready escape from criticism and leaves him vecul-
1arly cpen to 1t.' It suoplies ham with a ready ezcape fron
criticism because'1t becomes 1mpossible to 1sclate from his
whole system any part of 1t, and to submit this co a norn ot

"verification"which appears from'oucrsioce".'op.cit..p.LlQd,
Clarke says little about why Hegel's circularity leaves him
peculiarly ocpen to criticism. The reason 1s plain to sce, noa-

ever. If Hegel's zystem 1s circular 1t cannot be sald thaz o~
proved 1t to be true. All ne is establishing s what he clozuz
to be true already.




fore only the same as the beginning kecause the beginning is
purpose; - or the rezl 1s only the same as 1ts concept becavse

Fal

the immediate has in 1tsell as its purpose the self or

177

pure reality. Hegel then believes he 1s sincere 1in
his assumption of an external reality, which 1s however
overcome 1n the philosophy 1tself, because he 1s convinced

that that 1s the purpose of reality itself. The 1mmediate

is retracted into the Self at the end of the Phenomenology

because, somehow, that 1s how things are. Concrete exper-
ience 1s, he suggests, of i1ts own accord ideal experience.
Hence the system 1s circular because what 1t descrioves s
circular. The correct philosophical approach regards Sub-
stance as Subject, Hegel would say, because Substance 1o
Subject. All his system does 1in his view 1s to depict

the teleological nature of realaty.
It 1s far from being my purpose to defend this circul-
arity in Hegel's system. Since I regard 1t as a contradic-

tion it ought to be clear that I believe 1t tco be ultimately

i

indefensible. My purpose 1s rather to explein wny he magh
have thought this. I have argued that Hegel cees his system
as the result of a complex and extensive development in the
hlstory‘of philosophy. I have claimed that hls interpreta-~
ftion of the History of Philosophy enters into his system in
two ways, firstly, as the standpoint from which Hegel begins
his enquiries and, secondly, as the content of much of his
philosophy. in order to establish how exactly 1t becarte

the content of his philosophy we discussed at length the

1

V]

role of past philosovhies 1n the Phenomencliogy. Our gener

conclusion wes that Hegel thought of his philosophy as oveing

7. Hegel. Werke 73, .20, Hegel's emphosis.
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in a critical continuity with past and contemporary philos-
ophy. This, of course, expleins why he chooses to depict
his system as one 1n which Substance 1s Subgect. Also, T
believe, 1t goes some way towards explaining Hegel's un-
questioning acceprtance of the truth of his thesis. In his
view this - that Substance 1s Subgecl - 1s not only the
principal thesis of his philosophy 1t 13 the result of the
history of philcsophy. He thinks 1t to be not cnly his
conclusion about the nature of reality but the level to which
philosophy has raised 1tselfl in his time. Spinoza, he bel-
1eved, had shown that the dvality between extension and thought
could only be overcome by regarding reality as the one Sub-
stance. Leibniz and the Empiricists, we have seen Hegel
argue, had pregudiced this holist view by showing that there
was necessariiy an indavidual, particulasr aspect to reality.
Consequently, the task for the Germaan Idealists: Kant,

'

Fichte and Schelling hed been, :n Hegel's words, to restore

(&)

unity out of difference. What Hegei fthinks they did 1s tc
show that an individusl, subjective view ¢f reality was com-
pletely compatible with 2 heolist view. Kant 1s the most
crucial figure for Hegel 1n this last stage 15 the developrent
cf philosophy prior to his own. After Kant, he tainks,

1t would be 1mpossible for philoscphy to conceive of an
individuval, partvicular reality oppeosed to mind which was not
itself the product of mind. This 18 S0 1in his vrew because
Kant had conclusively shown that emplflcalpxperlenoe was

itself censtituted by the subject (or the unity of appercepvicn).
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It 1s this conviction that 1s wmost erucial an Hegel's

forming the opinion whicn, as we can see, becomes the
presuppositftion of his whole philosophy, that realily 1Ls
1tself subject. Forgotten in this of course 1s that Kant
regarded himself as explaining the nature of a phenomenal
reality, thac therefore for Kant, philosophy was not clircular.
In his view there was a (noumenal) reality which could not

be absorbed by mind. As we know, Hegecl does not agree on
this point. In this respect 1t 1s clear that Hegel sees
Kant through the eyes of Fichte since he shares Fichte's

cpinion that the Ding an sich 1s & postulate of the subject

himsel?. By removing the notion of Ding an sicnh frowm the

Kantian epistemoliogy tne way is made cleesr for the whole
Kantian philosophy to be made 1inco an ontology. From such
a point of view Being (or indeed Substance) can be seen to

nto his

™)

[ )

Le subgect. Fegel carries this presupposition

philosophy as a result of the Histcry of Philosophy.

The I, or the philosophical subjgect, therefore can

regard 'what appears to be going on outside 1tself, an

v 78

'""as 'its own doing'. For

activity opposed to 1tselfl
this 15 the stage that philosophy has reached wich the
1dealism of Kant, Fichte and Schelling. But Hegel, as we
know, not only regards himself as carrying in tc his philosophy
the result of previous philosopnhy bul also as carrying out

e

that resuit i1n his philosophy. So what, he says, 1s now

Les!

requlirea 1s that this result be shown o be true Tor the whole

78. Ibid., g.39.
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cf objgective reality. The Phenomenology has €o prove

that ‘'what appears to be going on outside' mind 1s 'its
own doing' and this fcr the whole contemporary appearance

of mind. It follows that the outcome ¢f the Phenomenology

has to be that 'Being 1s absolutely mediated; - 1t 1s a sub-
stantial content which 13 even so fthe i1mmediate property

of the I, it 1s self-i1sh (selbstisch) or the concept.'79

it i1s this conclusion, which because of the circular nature

of Hegel's system was never 1n doubt, that forms the transiticn
to the Logaic. The task of epistemology Hegel says in the
Preface to tne Phenomericlogy 18 now accomplished, 'the element

8
oI knowledge 1s prepared.'vo For the full aceouni, of the

contemporary appearance of wmind, Hegel Dbelleves, 1o a

full account of the nature of knowling. This 1s experience.
The experience ol a reality which 1s the negatzve cf 1tself
which becomes through thal expverience the property ol self.
The nature of knowing t1en for Hegel 15 tc know an other of
oneself as onegelf. The forms of mind, as a resvlil, do not
have the character of division of subjed and object, or know-
ledge and truth, what 1s left 1s simply the knowledge of their
process. The forms of mind, Hegel claimgs, then take on the

81

"form of simplicity'. They are, 1n his view, seen as

what they are, ideas merely. They are what resulls from

the phenomenoclogy of mingd. The Phenomenology o1 Mind shows

the world to be merely a world of ideas. But the Phenomenology

1s not the appropriate form for their organisation. Rather

79. Ibid. 80. Tbhid.
81. Ibid. Hegel's emphasis.




200.

"their movement which organises thewr into their speculative

whole 15 Logic or speculative phiiosophy.

In defending a view of Hegel's philosophy in this Chapter

I have been primarily concerned with the Phenomenolopy of

Mind. As & view of his philosophy 1t must, however, be of
significance 1n the understanding of all his works. As an
indication of how this might be so I should like to take

a brief look at the conception that lies at the back of the

Science of Logic. We can take as our starting-point this
5=

abbreviated account I have Just given of the transition from

the Phenomenology to the Logic. It appears that the vnoint

of transition 1s tnhe stage 1n the experience of mind at which
Mind or Spirit becomes known as a world of 21deas. TT °s
these vurely essentiralities, Fegel claims, that become the
subject-matter of the Logic. They are not, though, oz they
stand wholly logical. Again, 1in Hegel's view, 1t will notv
G0 8imply to ennumerate those ag they surface n the ordinary
conscilousness and philoscophy. Ls tney are found in ordinary
language and formal logic they are, in his view, permeated

by the same opposition of thought and reality as the modes

of consciousness depicted 1n the Phenomenology. Therefore

the same process of overcoming the obgections of the Under-
standing to dialectical Reason has to take place in the Logic
as well, The Logic has to purify the forms of thought of
their opposition to snow Lhat Being 8 1n its Essence 15 the

Notion or Subject. Thizs, stated in the brisfest form possible,

—

is the process of the Logic. Tt, like thne Phenomencl ogy

2. Ibad. Again Hegel's emphasis.
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1avoives raising our thinking from the level of Vorstelilen

83

to the level of Vernunft or concepfual thinking. Tne
course of that transition 1s from Objective Logie 1o
Subgective Logic. I would therefore argue that the concept

of philosophy that informs the Phenomenology remains at

the basis of what was to be the crowning glory of Hegsl'
system: the Logic. The eifeort to overcome the otherness
that 1s inherent 1n experience 1s clearly sustained 1a that
work as well. That efiort, does, admiitedly, take cn a

different Torm in the Science of Logic since 1t 1is directed

at the manner in which opposiftion, and ultimateiv alienation,
has permeated our language and therefore formsl logic. None
fhe less 1t 1s the same basic concern that lies at the back
of Hegel's view of Logic, For this reascn I belleve that

the Science of Logic may be seen as a phenomenology of 1deas.

This, T think, 1s the view that Hegel himselfl 1upi.ec when

he says i1n the Preface toc the second edition of the Logic

that 'the loftier business of logic 1s to purify these cate
gories...which are first brought into the concsciousness of
spirit in an 1solated fashion and therefore are changeakle

and confusing and so only arfford 1t an isolated and uncertain
reality, and consequently in them raise spirit to its freedom

81
and truth. Hegel argues that i1deas as they appear in
the ordinary language and Aristofleian logic do not adeguately

iepict Lhe nature of reality. They have to pe purified

so that mind can be raised tc 1ts freedom. And the resln

i

8%. 'The Obgective Logic szeins to be s0 termed becivee 11 fTraces,
av the level of bLV Logse,tne path of Pkehom nolopv from a
thinking that 1s"merely ’obdectlwe {("apout’ :xmerfdﬁvv), thaink-
ing which 1s at the same level of Vorstellen to 'a thouant
is truly obgective, 1n the gense that 1t 1s {finally constas-
utive of experience'.Clarke,op.cit.,p.73.
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of freedom, he arguss in the body of the work, 1s attained
when Substance 15 shown to be Subject. The Logic conseguently

1s the process of the Phenomenovlogy within thought i1tsell,

without, as Hegel says, the element of 1mmediate presence
(unmittelbares Dasein). The phenomenology of 1deas (the
Logic) differs then from the phenomenology of mind in that
the lafter 1s directed against the appearance of an external
realily in consciousness and the former at the vocabulary
that makes such & conception possible. Both phenomenclogies
are therefore intended to establish the thesis of i1dealzsm.
Both therefcre, I wish to claim, exhibit the same type of
circularaity. The dialectic that 1s to show that Substance

18 Subgect 13 that already.

84, Hegel. Werke 5, p. 27. Kroner op.cit., Book two.
appears to have come to the same conclusion: 'To this
extent the method of Logic i1s therefore phenomenoicgical,
Just as on the  other hand the method of the Phenomwenology
was_loglcal: both are dlalecglcal.' p. 422, Typpoiiite
Genese et Structure de la Phenomenologie de L'Esprit de
Hegel) goes so rar as tO say that 'there 1s a perfect
corresponcdence between rthe Phenomenology of Mind and the
nglc', since 'it 13 always the same contenf, the sane
determinations chat presen® chemselves 1in Lhe Phenomerns.o
under the aspect o7 Torws <f consciousress, in che Logic
undevr the aspect of deverinate concepts. p. 565. —

Y
fasy
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE PHENOMEMNOLOGY OF MIND

(1i) Epistemology and Experience

In his seminal wcrk Von Kant bis Hegel Richard Xroner

argues that Hegel's Phenomenclogy of Mind represents a

"return to the problem of knowledge'.l His reascns for

making this claim are not i1mmediately evident but all of
them,ﬁn%ems;nn&fn what Hegel has to say which is new'. In
Kroner's view this may be 'compressed in the nction of

Gelst'.2 It 15 worth following his reasoning in detazl.

Before we dc so, however, we might ncte that Chapter Two

ended 1n a similar vein. There we also suggested that

the notion of Geist played an 1mportant role in distinguishing
Hegel's system from that of other philscphers. We pertrcularly

i

emphasised the role 1t played in distinguishing Hegel's phiios-

ul

ovhy fiom that of Schelling. And, it will be recalled, we

came to the conclusion that Hegel objected to Schelling degpict -

ing Art as the highest unity of subject and object becausze 1t

was an unity which was not adequate to Geist. Gei1st, Hegel

higher than any mere work of Art. We were therefore able

clalmed, was higher than any sensuous existence, and therzfore
to share Caird's opinion that it 1s Hegel's notion of Gsist

5

that takes him beyond Schell.ng. The resasoning that lies

‘ behind Kroner's suggestion that the Phenomenology represents

a return to the problem of knowladge has to do with the same

point. Kroner seegs the Phenomenclogy as a retur, to the

o

pre-Schellingian philosephy of German Ideziism in which the

1. R.Kroner. Vor kent bis hegel; p. 362, Book 2.
2. Toad.

3. See above, Chapter 3, Footnote 116,
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Subgect has precedence cver the obgject. But this takes
place, Kroner adds, in the more objgective form of Geist.

This 1s so because Hegel only 'revives the Karntian-Fichtean
subgectavaity' by raisiang 'it to the level of absolute 1deal-
ism attained by Schelling.' This return to the Kantian-
Fichtean standpoint entails a return to the problem of
knowledge (and this 1s where Kroner in unclear) because 'only
in that philosopny makes the I, consciousness into i1ts pivotal
point can 1t avoid the cliffs of Spinozism on which Schelling

1 b

foundered and set forth the truth of Spinoziswn 1tself. It

is not, of course, immediately evident *that Hegel, in adopting

such a position, would as a consequence have to return to thLe
problem of knowledge. It would of course though be ev.dent

1f like Kroner we assumed that the Fichtean-Kantian stendpoint

of Sub)

[

ct necessarily involves philosophy in the problem of

It is this point that 1s the clue %“u understandaing XKroner's

reasoning. Kroner ldentifies the standpoirl ¢ Subjgect with
the standpcint of the ordinary c¢r1 natural consciousness of

the Phenomenology of Mind. As we have seen, Hegel makes

the natural consciousness i1nto his objgect in the Phenomenologyﬁ~
so that he can lead 1t to science. Now Krcner believes fthat
this involves the resurrecticn of the problem of knowledge
because 1n ordinary thinking the same presupposition 135 made
that lies at the base of that problem, namely. that there 153

a separation and therefore cpposition between subject snd

4, Kroner. op.clt., p. 504,



object. Simply an setting out to prove that everything

is an Absolute Identity, in contrast to Schelling who merely
assumes that 1s so, Hegel, Kroner claims, has to return to

the standpcint of the problem of knowledge, or as Hegel

would put it, a standpoaint that concerns 1tselfl with the

relation of thought to 1ts obgect. We can now see wny 1t

is that Kroner thinks this avoids the pit-{falls of Spinozism.
Hegel wishes to prove to the ordinary consciousaess that all
reality is an identity of subject and object. It 1s not simply
a truth that 1s revealed to the individual. It is rather one

in which the subject has his glace and therefore, Hegel belicves,
preserves his freedom. As we xnow, Hegel claims that the

unity of subgect and object has Lo be one in which the indavideal's
independence 1s not extinguished. Hegel therefore revives

the problem of knowledge i1n c¢rder that the 1ndividual can find
his certainty and certain knowledge in ohilosophy. This,

then, -1s What Kroner corncludes on behalf oi Hegel: 'Philosophy
has to begin with the theory of experience, it has to prove

the certainty of knowledge; only througn certainty hardened

by examination is the truth of knowledge guaranteed. '~

-

We began this enquiry with a thesis of Hapermas' which,
if we recall, directly coantradicts this conclusicn of Kroner's.
That thesis was that Hegel and Marx had demolished (abgebaut)
the enterprise of the theory of knrowledge and that very little
that was positive emerged from their rejection of the problem

of knowledge. T suggested, at the time, that Habermas'

Judgement was too bleak a view of the matier, claimiag “hat

5. Ib1d., p. »63.
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the problem cf knowledge 1s not superceded without deep
reflection in the Hegelian and Marxist accounts of experience.
I have since tried tc show how comprehensively and consecien -
tiously Hegel deals with the problem as 1t occurs in the
History of Modern Phzlosophy. This account should be
sufficient to demonstrate that the problem 1s not rejected
out of hand by Hegel. Now we have this claim of XKroner

that Hegel's first major philosophical work, cne view of
which we have already presented, represents a recurrence of
the emphasis on the theory of knowledge within the history

of German Idealism. It 1s this view of the Phenomenology

tha. I wish to explore in this Chapter.

In exploring this view there 1s an i1mportant conclusion
of Hegel's that we nave to bear in mind: his conclusion that
knowledge 1s not about reaiity but 1s reality. We have
already encountered this as the view that m genuine philosophy
or 1dealism all ctherness 1s overcome. This view brings us
to the same conclus.on because of the manner i1n which Hegel
argues his idealism. As I have pointed out, he prides himself
on the objectivity of his 1dealzism and therefore relies on
tne tendencies within science 1tself to bolster up his claim.
What he, like Schelliing, singles out 1in science to support
his claim 1s its tendency to 'intellectualise' nature, for,
in science, he claims, nature turns out to be nothing other
than tne scientific law we [formulate apout 1t. Scientiric

knowledge, he concludes, 1s not about the objective world
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but 1s that world. In general, then, Hegel presupposes

that in knowledge the opposition between subject and obgect
1s transcended. Since this 1s such an impcrtant aspezt of
Hegel's philosophy 1t 1s rnow time that we have a more formal
view of the matter. And 'formally', Hegel claims, 'what has
been said mray be expressed in this way, that the nature of the
Judgement or proposition in general which includes within
itself the difference of subject and predicate 1s destroyed
by the speculat.ve propogltlon..'.6 In Hegel's opinzon, tnen,
knowledge 1s the 'destructive unity of the concept' (1b.) in
which thought 'loses Just as much its fixed objective basis
which it had 1n the Subject as 1t 1s thrown back on to the
predicates of the me and, in this, returns not to 1tself but

into the subject of the content'.7

There 1s little point

in denying that these are obscure poiats. Hegel may have
w.:shed to make his system accessible tc the oridinary consciol-
ness of his time but he can hardly hope to have succeeded with
such an i1nscrutable style, However, 1t 1s clear that what

1= under fire in these pessages 1s the conventional 1dea cf

the relation of subjgect and predicate in a truc proposition.

An example from Fegel's Logic will, I thnink, help us here.

In explaining the logical form which he believes 1g approvriate
to convey the truth he draws our attention to the positive
Judgement 'the rose 1s red'. A positive jJuvdgement 13, of
course, of the form the individual 1s the universal, and serv:s
1o itndicate for Hegel the 1inadequacy of the form of Judgement

1n general for the task of imparting truth. Hegel argues

- ]
\

. Werke 2, p. 59,

@]
€2

6. Hegel. Phinomennlogie des Geiste
7. Ibid., pg. 60.
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8

that that positive Judgement 1s 1inadeguate to convey truth
since such a prcposition does not entail that thought
corresponds with its object. For when I judge that a rose
is red 1 have simply postulated that a relationship exists
between an object and an idea. 'A mere qualitative Judge-
ment'. as Mure polnts out, 'like "the rose 1s red" may be
correct, but 1s philosophically neither true nor false'.9

It is neither true nor false because 1t does not show that

there 1s a necessary releation between the subgect and i1ts

predicate. Hegel thinks that the same is the case with
any Judgement or proposition. In any Judgement, he suggests,
subgect and predicate are tinked 1n an abstract way. They

would only be linked in a concrete, true way 1T the zubject

were the predicate. But 1t 13 preciscly tne structure oI

the gudgement that makes this impossible. A proposition or

Jjudgement only allows us to attribute one predicate at a

time to the subject. For instance, it may be correct to say

that the rose is red but 1t 1s also vaguely circdlar in sharpe,
.

part of a plant, etec. all properties that the Judgement mwight

contain but none of which are the subgect of the jJudgement

in 1ts totality. Muire puts it in this way: 'In "This rose

1s red"...S(subjgect) has other qualities beside red, and

P (predicate) qualifies other subjects bes:.des the rose: they

outflank eacn ocher'.lo Neither the predicate 1s adequate

to the subject nor the subject adequate to the predicate.

That 1s why the speculative Judgewent has to destroy the

'differsnce of subject and predicate.’

o |

. Hegel. Wissenscheft dexr Logik, lie

G. G.R.G.Mure. The Philosophy of H
p. 21,

10. 1Ibid., p. 134.

rke 6, p. 263.
e

gel, Oxford University
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The notion of truth that Hegel 1s defending, and which

lies at the back of his attitude to the problem of knowledge

is that 1t 1s the concrete object of knowledge i1tself.

This is why truth, as he views 1t, cannot be conveyed in

a single proposition or Judgement.l1 The subgect of the
judgement 1s of course said to be the predicate but it 1is
not, in Hegel's opinion, commensurate with 1t. Truth for
Hegel, 1s the whole. Therefore, in any Jjudgement, the fact
that the predicate 1s incommensurate with the subject makes
the Judgement untrue. For a judgement to be true the pred-
1cate would have to be the subject. This brings us again
to Hegel's "speculative judgement". For in the speculative
Judgment, Hegel claims. the subject passes into the predicate.
For pass Hegel employs fthe verb vergehen whose implications

are broader since 1t can also mean fade away into or even

disappear into. /What, I think, Hegel wishes to convey by

using this term 1s the sense that in the course of a philos-
ophical enquiry our concept of 1ts subject undergoec a radical
transformation. And 1t does so in a rewarkable sence: through
becoring its predicates. In becoming 1ts predicates the
subject of a philosophical enquiry loses 1ts initial identity
and gainsanother. This new 1ldentity, Hegel suggests, 1s the
ldentity of 1ts concrete reality. Another look at the process

of the Phenomenology might help to clarify the matter. The

subject that formed the starting-point was, we established,
the ordinary consciousness of Hegel's time. That ordinary
consciocusness was at the outset merely an abstract concept
f'or us. We were aware that 1t had several different aspects

(or, move generally, predicates) but we were not, Hegel would

11. See Werke 3, D. L7, where he mages this, by nou, fancus claim.
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claim, aware of 1ts full reality. its truth or concrete
real:ity, could in no way be attained by simply listing its
predicates e.g. the Unhappy Consciousness, Observing Reason,
Morality and Religion. We can only know the ordinary con-
sciousnecs of the time, Hegel concludes, through knowing 1t
as each of its predicates. The subgect, the ordinary cocn-
sciousness, must become 1ts predicates for us. It .15 for
this reasor that we might even say, as Hegel suggests, thav
the subjgect has to disappear in Lhe predicate. It would
however be false to think that this i1mplied that the subject

<

i

were somehow Jost without trace. Tt is, of course, pre ved

47

as the subject of 1ts predicates.

We may now see why Hegel's view of truth is that itv i:o
thought which 'loses just as much ~ts fixed objectve basis
which 1t had 1n the subject as i1t 1s thrown back on to the
predicates of the same and, in this, returns not tc i1itsell
but into the subject of the content' (above);because 1t 13
this that is involved in making our knowledge real. Real
knowing 1s a process in which we give up our presuppositlions
about an opject or actlivity through learning wnat 1t 1s 1n
and for 1tself. There appears to be little that 1s uncommen
in what Hegel has to suggest here. But the story 15 a
different one if we take a close loolt at how Hegel descrabes
the outcome 7or the knower himself. As a result of the
process ol cognition we whoe are the knowers, according to

Hegel, fina our thirking tc be the subjgect in ot

9]
Q

gncrelc

t

realitly. Kven this appears to be an 1nnocuouds claim 11 we
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do not examine 1% closely. What Hegel 1s claiming, though,
1s that if we know an object our thought 1s the obgect.
This 1s how the speculative Judgement destroys the gulf that

separates thanker and obJect.lg

As we know, Hegel would argue that Modern Philosophy is
characterised by this dualism, this oifurcation of thought
and reality. We have seen Hegel claim that Descartes first
established this bifurcation in Modern Philosophy by postul-
ating that there were two distinct substances: extension and
thought. Following that, 1t was Spinoza who had established
an abstract 1dentity of the two by pcstulating that fthere was
but One Substance. His 1dentity, since 1t was abstract, had
neglected what Hegel believes to be an essential aspect of
reality: individuation. Loocke and Leibniz, however, had
pointed out this omission in Spinoza's philocophy. Leceke

did so by sharpening the bifurcation between thougnt and

12. Herbert Marcuse in his Reason and Revolurion also singles cuf
Hegel's notion of the speculative judgement as being of partZc-
ular significance in the understanding of Hegel's philosophy.
His view 1s that the notion 'strikes the decisive blow against
traditional formal logic.'(p.1l02) This 1s certainly not the
case 1n the broad sense but 1t 1s, plausibly, Hegel's view of
the matter. Certainly what Hegel intends with the speculative
judgement 1s, as Marcuse suggests,that the'locus of truth' be
shown to be 'the dynamic system of speculative judgements in
which every single Judgement must be 'sublated' by another., so
that only the whole process represents the truth.'(zbkid.) And,
as I have argued, the speculative Jjudgement 1s 1ntended to
contrast with 'the logic of common sense which treals propos-
igstions as consisting of a subject, which serves as a fixed
and stable base and a predicate attached te 1t.'(p.101). The
one point that Marcuse misses 1n making this contrast 15 that
Hegel's speculative Judgement s an integral part of his 1deal-
1sm. r else he would not think that this 'protest against
divorecing truth and its forms from concrete 0rocss5ses was also
'a protest agsinst severing truth from any direct guz
influence on reality.' (p. 102).




212.

reallty in his empiricism. But Leibniz went some way toward
remedying tnis defect through presenting a system of intell-
ectual i1ndividuation in his philosophy, the world of monads.
This did not, however, meet the full requirement of philosophy,
as Hegel understood that requirement, since 1t continued tc
develop along dualist lines. Berkeley and Hume s=t to work
on the revision of Locke's naterislism, the one frcm an ideal-
ist point of view, the other from a sceptical point of view.
It 1s Hume's sceptical empiricism that represents the most
extreme consequence of the dualism of Modern Philosophy for
Hegel. Pnilosophy, he argued, cannot descend lower than 1t
does in Hume's system. What irks Hegel most abcut [lume's
philosophy is that 1t reduces all problems of truth to a
matter of custom. Kant, as we know, takes his starting-vecint

from this scepticism of Hume seeking to point out that know-

M

ledge aoes indsed have a reality. But because this is dewnicted
as meraly a phenomenal recality the bifurcation bf experience
is not overcome. For that reason Hegel believes that Kant
remains at the standpoint of Locke and Hune. It 1s only with
Schelling and Fichte that fthe proper attempt to overcouwe the
dualism of Modern Philoscphy 1s begun. But both, in Hegel's
view, fail in this task. Faichte fails, because he has the
wrong starting point in the I and Schelling because he does
not attain =2 logical view of things, in other words, because
he fails to prove his voint of view. The whole history of
Modern Philoscphy 1s from thais Hegelian standpcint a history
of the gathering fogecther cf the conceptual cguipment to over-

come dualism in the thecory of knowledge but of the failure tc



put 1t to 1ts prorer use. This failure, I think, Hegel would
attribute to a radical misccnception of knowledge that was
implzcit in much of Modern Philosophy. This misconception

was fundamental to the posing of The problem of lknowledge.

Hegel's speculative judgement 1s, I believe, directed at this

misconceptien.

The misconception 1s this: knowledge had been szen as
an 1ustrument (Werkzeug) or a means (Mittel) with which we

13 - } .
- it was thereflore naturai to

mignt attain the truth.

suppose that before we enter 'on the thing i1tself, namely

the real knowledge of that which 1s in truth' in philosophy

that we ocught to examine the instrument or means wich which
1Y

we were able to possegss it. In his Introduction 1o the

Phenomenology Hegel suggests that this apprehensicn appears

tc be correct for two reasons. In the first place we mighe

N
2

suppose that there are various types of cogniticn and thare-
{ore that one mode might be more appropriate for our purposes
than another. In the second place we might suppose 'in that
cognition 1s a capability of a ~ertain kind and scope that with-
out the more accurate determination of 1ts nature and limits
the cloudsof error will be taken hold of 1nstead of the heavens
of truth.'l5 It is the second supposition that is mwmost typic-
ally made by the Modern Philoscphers and, of course, presents
them with the problem of knowledge. The representative of

that tradivion Hegel 1s most 1ikely to have 1n mind 1s Kant.

13,  Hegel. Werke 3, p. 68.

14, Ibad. 15. Ibad.
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Although we cannot be certain of this, it 1is i1insftructive

to notice the terms in which Hegel states his point. It

1s Kant, of ccurse, who regards our principal cognitive
faculty, Reason, as a capability and therefore terms his
whole enquiry transcendental. His aim in that enquiry 1is
consequently to concern himself 'not so much with objects as

116

with our wmode of cognition of cbjects. So, as we know,
its use from the point of view of speculation would only

be negative; it would serve, as Hegel suggests here, 'not

to extend but only to purify our reason and pregerve 1t irom

17

errors'. Indeed, the whole distinction that Kant malkec
between transcendental and trenscendent rhilosophy 1s intended
to prevent Reason from becoming anvelopecd in what Hegel aptly
calls 'the clouds of error'. For Kant, 'the more accurate
determinatiocn' of the nature and limits of cognition would
p.2avent our knowledge from over-reaching 1tself. Hegel claims,
however, that this apprehension easilyv transforms 1tsell i1nto
the conviction that it 1s futile to hope that through ccgnition
we can learn what the thing i1s 1in i1tself. There therefore
develecps in the mind of the thinker, now turned sceptic,

an insurmountable karrier between truth and our knowledge.

'Por given that cognition is an instrument with which to

take possession of the absolute essence it i1mmediately occurs
to one that this employment of an instrument on a thing aot

50 much leaves the thing as 1t 1s in 1tself, but rather

18

effects a change in 1t and a ferming of 1c. What we nav

16. Kant. Kratik der Reiaen Vernunft, op.cit., ¢. A .

17 Ibid. 18. Hegel . Werke », p. 68.
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taken to Dpe the supposition fthat Kant makes,

Hegel claims, leads naturally to sceptical conclusions.
Simply because knowledge is conceived as an instrument with
which to attain reality there arises the possibility that 1t
may 1n the event fall short of that reality or alter 1t in
some way 1n belng applied. It is, as we have seen, such
apprehensions that lead Kant to distinguish between the thing
in 1tself (Ding an sich) which would be the thing as 1t remsins
unalifected by the human cognitive faculties, and the object
or phenomenon which is the thing as it 1s formed by the human
cognitrve faculftres,principally the Understanding. Since
Kant regards our cognitive faculties as, at best, providing
us with an orientation in the worlid he deems the rhenomencn
only to be knowable, The phenomenon may indeed be all that

we can know; however, 1t is also Kant's claim that we always

aim to unow the thing i1in 1tself or the noumenon. Thus as
egel suggests, with such a view of knowledge the 'elouds
of error' can never be far away. If this suggestion 1s correct,

1t would seem that the antimonies of Reason which Kant outlines
in his theoretical philcosophy arise from the ¢verambitious

use of our instrument of knowledge.

We might or. the other hand takes the view, Hegel suggests,
that cogniftion should not be seen as a tool but rather as a
passive mediun. We no longer decide to see 1t as playing
an active role 11 our acquisition of the truth. The view
of knowledge that I think Hegel nas in mind here 1s that of

the Empir.cists. We recall] that Locke and Hume thougnt of




knowledge as the agreement oOf cur ideas with the appearance
of things to our senses. This 1S no more clear than in
Hume's 1nsistence on that 'as long as we confine our specul-
ations to the appearance of objects to our senses, without
entering into disquisitions concerning their real nature and
operations, we are safe from all difficulties, and can never

19

be embarrassed by any guestion'. Only 'if we carry our

' will

inquiry beyond the appearance of objects to the senses

~ s 5 - '
'most of our conclusions..be full of scepticism and uncertainty.
Truth, then, 1s conveyed to us by our sense-experience.

All that is required in our using 1t as a means 1s that we

do not intervene in any way in 1ts operation. We are required
to remain passive or merely receptive, It 1s tc this model

of knowledge, then, that I take Hegel to be referring with
his notion of it as a passive medium. The problem with such
a nction, Hegel argues, 1s that according tc 1t we receive
knowledge 'not as 1t 1- 1n itself, but as 2t 1s in and thrcugh
this medium'. For example, Locke and Hume suppose that
knowledge 1s conveyed to us via the sensesbut since sense-
percepfion 1s onliy the medium through which we attain know-
ledge they have tc conclude that what we S?nsé—percelve 15
not necessarily all true and that our faculties (the medium
itself) of sense-perception are not wholly adequate to convey
the truth. As Hegel sayvs, the point 1s that what knowledge
we would receive would only be 'through and in this medium'.
If 1t decz2ived there wovld he no knowing how it did so as

also there would be nc way cf knowing 1f there was any know-

19. D.Hume. A Treatise of Human Nature I, op.cit., p.11l0.
20. 1oid.

20
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ledge outside that medium,

Whichever position we hold, the Kantian one, that
cognition i1s an instrument through which we achisve know-
ledge, or the Lockean one, that cognition 1s a passive medium
through which 'the light of truth reaches us', Hegel believes
that 'in both instances we employ a means that immediately
induces the opposite of its intention (Zwecks)'.gl This
seems to be rather a harsh conclusion. Indeed 1t may lead
us to think that Hegel adopts a procedure which 1s not imman-

ent.22

For this criticism appears to take no account of

Kant and Locke's own appreciation of the drawbacks of their
theories of knowledge. Kant is of course well aware that

by conceiving our cogniticn as the mental apparatus through
which we merely orientate ourselwes 1n the world we cast

doubt on the certainty of our knowledge. Indeed he concludzss
that if we are to have any dependapble knowledge then we have
to talke a critical attitude to our cogni.tive faculties, espec-
1ally ocur princaipal one, Reason. Locke, equally, 1s well
aware that 1f we regard knowledge as heing imparted by the
pacsive medium of the senses we have nof to accept all sense-
perceptions as true. Indeed, he tries to differentiate the

more dependable modes of sensing from those which are less

SO. But all this Hegel acknowledges i1r his Lectures on tne

21. Hegel. Werke 3, p. 68.

22. Habermas. Erlikenntnis und Interesse, op.cit.p.2l. He
suggests this 1s so bccause Hegel s critigue of classical
epistemology presupposes exactLy what the iatter puts 1in
guestion: absclurte knowlelge.




History of Philosophy. So we would not expect that he

now adopt a procedure which 1s not immanent by ignoring
these reservations that Locke and Kant have about our
knowledge. And, as we shall see, we will not be disappointed

in this expectation.

For Hegel now suggests that we might make a few emenda-
tions to the instrument model of knowledge to take account
of what appear to be 2ts initial failings, and these emend-
ations are, I think, of the same kind as the reservations
that Kant has about our ability to know the world objectively.
Hegel suggests for instance that a way out of the 1nitial
difficuly posed by the instrument model of knowledge may be
found through setting ourseiveg the task c¢f Jearning how the
instrument operates. For with that knowledge, Hegel says,
1t would seem that we should be able to purify whatever know-
ledge the instrurenl procures. Keant adopts a similar position

in undertaking the Critique of Pure FReason in that ‘he flatters

himself' to think that in that work he had 'wet with..all errors

which had previcusly set reason at variance with 1tzelf in

D_I
1ts use free of experience’. < He believes that through

depieciing the Dialectic of Rezason he makes 1t possible to free
the 1nstrument of knowledge from the 1llusion thet 1t brought
about and thus provide Us with a clearer view of what we

o)

can know. The motive of his Critigue 1s, 1n short,

[

O

25. Kant. Xritik der Reinen Vernuonft, op.cit. v. 13.

24. Ibad., p. 63.
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separate the wheat from the chaff within our cognition.

We already know what the conclusionsof Kant'; enquiry were.
In the first place he concludes that the Understanding may
legitimately claim to know phenomena but not noumena. And
therefore, in the second place, that Reason makes demands on
the content of our experience which corresponds with nothing
in the things of experience themselves. These are the Anti-
monies of Reason. Hegel, as we have seen, believes it to

be a sign of timidity on Kant's part that he locates the con-

fradictions that Reason observes in Reason 1tself. But the

objection he has to Kant's procedure in the Phenomenoclogy 1is,

I think, more fundamental. He 1s opposed to the whole crit-
1cal conception that lies behind Kant's ph.losophy. in
Hegel's opinion the notion that we can purify our cognitive
faculties through separating, in cognition, what pertains fto
our thinking activity and what pertains to the object or
thought 1is completely misguided, because, 1n his view, the
supposed 1mprovement in our instrument of kncwledge would

only put us back where we began; 'If, he says, we take away

from a formed thing' in this instance our knowledge,' what

i

the instrument has done to 1t 'our knowledge stands in exactly

[
the same position as before we had begun the exer01se.2)
Since this argument depends on an analogy we might best clarify
1t with an example of 1ts working. If, for instance, we

removed (if that were possible) from a completed bullding

the effects brought about by the use of all the tools in

25, Hegel. Werke 3, p. 69.
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constructing 1t we would simply be left with the raw
materials that went into the construction. We would, of
course, have no pbuilding at all. Simllarly Hegel sees Kant
as attemtping to remove from a 'formed' body of knowledge all
that we di1d in forming 1t. What results, in Hegel's view,
is that we are left without a 'building' of knowledge at all.
It 1s for this reason that Hegel believes that our knowledge

26

is not advanced one bhit by a critique of Reason.

I have suggested that Hegel has 1n mind the Empiricist
view of knowledge when he employs the analogy with the
passive medium, We would expect, then, that in what ne has
to say about this model of knowledge thai he also take note
of Locke and Hume's attempts to clarify their view orf ¥know-
ledge. What especially comes to mind in this respect are
the endeavours of Locke and Hume to establish what comes to
L3 through the medium of sense-perception immediacely from
the object znd what elemenfts bhelong sclelv to Lhe medium Li-
self, We may recall how Locke sought to distinguish 1dess
'as they are ideas or perceptions in our minds; and as they
are modificatsons of matter in the bodiecs that cause such

e 27
b

perceptions 1n us and also Hume's attempt to disting-

uish between whan we actually cbserve from what we usuvally
infer when we are led to say that two things or events are

28

celUsSally related. Inieed we found in Hume's case that such

20. Ilabermas. op.ciT. pp. 19-20, especially Note 6.

7

27 . J.Locke. An Essay Ccorcerniag the Human Understanding,
op.cit., p. 33. Locke himself enpnasies ail but the
At
Ai.w .

28. See above. Chapter One, bp. 50,




was his cricical appreciation of the proolems involved 1n

the model of knowledge that 1t led him into a species of
scepticism. Hegel suggests here, as he does 1in the Lec-

ftures, that this 1s an inevitable result 1{ one holds rig-
orously to the Empiraicist model of knowledge. In the

Lectures, he pointed out that Locke is obliged to recognise

that his own criterion of truth, perception, 1is itself Uncrue.29
Hume, 1n Hegel's view, did no more than carry this Lockean

standpcint to 1ts logical conclusion. And he mekes the

same point in his 'Introduction' to the Phenomenology. Any

attempt to improve or modify the Lockean model is, he argues,
certain to end in failure. For even 'i1f the examination of
knowledge which we represent to ourselves as a medivm acquaints
us with the law of 1fs refraction there 1s Jjust 23 much little
point 1n rewmoving 1t from the result, for knowledge 1s not

the divergerice ol the ray out the ray 1tself through which

120

the truth comes into c¢Hhatact with us. In Hegel's view,
then, the i1dea 'which gave the first rise' to Locke's Essay

Concerning the Human Understanding, namely, 'that the first

step toward satisfying several inguiries the mind oI man was

very apt to run intc' 1s 'to take a survey of our own under-

standing, examine our own powers, and see to what things they
4+ 131 . - N

were adapted, 15 erronecus. It is of course this idea

that also gave rise to the problem of knowledge in Modera

Philosophy. It 1s an erroneous idea 1n Hegel's opinion

because even 1f we did as 1% recommendea and learnt how our

29. See sbove. Chepter One, pp. 51 -~ 52,
30. Hegel. Werke 3, p. 69.

51, rocke op.cit., Introduction.
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powers distorted our knowledge we would not know what

knowing was because knowing 1s not the knowledge of how we
distort knowledge but how we know tnat we have done so. In
other words, we will not learn what knowledge is by examining
'our own powers, and see to what things they' are 'adapted'
since it 1is that very adapticn of our powers. The simple
point that Hegel 1s making 1s that we will not know what
knowledge 1s through learning 1ts scope and limitatious.

It is only through knowing what it is that we can know what
1t is. It is for this reascn that Hegel forgoes the search for
absolute criterion of Ttruth in his philcsophy and with that,

of course, abandons the problem of knowledge.

1t might be objected that, although we do rnot {(as Heg=sl
suggests), know all there is to know about the process of
cognition through knowing its limitations, we might arrive
-t that coveted position through simple 1afercnce. »or 1f
we ecstablish what our cognitive facultles cannct do we can
mercly by inverting these negative statements into positive
ones discover what they can do. Kant did something like
this when ne inrerred from his conclusion that the underst-
anding was incapable of knowing things in themselves that it
was perfectly capable of knowing phenomena. Similerly, we
might i1nfer innumerable positive propositions about our know-
ledge through cetermining i1ts scope and limitetions. This
is wherce the classical approacihi to epistemology derives its

strength: It 1s felt that 1f we know beforchaud ocur capabi.ity

aqa
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to know then we may avoid error. This 1s what leads to
what is often called the psychological approach of what T
have called the classical epistemologistes. Hume perhaps

]
expresses their hopes best when he says: 'Here then is the
only expedient, from which we can hope for success 1in our
philosophical researches, tc leave the ftedious lingering
method, which we have hitherto followed and instead of
taking now and then a castle ¢r village on the frontier, to
march up directly tc the capital or centre of these scilences,
to human nature itself; which being once masters of, we may
everywhere else hope for an easy victory'.32 The beliefl
1s, that by the examinatioans of curintellectual powers we may
strengthen and secure our claims to kncwledge. Hegel 1s
of course aware of this approach to epistemology, but he
believes 1t to be an approach that 1is i1n all essentials neg-
ative. Indeed he charac :erises 1T as an approach which fears
error 1n human thinkin,; and arouses a mistrust 'in science
which without the same doubffulness sets to work and really

53

knows'. To establish this claim Hegel could well point

to a conclusion that he comes to in his Lectures cr the History
; e

of Philosophy 1n reviewing Loclke's phllosoth. There he

points out, as we have seen, that Locke's apprenension about
. \ .

the limitations of our 1intellecfual faculties leeds haim

to doubt the results of natural science; and 1t i3 the same

point that Hegel 1s making here: that to think a propadevtic

1s necessery to science 1s Lo presuppose that the knowledge

32. Hume. op.cit., p.41.
33. Hegel. Werke 3., p. 69.
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that we already have in science 1is open to doubt, The

very approach 1tselfl creates that doubtl. But 1f on their

part those who favour such an approach think 1t right to arcuse
distrust i1n the findings of science Hegel believes it just as
legitimate 'that inversely a mistrust 1s this mistrust...be
established'.34 rurthermore, he claims, it cauld well be

55

that 'this fear to err 1s 1tself error'. The Transcenden-
tal philosopher demands that we must know the scope of tThe
faculty of cognition before we may know correctly. But as
Hegel says, again in the Lectures, 1t 1s the old problem of
the child who wi1ill not go into the water until he can swim.”"
What the Transcendental philosopher overlooks is that tne
'examination of the faculty of cognition 1s itself cogrising'
sO0 that ultimately 1t 1tself relies uvn a notion of knowledge
which it has not examined. The point 1s simply tnat tc know
yhere to limit kKnowledge already presupposes that we know

what knowledge 1s. A Transcendentzl pnliicsophy cannct tlhere-
fore remain true to 1ts principle because, c¢laim as it nmay
that it 1s only concerned with our manner of cognition oI
objects, 1t 1s 1tself‘a manner of cognition of ob)ects. In-
deed, as we discovered in our review of Hegel's Craitique of
Modern Philosophy, 1t 1s a manner of cogniticon for which Hegel
has a great deal of respect. The picture of Kant ransacking
our facuities of éognitjon to get a proper view of knowledge

1s then one that 1s not without 1ts 1rony for Hegel. in

Hegel's view many of the 1deas that lay behirnd that quest

3, Ibid. 35. Ibid.
6. Hegel. Werke 20.,p. 2Z34.

o
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were already true: s0 tnhat much of wnat was sought was
already to be found 1n the seeking. Hegel comrpares 1t
to the plight of the Jews after the coming of Christ 'the
spirit passed through the midst of them and they knew it

27

not'.

I Thid.



THE PHENOMENALITY OF KNOWLLDGE

1n Hegel's opinion, therefore, the transcendental
approach to philosophy 1s inadequate. It has to be replaced.
How then does he replace 1t” In other words, what is Hegel's
answer o the propblem of knowledge? We have, of course, now
come to the core of our problem. Hegel's answer 1s straight-
forward encugh. In his view knowledge 1s a phenomenon like
any other. There 1s not for Hegel the doubt concerning the
realily of our knowledge nor the need toc establish beforehand
its nature and extent because for him 1t 1s simply a fact cf
experience that knowledge or science {Wrssenschaft) has
appeared.38 To use 1it, as does Kant, to doubt i1ts own
reality or to set limits on its reality sezms trnen Lo Hegel
to be the height of folly. Furthermore, that Kantran Critigue
assumes it to be a means, a ftool or instrument that ccres
between the subject and object to unite them. He supposes,
Hegel would claim, that on the one side tnere is knowledge
and on the other 1ts goel. From this poaint of view. tne
Critique is the analysis ana testing of the efficicacy of
the human cognitive faculties in mediating the two. This
is 1ts starting peoint and, 1t 1s also, according to Hegel,
the point of deparfure of the ordinary consciousness whnen
1t deliberates about knowledge. But, Hegel suggests, 1°f
mowledge 1s a phenomenon like any other, something wnich is
already at hand, 1t will have achieved 1ts goal already.

It will alreaay be the krowledge of an object. In other

38.  Hegel. Werke », p. 71.



werds, 1t will already have mediated tne two opposing poles
of knowledge: subject and object. Nowhere, Hegel therefore
implies, will we find knowledge which i1s merely a means,
whether we conceive 1t as a tool or a medium. It will al-
ready be an end in 1tself, already the true concevtion of
something. We cannot, Hegel concludes, fcrce 1t away from
that something in order that 1t might act as a general means
with which to attain the truth, because it is whal 1t 1s
only 1in conJjunction wrth 1ts object. Knowledge therefore
dces not exaist 1n us as a capablility which 15 indiflerent Lo
1ts supposed object so that we are able to ftest 1t against
that cbgect. It is no. a capability but a state of affairs,

in which tihe obgect 1s already implicated.

However, knowledge or sclence, we have seen Hegel
suggesct, has already appeared, and this 13 where hls za2nswer
to the problem of knowledge becomes less than strarghticrwara.
Fcr he now goes on to argue that since lnowledge 1s an apnear-
ance 1n his time 1t 1s not only =2 historzcal fact put =2 fact
whose potential has yet to be fully realised. What Hegel

1

4]

poeinting to here 1is of course the two senses 1n which we
use tne word appearance: in the first place to signify that
something has come on the scene, and,in the scecond place to
signify external appearance as opposed to reality or ftruth,.
It 1s the second sense that he wishes to silregs. Knowledge,

1

he says, in that it 1s witn us "1is 1tvself an appearance; 1TS

[

arrival does not mean that 1t has yet been 'implemented and

expanded incce its sruth',”” The task of plialosophy then,

39.  TIbid.,p.7l.



as Hegel sees 2t, 1s that 1t JTree itself frcm this semblance

' that 1t turn i1tself against 1t' and make that

of knowledge
appearance i1nto a reality.(ib.) Consequently what the theory
of kncwledge has to achisve 1n Hegel's view is tne subversion

of the merely phenomenal existence of knowledge in our culture.

I have suggested earlier that the idea that Lles at the heart
of Hegel's philosophy 1s that all philosophy, including his
own, exists in a critical continuity with the whole history
of philosopny. I have tried tc show that this assumpriocn
dcminates his whole philosophy. We shall find that his view
of knowledge 18 no exception to this. Knowledge, he claims,
has alregdy appezared. Who then are we [0 suppose 15 respon-

sible [or this appearance? In the'intrcduction'tc the Phen-

cmenclogy Hegel suggests that we can look et this appearance
in two ways: either as the 'untrue knowlecdge' represented by
those philosorhies that regard knowledge as a mesns or, as
that philoscphy which possesses the true concepticn ¢f know-
ledge but merely ‘'appecrs beside the other'.qo Philosopny,
then, 1n these two ways 1s responsible for the appearance of
knowledge. In detaxrl, what Hegel 1is suggesting zs that we
can regard the history of philosophy as tre context in which
knowledge appears but not i1n a straightforward sense: know-
ledge apprears as a strife within philosorphy. It appears
that Hegel apportions the roles of the various philoscphers
in this strife according to the two aspects of the notion of

appearance, Knowledge, he seems to be suggesting, may be

seen to have appeared as an external appearance in the phil-

40. Ibad.
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osophies of the Empiricists, Kant and ®ichte. In his view
they were the philocsophers that had insisted that truth was
the knowledge of an 'in 1tself' ultimately inaccessible to
the human consciousness. On the other hand, Hegel suggests,

!
knowledge may be seen as coming on the scene for the first

time 1n the philosophy of Schelling. Neither faction rep-
zresents the true reality of knowledge because the former fac-
tion lacks the true conception of knowledge wnile the latter
faction lacks 1in 1ts conception of philosophy the proper
background for that conception. That proper background can
only be acquired, according to Hegel, by unccvering the reality
of knowledge as 1t appears in the untruse knowledge of tne duval-
ist philosophers. So, in getling at the reality of Knowleage,
not only do the defects of the dualist philcsophers have to

be made up by Schelling's notion of Tdentity but also tne
defects of the latter by {1e positi—:z content of the dualist
rhilcsophies. The aprzarsnce of knowledge has to be overcomn
in both 1ts aspects. It 1s thais thet has to be acconplished

in the Phenomenology and 1s, in Hegel's view, the true reality

of knowliedge. Thus 1t appears that Hegel's answer to the

problem of knowledge is the process o the Phenomenology cof

Mind. This process we discussed at length in the last €hapter.
Hegel must meake his stand on it. The fwll account of the
rhenomenaliity of knowledge is his only reply to those who ask

how thought 1s related to 1ts object.

It 1s,however, & peculiar reply. Hegel does not attempt

to reply directly tou the guestion posed by Locke, Humc. Kant



or, come to thet, Schelliing about the nature of knowledge.
There 1s no attempt to discuss a priora the relation of

thought to 1ts object. To this extent 1t 1s true to say,
as does Habermas, that Hegel abandons the problem of know-

ledge, and in the 'Introduction' tc the Phenomenclogy, as

we have seen, he produces strong reasons for doing this.

What Hegel does ftake up in the body of the Phenomenology,

however, 1s those past philoscphies 1n so far as they are to
be found in the ordinary consciousness of the tlime. They
are subsumed under the account of the appearance of knowl.ecdge
in the contemporary culture. So what we might chcose to

see as a problem peculiar to nhilosochy Hegel sees as part

and parcel of the general outlook ¢f the time. He suggecsts

n

that the problem .1s generated by thinking which opposes
thought to an An sich or mind to reality. It 1s agaln the
problem posed by bifvrcatei thinking. What Hegel argues 1is
that this problem pertwins Just as much tc the 'problem cf
knowiedge' of philosophy as to the thinking of the natural
conscliousness of his epoch. Thus the process of leading

the natural consciousness to scilence 1s also in his view the
defainitive answer, 1f one 1s regulired, to thelproblem concern-
ing the relation of thcught tc its obgecrt. We have yet anotheor

reason then why there should be two subjects to the Phenomenology.

There 1s, as we know, the ordinary particular consciousness
which has to be led from partial knowledge to science and the

philosophical consciocusness which has now also to be convinced




of the nature of knowledge. In other words, apart from

his many other aims, Hegel wants to convince other philosoph-
ers that his epistemology 1s right. Philosophers may of
course obJject to this, arguing that 1t 1s an aim that ought
to be pursued separately. After all, they would claim,
teaching the natural consciousness to think properly has

very little to do with refuting the epistemologies of the
principal Modern Philosophers. Hegei could, however, say
that his education of the ordinary consciousness in the Phen-
omenology involved reviving those past theories of knowledge
in such a manner that their most telling argunents had to pe met.
He might even claim the* the manner in which he deals with

them 1n the Phenomenclogy mekes these arguments avpear more

convineing since they are dealt with as vieww of the contemp-
orary man and not c¢f a past philosopher. This claiwm is not,
at first glance, a plausible one. It 1s hcowever rne - like
Hegel's general defence of his view - on wnich e cught to
reserve judgement until we ha&e considered a section of the

Phenomenology to which 1t ought aptly to apply. We shall

come to such a section later.

For the moment, however, we shall stay with Hegel's

argurent in the 'Tntroduction'to the Phenomenology. For the

argument now takes an interesting turn. After admitting
that to all intents and purooses he will abandon the problem
of knowledge Hegel confesses that there 1s something to be
s21d for the apprehension felt by the Modern Philosophcrs

about entering on philcsophy without a criterion of truth.
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Tndeed, he says, his enquiry 'seems unable to take place
without some presuppesition which can be laid as 1ts basis
as a standard"41 If it 1s to be an enquiry which purports
to test the reality of knowledge 1t wovld appear that such

a standard was essential. Hegel suggests that we might
clarify our ideas about this natural apprehension of ocurs 1f
we examine wnat we normaily suppose to take place in the
process of knowing. Normally we suppose that what 1s true
about an object is what that object 15 in 1tself. In our
experience, Hegel continues, this assumption amounts to the
fact that we differentiate something from ourselves to which
we also relate. We regard the cbject as scmething for us
in thinking of 1t as something known, but equally we regard
it as something in 1ctself in order that something may be
kniown. Hegel takes this la£ter aspect of the proccss of
knowing to imply that the »>bject assumes the form of being
for us. Now, Hegel p.ints out that boln the object as 1t
is for us and 1is in 1tself 1s something that we posgait. We
may distinguish the two i1in our experience but we have tc re-
member that 1t 1s all our experience and that therefore it
i all our docing. As 1t 1s all our doing, Hégel says, 'the

1n 1tself of the same.. would much more so be 1ts being for

42 .
us'. It would then be wrong to suppose that the standard
of truth were something external to ourselves. It 1s most
certainly, Hegel claims, i1nternal to curselves. By accepting

L Ibid. , p.75.
4o, Ibid., p. 76.
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this view, however, we would land ourselves wifth the

apparently insoluble problem 'that the essence or standard
would fall in us and that waith which 1t should be compared

and over which the comparison should decide wouvld not necess-
arily have to recognise 1t’.43 The problemr would be that

we had set up a standard cf truth (what the thing 1s i1n 1tself)
which because 1t was curs need not necessarily have anything

to do with the nature of the thing. Because 1t is we who
posit the An sich i1t appears as though we have a standard of
truth that 1s not objective. We would simply be comparing

one thought with another.

It is Hegel's view that the difficulties of the classical
epistemclogists have their foundation in an avparent contrad-
iction in the nction of knowledge itselfl, a contradiction
which seemed to rule out i1n advance any possibility of depend-
aple knowledge. But the same appears to hold for the Fhenowen-

ology. 'However, ' Hegel argues, 'the nature of the object

we are 1nvestigating transcends this division or this semblence
Pl
of division and pr’esupposition'.lH The object that Hegel

1s investigataing in the Phenomenology 15, of course, CONsCLoUS-

ness. Tne standard of iLruth does not thereiore belong

merely to the investigator since the object 1tsgell 1s able

(i
0

to distinguish between what it 1s in 1tselfl and what 1t may

appear tc be. In this instance, then, the gscaadard of Truth

43. Ibiad.

4, Ibaid.
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is one that belongs to the okjecc as well. Consciousness
can 1tself test the truth of what 1s said of 1t. 'For
consciousness, 'Hegel argues, 'is cn the one hand conscious-
ness oi the objgect, on the other hand consciousness of 1t-
self: consciousness of that which to it 1s the truth and the

45

consciousness of its knowledge of 1t'. Therefore in what
conscicusness 1tself declares vo be true we have our objective
standard of truth. IIowever Hegel himself does not wet great
store by this evasion of the apparent contradiction in the
notion of knowledge. Rather what he should like to see as

a resuvlt of it 1s an extension of consclousness’' own 1mmanent
standard of truth to ail the sciences. ItT that extansion
took place there would, as we can see, be no contradiction

in the notion of knowledge. We would do well to recall

atthis point that Hegel's azm in the Phenomenology 1s idealisct.

As we have seen, he wishes to prove that the 'subs'antial'

P Wal - - Fal 46 b
nature of reality 1is that 1T becomes Self. '’he Phenomenol -
0gy 15 therefore intended tc =stablish that there 1s no reality

which falls outside consciousness. So 1t 21

u

precisely in
what conscilousness 1tself declares to be true that we have
our objective standard of truth for.all being and therefore
all the sciences. All Being 18 consciousness. The contrad-

1

1ction or what Hegel calls the "'semblance of division and

presupposition' 1n the notion of knowledge now falls away
since what reality is in 1tself 1s thought. Since all that

there is 1s thought, truth can only be ascertained chrough

45. Ibid.. p. 77. L6, Thbid., p.*9.

1




the comwparison of one thought with another.

This, then, 1s the view that Hegel recomnends to those who
have reservations akout knowledge. The view, as I have stress-
ed, 1s very plainly idealist. We might therefore also suppose
that it 1s too subgective and thus likely to encourage arbit-
ariness 1n the sciences. There 1s however more to Hegel's
view than that. We nave to remember ihat the consciousness
of which Hegel speaks 1n his notion of truth i1s the conscious-
ness of the spiritv of the time. It 15 therefore not an
isolated, merely arbitary consciousness. Indeed the partic-
ular consciousness that is led to science 1s, we will recall,

a particular social consciousness. The standard c¢f Lruth

that consciousness carries within 1tself 13 conscguently,

even at its lower levels, a shared standard. The conscious-
ness of ‘'what to 1t 1s truth' bears the marks of what truch

iS5 TO others.47 This 1s especlally so for the consciousness
of Absolute Knowledge, ithe last stage in the phenomenology

of mind, which 1s suppesed to contain within 1tself the reality
of all the superceded mcdes of consclousness. Thus part of

Hegel's claim is that what consciousness holds to be true

shows a respect for what other individuals held to be true.

47. Plant (Hegel, op.cit., p. 87) would appear to have the same
point in mind when he says: 'Whereas for Sghelling the Absol-
ute which secured the harmony between man and the world was
beyond knowledge and amenablile only 1o a private form of intu-
1tion, for Hegel Spirit, the structuring principle of the
world, showing 1tself hoth 1n nature and in human 1.fe and
culture, can be known by reason - an intersubjective faculty.

{(My emphasis).
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The consciousness of Absolute Knowledge does not simply

discard the thinking displayed by the other modes of conscious-
ness; 1t indeed seeks to raise 1tself above those other modes
of thainking but 1n a manner which preserves the essentiels

of those modes of thinking. Hegel then has to espouse an

intersubjective ceriterion of truth. In this sense the Hegelian

standard of truth, though i1dealist, is not arbitarily subjective.
In his view,truth 1s established within the context of an intell-
ectual community. Although that community does not esgtablish

the standard of truth for the indavidual 1t forms the background

against which he decides on such a standard.

The truth-test he expects to take place in each individ-
ual's mind when confronted with a hypothesis about the world ic
of some importance to Hegel's account of the phencmenology
of mind. As we have seen,uwnt Hegel thinks takes place inititally
.5 that the individual distinguishes the object to be known
in two significant ways. Firstly, there 13 che object as
we intuit 1t as something for us to know; secondly tnere 1is

the object as we are to know 1t, therefore, as 1t is in 1tselfl.

(o7

In the first relation we are according to Hegel active an

1

W

in the secound passive. Hegel believes that the individu
normally takes this second passive relation to bhe the truth.
Now,as we have Just seen, hegel claims that in the science of
consciousness these two aspects of truth fell together in the
one object - conscirousness. Consciocusness 1s able to dastinz-

uish for atse:rf whal 1t 1s 1n 1tself. It 15 therefore aple

ftc test for 1tsell whether the theory of consciousness depicis
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conscliousness as it 135 1n 1tself. Since 1t 1s conversant
with concepts (the 'for usU and 1s the object of the theory
(the 'n 1tself') 1t 1s, 1n Hegel's words, ahle to test whether
the concept corresponds to the obJect.48 It follows that
where that thecry 1s found to be inadequate 1t has to be
altered to correspond waith its obgecrt. 'However', Hegel
claims, 'in the transformation of this knowlédge the object
itself in fact changes, for the existing knowledge was essen-
tially g knowledge of the object; with the knowledge 1t
itself becomes another for 1t essentially belonged to this
knowledge'.49 This 1s an odd claim. We are first told
that where the Lheory vwrongly depicts consciousness 1% ought
to be changed, bul we are then told that this correction
entalls that what consciousness i1s both for i1tself and in
itselfl has changed. What are we to make of this® We have

now to understand that what consciousness distinguishes from

1fself the an sich that serves as the svandard of trutl

. 13

—

subject to change. it changes apparently as the theory of
consciousness 1s revised. But 1t would seem that the

an 51o§_1f it 15 to be the standard of truth, should remain
unchanged. It ought, we might suppose, to be the fixed

goal of the enqguiry. What Hegel apnears to be saying however
is that 1n the course of the study of ccnsciousness the truth

about consciousness aliers., T™his 1s the force of his clainm

n

43, Hegel. 1b1a., p. 17.

49, ibid. p. 78.

-



fhat'i the wensformation of this knowledge the object 1tgelf
in fact changes'. But, whatever Hegel's view of the matter
may be, cbjects are not the kind of things that alter as a
result of a change in our knowledge. It may well be the
case, as Hegel claims, that as a result of testing the theory
of consciousness our view of what our consciousness 135 and
therefore our consciousness will be altered. None of this
is to say however that what is supposed to be the object of

the Phenomenclogy, consciousness in 1tself, has changed.

Because what has changed as a result of new knowledge is not
tne cbject of Hegel's enquiry but merely the thinking of one of
1ts readers. Even le-s will 1t do for Hegel to claim that
Just that represents a transformation i1n the object of bis
theory because the theory precisely f{oresaw .he chznge. r
the theory has to await a reader before 1ts object changes

1t cannot 1tself be said to have changed 1ts objec*. There-
fore it is only 1in a misleading csense that the theory orl
consclousness can be said to change 1its objgect. It 1s =2ven
more misleading when 1t rests on the more general claim, as
1t does witnh Hegel, that knowledge somehow alters obyects;

oleogy will give us a new concrete object.

Indeed, the truth-test that conscicusness operates

in reading the Phencmenclogy 1s co 1important to Hegel precis

ely because 1t has that improbable result: a new object appears.
Consciousness 1n testing the theay of 1tself finds that the

. - 50
'obiecvt 1tself does nct hold ont '?Y because 1t discovers

50.  Tbid. p. 78 - 79.



that what 10 thought 1t was in itsclf was not correct. We
have already protested, however, that objects are noct the
kinds of thirngs that are transformed by a change 1n our
knowledge. It may well ke that we can say that my conscious-
ness has altered as a result of a change in what I know, but
as an obJect 1t has not altered in the least since one of

. . . \ 5
its properties as an object is that 1t is subjgect to change.’l

We shall have to bear with Hegel on this point, however, as
what he has to say about 1t 1s of central ?mportance to our
interest. Cur interest 1s, of course, 1n the relation of
Hegel's epistemology to his theory of experience. And it
is the process of consciousness gaining a new view of 1tselfl

1n the Phenomenology of Mind that Hegel describes as experience:

"This dialectical movement which consciousness perpetrates

on itself as well as on 1ts knowledge and 1ts objgect - 1in

50 far as a new object arrses from 1t - 1s 1n fact that which
. Y
is called experience'.” We may take 1t that what gives

rise to experience 1s the actaivity of the individual conscious-
ness testing the truth of statements about 1tself. Bven

then it cannot be said to have 'experienced' unless, as a
result of comparing the account of 1tself with its picture

of itself, 1ts own view of 1tself has changed. Only when

an individual's consciousness appears 1n a new light to

N
—

Hegel's claim is of the same xind as the suggestion that
becausc the weather has changed weather itself has changed.
Weather, as we all know, does nof however become a new opJect
for us as a result of a change in 1t. It 15 the same old
weather. We may for instance describe a hot spell as marking
'a change 1n the weather'. But we can herdly cay that weatnev
gua object has cherged. Otherwise 2 ~hange 1 the weather
would almost certainiry entail the end of meteorclogy.

P

(8.

g
V)

Hegel. Werke 3, p.
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himself has he, according to Hepel, 'experienced'. Since
Hegel associates this wilh the appearance of a new object he
puts 1t in this way: since thalt 'new object contains a nothing-
ness of the fairst, 1t 1s the experience that 1s made about
it’.55 The individual must appear 1n a new light to himself,
then, in the sense that he has acqulred a new consciousness

of himself. The experience that he has of himself. therefore,
is of the breaking-up of his initial estimation of himself.

For this reason Hegel describes the experience of the ordinary

consciousness 1n the Phenomenology as 'the loss of 1tself'

54

for on that path 'it loses its truth'. The account cf
experience can therefore 'be seen as the path of doubt or
more precisely as the path of despair'. (ib.) But since
this path of despalr is also the 'conscious insight into the
untruth of seeming knowledge' it 1s the most appccite and
complete theory of knowliedge. Consciousness 1n 10S1ng

itself gains, in Hegel's view, self-consciousness, and ultim-

ately Absolute Knoweldge.

Experience and éplstemology, for Hegel, coincide in the
fruth-test co which consciousness subjects 1tself in the science
of consciousness. Through that test con501oﬁsness leayns
both the falisehcod of seeming knowledge and the ftrue nature
of experience. That test 1s therefore all important in the
make-up of the pnencmenology of mind. Tt 1s the comparison
of the in 1tself of conscicusness with the theory of conscious-

~

ness which is for i1t el

which produces ¢t¢ each stage the new

53. Ibid., p. 77
54, Tbad., p. 72.
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mcde of consciousness. In other words, 1t 1s that test that
is responsible for the transition from one mode of conscious-
ness to another. It 1s therefore what we might call the

motor of the process of the Phenomenology of Mind. It 1s

what induces the change 1n the Vorstellungen in consciousness

itself. It braings about for consciocusness 1tself, Under-

standing and Reason, 6r what Hegel calls das Flr-es-Sein dieses

An sich: the being for 1tself of this in 1tself. Through
the process the otherness of consciousness' notion of what
it 1s in itself 1s subverted. From its being a conscliousness
of itself which 1s Tixed and unchangeable 1t becomes onie which

.

it appropriates to 1tself and thereby gives itselfl a new con-

sciousness in the Phenomenology. It drives 1t on because

its fixed and stablc view of iftselfl becomes subject to doubt.
The collapse of 1ts old werid leads 2t to build a new one.

At the same time, however, doubt is revived by fthe truth-test,
so the new worid collaprtes 1in 1ts turn. Hegel's ctheory of
knowledge, indeed, shakes the world of the ordirary conscious-
ness to its foundations with the most radical scepticism; but
it offers in 1ts place, through bringing intc systematic order
the various modes of consciousness, eventual peace of mind.
Truth cr the reality of experience 1s nou Hegel claims, the
continued collapse of the world cf the ordinary consciousness
but the scientific knowledge of that process. As 'the exper-
1ence that consciousness makes about 1tself can, according

to 1ts concvept, comprise in nothing less that the whole systen
[

fou

of consciousness or the wnole realm of the truth of Mind..'

55. Ibid. p. &0.
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With this Hegel brings to an end his crifticism of the
presuppositions that led to the problem of knowledge 1n Modern
Philosophy. The reader may well breathe a sigh of rel:ef,
for Hegel's argument follows so many rapid twisfts and turns
that 1t 1s dafficult to keep 1n mind the essentials of his
position. We might dc well then fto review the most 1important
of our conclusions i1n order that we may ensure that we have
not lost track cf our theme. In the first place we may see
Hegel's conclusion as a far cry from the acconnt of experience
that gave us the proklem of knowledge. After all, experiencs
in much of Modern Philosopny meant no more than what entered
the mind via tne senses. But 1t ought by now tc be clear
that Hegel's account of experience has everyching to do witn
his reception of Modern Philosophy. As T have argued, the
preoccupation of Modern Philosophy was with establicshing the
limits or reallty of knowl-dge. This we can see 1n several
ways: perheps, as does Opinoza, as the attempt to discover
how it 1s that we know what we know, or perhaps as dces Hegel,
as the attempt to discover how thought relates to its objgect:.

Whichever way we see it, it 1

n

still the same problem: are
we really able to aspire to objective knowledge? It was
supposed in this enquiry, and we can see thic most typically
in the epistemologlies of Locke and Kant, firstly, tnat we as
thinkers stood on the one si1de separated frowm the cbgect to
be kaown, and secondly, that the obkject was unique in itselfl,
z2nd thirdly,that knowledge wag the meeting of subject and
objgect through the thinker becoming acquainted with what the

object was in 1tself. However. in Hegel's view, what the
2 3
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classical epistemologists 1gnored 1n supposing all this was
that wnat a thing 1s 1n 1tself can only be a thought-construc-
tion. Their standard of cruth, 1unstead of being something

materral '

ut there',could only be an 1dea. On purely epist-
emological grounds Hegel appears to be right in claiminz this,
for whatever we decide to adopt as our standard of truth in

an enquiry we can only adopt 1t as an idea. Thus the comparison
that takes place 1n testing the truth of an explanation 1s
always one between one 1dea and another. So that to postulate
a thing i1n 1tcgelf as the standard of truth, as did the classical
epistemologists, has to be seen as jJust that: setting up an
1dea, albeit an idea of the objgectivity of things., 2s a standard
of truth. This means that there iz a difficuvlty in the view-
point of classical epistemology because it vostuliates as 1ts
standard of truth the cbject 1n 1ts pristine, unthought form:
and this 1s patently impossible. Now, liegel's suggestion

1s that only by regarding knowledge as an appeecrance 1n the
censciousness of our time can this difficulty be cvercone.

It is a sensible enough suggestior since, as Hegel himself
points out, we can only know what reality our knowledge has
affer 1T has arrived on the scene. However Hegel goces on

to say that since 1t 1is merely a phenomenon in our time what
that reality 15, 1s not immediately clear. For 1t to become
clear to us we have tc overcome the phencmwenality of ats
existence. The reality of knowledge 1s therefore the phenonen-
ology of tThe spirit of our uv:ire. 1T 15 1n this conterxt thav

the ordinary test of truth - and 3t 1s Hepel's sugpgestion that




this jg all that the criterion of truth of classical epistem-
ology amounts to - ccmes 1nto 1ts own for Hepel. The exis-
tence of the test 1s a pcsitive advantage for the philosopher
who seegks to lead the ordinary consciousness to real knowledge.
For, 1f the ordinary consciousness tests the truth of the
phenomenology of mind in that fashion 1t will, 30 Hegel claims,
engender the dialectical process which is EXPERIENCE, Indeed

1t 1s that process that gives movement to the Phenomenology

of Mind. As we have seen, the ordinary test of truth in

the Phenomenology prings about a change in conscicusness

1tself. Now this accords withh the Ccamsummate scepclcism of

(5}
ct

the philoscphical consciousness that presents th
o

D

phencmenol ~
ogical process because conscicusness 1n testing the truih of
what the philoscpher has to say of it continually dizcovers

that 2ts view of 1tself 1s untrue. In the course of that

1,

"esting consciousness, as we sce, always changes 1ts view 0

[¢]

r1tself and 1t 1s that change that Hegel calls experience.
One thing 1s clear then: this 1is not experience as the rassive
sense-perception of objects. Indeed fer from 1t giving rise
to problems of knowledge it 1s, according to Hegel, the path
to the fullest concrete knowledge. It is an experienre 1n
which we participate and in which, 1f only as thinkers, we
are active and in which, again 1f onlyin the sawns limited
capacity, we chonge and develop.

There are two aspects, in Hegel's view, to this our ga?tlc~

1pation 2n experience. First there is thaet side to our particip-

ot

~
a

10on 1n experience whicn,Hegel savs. engenders a new object for

us. What navpens 15 that in comparing the theory of consciousness
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with the view that we have of our own consciousness or, Lf

one wishes, in comparing that theory with our experience, our
view of our experience changes. In Hegel's terms, 1t becomes
our new obgect. Second, and 1t 1s this aspecl that repeats
what we have already had to say of Hegel's notion of experiecnce
in the last Chapter, there 1s that side to our experience which
undermines conscicusness' objectivity. In experiencing our-
selves 1in a new light, the previous object - the 1initial view

we have of ourselves - 1s suppressed. Therefore, not only
do we have to understand that a new object 1s generated 1n

the course of our experisence but that the old ohjgect becomes
nothing far us. It 1s, as we would expect from our discuss-
ion in the last Chapter, this latter aspect of Fegel's account

of experiesnce that triumphs at the end. In Absolute RKnowledge=,

the last stage in the Phenomenoclogy of Mind, no new object

.8 generated by the expericnce cf conscilousness. It 1s the

point at wnich consciousness 'discards the aptearance o7 beirg
+ - 156 -

encumbered with what i1s alien to 1t', and becomes 31mply

the consciocusness of the science of consciousness.

56. Hegel.Werke 3, ©v. 81.
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SENSE-CERTAINTY AND PERCEPTION

That thern 1s how, in my view, the prcblem of knowledge
of Modern Philosophy i1ssues into Hegel's radically modified

account of experience: The Phenomenology of Mind.

We must now examine some of the details of that

work 1n order to substantiate our view.of Hegel's

account of experience and indeed our general view of his
philosophy. Our view of the former scarcely requires re-
peating; but, 1t;m1ght be well, 1f only to refresh our memory,
to indicate once again the most i1mportant of our conclusicns
about Hegel's philosophy 1n general. The most significant
of our ccnclusions was, I think, that the view central to
Hegel's philosophy 15 that a1l philescphy 1s in a craitical
continuity with past philosophies. This implies that he

thinks of philosophy as being first and foremost a setfling

£

of accounts with the Histury of Philcsophy. Doing philozophy,
then, has for him the literal sense of studying and crizically
absorbing past philosophy. So much as Hegel's answer to the
problem of knowledge 1s, Yes, we have dependable knowlsdge,

it is a phenomenon in each and everyone's experience, so also
13 his answer to What 1s vhilosophy? matter of fact. It 1is,
he says - simply what has received that name in our culture
and what 1s prescrved for us 1n the works of past philoscphers.
The parallel goes deeper than that though - and I think this
1s because there 1s vitimately no difference in Hegel's mind

between the appearance of knowledge and the course of the

History of Philogophy - for Just as the real problem of
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knowledge consists for nim in the cvercoming of 1ts
apparently chaotlc existence 1n the culture of Lhe cime, s0
doing philosophy consists,in his view, 1in the overcoming of
the apparently hap-hazard appearance of philosophy an 1its
history. The second most significanl of our conclusions
was, 1 think, that i1f there 1s a contradiction in Hegel's
philosophy 1t 1s that it assumes as part of 1ts approach that
thhere 15 an alien, material external world but, on the other
| hand, assumes that the alien world 1s not. We concluded that
Hegel's assumption that there was a world external to the
mind 1s gratuitous. He appears only to assume 1t 1n order

fthat 1t might be integrated ainto Mind.

This 1s an appropriate point at which to begin our

analysis of the first Chapters of the Phenomenclogy since

they begin precisely by assuming an c¢<xternal world, that 1s,
"the knowledge wnich is first or immediately cur objectht..the
knowledge of the immediate' or that which 13.57 Whet we

are first presented with on looking at Mind or Sprrit as 1t
exists 1n consciousness, Hegel claims, 15 the knowledge of
sense certainty (sinnliche Gewissheit). Hegel suggests that
1t rappears to offer the richest kind of lnowledge to conscluus-
ness. It offers to consciousness all the rich data of Lhe
senses, the objects of experience unimpared by eny obstacle

and therefore in their fullness. From all we have said apout

the role of vast philosophies 1n Hegel 5 system 2t is clear

57 . Ibid., p. 82.
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that we can see this descripntion ¢f the initial experience

of the ordinary consciousness as heing also a descraintion of

a philosophical position. Among the Modern Philosophers,

Hegel 1s most likely to have 1n mind Locke and Hume since they
are the philosophers who set so much store by the knowledge
imparted by our sense-experience. Like the ordinery conscious-

ness when 1t begins experiencing, they take the knowledge c¢f

)]

the immediate to be the richest kind of knowledge. T2t u

see, then, how Hegel tackles this position.

He characterises 1t as the view that truth 1s to be
attained through our mere apprehension (Auffassung) of
obgects ano seeks, s did Hume, to distinguish this apprehern-
sion of objects from their conceptual comprchensicr (Begreifen).
The former mode c¢f cognition being identified with the truth,

the latter could only be seen as being less that adequate to

Y am
i

U]

it. We might agein, as did Hume, see 1t a3 containing infl

ences that were only ouvrs and ncthing to do wicli cbjects thea-

selves. Hegel 1s prepared to admit that there appears to be
something Lo this position. What our senses let 1n, he says,

P

0 constitute the puvest and truest knowledge. The

seems ©
1mpressions they 1wpart appear to be what things ere. And
that 1s what knowledge should be. But would we however be
correct to maintain this position? Since,Hegel conuvinucs,
"1t asserts of what it knows this alone: 1t 1s; and 1ts trath
only contains the beirg of the thlng'.E Is 1L not, he says,
on the conftrary the poorest kind of truth® 1, this vergon,
'am certain of tnas thing' not becavse I have developed my

1deas in ccnneccion with it or because 1 have anzalysed 1t 1'rom

58. Inid.
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the viewpcints afforded by 21ts verious properties - which

of course place 1t 1n relatinn to innumerable other things -
but samply because 1t 1s. It 1s this mere being fhat is most
essential to sense-knowing or, as Hegel says, 'this pure
being or simple 1mmediacy constitutes its truth'.59 We
cannot rest at this, Hegel cleims, since thewe ls a great

deal more implied in this 1nitial possition of consciousness
than it cares to admat. Neither the I which 15 supposed

to be certain of 21ts objgect nor the object itself are as
directly present {unmittelbar) as the empirical thinker
suggests. Both, are, as Hegel puts 1t, mediated. This,

we shall see, 1s self-evidentliy so, for, on the one hand, the
subgject 1s only cvertain of the cbyect through 1ts prescnce
and, on the othe» hand, the object only receives its sign.f-
licance as a directly present cbject through the subject.

Both are dependent for their supposed rmmedracy on the other
and are, therefore, mediated. Hegel, 1in brief, 1s of the
opinicon that the certainty that the ordinary consciousness
thinks to have found in the knowledge furnished by scense-exper-
i1ence 1s a mistlaken certsinty. It 1s a certainty that i3
based on the misguided not-on that, as we havé already indica-
ted, things are revealed to us in our sense-impressions
directly as they are. The faith of the ordinary consciousness
1s 1n the directness of the relation. In sense-experience,
it argues, I have not interfered with what 1t 1s I have tc
know. Hegel' s point is, however, that that relation 1s al-

ready an interference with what 1¢ 1s I have to know. Since

it 1s a relation, no matter what, 1t does not reveal objects

59. .bid
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to us directly as they are. They are as 1 sense-percelve
Lhem. Empiricism then, Hegel suggests, 1s not objective

in the sense 1t would like to be - utterly devoad of subgective
considerations. It does not enjoy the privileged immediate
relation to objects that i1t covets. If 1t 4id engoy that
relation, 1t would, Hegel 1mplies, have achieved ftne Jmpossible:
a relation with objects in which all notion of relation dis-
apoears. Hegel seeks to press home his poi:nt with a consid-
eration of the 'Here' and 'Now'. In his view these are

the two paramount notions on which empiricist thinking bases
the certainty of 1ts knowledge: that what 1s true 1s here ard
now, or simply i1mmediate. But what i1s here and now, Hegel
shows, 1s nct here and now. As soon as, for instance, tThe
statement 'Now 1s Midday' 1s made 1t is no loager that. As
soon as we sav Now thalt now 1s gone. The 'Here' 1s equally
changeable; what 1s here Jepends on where I am. As soon as

I change my pcsition o~ otherwise alfter my field of visicn

Here 1s not here. Indeed, Hegel adds, the fact that these
so0-called truths of common-sense thinking can only be express=d
1n language means that they transcend the here and now: they

are not merely immediate. I1f they were, they would be inutter-

able. As Hegel says, we could not possibly s&y a 'Here' and
'Now' which was pure being. 1u other words, we could not

ever express things in a manner which would wholly satisfy
fthe empiricist because any saying involves a retraction of
that direct relation tc the objecls of experience which he

covets.




In & transition of the Phencmenology which only the

philosophical consciousness observes, ano not the experienc-
ing consciousnass. that certainty which consciousness finds
in sense-certainty now comes to be lodged in the subject
alone. For 1f, as Hegel suggests, we the cbservers look

at the relationship in which consciousness stands as a result
of discovering in the dialectic of the here and now, that 1t
cannot say what 1t intends to say, we shall see that the
certainty which consciousness found in senss-knowiedge was
all along one that was for consciousness rather than in the
objects of the senses. So we as philosophical observers
point out that the stardard.of truth: i1mrunedzate sense-know-
ledge was one that consciousness 1tcelf had established.

The experiencing consciousness will,accorang to Hegel,
1nélst that 'the power of 1ts truth now lies in the I‘.6O

It asserts, 1n other words, that what is true 1s true because
it sense-perceives 1t. Thus consciousness wi'l insist, for
instance, that now is day because I perceive 1t to be so.

We may recall that it was Fichte who, amongst the Mocdern
Philosophers, reduced the grounds for all certainty in know -

ledge to the I. In his estimation, even tautological vropos-

60. 1bad. p. 86. Although I have chosen tc show that the first
Chapters of the Phenomenology present points of view that
parallel many of those to be found in the history of Modern
Philoscphy this does not mean that such z peralliel must hbe
confined to that. Hegel, as I have argued, enters into a
dialogue with the whole history of philosophy. Thus 1in
this i1nstance we could just as well see him as objecting to
Protagoras' theory of kncwledge as tce that of Fichnte. Hegel
himself nints 2s much 11 his review of Frotagcoras' prilosonhy
in bi1s Lectures on che History of Philosoohy Vol.I. pp. 426 -
4SH Werke 180T
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1tions were true only because of the original continuity

of the I. So, as we would expect, the objection that Hegel
(ggg philosophical consclousness) raises to the sclipsism of
the ordinary consciousness 1s the same as the one he raises
when dealing specifically with Fichte's solipsism. It

is that when all being and knowledge 1s reduced to the I all
that we are left with as knowledge 1s mere opinion. And,

of course, that will nctdo. It means that the affirmation
of one 1ndividual 1 1s Just as good as any other. In
questions of truth, then, what T affirm to be true will be
equalled and i1ndeed cancelled out by what another individual
insists 1s the case. The next stage in ithe dialectic of
sense-certainty, however, removesg this cause for uncertainty.
it shows that what the individual I means when 1t says thet
I am certain of this,1s that I as universal am certain of
this, in other words, if you were in my position yocu would
affirm the same. So that in saying 'I, th.s individual I’

I am actually saying, Hegel claims, 'every I; everyone is thnat
what I say: I this individual I’.61 There 1% No sudlll TLing
as an 1solated individual I: we are all individuals and sub-
jects. Hegel therefore suggests that the task that Fichte
set himself: the deduction of the world from the I, wasg wholly

mlsccncelived since as socn as what he deduces 1is said 1t ceases

[4]]

to be merely a mine and 1s an universal.

We have therefocre got to this stage 1n the dialectric of

sense-certainty: Consciousness, as Hegel claims, has Just

61. Hegel. Werke 3, p. 87.



discovered that the essence of sense-awareness is to be
found neither in the objJect nor in the subject. As a
result of thas discovery, consciousness, he suggests, comes
to see the truth of sense-certainty as a whole. Thus it
seeks to attribute certainty neither to the I nor to the
object in sense-certainty, but rather attribuies certainty
to a sense-experience which 'excludes from 1tself...all
opp051tlon'.62 Consciousness reacts, then, tc the daalectic
of sense-certainty by attempting to avoid those one-sided
positions that had led to the dialectic in the first place.
According to Hegel it tries to preserve the truth of sensc-
certainty by positing a relationship in which there 15 'no

distinction of essentiality ard inessentiality between the

—

65

I and the obgect'. In order to preserve the certainty

of sense-certainty the experiencing consciousness decides to

remain 1ndifferent to the claims orf subject cnd cobjgect for
precedence within that relationship. From the way in which
Hegel depicts this ruse of the crdinary ccnsciousness, ib

ought to be clear that 1t i1s intended to indicate not only

a reaction of consciousness to the dialectic of sense-certainly
but also a reaction within the history of philosophy tc the
problem created by the sense-certainty model of knowleage.

It is, of course, Schelling wno according to Hegel's account

of his pnilosophy in the Lectures on the History of Pniiosopny

depicts the correct view of knowledge as the point of 1ndaff-

erence of subject and objgect. In Schelling's opinion, 2S

62. 1bid. 63, Ib1d.,pp.87 - 88.
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we have seen, subject and obgect were o be regarded as

two equivalent poles which met in knowledge. They wvere
absolutely indifferent to each other in knowledge since
knowledge was an absclute i1dentity. This 1s as plain an
instance as any of past philoscphy entering into Hegel's
account of the experience of the natural consciousness.
What 1t tells us about the role of past philosophies in the

Phenomenclogy 1s, I think, that they do not play a part which

would (somehow) be less then philosophical. As I said =ser-
lier, when Hegsl 1nitially makes the suggestion that the crit-
icism of the ordinary consciouvsness will also bring about ar
adequate criticism of philcocsophical positions we tend to regard
1t as an implausible suggestion. Now, however, aoubt 1g cas®
on that doubt since 1t turns cut that the ordinary consciousness
is no'man of straw'. It appears, at least from the stages of
H.gel's argument which we have analysed so far, tha®t the pzth
that the ordinary consciousness traverses on 1ts way to scisnce
is 1tself philosophical. It is therefore settling accounts
not only with what we would take to be 1ts own nalive view on
knowledge but also with views of knowledge that were and are
prevalent in philosophy. In other words,Hegel's suggestion
that the path of the ordinary consciousness Lo sclence revives
past philosophies i1in such a manner that their most telling
arguments are met may not be entirely implausible. We may,

I believe, Judge this for ourselves since 1n 1ts culminacing

stages the dialectic of senze-cervainty 1s directed towards
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what 1s patently also a difficulty in Schelling's philosophy.
It 1s the difficulty that had led Schelling to predicate
the certainty of i1mmediate knowledge to neither subgect no;
object but to both indifferently. The error invoived in
that position, Hegel argues, 1s that 1t appeals to an
immediacy which simply does not pertain to the relationship
of subject and object. Indeed he claims there 1s no such
thing as an abstract relationship of subject axd object, or

that there are such things 'as absolutely particular, wholly

personal, individual things'.&I Fach relation of subgect

and obJject transcends 1ts particular subjective or obgective
location. In each such relation, Hegel argues, both subject
and object are universals. Thus 1t is no use for Schelling,
to claim that philosophers are capable of a privileged
intuition in which the abstract subject and object are already
united since the notion 01 such a relation 1s a redundant
one. The particular cubject 1& supposes 1s an unreal
or abstract one. There 1s nc such thing as an isolated,
unique intuiting consciousness - as soon as 1t utters something
it acknowledges *that 1t 1s at least, parl of a linguistac
community. Similarly, the particular objgeci 1t supposes 1s
an abstract cne. An object, in Hegel's view, 1s not something
that 1s merely i1mmediate or isolated. It is what 1t 1s only
in relation to other objects.

This brings us to perception. This is the second stage

on consciousness' patn to science. Hegel's view is that it

64,  TIbid., p. 91.
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is only perception that can take up the concrete content cf
sense-awareness because perception, unlike sense-awareness,
has universality as 1ts principle and therefore regards 1ts
object as an universal. Perception, in fact, 1s the out-
come of the dialectic of sense certainty which showed that
both the subject and object of sense-experience were mediated.
This, according to Hegel, 1ssues in perception, as 'Ege thing

65

with many properties'. It 1e at this point that the diral-

ectic of perception begins. This dialectic is particularly
complex. We shall faind, however, that in pattern it follows
the dialectic of sense-certainty. We found there that ths

positions which the ord nary consciousness traversed were in

most respects philosophical positions, and I indicated what

some of those philosophical positions were. The same, I
believe, might be said of Hegel's account of perception.
He svggests that the process of perception first apvears

to the natural consciousness to require that 1t make an

65 ymat

attempt to apprehend an object as a 'pure one'.
it does in making such an attempt is to 1list the various
properties of the thing; it says the thing i1s black, round,
bitter to taste, etec. However, in doing this the focus of
attention of the experiencing consciousness shifts. It

discovers, Hegel says, that 1t misconceives the thing by

simply regarding 1t as a One. Tt feels 1t ought, since cach

65. Ibid., p. 94. Hegel's emphasis.

66. Ibad., p. 97.



of the properties of the thing 1s an universal, to regard
it as a Many. It must therefcre, Hegel reasons, 'for the
sake of the uvnaversality of the property take the objective

67

essence as a community'. The properties of the thing
consequently find their place for consciousness 1n an
abstract universal medium. This 1s because consclousness
now views its objgect not as a single thing but as thinghood
in.gx&ral.68 As 1t stands, there 1s little that we can
make of this conclusion of Hegel's. Phrases like 'abstract
universal medium' or 'thinghood in general' mean, at first
glance, nothing at all to us. But we can, I think, throw
some light on this conclusion 1f we reconnect 1t with what
»s most likely to be 1ts origin, namely, Hegel's Craitique of
Spinoza's philosophy 1n his review of the History of Philos-

69

opry. We will recall that Spinoza espouvsed a notion of

what we might call 'thinghcod in general'- Substance which
Hegel greatly admired. Indeed we have seen that notion enter
into the very conception of his philcsophy. We will alco
remember that in that abstract universal medium of Spinoza's
none of the properties, 1.e. the attributes and modes, are
directly related to one another. Their cnly relation 1s tneir
community in the One Substance. Similarly, 1n this stage

of perception the properties of the thing become sunk 1n

thinghood 1n general for the experiencing consciousn=ss.

It seems as though those properties permeate that medium

o7 . Ibad. 68. Ibid., p. 95.
69. Hyppolite's 1interpretaticn of the Cnapter on Perception in

his Genese et Structure de la Phénoménologie de 1'HEsprit
support to this view.




without 1mpinging on each other at all. But this, Hegel
argues, 1s not the proper view of those properties which
perception discovers. As Hegel indicates at the end of
his Critique of Spinoza's philosophy we have to take account

of individuation in the things of perception. We cannot

simply allow the properties to be referred back to the One
Substance cr thinghood in general. We have ratnher to
acknowledge that they really are determinate. This 1s what
the perceiving consclousgness 1s asked to dc¢ in the Phenomen-

ology of Mind: it has toilsolate those properties as they

appear 1n the abstract universal medium. Those properties
have thercfore to be seen as excluding ones. According to

Hegel 1n his Lectures on the History of Philosophy 1t was

Locke and Leibniz who had, in this way, compnensated for the
abstractness of Spinoza's philosophy, Leibniz especially so
through developing the principle of indivicauation. The most
significant aspect of this principle for Hegel wnecs, The nolion

of self-differentiation whieh 1t i1mplaied. Tt implied that

things are not only distinct and different for the perceiving
subject but that they are distinct and different i1n themselves.
Thus 1n consciousness' experience of perception, the fact that
it comes to see the properties of an object as all different
implies that those properties have to bhe viewed by 1t not only
as excluding one another but also excluding thzmselves from
each other. Since 'if the many determinate properties

were simply indifferent and were throughout only self-related

they would not be determinste properties for they only are
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. , 0
this in so far as they differentiate themselves....'7

This wnole process, from thinghood in general to the
property that 1s an excluding one, 1s 1n Hegel's view how
the 'thing' of perception 1s formed for the experiencing
conscilousness. It 1s each of those moments combined into
a whole. It 1s therefore firstly, 'andifferent passive
universality'; secondly, 'the one, the exclusion of other
properties'; thairdly, 'the many properties in themselves'.7l
Thus, for Hegel the 'thing' of percepticn 1s the 'point of
isolation in the medium of persistence emarnating in multip-

1101ty'.72

We can see what Hegel means by this 1f we keep
in mind what he has to say of perception 1n his Critigue of
Modern Philosophy. But even so 1t 1s an extraordinarily
oomplex way of defining the obgect of perception especially

as the definition 1s 1ntended to formulate what goes on in
tite natural consciousness on 1ts path to real knowledge.

We might be led to conclude from this that Hegel in construc-
ting that path attends not so much to the prohiems ci natural
censciousness as to the problems that philosophers have had
in defining real Lnowledge. This conclusion cannot laghtly
be brushed aside since 1t seems toc me that 1t 15 only phialos-

orhers that can have or would have 1nsisted that the content

of perception is merely a 'point of isolation' or simply a

70. Hegel. Werke 3, p. 95.

T1. Ibaid. T2. ibia.
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'medium of per51stence.' A natural conscicusness or what
could be called a naive epirstemological point of view would
not, surely, articulate 1tself in that way. The language

is too technical. I1f, however,we were to give Hegel the
benefit of the doubt tne problem that we are left with 1s:
how 1s 1t that the epistemoclogically naive natural conscious-

ness can experience philoscphical points of view®

For the moment we shall postpone answering that question
unt1l we have examined more of Hegel's analysis of perception.
His belief 1s that the ordinary consciousness' experience or
perception 1s not confined tc 1ts definaticn. The 1solation
of the 'thing of percepticn' leads Lt i1ntc e further dialectic
in which finally the thing of percepfticn disscives. This
development may appear surprising in the context of Hegel's
analysis of consciousness' experience of perception, but 1t
can hardly appear surprising in the context of his pnilosophy
as a whole. Ovr interpretation of 1t would on the contrery
suggest that 1t 1s part and parcel of i1its approach. What
comes to mind here, is of course, the principai thesis of Hegel's
philosophy: Substance 1s Subject. This 1s Hegel's objective
1dealism. At one and the same time, he suggests, vie are to
assume that there 1s an ~xternal reality which 1nvolves genuine
opposition and that that extermal reality isnot on rather, dows itsell esserfaaily
to be subject. Thus, as we hawe seen, we can assume with the Evpirwcists that thee
is a thing of perceptim, but we can also how that we ere misled if we kelieve

that this thing &f persists in the face of the philocsophical
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analysis of perception.

We have dicsented before from Hegel's idealist conclus-
ions, pointing out that they are based on an argument which,
1f not contradictory, 1s certainly circular. This 1dealism
aside, however, the way in which Hegel sets about showing
that the thing of perception dissolves has, I believe, much
to recommend 1t. Again 1t seems to me that he takes up
important positiocns in the history of philosophy and works

them through.

The stage we have now reached in the dialectic of
perception 1s the stage at which tne ordinary conscicusness
has before 1t the thing. This thing, Hegel claims, has been
created for 1t by 1ts path so far. The task that the perceiv-
ing consciousness now sets 1tself 1s to apprehend the truth
of that thing. Therefore 1t relates 1cself passiv=aly toc 1it,
hoping that what comes to it as a consegrenc=s 1g the reality

of the thing. (As we have seen, 1in the dialectic or sense-

73. G.R.G Murec in The Philosoohy of Hegel has this to say on “he
point: 'Hegel has no intent to criticise this atticude' that
the finite is real' 'in the sense of telling the ordinary man

or the scientist how to run their own business, for their
business 1s not philosophy. For Hegel The finite is nof
unreal or 1llusory; it 1s as real as 1t must be to be the

correlate of ordinary cConsciousness. But when we view them
philosophically, ordinary Ghedousress and 1ts world are a relafively

undeveloped phase in the self-manifestaticon of Spairat.
seen the finite 1s only in a degree real', (p.17) Mure is

correct in his conclusion, but Hegel does not distinguish the
ordinary and philosophical conscicusness &s radically as Mure
suggests, Hegel 1s concened to make the ordina:y COnsclous-

ness philosophical.



certainty consciousness similarliy relates i1tselfl passively

to the object.) Now in perception, Hegel claims, although
we have to do only with universals the relation of essential
to inessential persists. In the first place, consciousness
takes the thing to be the essential aspect and the subgect
the inessential aspect. Therefore as conscliousness takes
1tself to be the inessentizal aspect - the side of the percep-
tual relatronship that‘}t/ls now fixed and unchangsable - 1t
occurs to it, Hegel suggests, that what it may apprehend in

T4

that relationship may misrepresent the thing. It begins
to believe that 1t may be deceived by its perception. In-
deed Hegel suggests that 1t comes to believe that the thing
as we perceive 1t 1s not the truth. HegeW assumes that to
overcome 1fts difficulties the natural conscicusness will

S
adopt, as 'its criterion of truth', 'self—sameness'.’5 Thus,

when the ordinary consciousness observes a divergernce in what
1t perceives, this counts 'not as an untruth of the obje:zt

76

for that 1s self-same but of perception'. Therefore what
it seeks to do to get at the truth of perceptidn 1s To remove
from what 1t observes all that 1s nct consistent with the
persistence of the thing. This 1s of course a prccedure

that Descartes adopts i1n his epistemclcgy. He sought, like

the ordinary consciousness, to reduce to a minimum tThe chance

T4. Hegel. Werke 3, p. 29.
75. Ibid., p. 97. 70. Ibaid.
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of our being decelved by what we perceive. It was as a

consequence of adopting this procedure, we recall, that he
was led to conclude that we could only predicate extension
of objects. In his view we could not be certain that any

other of thelr observed properties actually pertained to them.

According to Hegel, what the ordinary consciousness learns
from applying this criterion of selt-sameness to the content
of ite perception 1s that 1t itself is actively involved 1in
perception. It learns. Hegel claims, that what 1t takes %o

be pure passivity or mere apprehension (Auffassung) is in

7

=l

fact ifs own active mediation in perception. Perception,

it discovers, 1s 1ts own perception of the cbject and not

pure cbject - whatever that might be. This experience again
is similar to an experience that conscicusness has at the

stage of sense-certainty. There 1t had to 'return to itself'
to learn that 1t was the consciousness that declared sense-
awareness to furnish the most certain knowledge. It concladed
as a result of this 'homecoming' that the certainty of sense-
certainty was derived from the subject. Here equally the
perceiving consciousness has 'returned to 1tself' to learn

that what 1t took to be deception (1.e.a lack of sclfse -sameness
in the obgect) was merely an error in its perception. It
concludes that any 1naccuracies that crop up in perception

73

are a result of its misconception. Having experienced this
1L now feels able to remove fthe sources of error in verceptzon,
Therefore 1t 'dafferentiates 1ts apprehension of the truth

. o)
from the untruth of 1ts perception, corrects 1t..'7’ So we

77. Ibid., p. 92. Hegel's suggestion 1s that consciousness re-
turns to 1tself (Rlickenhr in sich selbst)as a resvlt of this
1

roain
r=flection into self (Reflexion in sich).
78. Ibid., p. 99. 79. Ibad.
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may now see the ordinary consciousness as no longer merely
perceiving but also as being conscious of the nature of 1its
perceiving. It therefore now looks upon perception as a form
of thinking. This, of course, brings us back to Hegel's
Critique of Descartes. Because, if we recall, one of his
praincipal criticisms of Descartes was that he did not count
perception as a form of thought. It 1s precisely because
Descartes dld not come to the conclusion to which the natural
consciousness comes that, .n Hegel's estimation, he has to
distinguish thought from extension.

It was, 1n Hegel's view the Lockean philosophy that first
raised Mind beyond this impasse. Locke, we recall, came to
fhe conclusion that, 1f we are to perceive without 2xXposing
ourselves to deception we have to differentiate whac pertains
to the thing from what pertains to our perception of 1t.

The ordinary ccnsciousness, therefore, has to distinguish {in

o

Locke's terminology) between the secondary and primary qualitie
of a thing. The ordinary conscicusne=s therefore suggests
that the thing 'is only white to our eyes, also sharp to cur
tongue, also cubic to our feeling'. As we can see, 1l now
holds that 1f 'in the movement of perception something occurs

Q
that 1s contradictory this 1sto be recognised as my reflectlon'.UO
The many and varied qualitites of a thing contradici 1its self-
sameness. By taking on the secondary gualiaities of a thing,

the thing preserves the form of its being cue ror the ordinary
consclousness., Thus by adopting a procedure from Locke's
epistemology, the ordinary consciousness prevents the criterion

1

of self-sameness [rom reducing the contenft of sensation, as with

80. Ibad.
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Descartes, to a nullity.

When we see that the Phenomenclogy of Mind may be described

in these terms we are tempted to suggest that all the work
amounts to 1s a repetition of Hegel's account of the History

of Philosophy. This suggestion is plausible since, as we have
said, the view that lies at the heart of Hegel's philcsophy 1s
that all philosophy 1s 1n a critical continuity with past phil-
osophy. But Hegel, as I have suggested previously, does not
intend this in the sense that each philosophy mercly works anew
on the history of philosophy. There is more to his view than
that, as 1s so 1n this particular instance. What Hegel is
doing here is giving an account of gerception as one of the
forms of consciousness which 1s prior to pailosophacal reasonl-
ing. In Hegel's view this entails that a ruvmber of ordinary
coriceptions about the nature of perception have to be shown

fto be untrue. One of the conceptions he feels he has tc rebut

Q]

in that area 1s that knowledge itself has merely to do with the
correct perception of a thing. As 1t stands Hegeli's account of
the History of Philosophy has nothing tc do with that rebuttal.
Tt enters 1nto the picture; and it 1is by providing the arguments
with which the ordinary conscirousness may defend 1ts position,
that the confusion arises. We can understand that Hegel, in
seeking to establish the truth of his philosophy, will contend
with previous and contemporary philosophers. It 1s the form

in which he does so that causes confusion. He tackles past
philosophies, as forms of tunirking that appear in the

natural ccénsciousness of his time. The natural conscicus-

ness cones, SO O 3peak, befveen philosophy 1tselrl

, 81 s
and the account of 1ts history. I this 1s go,

¢

81. Werner Marx. Hegels Fhinomenologie des Geistes (Klostermor:
1971)pp. 21 - 22.
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might we not fairly suggest that the ordinary or natural
consciousness of Hegel's philesophy has to carry too much
weight® Clearly philosophical systems and the experience

of the ordinary consciousness are not the same. It 1s
possible to i1magine that the common-sense thinker runs

across some of the contradicticns that Hegel analyses in his
account of percepftion, but 1t is dirficult to imagine that

1t can experience the whole dialectaic. Surely the only place
that the ordinary consciousness will experilence that dialect.ic

as a whole 1s in Hegel's Phenomenology of Mind? In other

words, Hegel has constructed an account of the experience of
the ordinary consciocusness which does not correspend to the
experience of any actual consciousness. Indeed all thav
experience does corrospondto 1s Hegel's view of the path

that philosophy must take and 19gically must have taken for
it to attain truth. This 1s why Hegel's account of the path
of the ordinary conscioisness' experience relies so heavily
on the vork of previous philscphers. The history of philos-~
ophy must for him be lhe pre-experience of the experience

of the ordinary consciousness and i1n that capacity supply ths
raw material for the experience of the ordinary conscliousness.
If this 1s all that goes into the making of the Hegelian
natural consciousness 1t appears that we have to distinguish

between two things within the Phenomenology of Mind cach of

which may have Dbeen better done 1f 1t had been taclled separ-

ately: first, the attempt ©o reconstruct rationally the history
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of philosophy fo show the way fo genulne knowledge and second,
the attempt to induce the common-sense thinker to think
philosophically. It is the latter, of course, which most

readily comes to mind when Hegel talks of the Phenomenclogy

as the path of the ordinary consciousness to science but it
is the former, 1t seems, that takes precedence in his account

of the experience of the ordinary conscliousness.

With this in mind we shail return to our review of
Hegel's analysis of perception. It will give us an indica-
tion of some of the problems that are caused by Hegel's
failure to separate the two strands in the first part of his
system. We can, I believe, agree with Hegel on the first
point to be considered, rnamrely the common-sense thinker will
regard each and every object 1t perceives as being a bcedy
external to his consciousness. The man 1n the street 1is
generally a materialist of this kind. But 1% is this con-
viction of the ordinary consciousness that Hegel. 1s seeking
to undermine. In defence of 1ts position the ordinary con-
sciousness will adopt the view that all the properties we
perceive to be part of a thing do in fact belong £to 1t. As
Hegel says, 1t will suggest that 'at 1s the fhlng itsel?f
which is white and also cubic, also sharp and so on'.82 So
far, so good. However, it is not plausible to suggest that
the common-sense thinker will reflect on, or indeed see, the

implications of this pcsiiion as Hegel describes them. It

w1ll not, I believe, notice that in its 1nsisting that a thing

82. llegel. Werke 3; p. 100.



is white, and also cubic, also sharp etc. that the also

contradicts the unity of the thing. We cannot, Hegel says,

claim thata thing 1s both one and many and yet still persists.
This subtelty will certainly escape the ordinary consciousness
qua man 1n the street. Our man in the street clearly

would nct acknowledge that 1t was his thinking that maintained
that unity and then apportion the diversity to the thing.

He w1ll not, as does Hegel's natural consciousness, know or
declare himself to be that which brings unity to the objects
of experience. This sophistication can, I think, most approp-
riately be seen as belonging to Kant's theory of knowledge.

It 1s he, rather than our man 1n the streetf,who claims that
the 'unity of apperception' which accompanies the 'I think'
gives the diverse matter of appearance 1ts concrete structure

in our experience. What he says 1s that in any given instance

-

of perception the properties of the object such as whifte, cunhic,

sharp ete., are supplied by our intuition, but taat 2t 1z the
understanding that combines those various properties to give
us the object. Thus what we perceive, in Kant's view, 1s
always made up o1 the diverse data that we receive from things
and the unifying manner in which ocur understanding deals with
that data. Hegel 1s right to suggest, in his analysis of

o

perception, that the problem which arises if we accept this

view 1s that since now 'the ccincidnzce (Ineinseczen) of those

t 1

properties’ we 1ntuit is due to consciousness only', ¢

r

83
must therefore prevent them from falling intc one in the tning'. -

As we remember, Xant. in assenting that our Underscanding was

83. ibid; p. 101.



able to know objects was obliged to add that it was not able
tc know things in themselves. Naturally the Understanding
could know phenomena because 1t was the Understanding that
gave them their structure, but in Kant's view we had to
distinguish this perceptual knowledge from what the thing
mi1ght be outside our experience. We could not, in his view,
daim to know it as a noumenqﬁ What llegel however wishes o
point out here 1s that Kant has to make this distinction
simply because the Understanding 1s allowed to take on the
unity of the thing in experience. Tnis 1s a clear encugh

point against Kant since 1f Kant wants to attribute the unity
of the thing of perception to the Undevsvanding 1T 1s zpparent
that he has to reject any suggestion that the thang in 2tuelf
1s as we perceive it. However we are left wondering gust
what kind of point this 1s against the ordinary thinker.

It is daffacult to imagine %*hat he will ever have thought like
Kant. True enough, he will have certain views of perception
but surely they will stop at the suggestion that began this
stage of the dialectic, namely, the suggestion thac all the
propertiss we percelve to be an integral part of a thing are

indeed so.

As we have suggested then, the experience that Hegel 1s

o

examining in the Phenomneclogy of Mind is primarily philogsorn

ical eXxperience. It 1s Cherefore what I shall call an abstract
view of experience. For even when he refers us to a non-

philosophical experience, for 1nstance the experience of need



or the experience of life, he does so from a pnilosophziczal

point of view; Just as 1t 1s his habit to refer to the

)
practical activities of animals merely fto prove his i1dealism!

We have already remarked on this disappointingly abstract

nature of Hegel's account of experience. We did so 1in our

’

discussion in the last Chepter of the Prsface of the Phenomen -

ology. Indeed there the abstractness was even more marked
since 1t followed on a fascinating account of the historical

and scientific nature of experience. In our concluding

remarks on the Phenomenology we will attempt to bring out

this abstractness in Hegel's theory of experience.

84, Ibrd; The argument 1s taat animals do not treat tine objects
of thelr experience as inaccessiole things in themselves.
They guietly set to and eat them. In Hegel's view this
shows what the 'truth of sensuous tnings 1= thewir
nothingness'. See Werke %, v. 9l.
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THE DISSOLUTICN OF THE 'THING' OF PERCEPTICN

To grasp the conclusion of the dislectic of perception
we have to distinguish two aspects of Hegel's analys.is.
These are, firstly, what I shall call the well-grounded crit-
ique of empiricism he deploys in his analysis and, secondly,
the i1dealism cf his analysis. This seems a strange distinc-
tion to make since, surely, 1t could be argued that Hegel's
criticism of empiricism 25 his 1deallsm. But this is not
so, for 1t 1s possible to criticise empiricism withcut being
an 1dealist. The Empiricists' theory of knowledge need not
be the only one that is open to a materislist. Thais 1s an
important point, for when we come toO our analysis of Marx
we shall find that 1t 1s the position that he adopts. Hegel's
idealism then 13 not entirely tied to his critique of erpiri-
cism although i1t plays a role in that craitique. It 1s for
t.als reascon that 1T becomes important to distinguish what is
Wwell-Tounded in his critique and what 1s merely idealist.

Marcuse in his Reason and Revolution failils to make this dis-

tinction. He brings out the element in Hegel's analysis

of perception which 1s a well-founded critique of empiricism,
or what he calls positivism,wilaout remarking on the other
i1dealist element in the analysais. The result 1s, and this
may be said in general of Marcuse's work, that we get a pic-
ture of Hegel preparing the ground for Marx in what we might
call nmerely a linear sense. By this I mcan that Marcuse sees
Hegel's philosophy only in the light of its positive contrib-
ution to Marx's thinking. No mention 1s made ot the debit
51de of the relationship, cf which plainly Hegel's idealism

1s an important part.
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This saxd, let us now see what the differentiation of
the 1dealism and well-founded critique of empiricism 1n
Hegel's philcsophy amounts to. In the first place I tlaxe
Marcuse's point that what we might call the positive aspect
of Hegel's dialectic of perception 1s 1ts implied criticism
'of common-sense and traditionsl scientific thought' which
'takes the world as a totality of things, more or less exist-

ing per se, and seeksthe truth in obyects that are 1ndependent

85

£

of the knowing subjects'. The point being of course that
there are no facts of experience which are not, in Hegel's
terms, mediated by the knowing subject. It is perfectly

clear that one of Hegel's intentions in outlining the dialcetic

of perception 1s to show that there i1s no such absoclute

t t

division between 'essential and 'inessential' - the essentiel
object and the 1inessencial subjgect in this instence - as the
ordinary conscliousness 18 wont to assume. The relation of
perception, as Hegel clearly proves, 1s a dialectical one.

As a form of knowledge 1t 1s an alternating movement from

subject to obgect without either taking precederice. Any

knowledge we may gain as a resull. 1s certainly for us but it
is also a knowledge of what the object 1s. This wmeans that

perception does offer us knowledge of things as they are but
does not offer us superior-because direct-knowledge. We

can not, as Hume believes., byv sticking 1n this way to thne

85. H.Marcuse. Reason and Revolution, op.cit. p. 112.
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appearance of things ensure the certainty of our knowledge.
Indeed it 12 more likely that we shall confuse ourselves as
there are so many points of view from which we can percelve

a thing. All this, I think, we can regard as part of

Hegel's well-grounded criticism of empiricism. However.

Hegel goes on to say fhat the viewpoint of perception as

a whole 1s false. In his view 1t can only exist as a
subsidiary element 1n knowledge and then only when 1ts

premilsses have been undermined. This is where the abstracr
conclusion to the analysis of perception comes in. The
premisses he wants removed are thcse which lead to the dialectac
of perception: the two poles of perceiving subjcct and perceived

object. And, as we would expect, the outcome favours the

T

subygect. Hegel the "efore concentrates on showing tnat the

thing goes to ground or, since Zugrunde gehen also means demlise

86

in German, that 1t perisnes. The argument, though 1dealist,

has a certain plausibility. It goes as follows. Hegel takes

it to be the nature of a thing that 1t preserves 1ts 1dentit
through its opposition to other things. It 1s essential
from the point of view of the thing that it be 1independent
of other things and therefore opposed to them. This means,
according to Hegel, that 1ts existence 1s a contradiction.
Other things are, he argues, both essential and inessential
to it. It 1s what 1t 1s QElX i opposition to other things

but equally wishes tc be rid of those other things. Thus

86. Hegel. Werke 3, p. 103.
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'directly through the absolute cnsracter ard its opposition

1t relates 1tself to others and essentially 1s only this relating: the
relation however 1s the negation of 1ts 1ndependence and the
thing on the contrary perishes through 1ts essential property'.”
This clearly is the 1dealist aspect of Hegel's analysis of
perception. Though not separate in Hegel's mind from his
criticism of empiricaism it can, as [ have said, ke i1solated

frcm what 1s acceptable in his critiqgue. 1t 1s of covrse

true that this account of the 'perishing of the thing' 1s

also aimed at empiricism. Tt misses 1ts mark hcwever becauce

the materialist postulate of empiricism 1< one that ccncerns

the existence of things and not whalt the explanaciorn or &

thing lookg like. It is self-evident that the rational

understanding of a thing 1s not material, 1t is nothing that

exists outside our minds. An explanation 1s always in that
gonse 1deal., It does not, however, follow thaf the thipgs
it explains are. Hegel belaeves that by showing thet z thing

is an unity of opposites: something that can onrnly preserve
its 1dentity by keing both associated with and disassociated
from all other things he bhas shown that 1t perishes. But,
in fact, he has only succeeded in showing that if we are to
know what a thing 1s we have to take a perspectlve that 1is
not limited to the perception of the cne thing. Hegel has
made e error of 1dentifving the wmderstanding of a thing

with 1ts existence. 1¢ may well be that in understanding

a7 . IThad., p. 103.
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what an apple 1s we do not talk about apples but more

about fruit, trees, and plant life in general; but none

of this means that the existence of our empirical apple

is impaired. Again, of course, our analysis would break

down if we relied entirely on perception but this does not

mean that our empirical apple will have broken down. By

concluding the opposite, however, Hegel is able to conclude

his analysls of perception with the announcement of the

abolition of the thing of percepticn. This conclusion

(and the reader will not be surprised by this) I call abstract.
This distinction I have made between the 1dealist and

well-founded aspect cof Hegel's critique of idealisn will, T

think, serve us well in the brief lock we shall now take at

Hegel's account of tne Understanding in the Phenomenology.

It is the dissolution of the thing of percepticn that leads
us 1ntoc the understanding The thing of percepticn has
now become what Hegel d:scribes as the 'unconditioned-

87

universal'. This further distinguishes itself as rocrce.
The plausibility or otherwise of this transition does not

directly interest us here. What does i1nlerest us 1s the

9]

distinction that Hegel makes between what he éal]s the outer
expression of force and its 1inner realaty. This inner
reality first arises for consciousness, Hegel ciaims, with
the dissolution ot the thing of perception. In perception,
itthinks 1t has before 1t a thing whose reality 1s certain.

But 1ts experience of the dialectic of verception undermines

87. Ibid., p. 107.
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this conviction and brings 1t to postulate, that behind that
perception there must be some supersensitle reality. The
notion of force fits this experience because 1t has,as I

have indicated, both an outer expression and an 1nner reality.88
The outer expression accounts {for this changeable and unstable
vcrld of perception, the inner noticnally for the explanation

of that unstable world. 1 say 'notionally' since according

tc Hegel when the ordinary consciousness first comes to deal
with this postulate of an inne» and outer certain problers
arise. Although the experiencing consciousness has discovered
that what 1t thought to be perfectly certain and objective,
namely, the thing of perception, has shown 1tse:f{ to be the
opposite, 1t still claings to 1fts notion cf the cerlainty

of the perceived world. Admittedly, 31t no longer thinks of
that world as stable or fixed. It 1s prepared to grant that

"f 1s the expression of another reality., beyond avpearance.

But because 1t finds 1ts certainty 1ia the world oI appearance

it 1s only prepared to think of that reality as an unknowable
beyond. Because, Hegel says, 'the inner is st11l pure beyond
for consciousness' 'it dces not find itself in 1t yet’.89
Therefore it regards the inner reality of force as a mere

beyond tn comparison with 1ts concrete expression. The inner

reality, Hegel says, merely expresses a void for it.

What the natural consciousness has ignored, Hegel claims,
in insisting on this 1s that what 1t cells the supersensuous

beyond has arisen from experience 1tself. It 1s therefore

88,  1bid., p. 110. 89.  Ibad., p. 117.
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mistaken, Hegel argues, tc think of 1t as something that

is forever beyond cur ken. It has only appecared as a
result of a development in our knowledge about the world.

The development to which he refers 1s of course the one that
led to the dissolution of tae thing of parception. It is
this which provides the content for the supersensuous beyond.
This it does not as it appears: as what Hegel calls a mere

90

flux or a play of forces. After all, the mere dissolution
of the things of appearance 1s no adequate content for exper-
ience. It must give rise to a new object. We shall have

that new object or content to the supersensaous beyond. Hegel

claims, through regarding appearance as appearance. In

other words, the world beyond perception will only cease Lo

be a2 mere void for us when we 1look on that flux of appearsnce
as the external appearance of a more profound and deeper real-
ity. Thus all we perceive nas, according to Hegel, not tc

be taken at face value; we have to see 1t as evidenre of a
more permanent reality. We have to understand #nd not
merely take note of that evidence. It 1s at this poant

91

that Hegel introduces the notion of Law, for law is the

manner in which that evidence can be understood or aprearanc

(48]

explained as appearance. Because law or the whole gsystem
of laws 1s the permanent reality bevond appearance, 1t lays
to rest the play of forces for consciousness. Therefore

'with this the supersensuous world 1s a serene kingdom of

laws 1ndeed beyond the perceived world, ror this only presents
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the law through continuous change, however Just as much

present 1n 1t and 1ts immediate peaceful 1image (Abbllg)'.

92

Hegel's answer then to those who, like Kant, claim tnat there

1s nothing knowable beyond appearance 1s this: We may know

what noumena are precisely because we are able to understand

what phenomena are. That knowledge 1s not to ke discove

red

in phenomena per se; 1t only comes to light when we seek to

interpret Lhem as evidence of a noumenal reality.

Kant, as we know, rejects such a claim becauge he ho
2

1ds

the Empiricists' view that knowledge of what things are 1in

themselves may only be derived from sense-perception. And

that, of course, i1s nerther sufficiently dependable nor

sufficicently ainformative to provide us with that inowledge.,

B

Hegel's analysis of the Understanding 1s thea 1n one dimension

directed at Kant's empiricism. There 1s however, as . have
suggested another, the ldealist dimension. We czn1 see this
most plainly in the conclusion of the analys:a He concludes

that the supersensuous reality beyond appearance should be

known as self. Here again Hegel presents us with a paradox.

0

He provides us wlith a more or less convincing ac

ount of one

of the aspects of sciengtific experience, but then he under-

mines what are positive conclusions by 1dentifying that exper-

ience with self-consciousness. It seems to me that, as
Hegel suggests, the experience of science dces show that
what 1s true about nature 1s not siuply what we can perce

9%

of 1t but what we krnow of 11{ in our scientiriic laws.

ive

Ve

927 Tp1d. .

95, This may not seem to be saying much. If, however, we
what flows firom 21t:tne distinction between aprearan
1cy, we can see the contrary is the case. Gadarer
analycis of fhws distinction or. rather, what 211 su
his essay on'Die Verkehrte Welu' in Hegels Dialektik,
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have come across this point of Hegel's before in our review
of his critique of Kant's philosophy. There he made the
peoint that our Understanding i1s higher than our sense-percep-
tion because, and he cites as an example our knowledge of the
heavens, 1t is what furnishes us with our knowledge of the
world. The general claim that Hegel 1s making 1s that our
knowledge of the world 1s always conceptual in form. This

claim 1s undeniably ftrue and as uncontroversiel a criticism

of Empiricism as one could have. The same cannot be Zdaid
for what Hegel goes on toc claim. He goes on to claim that
objective reality 1s therefore self. This 1s one claim we

have to examine 1n detail sirce 1t 1is whet makes Hegel's

account of experience abstract.

First we ought to see how 1t 1s that Hegel in the
analysis of the Understanding comes to make this claim.
Self-conscirousness first comes on the scene, 1t seems, with
fhe explanation of the Law.g4 All the iaw provides 1tself,
he claims, 1s a stable picture of the flux of appearance.
It 1s, he suggests, an 1inner reality only in contrast to an
external appearance. What occurs through the law being
explained 1s that the aspect of consciousness' view of the
law 1s revoked. As we see, the only 1dentity 1t has initzally
1s that it 1s oppessed to the flux ol appearance. What explain-
ing 1t does, according to Hegel, 1s to show that law is the

reality of appearance. 1n explaining tne law, Hegel claims,

o4, Hegel. Werke 3, p. 133. Also Gadamer, op.cit., p.30.
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consciousness discovers that 1t 1s also a law fof distinctions
to come about in perception thal are not dislinctions at all.,
Consciousness thereflore comes to the conclusion that 1t 1s
useless to fall back cn perception to explain anything.

What appears to our senses is merely contradiction. Thus
the experiencing consciousness cories to the conclusion that
knowledge 15 not furnished by mere consciousness i.e. the
mere perceptual awareness of the world outside curselves, but
by our reflecticon on CONsSClCUSNESS. And this 1s of course
self-consciousness. But there 1s more to 1t than that,
since reflection on consciousness involves understanding 1t

~

is also the reflection on understanding itselr. Thus selfl-
consciousness makes 1ts abbearanoe in the Understanding not
only througnt its becoming the consciousness ol consclousness
but also thrcugh the Understanding's own reflecticn on 1t-
self. The Understanding first comes to see this: that the
reallity of experience 1s self-consciousness when 1n the course
of explainirg the law 1t realises at. that it is coing is,

in Hegel's words, conversing with itself. Then zt knows that
in che explanation of the law 1t 'only engoys 1tseldy,95 and

therefore realises that the reality of appearance 1s not the

'play of forces' but 1tself.

This conclusion 1llustrates the solipsism of Hegel's
philosophy. This solipsism 1s also the core of 1ts 1dealist
thesis. The strength of Hegel's pocition 1s that 1t 1is

based on an analysis of the nature of scientific explanation.

SH. Hegel. 21bid., p. 1O4.
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He concludes that the reality of phenomenal 'reality' is
thought or self-consciousness because, like Schelling, he
1dentilies science's intellectualisation of nature with the
dissolution and disappearance of material things external

to ourselves. Natural Science for them both 1s 1dealist.
Hegel, however, goes one step further than Schelling with

his solipsism. He claims, at the end of his account of the
Understanding, that 'it becomes apparent that behind the so-
called curtain of- appearance which 1s supposed to conceal

the inner (world) there i1is nothing to see unless we ourselves
go behind 1t, Just as much that we can see, as that there be
something behind 1t that can be seen'96 ris suggestion 1is
then that science not only discovers the rezal-ty of things
behind appearance buc in a sense puts 1t there. Up to a
point Hegel seems to be correct. It 18 clear that,as he
maintains, we cannot see a~ything without putting curselves
in a position to see 1t The scientist, we might agree,

can only hope to explain natural phenomena by regarding them
as such, 1.e., as Hegel claims, by regarding them as evidence
of a deeper reality. There would indeed be nocthing tc see
unless he went behind the curtain of appearande. As we are
all aware the explanation of natural phenomena is the cutcome
of the scientist's activaty. Hegel, however, wishes to
claim more than this. As we have seen, he suggests that all

thatv the scientist knows with this explanation can accurately

g0. Ibxd. p. 13bH.
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be called self-cousciousness. Science, for him, therefore

is the overcoming of all otherness. This claim would be

most simple to refute 1f 1t meant simply that all that science
seeks to explain 1s per se self-consciousness. However, the

claim 1s that 1t shows 1tsell to be self. The abstract-

ness or solipsism in Hegel'

s gphilosophy 1s, as I have tried
to point aut, subtle. Tor Hegel, as we have seen, otherness

is a fact. In other words, at the outset of his philosophy
he 1is prepared to admit the matarialist thesis. But art

the same time, he wishes to claim that otherness 1s self-
coansclousness, albeit sgelf-consciousness i1n 1ts alienation.
And this 1s apparsent in his account of science. He ack-
nowledges i1n the first instance that what i1t has to account
for is outside consciousress. But, as I have pointed out,
it 1s a contradiction in Hegel's whole philosophy that he
assumes there 1s an external reality only to prove that there
is no such thing. It will nov do to mint a coin simply to
withdraw it from circulation. If 1t 1s legal tender 1t has
Lo be allowed to circulate freely. Hegel's assumption of
externalily or otherness 1s not genuine; or else 1t would noc
fall out of use. This leads to all sorts of confusicn.

In the case we are considering, for instance, it means that
he has to contradict his own claim that the scientific law

is the knowledge of appearance as appearance. He argies that

as a result of the scientific explanation, we can discard any




concrete referent. But 1f that referent is left out, in
what sense are we to regard the scientific explanstion as
being an explanation of anything® Hegel's daistillation

of experience into the self may work well in the forward
direction. For instance, we might be led to believe now
that science in its result, 1s self-consciousness. But 1t
does not work at all i1n the reverse direction. If we were
to work backward through experience with this nypothesis we
would be Taced with contradiction at each turn. If all 1s
self, what 15 1t that science is supposed to have explained?
Indeed 1f all 1s self-consciousness what need 1s there for
science? There can be no phencmena. There secems no
possibility then that we can return from any of the higher

levels of consciousness of the Phenomenology tc any of the

lower levels because the more advanced levels arce constructed
or. the assumption that the lower levels no longeir exist.
For example, we can never return to the assumptinn that there

is a world of sense-i1mpressions since 1t has no real =xistence

for us now. Its real existence is 1ts result - the unconditvion-
ed universal. This 15 the pit-fall of Hegel's 1dealism that

he wants there to be a world bat that world has te be self-
consciousness' alone. He cannot have it both ways nhowever.
He cannot assume that there 1s an external world and then,

when 1t 1s explained, that it is no longer there.
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CHAPTER FIVE

MARY '8 CRITIQUE OF HEGEL'S PHENOMENOLOGY

There is, I have argued, a difficulty in Hegel's
philosophy. He postulates that there is an exfternal world
only to show that that world 1s Mind or Spairit. Mind {(Geist),
he claims, 1s the process of thought establishing i1tself as
the other of itself and the re-establishing of 1ts self-
identity and freedom through the overcoming of that other-
ness. Nature, therefore, 1s 'Mind that has 1tiself alienated
itself' and the 'thinking way of regarding' 1t is to 'watch
how Nature in 1tself 1s this process of overcoming its other-

1

ness to become Mind'. Hegel, 1n other words, ..2s no sconer

establiished a Nature independent ¢f Mind than he retracts 1ts

independence. Tts apparent existence outside ourselves, he
claims, 1s 1tself only an appearance of Mand. Its reality
1% the content of Mind: scientific knowledge. It 1s for

this reason that I say that his account of experigee is
abstract. It 1s,as we have seen, an account of experience
which though concrete in much of 1ts detail has only one end:
to show that all experzence may be reduced to knowledge or

'"Absolute Knowledge', as Hegel calls it. Because he believes

he has shown this tc be so in his Phenomenology he claims that

all experience can be said to be 1deal. In short, ne beiieves
that 1t 1s only the thesis of philosovhical 1dealaism that nares

sense c¢f the world.

1. Hegel. Werke 9, p. 2%5.

P



n
ee]
\1

However the fact that Hegel's account of experience
involves him in the difficulty I have mentioned does not
mean that he 1s not a great thinker. We might 1ndeed take

the view that 1t 1s because of his i1dealism that Hegel is

a great philosopher. For, 1t may be claimed, 1f we detach

his 1dealism from his philcocsophy there is nothing peculiarly
Hegelian about 1t. As the Marxist, Henri Lefebvre, says

ol Hegel: 'his ambiticn coincides with that of pnilosophy,

with the most secret desire of the 1life of mind, seen as
expansion and dominion: to exclude nothing, to leave nothing
outside 1tself, to abandon and transcend every one-sided
posjtlon'.2 Hegelianism, he continues, 'asserts iwmplicartly
that all conflicts can be resalved, w.thout mutilaticn or
renunclation..; 1t asserts that in the life of Mind there 1is

no need for options, alternatives or sacrifices. Innumer-
arle conflicts are objectively experienced, but ncne of them
last forever. Every contradiaction can be transcended 1in e
forward leap cf Mind'. And again, he says, - and no greater
compliment can be paid Hegel than this 'Hegel1anism represents
a type of spiritusl lafe that is still valad. Nct to aim

at acquiescing tco hastily to ourselves or to the world; not

to hide from ourselves the contradictions in the world, in

man and 1n each individual, but, on che contrary, tTo accentuate
them, however much we may suffer, hecausc 1t Z1s fruitful tc

be torn asunder and because,cnce the contradictions have become

2 Tefehvre. Dialectical Materralisin, Jonathan Cape, p. 46.




unbearable, the need to franscend them becomes stronger than
any resistance on the part of the elements that are passing
away; such 1s the principle of a spiritual 1ife both sorrow-

5

ful and joyous, wholly rational and unconfused'. Thus 1in
Lefebvre's view 1t still makes sense to be a Hegelian. The
world i1n which we live, he believes, 1s not one where we are
free from moral compromise and, indeed, confusion. The
Hegelian point cof view, he suggests, allows us to assert an
autonomy by raising ourselves 1n thought above the contradic-
tions of our existence. And thas thought, Lefebvre argues,
has not to be this or that thought but the faithful reflection
of the dilemmas of our existence. It has to Dbe the understanding
of those contradictions. Thus, 1t seems, we can have nc need
to choose alternative., or make sacrifices. We can take refuge

in our knowledge of the world. But in that knowledge, as

Lefebvre points out, we ars 'not to hide from ourselves thn

¢l

contradictions of the world'. Indeed we are to accentuate
them unt1l they become almost unbearable. This, of course,
1s where the strength of Hegel's philosophy lies. It encour-

ages us to be severely critical of our existing conditions,
indeed to see all life as essentially negative. Hegel, there-
fore, 1s prepared to accept the werst of the world. He 1s

to this extent a realist. His Philosophy of Right, {or instance,

is no mere apolecgy for Mcdern Society. That much 1s clear

3. Ibid., p. 47.



from the most recent debates on the work.br For realism,
Hegel believed, was not incompatible with his 1dealism.

Indeed, in his Preface to the Philosophy of Right, he tells

us that the task for philosophy 1s to 'grasp what 1s', and,
1n his view 'what 1s is Reason'.>

Whilst agreeing that Hegel 1s a great philosopher I should
like to question Lefebvre's claim that his philosophy 1s rat-
ional and valid. For 1t 1s true that Hegelianism continues
fto exercise a hold on many theorists. Nevertheless, a rational
philosophy 1s surely one that i1s free of all 1llusion, one in
which there 1s no evidence of mystical or magical 1deas. But,

as Lefebvre himself points out, 'Hegelian speculation 1s still

steeped 1n 'maglcal'ldeas.6 By positing a magical participation

4., The arguments, for and against, can be found in Hegel's Pcliticol
Philosophy (Atherton, 1970) edited by Walter Kaufmann. Avinery
gives a most sympathetic rendering of Hegel's political thought
in his Hegel's Theory of the Modern State. Hans Friedrich Fulda's
Das Recht der Philosophnie 1n Hegel s Philioscphie des Rechts
T?rankfurt,l9o8)conta1ns the most rigorous analysis 1 have resd
on the topic.

5. Hegel. Werke 7, p. 26.

6. Richard Kroner(Von Kant bis Hegel,Part Two,op.cit.) goes so far
as to say that Hegel 1s without doubt the greatest irrationalist
the history of philosophy has ever seen'.(p.271) This again
though does not lead Kroner to dismiss Hegel ss a great thinker.
He finds himself 1n the same paradox as Lefechvre that 1t 1s
precisely this weak point in Hegel's philosophy that 1g 1ts
strength. He says: 'Dieljenigen, die in dem Ratiocnalismus des
Systems ein 1hm eizentlinliches Kennzeichen sehen, meinen aber
vielleicht nicht so sehr seine methodische Form,sondern seinen
Anspruch, jedes Problem,das die Philosophie nur immer aufwerfen
mag,auch philosophiche bewaltigen zu kbnnen,-sie meinen dae
Verzichtlosigkeit des Hegelschen Denkens. ..(p268) Dies 15t es,
was man w1t Fug Hegels Raticnalismus nennen dlirfre. ...aber der
Name 1st 1rreflhrend. Denn flir Hegel bedeutet das Denken und der
Begriff nichts,was sich in Gegensatz zu etwas Anderem bringen
liesse,sondern etwas,was sich selbst entgegensetzt,was Sich s2103
zum Anderen seiner selbst wird und im Anderen Sich mit wieder
zusamnenschliesst. Der Rationalismus des Hegelschen Denxen enthiil
also einen Ir-ationalismus an 1hm selibst:der Begrilf sew: sich
Grenzen und 1st eben nur dadurch der Begriflf,dass er es 1st, der
sich die Grenzen setzt und die gesetzte Grenze als die von i1hin
an 1hin gesetzte auch wieder aufhebt.Nur Jern wan dies berliclsicn-
tigt,versteht wan Hegels forderung auf Universalherrschaft des
Begriffs richtig,-dann aber wird man nicht mechr von Ratiouall o ius
reden.' (pp.270 - 271).




in absolute Being (conceived of as knowledge and reason),
1t combines the magical schema with an attempt to be more

7

fully rational'. He himself gives the explanation for
this 1rrationalism in Hegel's philosophy when he says:
'Hegel was not merely content to deepen the content and wake
1t explicit 1n order to attain the form, he reduced 1t to
thought, by claiming to grasp 1t totally and exhaust 1t’.8
Hegel's philosophy does not then represent a wholly rational
point of view because 1t conjures away the content of our
emplrical experience. Our empirical experlience becomes an
1rrelevance for Hegel because his 1s a system ir which, =2s
Lefebvre himself points out, 'thought..1s the secret source
of the content'. For an Hegelian therefore 'it 1s only

an illusion that Mind receives its content from outside, in
accordance with the unphilosophical presuppositions of obser-

9

vation and experience'. UJltimately then - and Lefebvre seens

to agree - Hegelianism is an inconsistent doctrine because it

reduces all experience to the thought of experience. We may

admire Hegel for seeking to grasp the entire content of
eXperience 1n his system. Yet there must always be a point
at which we must curb our admiration. For as Lefebvre says
again, 'i1t 1s 1nconceivable that the limited mind of one
individual, of a philosopher, should be able to grasp the

10

entire content of human experience. There 1s always

Lefebvre. op.c1t. p. 57.

Ibid., p. 51.

O o N

Ibad., p. 52.

10. Ibid., p. 48. This, for instance, 1s what Kroner hes 1in mind

when he refers to Hegel as an 1irrationalist: the clalm that
his Concept 1s the reality of reality.



something new to be found, to be explained. The forms of
human and natural existence are potentielly limitless.
Philosophy and the sciences may, as Hegel claims, 1ntellec-
tualize human and natural life but both, natwure and Humanity,
because they are developing independently of their under-
standing remain unlimited sources of new knowledge. What
Hegel ignores 1s, as Lefebvre notes, that 1t is not only
thought that 1s real for us but also practice. We are not
only thinking beings but also practically active beings.
Thought cannot therefore encapsulate the whole of our exper-
ience, because to do that, not only would i1t have to bhe the
knowledge of our consciousness but 1t would also have to be
what we do. And for thought to be all that we do 1s impossible.
As Lefebvre concludes, 'practice 1s creative, it cannot be
deduced from the concept. It has 1ts own exigencies, 1its

own discipline - 1ts own logic per'haps'.ll Thus in his viewy,
1t 1s primerily the problem of the relation of rractice To
philosophy that Hegel's philosophy raises and leaves unanswered.
It 1s, of course, to this problem that Marx - to whom we now

turn - first addresses himself.

11.  Ibid., p. 50.
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TWO 'CONTRADICTIONS'IN HEGEL'S PHENOMENOLOGY

We shall begin with an analysis of Marx's 'Critique
of the Hegelian Dialectic and Philosophy'. This essay

forms part of the famous Paris Manuscraipts of 1844, It 1s

central to our interest in the end of German Classical Philos-
ophy because in the course of his Critique Marx makes plain
his differences with Hegel. In examining those differences
we can, I believe, discover the reasons why Hegel's philos-
ophy fell i1nto disrepute 50 rapidly after his death and at
the same time discover the transformation 1t undergoes in
Marx's hands. It 1s these two 'ends' which in my view
German Classical philosophy has. There 1s 1n the fi1rst
place the end to which Hegel brings 1t in his philosophy

and secondly there 1s the end to which Marx puts 1t in his
philosophy, and, as I say, an analysis of Marx's Critique

will acquaint us with both.

In the Critique Marx, as I have suggested, intends
to settle his differences with Hegel's philosophy. Now he
sees his criticism of Hegel as continuing a task that Feuer-
bach had begun. There are three aspects of what he takes
to be Feuerbach's Critique which he regards as particularly
1mportant.12 In the first place he takes Feuerbach's critique

!

to be 1mportant because 1t proved that Hegel 'proceeds from

15

the alienation of Substance, the absolute, fixed abstraction'.

12. A.Schmidt in his The Concect of Nature in Marx (NLB) and
Emanziratrorische Sinnlichkeit (lieihe Hanser) has given a
most comprehensive account oi this Marx's debt to Feuerbach.

13. Marx Marx-Engels Werke, Erghnzungsbsnd, Erster Teil, p. 5/0.
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For the want of a better word, Marx continues, we can

call this abstraction God. And this, he claims, 1s what
Feuerbach showed: that Hegel's starting-point was theological.
Feuerbach then built on this craiticism, by showing that Hegel's
second move was to posit that God was no more. In other words,
in the second stage of his philosophy Hegel laid emphasis on
the 'actual, sensuous, real, finite and par‘tlcular'.l4 Feuer-
bach completed this important craiticism, Marx suggests, by
showing that in the third aspect of his philosophy Hegel
're-establishes religion and theology' by abolishing the

15

finite and the real. In sum then, Marx suggests, Feuer-
bach had proven that there was an ambiguity in Hogel's philos-
ophy. That ambiguity, 1t seems, was that Hegel was both an
uphelder and critic of theological notions. In secular
ferms, Marx claims, this means that he both acknowledged the
evistence of a finite particular world and denied the reality
of 1ts existence. In claiming this Marx seems to have 1in
mind what I have called the principal thesis of Hegel's
philosophy: that Substance 1s Subject. The thesis 1s, as
we have seen, that reality i1s both the all-embracing One
Substance and 1ts limitation and particularisation as Subject.
It 1s a thesis that, as we have seen, represents the point
of view that there 1s a finite particular world only to
show that that world 1s of 1tself infinite or divine. The
infinite, Hegel claims, has to be shown to emerge from the
finite. Marx refers to this aspect of Hegel's system as the
16

'Negation of the Negation'. It represents for him the

'contradiction of philosophy with 1tself'. But what Marx

14, Ibad. 15. Ibaid.
16. Ibid., p. 570.



means by referring to 1t 1n this way 1s not immediately
clear. It 1s therefore fortunate that he turns to Hegel's

Phenouaenology to clarify his pcint.

The Phenomenology now occuples his attention because,

in his view, 1t 1s 'the true birthplace and the secret of
the Hegelian phllosophy’.17 Marx gives littie 1ndication
why he thinks this to be so0 other than to say that, in his
view, the contradictions in Hegel's philosophy appear most
clearly 1n that work. What then are those contradictions®
Marx claims that they are two in number.18 In the first
place Hegel (rightly 1t seems) depicts the world of the
ordinary consciousness as an estranged world but, Marx
objgects, this estrangement takes place 1in the thought-Torm
alone. In other words, Marx suggests, Hegel regards alien-
ation only as a mental phenomenon. In the second place,

Hegel erroneously believes that the process of the Phenomenology

can overcome alienation. In Marx's view Hegel 1s mistaken
in this because no amount of thinking - which, affer all, 1is

all that the process of the Phenomenclogy represents - can

overcome a phenomenon that 1s rooted in man's social existence.
So although Marx agrees with Hegel that man i1s an estranged
being he believes that what he calls 'man's true belng' cannot
be achieved through thought alone. But this, Marx claims,

!

1s what happens with Hegel the vindicatzion of the objgective
world for man' 1s merely an intellectual one. Because 'the
estranged objgect..is...only the thought of alienation, 1ts

abstract and therefore empty and unreal expression..the over-

17. Ibid., p. 571. 18. Ibad., p. 572.




coming of alienaftion 1s equally nothing other than an
abstract, empty overcoming of that empty abstractlon.'l9

The two obgections that Marx has to Hegel's philosophy are,
then, mutually complementary. We can readily see that if,
as Marx says, Hegel conceives of alienation as merely a
mental phenomenon he will conceive of its resolution in those
terms as well. Equally, 1f we fake the view that alienation
can be resolved by thought alone there 1s every reason for

us to believe that 1t 1s merely an intellectual phenomencn

Marx of course believes both ideas to be mistaken,
The first, he suggests, 1s wrong because Hegel 1s mistaken
in believing that alienation 1s only a mental phenomenon.
Marx argues that the fact that 1t appears 1r the {irst place
1s dependent on certain economic conditions, nctably the
prevalence of commodity production. Its existence 1s a
prerequisite of man's being alienated - as Marx conceives
the notion. Thus to suggest that alienation has appeared,
as Hegel does, through the mere positing of 'the opposition

of an 1n 1tself (an sich) and for itself, of consciousness

20
and self-consciousness, of object and subgect' 1s,1n Marx's

view, thoroughly misleading. The notion, Marx continues,
has to do with man's social existence and not, as a reading
of Hegel's philosophy would suggest , with 'the opposition

of abstract thought and sensucus reality or real sensuousness

19. ITbid., p. 585. 20. Ibid., p. 572.
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inside thought 1tself'.2l So, Marx claims, Hegel gives

the 1mpression that all alienation results from a theoret-
1cal error on the part of the Human Understanding. This,
Marx says, 1s surely a basic failing in his philosophy.

Hegel, 1n his opinion, has wholly misunderstood the problem.

However, 1t might be argued that 1t is Marx, rather
than Hegel, who has misunderstood the problem. For, 1t
could be said, his criticism of Hegel 1s based on consider-
ations which, by any standards, are extraneous toc philosophy.

Prima facie such an objection would appear to he correct.

Marx, 1t seems, 1s guilty of an 1gnoratio elenchi in claiming

that Hegel misunderstands the phenowrenon of alienation. For
even 17 we suppose the phenomenon of alienation to be the
result of a certain mode of production this still need not
mean that Hegel's pmlosophy has failed in any respect. A
philosophical argument, our critic would claim, can only be
refuted by a philosophical argument; and Marx's argument 1s
plainly an economic one. I would suggest, however, that
there has to be an exception to thais rule; and this would be
where the philosophical argument deals with a problem that

1s best dealt with withain the context of a different or,

indeed, new discipline. This would appear to be part of
Marx's claim here. However, our critic 1s unlikely to let
the matter drop at that. He will consider that if a gquestion

1s best dealt with outside the philosophical discipline then

21. Ibid.
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it 1s not, and can never have been, rhilosophical question.
But are things always as clear cut as this® The boundaraies
of philosophy are not fixed nor for that matter are they
readlly discernible. This 1s certainly how philosophy has
appeared 1n the past. For 1t 1s a matter of fact that a1t

has at certein times both been subsumed under and has sub-
sumed what are now recognised to be qulite separate disciplines.
One need only look at what has been 1ts relation to theology
and natural science tc see this. Indeed I believe that it
would be qQuite wrong to exclude from philoscophy all arguments
that are drawn from other disciplines simply becavse Lhey are
that. It 1s best, I think, to Judge each particular argument,

whether drawn from philosopny or not, on 1ts own merits.

Judged 1n this more general sense 1t appears Lo me that
Marx criticism of Hegel has some merit. Certainly his crit-

icism does not i1nvolve him in an ignoratio elenchi. For 1t

is Hegel himself who has 1dentified a philosophical problem

with a social problem. It 12s he, as we have seen, who claims
that the bifurcation that 1s inherent in experience 1s reflected
in philocsophy. It 1s he, who as Marx says, reduces the problem
of alienation to the philsophical or, more specifically, epistem-
ological problem of the opposition between subject and object,
the in 1tself and the for 1tself, consciousness ax self-con-
sclousness. This opposition Hegel, as we have seen, calls

the alienation of mind or the loss of self, and he firmly

associates 1t with the 'shattered harmony' of man's day to
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day exlstence. This was most explicit in his early

Differenzschrift but, as Plant and Rohrmoser have shown, 1t

1s a theme of his whole philosophy. We ourselves have found

this to be true of the Phenomenology of Mind. Hegel, I

argued, i1dentifies tne thesis of philosophical materialism

with allenatlon.22

He cannot therefore escape Marx's crit-
1cism by pleading philosophical immunity. He himself invites
the kind of criticism Marx puts forward. It 1s Hegel who
suggests that knowledge can overcome alienation. And 1t
makes sense for Marx to reply that this is nonsense. Alien-
ation, he claims, 1s much more than a mere postulate of
phillosophical materialism, The mere 1dea of there being an
external world can, 1n his view, alienate no-one. What 1s
responsible for what Hegel calls the self's loss of 1ts
object 1is, according to Marx, man's real loss of his object
1. commodity production. What, therefore, particularly

irritates him i1n Hegel's account of alienation 1s that for

Hegel 1t 1s 'not that the human being cbjectifies himself

inhumanly 1n opposition to himself but that he objectifies
himself in distinction to and in opposition to abstract
thought which counts as the posited essence of alienation and
the essence which has to bhe overcome.'23 And far from this
being 2 criticism which iznvolves what some would call a
category mistake, 1t 1s one that gets at the heart of Hegel's

philosophy.

22. Sec above. Chapter 3, p. 1b51.
23. Marx. 1bid; p. 572.
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We can see this more clearly, I believe, when we have
a more precise 1dea of the nature of Marx's criticism.
This w1ll not be a simple task since Marx relies heavily
on aphorism an making his points in the Critique. We can
however make a beginning by examining the grounds for Marx's
second principal objgection to Hegel's system. The second
error he detects in Hegel's philosophy 1s, as I have said,
that 1t 1s 1tself supposed to represent the overcoming of
man's alienation. Thus in Hegel's philosophy, Marx claims,
'the appropriation of the essential powers of man which have
become c¢cbyects and alien objects 1s to begin with only an

appropriation which occurs in consciousnes, 1n pdre thought

1 24

l1.e. 1n abstraction. So the claim that his philosopby
has, or can, overcom~ alienation in Marx's view represents
an error on Hegel's part because 1t 1s too ambitious. In

1t, Marx claims, thought 1s over-reaching 1tself.25

Mar,
then, wants to demarcate thought and practice 1n such a way
that it would preclude the claim that thought by 1tself can
alter social phenomena. Hegel however, Marx implies, allows
no such distinction. Indeed, he claims, Hegel's view 1s

that the thought of a thing or an activity 1s the essence of
that thing or activity. Marx appears to be correct in <
asserting that Hegel takes this view. We recall, for example

that Hegel regards the history of philosophy as the essence

of world history. He claims, as we have seen, that 'the

2k, Ibid. p. 573.
25, Ibid. pp 580 - 1. 1In saying this Marx 1s quoting Feuerbach.
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history of philosophy 1s the innermost (soul) of world
history - this work of the mind of man in his inner thought
is parallel with all the stages of reallty.'26 In short,

he 1mplies, as Marx claims, that our reflection on our activity,
or more particularly that of the philosopher, 1s the essence
of our activity. Equally, we might recall an aspect of
Hegel's general view of philosophy. Philosophy, we have
seen Hegel claim, 1s that process which while looking on at
that activity which appears to be gcing on external to Mind
(Geist) shows that the activity of itself becomes Mind. Or,
Hegel claims, we may simply see the process as 'pure self-

27

recognition in absolute otherbeing'. But in 'pure self-
recognition' there can, as Marx claims, be no room for any
distinction to be made befween thought and activity. Such

a philosophy has to reduce practice to the thought of 1t.

Thus for instance the Hegelian philosophy can only contemplate
'sensuousness, religion, state-power', Marx sugrests, as

28

'intellectual essences'.

Marx, then, stresses the abstractness of Hegel's philos-
ophy. I have already drawn attention to this facet of Hegel's
system. I have suggested that 1t 1s evidence of a fundamental
difficulty, namely, that he supposes that there is an external
world only to undermine that supposition. I suggested that

fto do this was like minfing a coin simply to withdraw 1t from

26. See above. Chapter 3; p.li45.
27 . Hegel. Werke 3, p. 29.
28. Marx. ibid., p. 573.



circulation. Now, Marx I believe 1n this Critique of Hegel's
Dialectic has 1n mind the same facet of Hegel's philosophy.

He 1s, so to speak, 1nterested 1n allowing this Hegelian coin
of objgectification (the positing of an external world) to
circulate freely. To be sure, he has not in mind precisely
the same notion of the abstraction in Hegel's as we; his
notion is clearly more comprehensive than ours. I was
concerned with a theoretical inconsistency in Hegel's system

he with what appears to be an ontological inadequacy. We
shall find, however, that our less ambifious notion will serve
us well ain the effort to understand Marx's ontological critic-
ism of Hegel. Por, as we shall see, Marx begins from the
less comprehensive view of Hegel's sbstractness in making

those craiticisms.

I have suggested that Marx in his enquiry wishes to
alscover the consequence of maintaining consistenlly the
Hegelian view that the subgect finds 1tself objectified
in the external world. As we have seen, Marx thinks that
Feuerbach has shown that this was the second aspect of Hegel's
system, namely, that he 'abolishes the Infinite, posits the

1

actual, sensuous, real, finite, particular. But in

Hegel's philosophy, this aspect is superceded (as Marx again
believes Feuerbach to have shown) by the restoration of the
Infinite, the third aspect of Hegel's philosophy. In other
words, we can see Marx's interest as being i1n the implications
of discarding this third aspect of Hegel's philosophy. For
he strongly believes that the second aspect of Hegel's system

1s his mest lasting contribution to the development of what

29. Marx. ibid., p. 570.



Marx calls man's self-knowledge. Iindeed he 1s prepared

to go so far as to say that 1t 1s 'the greatest thang
30

about the Hegelian Phenomenology.'

We can best understand why Marx wishes to claim this 1f
we keep 1n mind the view of man that 1lies at the back of

many of Marx's criticism of Hegel. Man for Marx '

1s part
of nature'. And what he means by this 1s complex. Nature

is, he suggests, 'the inorganic body of man, namely, nature

in so far as 1t 1s not 1tself human body. Man lives from
nature means: Nature 1s his body with which he must remain

31

in constant process in order that he not die'. In other
words, he suggests, man's productive activity 1s his life
activity. It 1s his life activity not only as a means to
satisfy his needs but also as the principal way he expresses
himself. So, Marx argues, a man 1s what he does. And not
only that, the whole of humanity or what Marx calls man's
species life (Gattungsleben), 1s to be characterised by

its typical activity which 1s, according to Marx, conscious
productive activity. 'Free conscious activity', he claims,

52

'1s the species character of man'. What distinguishes his
productive activity from that of an animal 1s that his inter-
wurse with nature 1s governed by his will. As a result, Marx
believes, 'nature appears as his work and his reallty'.35
Man then 1s a natural being in a privileged sense for Marx.

Because he 1s not only able to secure from nature his means

30. Ibid. p. 574. 31, Ibid., p. 516.
32. Ibad. 3%. Ibad.
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of subsistence but 1s also able to contrcl 1t to meet with
his requirements his 'naturalness' 1s one that is not only

1n nature but above 1t as well.

Now, Marx, 1t seems, associates the second stage of
Hegel's philosophy, of the Infinite being abolished and the
finite and particular being affirmed, with this view of man.
To discover why he does so 1is, of course, of some importance
to us. In this instance he refers to the second stage of

Hegel's philosophy as the dialectic of negativaity. What

he has 1n mind 1n using the term 1s the materialist, concrete
aspect of the phenomenological process; the aspect of Hegel's
approach which leads to the positing of an external world
which 1s genuinely opposed to ourselves. Hegel himself
refers to this 1n a famous passage in the Freface to the

Phenomenology as the aspect of the life of Mind which does

ot 'shy away from death' but rather 'puts up with 1t and

1 34

preserves 1tselfl in 1t. In his view, living with the
negative was an essential aspect of the life of Mind (Geist).
Now Marx believes that as a result of this, What he calls

the dialectic of negutivity, 'Hegel comprehends the self-
formation (Selbsterzeugung) of man as a process, obJectific-
ation as oppostion, as externalisation and as overcoming this

25

externalisation'. It appears that in saying this Marx has

34, Hegel. Werke 3%, p. 306.

5. Marx. 1bid., p. 574. This 1s what leads Marx to say that
Hegel's stendvoint 1s the standvoint of mwodern Political
Economy. As Avineri says, (The Social and Political Thought

nI
Karl Merx)Marx points out That wlhat Lhe clastlicAl economisus
expressed in terms of economic activity Hegel has already
formulated philosophically'. But, as Avineri adds. in Marx'
view 'Hegel saw only labour's creative nature and cid nct
perceive the allenating conditions accompanying 1t 1n present
society'. p. 78.

n
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particularly in mind the section of the Phenomenology

which deals with the relation of 'Master and Slave'. As
this will bring us to a point which i1s of some importance
to Marx's view of experience 1t 1s worth our while examining,

1f only in brief, the structure of that dialectaic.

The whole dialectic, 1t appears, revolves around the
relationship of both the master and the slave to what Hegel

calls the obgect of desire. At the outset the master, not

surprisingly, appears to be in the dominant position. He
1s able to call on the slave to satisfy his every need by
furnishing him with the obgect of his desire. He 1s, Hegel

claims, therefore the consciousness that 1s for jtself.36

At the end of the dialectic, however, the position of master
and slave are apparently reversed. There 'the truth of the
independent consciousness..is the servile (knechtische)

consciousness'.57 The dialectaic has this outcome, I think,

because of the way 1in waiich Hegel interprets the process of
negation. Negation for llegel 1s the process of what Marx
calls man's objectification. As Marx indacates, for Hegel
the completion of the process entails that the individual
consciousness (in this instance that of the siave) must feel
genuine opposition. And by this Hegel means not merely that
consciousness should have felf this or that discontent

but that 1ts whole being should have been placed in Jecpardy.

Thus he says of the slave's obgectification of himself:'therein

36. Hegel. Werke 5; p. 150.
7. Ibid., p. 152.
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he 1s 1nwardly dissolved, has trembled to the core, and
everything fixed in his existence has been Shaken'.38 The
otherness which he experiences has Lo be genulne or else 1t
1s not obgectification that he experiences. Hegel insists
on this pcint. He argues that the objectification of sub-
Ject that takes place i1n his philosophy 1s no mere i1llusion.
And 1n so far as this 1s true of his philosophy, Marx would
suggest, 1t 1s 1ts strength. Through presenting man's
obgjgectification as a process he had, Marx claims, come close
to giving an undistorted view of man's nature. It 1s man's
nature to be a limited, finite and indeed, suffering beilng
who has to remain in coastant intercourse with nature to
secure his life. Egually 1t 1s his nature, Marx claims, tc
seek to overcome his limitations to seek to diminish his
suffering. This Marx regards as the positive aspect of
man's objectification. This aspect of objgectific-tion, he
claims, did not escape Hegel's notice either. We can see
this for ourselves in this instance. Because 1t 1s through
this very aspect of objectification according to Hegel that
the roles of master and slave are reversed. For the slave,
he argues, overcomes his dependent and estranged condition

through his struggle with nature. By seeking to diminish

'through labour' the opposition he feels between himself and his

surroundings the slave. Hegel claims, 'comes to himself'. 29.

38. Ibad., p. 153.

39, IbidFor a comprehensive, 1T obscure, account of the notion of
labovr in Hegel's Phenomenology see Sok-Zin Lim, Der Begriff
der Arbeit bei Hegel (Bonn 1965) A clearer view of Hegel's
notion o1 practice 1s given by Reidel in his Theorie und
Praxis im Denlen Hegels.
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He 1s no longer estranged. This change in the slave's Status
1s symbolised for him in a transformation in the object of
desire. The obgect of desire 1s no longer something which

he fears as the thing for which he was enslaved, ﬁt 1s now

his own object. He comes to see 1t 1n this way because 1t

is he that produces 1t. He discovers through his own objec-
tifacation or negation, that 1t 1s his own labour which 21s
embodied 1n the object. It would, I think, be true to say
that 1t 1s this aspect of the dialectic that appeals most

to Marx. For 1t appears to be what Marx has in mind when

he says 1in the Critique that Hegel 'comprehends the essence

of labour' and for this reason grasps 'obJjective man, true
because real man as a result of his own labour'.qo For in
his own labour the slave, as we can see, comes to see his
condition as the result of his activity; and this, Marx clains,
15 so0 not only for Hegel's account of the slave but for his
whole philosophy. This assessment 1is, of course, influenced
by Marx's own view of man but 1t 1s not only he and his foll-
owers who have pointed out this aspect of Hegel's notion of

labour. What Mure i1n his excellent The Philosophy of Hegel

has to say on Hegel's account of the Master and Slave echoes
Marx's point. Although, Mure says, the slave 1n his work
'"serves under the compulsion of an utter rear which dissolves
his whole being, yet as he labours he learns. He learns to
refashion his dissolved and shattered consciousness to a new
self-consciousness by f{ashioning external things before which

he does not tremnble..hi1is labcur changes the world permanently,

40, Marx. 1bid., p. 574.
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as his master's transitory satisfactions do not, His
products accordingly in a measure reflect himself, and in

: 41
that measure give him a free self-consciousness.'

We can now assess the validity of Marx's suggestion

that 1n Hegel's philosophy man overcomes his estrangement in
conscliousness alone. It 1s valid I would argue because -
even in this notable instance - Hegel's assumption of other-
ness 1s not, as he likes to claim, wholly genuine. In other
words, there uis an-error in his account of negation. For
what ultimately concerns Hegel in the dialectic of the master
and slave 1s not the praivation that the slave suffers as a
man through being a slave but the privation that he has to

put up with as self-ronsciousness. Man for Hegel counts
only as a thinking being or, as Marx suggests,man for Hegel
is only self—consc1ous,r1ess.}Jr2 It is therefore sufficient
that the slave, as Mure puts 1t, 're-fashion his dissolved
and shattered self-consciousness' for his privation to be
turned into a positive bounty. He 1is able to recover his
loss of self through the mere insight into the master's
recliprocal dependence on him. Indeed Hegel claims that,
through his labour the slave comes to view the 'independent
being as hlmself'.45 But this, surely, cannot be so. For
even 1f, as Mure says, the slave gains a measure of freedom

in labour he himself does not, through that lsabour, come to

possess his product or, for that matter, himself. He 1s
clearly still not free. To be sure, he may come to see the
41, G.R.G. Mure. The Philosophy of Hegel, pp.76 - 77.

4o, liarx. ibid., p. 575.
43, Hegel. Werke 3, p. 154,
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world in a more universal, and 1f we are to believe Hegel,

more human way as a result of reflecting on his worlk; but he
has in no way recovered the actual loss of self that slavery
implies. He cannot, as Hegel suggests, think his chains away.
This of course brings us to the heart of Marx's case against

Hegel.

For Marx, as I have said, wants to demarcate thought and
practice 1n such a way that 1t would preclude the claim that
fthought by 1tself can alter social phencmena. But this 1s
precisely what Hegel suggests, that the slave can overcome
his actual dependence on his master by comprehending his
situation. This clearly 1s an instance of, as Marx would
say, thought over-reaching 1tself. For what Hegel does 1s
to equate the slave's comprehension of his circumstances with
those circumstances. Now Marx's point 1s that no matter
how well the slave comprehends his circumstances tlLat 1tself
would csuse no objective change to come about ir them. The
slave might, for instance, come to understand the laws that
governed a slave-society like his own. As a result he may
understand that 1t 1s the Master's right to put to death a
runaway slave. So for that slave the public use of force
in his society might cease to appear entirely arbitary. And
indeed he may gain some subjective satisfaction from this
insight. However none of this would alter the fact that
should he himself try to escape he himself would be subject
fto the same law and liable to be punished similarly. He

will be no more free for knowing how 1t 1s that he can be



punished - as his actual execution will show. S0, Marx
would conclude, his servitude 1s an objgective servitude which
can only be overcome by objective sgocial change. And Hegel
is being thoroughly misleading in suggesting that the opposite

1s the case.

In the light of this 1t seems paradoxical that Marx
insists as strongly os he does that the 'dialectic of negativ-

ity' 1s the greatest thing aboul the Phenomenology of Mand.

Surely 1f, as 1t now scems, 1t 1s a prime example of the
abstractness of Hegel's account of experience 1t can have
nothing positive in 1t for Marx. This 1s a paradox that
Marx resolves by referring us back again to Hegel's philos-
ophy . In his view the paradox belongs to Hegel's systemn.
For we can see, Marx says, that many of the sections of the

Phenomenology of which the dialectic ¢f the Master and Slave

1:» one, 'contain the critical elements..of whcle spheres,

: . . 44
such as religion, the State, of bourgeois life’. Because,
therefore, Hegel regerds man's exlstence as a negative one
he 1s, Marx continues, able to present an account of experience
which throws 1nto question the existing state of affairs.
He 1s, for instance, able to point to the dissemblance of the

moral consciousness, to criticise the nalively religious person

and, 1n the Philosophy of Right, almost prophetically,fo the chaos

44, Indeed as Mclennan (Marx before Marxiswa, Penguin.) points out
'"Marx makes the astonishing claim {for the Phenomenclogy that
'A1l the elements of criticism are implicit in 1t, already
prepered and elaborated 1n a manner rar surpassing the hegelian
standpoint'. (p.252) I rind 1t less astonishing thar Mclennan
says. Certainty 1t appears to filow from what Marx says about
the positive aspecct of the work.
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of capitalist production. Yet because he thinks of the
negative aspects of experience as a mere denial of the
freedom of self-consciousness, Hegel, Marx suggests, is able
to shrug off the real denial that takes place in man's
experience 1n modern soclety. Thus the paradox in Hegel's
philosophy 1s that under his critical eye, the existing state
of affairs 1s first dissolved and then, 1n a most material

45

way 1t 1s reinstated. It 1s dissolved, Marx suggests, when
Hegel abolishes the Infinite and establishes the real, finite
and particular but 1t 1s reinstated when, and at the same

fime as, the Infinite 1s re-established. And, =according

to Marx, this Infinite or Ideal Hegel re-establishes in

Absolute Knowledge. It 1s the divine dialectic; the most

complete knowledge of man's objectification.

4s, Marx. Vierke, Ergidnzungsband Erster Tecil, p. 573.
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MARX'S NOTION OF OBJECTIVITY.

There 1s little doubt that thas conclusion of Marx's 1s
obscure. I said that his criticism of Hegel gets at the
heart of Hegel's philosophy and I added that this would become
clear when we had a more precise view of the nature of his
criticism. At present we seem to be a long way from attain-
ing this objective. However, from behind the welter of
Hegelian terminology there 1s one view of Marx's that clealy ererges.

This 18 his view of objectivity. And this view he constructs

by persevering with this second aspect of Hegel's philosophy:

the dislectic of negativity. For, in his view, that 'estab-
lishing of the finite, sensuous, real and particulsr' holds

the clue to a correct view of man. Marx comes to this aspect
of has analysis in his discussion of the last Chapter of Hegel's

Phenomenclogy.

In that chapter,he believes, we can discover the essentials
of Hegel's position. Through criticising 1t, therefore, he
thinks that he can demonstrate in full the one-sideness of
Hegel's system. This one-sideness Marx naturally attributes
to Hegel's failure to understand completely thé nature of
objectivaity. Therefore his philosophy 1s, Marx suggests,
abstract. This abstractness, Marx continues, extends to 1ts
very first assumption. Now, what concerns Marx most abocut
philosophy 1s 1ts view of man. In his opinion no philosophy
can fail to advance a view of man. Indeed he suggests that

this 15 the principsl way in which a philosophy can be judged.




The logical starting-point of a philosophy for him then 1s
where 1t posits man. This for him has to be 1ts very first
assumption. The very first assumption of Hegel's philosophy
is therefore shot through with abstraction because in 1t man
1s posited as self-consciousness. Thus the notion of object-
1vity that Hegel puts forward 1s one which 1s merely 'obgect-
ified self-consciousness' not real ob3ect1v1ty.46 It 1s not

real objectivity because Hegel conceives of wan only as a

thinking being. Because Hegel only pcesits man as self-

consciousness, Marx says, he only conceives of his object as
objects of thought or thought objgects. Indeed, he argues,
for Hegel 'the objgect of consciousness 1s nothing other than

b7

self-consciousness’'.

At its base then, Marx concludes, Hegel's notion of

objectivity i1is not concrete. This brings him back to the
supject of alienation. It is now more than evident, he claims,
that Hegel has misunderstood the phenomenon. For it is thais

initial positing of objgectivity, Marx declares, that Hegel counts
as the establishment of alienation. Thus not only does Hegel
think of alienation as merely the opposition of subject and
object but he also supposes that 1t 1s the positing of that
opposition which 1s to blame for 1it. Or as Marx says here,

Dr Hegel 1t 1s 'objectivity as such (that) counts as an alien-
ated relation, one which does not correspond to the human

148

nature, to the self-consciocusness of man. Hegel's target

46. TIbad., p. 575. 47 . Ibad.

48. Ibid. p. 575.



1s, as we have said, phillosophical materialism. It 1s
therefore not surprising the reappropriation of man's object-
1ve being' should have not only 'the significance of the
overcoming of alienation but the overcoming of ob3ect1v1ty'.49
Marx's view 1s of course that the reappropriation of man's

* obJjective being would involve no such thing. Alienation 1s
not for him a mere thesis of philosophical materialism. It
is first and foremost a social phenomenon; one that 1s closely
rclated to the productive relations of a capitalist society.

In his view, then, the reappropriation of man's objective nature
would require a social and not a merely philoscophical trans-
formation. And although such a sccial transformation might
overcome alienation, 1t would not in the least alter the

nature of objectivity. There would, in his view, still

be objgects external to mind when alienation 1s overcome.

But as I have said, Hegel believes that we alienate ourselves

as soon as we establish that there 1s an object outside our

consciousness, and in the Phenomenology he bends all his

"
energies toward 'the conquest (Uberwindung) of the object of

50

consclousness'.

In Marx's view, therefore, one of the principal aims of

the Phenomenology 1s to deny that there 1s from the philosoprhical pont of

49, 1Ibid.

50. Ibid. As Meszaros says 1n one of the more lucid passages 1in
his Marx's Theory of Alienation: 'Thus Hegel, in the end, ass-
1gns the sa~e characteristic of untranscendable absoluteness
and universality to the alienated form of objectaification as
to activity 1tself and therefore he conceptually nullifiec the
possibility of an actual supercession of alicgnation. (It poes
without saying that a form, or some form of externalisation - 1.
obgectificartion 1tsell - 1s as absolute a condition of develop-
ment as activity itself: a non-externalised, non-objectil1ed
activity'Mop. 90 - 91).
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view such a thing as objectivity. Marx's criticism of this
aim 1s, in one way at least, peculiar. For he 1s con-
cerned not only to show that the aim suggests confused thinking
on Hegel's part, but also why Hegel should come to think in
such an apparently confused way. The explanation he offers

. 1s plain enough. He believes that Hegel came to think in

such a confused fashion because he was too much of a philos-

opher. This wi1ill seem a strange claim to those of us who
assoclafte philosophy with clear thinking. But what Marx

suggest here 1s that Hegel 1s too much of a philosopher in
that he tends to see human problems only as philosophical
problems and, contrariwlse, he tends to see philosophical
problems as 1ncorporating all human problems. Indeed 1t seems
that Marx takes Lefeb.re's view that, for Hegel, philosophy
properly taught can exclude in us the need for taking any
options or making any sacri.,ices. For Marx, this 1s a con-
fusion 1in Hegel's think:ag because 1t i1nvolves ungustified
abstraction. In the first place, he arguves, why 1s 1t that
Hegel finds 1t necessary to posit objectivity at all? From
Marx's point of view there 1s little sense in setting out to
to establish that human consciousness has obJects for 1ts
obgect For, as far as he can see, 'it 1s wholly natural
that a living natural being equipped and endowed with object-
ive 1.e. material essential powers (Wesenskrafte) has also
both real natural objects of 1ts essence and that i1ts self-

externalisation 1s the positing of a real..objective world'.
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'Indeed', he continues, 'it 1s the opposite that would be

51

puzzling'. Surely, he says, we would find 1t most odd if

we had no objects for our consciousness. Why then go to lengths
of positing them? The kind of beings we are makes 1t 1inevitable
that we have objects outside ourselves, This brings us to the
second reason why Marx believes Hegel's thinking to be unjust-
1fi1ably abstract. For Hegel does not see man as a being who
must have objgects outside himself. Man for him, may happily

be subsumed under the notion of self-consciousness. So Just

as 1t 1s clear to Marx that 'real man' should have real natural
obgects for his object so also 1s 1t perfectly clear to him
'that a self-consciousness through 1ts externalisation can

only posit thinghood, that 1s, only posit 1tself as an abstract
thing, a thing of abstraction and not a real thlng'.52 For
Marx 1t 15 inevitable that i1f Hegel has at the basis of his
philosophy a view of man as thinker or, indeed, philosopher

only the objects with which he deals will only be thought or
philosophical obgects. Furthermore, Marx says, 1t 1s evident
that such 'thinghood wi1ll not be independent in the least'.53
By which Marx means that 1t will be a thinghood that 1s 'a

mere creation (Gesch®pf)' one that is as we have said merely

54

posited by self-consciousness. Jt 1s this then that happens,

51. Marx. ibid., p. 577. 52e. Ibid.

53%. Ibid. We would do well to recall here Hegel's positing of thing-
hood in the Phenomenoclogy.

54. Ibad. Marcuse puts 1t well when he says 1n his essay on 'The
Foundations of Philosophical Materialism'(Studies in Critzcal
Philosoohy;NLB) 'The objgect in Hegel 1s only an obJect 1or con-
scilousness 1n the very strong sense that consciousness 1s the

trulh” of the objgect and that the latter 1s only the negative
side of consciousness:having been'posited'(created,engendered)by
consciousness as 1ts alienation and estrangement, it must also
be transcended by consciousness agaln, or 'taken back' into
consciovsness. The obyect 1s thus, by the nature of i1ts existencs
a purely negative thing,a nullity;it 1s merely en objgect of 20s-
tract thought, for Hegel reduces self-consciousness to abstract
thought.' (pp. 42 - 41.). |




Marx claims, when Hegel broaches QbJecc1v1ty 1in his
philosophy. He posits 1t and 1t 1s a positing which 'instead
of confirming i1tself, 1s only a confirmation of the act of
positing which for one moment fixes 1ts energy as the product
and gives to 1t pro forma the role - but only for a moment

- of an 1ndependent, real belng'.55 The objectivity that

Hegel establishes in his philosophy, Marx alleges, 1s a

formal one merely. The object that Hegel conjures up 1s
only real for that moment. Its reality therefore Hegel
attributes to mind solely. Thus Hegel appears to assume

that there 1s an cbgective, finite world external to mind
only to show that 1t 1s not that. Marx, as we did, finds

this to be an untenable view.

He thinks so because he believes that 1t rests on a
mistaken view of man's nature. I have already said that
what appears to concern Mar< most about philosophy 1s 1ts
view of man. His suggestion 1s that no philosophy can fail
to advance a notion of man. We shall see now how Marx carries
out this suggestion in assessing Hegel's philosophy. Being
able to assess a philosophy in such a fashion does of course
in the first place depend on our having our owﬁ notion of man,

and Marx,as I have already pointed out, has one such notion

of man. His view of man, as We have seen, 1s that of man
as a natural being. This, of course, he means i1in a sophistic-
cated sense. By this, he does nct mean that man 1is simply an

55. Marx. 1ibaid.
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animal like any other. Rather he means that to be man % B2 man
has not only to survive but more importantly has to

survive as a productive being. For him then wen's species-

life 18 an unique one because man appropriates nature consciously.

56 This

It 1s tempting to regard this as Marx's ontology.
we might do for two reasons. In the first place we might
argue that since 1t 1s with this notion of man that Marx
assesses Hegel's philosophy, which boasts an ontology, Marx's
notion of man has also to be or to 1mply an ontology. The
point being that Hegel's philosophy can be tackled only on
ontological grounds. Secondly, we might claim that because
Marx's notion of man plainly determines how he understands
experience 1n general. If Marx were obliged to say where we
should begin our reflcctions on the world he would say: with
man's relationship to nature. The only dafficulty with
regarding this as an ontolc:y, however, 1s that i1t attributes

a greater systemisation o Marx'philosophical speculations

than they perhaps possess. Be that as 1t may, we can see

that Marx's view of man has profound implications for the
notion ol experience. It must also have an 1mpact on the
fheory of knowledge which, as we have seen, debends on a view
of eXxXperience. How, then, does Marx assess Hegel's philosophy
with this view of experience? Unlike Hegel he wishes to talk
of experience in terms of man's natural being and not in terms

of consciousness and self-consciousness. What does this imply?

56. As do Lukacs, Mezaros and Lefebvre. Lefebvre says this in his
Sociology of Marx:'’an's rundamental relation to nature may
legitimateiy be called 'ontological'.(p40).




It 1mplies that whereas Hegel sees man's establishing him-

self as a process of the objectification of self-consciousness,
Marx sees 1t simply as the confirmation of man's objective,
natural being. Thus whereas Hegel regards the appearance

of objectivity to man as a result of his own act of thought

_ Marx takes the view that man "produces, posits objects only
because he 15 posited by objects, because at bottom he 1s

57 So,

nature'. Marx claims, 1n suggesting cobjectivity 1t
1s wrong to conceive of the positing as suvbject; in other

words, as though the objectivity originates i1n the suggestion

itself. Rather we have to see the suggestion as an expression
of our own objgectivity. We ourselves, Marx says, are objects.
We cannot be otherwise as we are natural beings. The obgects

fhat we 1ntuit ourselves cannot therefore be mere constructions

58 Thus

of mind, as 'man 1s immediately a natural being'.
his very first subjective act has to be an expression of a
natural, obgective power. Immediacy to Marx surgests man's
immediate dependence on nature unlike Hegel to whom, as we

59

have found, 1t suggests merely thought as sensat.on.

Clearly thas view of Marx's depends for 1ts force on his

1
notion of man as a natural being. Ané as a natural being',

Marx continues, man 'is, in part, equipped with natural powers,

with powers of lafe....:; these powers exist in him as tendencies

and capabilities, as drives; and as a natural, corporeal, sensudous,

objective being he 1s, 1in part, a suffering, conditioned and

57 . Marx. 1bid., p. 577.
58. 1bid. p. 578.
59. See above. Chapter 4, pp
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limited being, as 1s also the animal and the plant, that

15, the objgects of his draives exist outside him, as objects
independent of him; but these objects are the objects of his
needs, essential objects and indispensable to the activation
and confirmation of his essential powers'. (ib.) So we
cannot regard what 1s immediate 1n experilence as an expression
of merely subgective powers. Indeed 1t makes no sense to
Marx to talk, as dces Fichte, of the i1mmediate obgects of
experience as expressions ol the positing activity of the I.
For when we look at our subyective powers as a whole, our
drives, as Marx calls them, we discover that they are not
simply independent expressions of our being but that they

are also an expression of our limitat.ons as natural beings.
Therefore, in Fichte's terms, we are just as much posited by
nature as we posit 1t. For our drives correspond to limit-
arions, limitations which would not exist in us unless they,
in turn, did not correspond to objects ocutside us. So this,
Marx suggests, 1s how obgects first appear to us 1n our experi-
ence: as the obgects of our conditioned, limited nature, in

short, as the objgects of our needs.

In criticising Hegel's notion of objectivity Marx, as
I have suggested, does not intend to discard completely the
thesis that lies behind 1it. He would not, for instance,
wish to quarrel with the notion that man has to objectafy
himself. What he does find inadeguate though 1s the way

in which Hegel presents this process. He finds 1t both partial
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and transient. It 1s partial, Marx claims, because Hegel
conceives of 1t only as a philosophical act, and 1t 1s trans-
cient 1n that he thainks of 1t as something that ought nct to
be. This must be for Marx wheré the Hegelian point of view
breaks down. For 1f, as Hegel acknowledges 1n the earlier
stages of his system, 'man is a corporeal, living, real,
sensuous objective being' this means for Marx that man has
alvays and i1nevitably 'real, sensuous objects as obgects of
his being' and this for the very simple reason that he can
only 'express (Hussern) his life 1in real, sensuous obJeotsf6O

A life without real, sensuous objects for 1ts objects 1is for

Marx no life at all.

This, then, 1s what Marx means by cbjectivity. If 1i1ke
Hegel we assume that man, even as consciousness alone, has
objgects for his objgect we must acknowledge what flows from
that assumption, namely, ti.at not only has consciousness an
obgect but if that is t~ be a real object conscicusness must
be an obgect for at. It will not do for Hegel, as he does
in his account of perception, to posit a thing ouitside conscious-
ness only for consciousness. If 1t 1s really to be a thing,
and not élssolve, consciousness has to be a third for it.

We can see more clearly what 1s Marx's view from an example
that he gives. The example 1s the relationship of hunger.
In that relationship, he argucs, the object of our consclious-

ness 1s self-evidently obgective to us. It 1s not adequate

60. Marx. 1bid., p. 578.
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that 1t merely be an object for uvs one, say, that I have
intuited. It will not do to say that 1t exists merely for

my consciousness;it has to be one that 1s outside myself for
it to satisfy my need.61 Andfor 1t to be an obgect that 1is
outside myself 12f has to be one that I noft only limit but
limirts me. Indeed unless 1t limits me 1t will not be an
objgect of hunger. An’ object of hunger limits me simply
because without eating it‘I wilill remain hungry. As hunger,
Marx says, 'ls a natural need, 1t requires therefore a nature
outside itself, an object outside 1tself to satisfy 1itself,
in order to staill 1tself'.62 This relationship 1s most
typical of obgectaivity for Marx because 1t 1s a relationship
of need. For that, he argues, 1s the way 1n which objects
do confront man. Not as mere expressions of g subjective
capability (to posit, intuit or whatever) but as an expression

of our actual dependence on objects. The relationship of

need 1s therefore not one we establish 1t 1s one in which we

find ourselves. It 1s such rclationships that constitute

our objectivaty for Marx.

That i1s how Marx positively explains cbgectivity. It
1s not a particularly lucid explanation, but what he means
comes out more clearly when he returns to his criticism of
Hegel. What occurs to him here 1s the question, what would

1t be 1f we were to take a view which was opposite tc his own

©1. Marx brings up the same example when dealing with the atomistic
view of man in the Holy Family. 'The egoistic individual of
bourgeols society', he says, may inflate himselfl iu nis unsens-
uous imagination and unlively abstraction into an atom , that s
1nto a relationless, self-satisrying,needless,ahsclutely complsie,
blissful being'. However'wretched sensuous reality shOWsS no con-
cern for his 1magination,each of his senses forces him to belizve
in the existence of the world and the individuals outside him,
and even his profane stomach reminds himn daily that the worlid
outside him 1s not empty but 1s actually what f11lls'. Marx-Imgels
Werke 2, p. 127. ‘

62. Ibid.
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and 'posit a being, which 1s 1tself neither an object nor

63

has an object?' Marx has in mind, of course, Hegel's
notion of Geist. Surely, he continues, 'such a being
would 1n the first place be the only being, there would

exlst no being except for 1t, 1t would exist solitary and

alone'. It would be then the unique being. This evidently,
Marx says, 1s an unreal being. Certainly it 1s not obgective
for 'an unobjective being', he says, 'is an unbeing'. 'For

as soon as there are objects outside me, as soon as I am not

alone', he adds, 'I am an other, an other reality than the

object outside me'.64 This, clearly, givesa more cogent
notion of what Marx means by objectivity. It evidently
precludes an objectivity such as that which Hegel suggests:

for Mind alone. It 15 a notion of objectivity which, I think,
follows out consistently the consequences of our 'positing'
objects - which, after all, is an Hegelian 1idea. Marx, unlike
Hegel, points out three relationships which necessarily arise
from 1t. Hegel would, I believe, confine his account to the
first two of these relations. Firstly we can see that if

we have an objgect for our objgect 1t 1s for us. Secondly,

for us to have an objgect 1t has to be an in 1tself. Now,

even this second relation dces not take us beyond the subject
for Marx and acquaint us with True objectivity because the

object 1s 1n 1tself simply for us. True obgectaivity 1s only

6. Tbad.

6. Ibad.
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established when the object ceases to be merely for us. For
that to be so we have Lo concede a third relationship. We
ourselves have to be an object for that object orn i1n other

words, as Marx says, I have to be 'an other reality than the

obgect'. This, I believe, Marx takes to be no more than a
consequence of our positing an object in the first place.
Once we have posited an object we cannot but admit as Marx
has said that 'for this third object I am another reality

than 1t, 1.e. 1ts obgect'. Indeed, he adds, 'a being which

1s not the obyect of another being' which denies therefore
this third relationship 'presupposes..that ago objective being
ex1sts'. For, Marx concludes - stressing his print again -
'as soon as I have an objgect this object has me for an object.

However an uhobjective being 1s an unreal, unsensuous, only

65

thought 1.e. merely imagined being, a being of abstraction'.

That 1s the kind of being that Hegel's notion of Geist
congures up for Marx. It 1s what ne calls an unbeing (Unwesen).
His notion of objectivity is i1n direct contrast to 1t. Marx
suggests this example. Mind (Geist), Hegel 1s prepared to
venture, objectifies 1tsell as sensuousness. It 1s this
process that gives us the stage of sense-certainty in the

Phenomenology. But what Hegel does not take into account

1s that for Mind genuinely to objectify 1tself as sensuousness

oh. Ibad.

65. Ibid., pp. 578 - 579.
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1t has not only, as he says, to receive sense-data from
obgjects outside 1tself but also be the kind of being which
is capable of doing that. Hegel claims 1t 1=, He says
that Mind as consciousness relates 1tself passively to the
world. What 1t then experiences, he claims, is the appar-
ently raich content of sense-certainty. This passivity of
Mind Marx, however, regards as a mock passivity. It 1s a
passivity, which again, 1s merely posited. It 1s posited
simply i1n order that Mind can transcend 1t. Genuwlne pass-

ivity, Marx believes, pertains only to a being that 1s cap-

able of suffering. Because for Marx 'to be sensuous 1s to
be suffer1ng'.66 And man Ls such a being. He 18 a natural,
therefore, limited being. Thus he has sensuous cbjects for

his object which he not only determines but determine him.

There is something odd in this argument of Marx. It
appears that he wants us to concur with his argument ol only -
and in some 1nstances, 1t seems, - not primarily, because 1t
is logically consistent but because it accounts wmost readily
for our experience. It seems that 1t 1s almost beside the
point for Marx that he establish ilogically, step by step, that
1n our sense-experience we are passive and therefore suflfer.
This 1s odd because to do this he need only have repeated his
argument about (Ceilst. Just as Geist, he could have said,

would be nothing at all without being an cbject for another

66. Ib., p. 579. Suffering 1s a rendering of Leiden. It 1is

ine

best thaft i1s possible but does not guite convey liarx's mean-
ing. Suffering, 1f anything, 1g a bit strong. Leiden Marxz

means 1n the sense of an openess to belng externally determins:
Thus the characteristic of sensuousness he wishes To bring out

1s that aspect of 1t 1n which we are subjgect to tho thing ¢

sSense.
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so0 we cannot sense-experience without being genuinely
passive i.e. without suffering. However, he prefers to
rest his case on what he thinks to be a self-evident fact

of our experience, namely, that we are limited, suffering
beings. Now the qQuestion this raises 1s: to what notion of
truth does Marx subscribe? Is 1t one which reliies on mere
formal consistency® Or has he 1n mind another kind of
conslistency altogether? The answer that he gives to these
problems, we shall find, hang together with his view ol 0D-

Jectivity. We shall see how they do so in the next Chapter.



PHTLOSOPHY AND RESIGNATION

For the present we shall continue with our review of the

Critique of Hegel's Phenomenology. There are some problems

of detail that we have f£o settle. Marx's principal thesis
in the essay 1s, as we have seen, that Hegel has misunderstood
the nature of the alienation of modern man. He argues that
the overcoming of alienation 'has for Hegel..the significance

1 67

of the overcoming of objectivity. In this connection

" he rests his .case on what Hegel has To say in the

beginning of the last Chapter of the Phenomenology. Here,

according to Marx, Hegel argues that 1t 'is not the particular

character of the object but 1ts obgective cnaracter which for
self-consciousness 1s objgectionable and the allcnatlon'.68
It 1s for this reason, Morx argues, that Hegel describes the
object or objectivity in general as the Negative. Hegel,
identifies the idea of an external world with negation, and
Marx's suggestion 1s that Hegel does this because he confuses
the negativity or the inhumanity of man's existence with exis-

tence per se. Thais, 1f we remember, i1s what our reading of

Hegel's Differenzschrift suggested: that he thought that

dissonance or bifurcation 15 1inherent .n experience as

such.

This indicates to Marx that the resignation that Hegel
shows before the facts of experience, 1s one that permeates
his whole philosophy, and therefore, that there 'can be no

more talk of Hegel's accomnodation with religion, state, etc.

67. Ibid., p. 580.
68, Irad.
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because this lie 1s the li1e of his pr1n01ple'.69 This 1s

1

why the clailim at the end of the Phenomenoclogy particularly

catches Marx's eye: 'Consciousness, self consciousness 1s

at home with 1tself in 1ts other-being as suoh'.TO As

Marx 1s evidently aware this argument has a religious dimen-

sion. God in the ordinary religious consciousness 1s an
objective being, 1f one wishes, an other to man. The term
that Hegel uses for such an 1idea 1s, Vorstellung. God agpp-

ears to the ordinary religious consciousness as something

positioned before 1t. Now, what in Hegel's view the Pheno-

menology does 1s, to dissolve such Verstellungen. It 1s

intended to break them cown 1nto i1deas which are clearly the
property of the self. Thus, Hegel would c¢laim, consciousness
need no longer feel estrangced in 1ts religious being. It

can now, he argues, know other-being as 1ts own externalisation.
For the religious person of course, such a notion would be

an abomination, for 1% seems that 1t 1s tantamouw.t to denying

the existence of God. But, Marx says, things are not as
shocking as they seem. Hegel is, after all, prepared to
recognise 1n religion a relative truth. The Vorstellungen

of the religious person are, as the i1diom has 1t, a cut above

the rest. They are the representational equivalent of Absol-

71

ute Knowledge. Relaigion for Hegel, 1s the way in which

69. Ibid., p. 581. It 1s a pity that very little notice has
been taken of this important view of Marx's in the discussions
of llegel's political philosophy. For, as Marx 1s clearly
aware, the ambivaleunce in Hegel's political philosopny which
has led to so mucn controversy 1s one that 13 rooted i1n his
system as a whole.

T0. Hegel. Werke 3, p. 575.
71, Ibid.
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Mind or Spirit i1is revealed tTo the ordinary consciousness.
All that 1t lacks 1n comparison with Absolute Knowledge 1s
that in 1t Mind appears 1n the form of mere objectivity.
Thus although religion 1s recognised as an alienation of
self it 'nevertheless finds 1tself affirmed 1n religion as

72

religion'. In 1t self-consciousness, Just as 1t 1s in the
other modes of consciousness, 1s able to ke aft home with

itself 1n 1ts other-being as such.

This for Marx 1s 'the root of the false positivism of

'3 For the insight

Hegel or his merely seeming criticism.
it provides into man's alienation 1in contemporary society 1s
one that 1s shot through with resignation. All that Hegel
promises, as he says in the Preface to the Phcnomenology 1is
'pure self-recognition in absolute otherness, this ether as

VT

such.. He 1s indeed aware of what Marx calls man's inhuman
objectification in contemporary society, but all he has to offer
is the knowledge that we ourselves are the authors of that

condition. This uncritical positivism Marx thinks 1s clearest

in Hegel's later work The Philosophy of Right. There, Hegel

sets himself the task of depicting the State as 1t 1s. And
indeed Marx seems to think that he does this with some success.

For i1n his notes for a Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right

[y
he argues that Hegel 'portrays the essence of the Modern State'.7)

72. Marx. op.cit., p. 581.
75, Ibid., p. 581. 74, Hegel. 1b., p. 29.
75. Marx-Engels Werke I, p. 266.
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In Marx's view therefore the 'contradictions' with which Hegel
deals in the work mirror exactly the 'contradictions' in
social and political relations in the Modern World. But

none of this 1s to say that Hegel comes up with critical
conclusions, because (and this is the view that Marx appears

to take 1n the Critique of Hegel's Phenomenology) the knowledge

of a contradiction as a contradiction 1s sufficient for Hegel.
A symptom of this is that Hegel finds complete fulfilment in
knowledge or Absolute Knowledge. Knowledge 1s ultimately
all there is to experience for Hegel. That 1s the point at

which the Phenomenoclogy ends. At 1ts end there appears,

as Lefebvre suggests, to be no room in experienct for making
sacrifices or taking any difficult options. Indeed all such
practical problems become non-problems because they are not
part of the reality of experience. The only reality that
esperience has 1s, Hegel suggests, what we know about it.
Thus, for him, to know a'contradiction' 1s to experience all
that 1s real about it. Our objective experience of a 'con-
tradiction' as what Marx calls limited, suffering beings 1s
not according to Hegel our true experience of 1t. We exper-
ience 1t truly, he claims, when that objectivity 1s retracted.
Hegel therefore pays no heed to the suffering caused by the
contradictions of Modern Society because he takes the view
that that obgective experience of them 1s overcome in know-
ledge. Reason 1s then the rose i1n the cross of the present
because only 1%t, ultimately, 1s real. It knows the contra-

dictions of our experience as contradictions but, Marx suggests,




the Hegelian Reuason 1s unpetfturbed by them because 1t 1s only
knowing that counts for it. In that knowing the Hegel-
1an 1s at home with himself. It is this regignation that
Marx cannot countenance hecause 1t 1mplies for him that
'Reason 1s at home with 1tself 1n unreason as unreason'.76
This 1s a false positivism and merely seeming criticism of
Hegel's system. The critical element i1n 1t 1s not sustained,
Marx suggests, because Hegel believes that our true existence
1s not to be affirmed positively 1in our empirical life but in
our knowledge of 1t. Thus 1t 1s a matter of indifference

to the Hegelian whether our practical life 1s a rational onc.
If it 1s an irrational one, his only concern Marx argues, 1S
that he should know 1t as such. He fulfils himself in the
'scientaific' knowledge of the world. And 'scilence' for the
Hegelian 1s philosophy. Thus for the Hegelian, Marx says,
'my true religious being 1s', for instance, 'my being in the

philosophy of religion' and, similarly, 'my true political

being is my being in the philosophy of right, my true artaistaic

being in the philosophy of art;' finally 1t is clear, Marx

says, that for the Hegelian 'my true human being 1s my phil-

7

osophical being'.

It is to thais that Marx attributes the abstractness of

Hegel's thinking. Hegel 1s an abstract thinker because he
reduces all our experience to philosophical experience. This
we shall now see, 1s a more comprehensive claim than ours,
because we attributed Hegel's abstractness primarily to his

philosophical idealism. Thais, I think, 1s probably the

76. Erglnzungsband Bster Teil, p. 581.
77 . Marx. 1bid., p. 582.




sounder course to adopt, for Marx's claim here, that all
philosophy 1s necessarily abstract, 1s too sweeping. Not
all philcsophers have tried to reduce experience to their
thought of 1t. It 1s only some; and as Marx suggests
Hegel 1s certainly one of them. Be that as 1t may, Marx
takes @ e the 11lusion to be one inherent in all philocsoph-
1cal speculation. The 1llusion arises, he suggests, because
of the exaggerzted value that 1s placed on knowledge. In
saying that philosophers place an exaggerated value on Know-
ledge he does not of course mean that they exaggerate the
importance of truth. Presumably 1f they did so they would
not be subgect to 1llusions. Rather, Marx's point appears
to be that phialosophers tend to see knowledge as the essence
of things. In one sense, of course, this L1s perfectly true.
For 1f T know what a thing 1s I am obviously acquainted with
its 'essence'. But philosophers, Marx thinks, tend to stress
another aspect of this claim. They tend to stress that our
knowledge 1s what the thing 1s in 1tself, and this 1s where
the difficulties arise. For the philosopher, 1f Marx under-
stands haim correctly, goes on to argue that our knowledge 1s
all that 1s objgective about the thing. OQur knowledge of 1t
exhausts 1t for him. This, as I have said, Marx belleves

to be the essential weakness of philosophy, and for him 1t
makes any philosophical view of the objective world an abstract
one. It does not therefore know 'real men'. All 1t knows

78

1s man as an 'abstract thinking being'. But for Marx, as

78. Tbid., p. 584,
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we have seen, man 1s a natural being who therefore always
has obgects for his object. They are the objects c¢f his
need. They are necessarily then objects which are not
merely thought objects. They must be tangible concrete
objects. In his view 1t 1s an 1llusion to believe that
the objects that immediately confront man are of any other

kind. That, he claims, 1s the 1llusion of philosophy.
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CHAPTER SIX

THE THESES ON FEUERBACH

EPISTEMOLOGY AND EXPERIENCE (11)

Experience and epistemology are terms that are not often
Juxtaposed. I have deliberately set them side by side for
two reasons. In the first place I have done s0, as we re-
call, to challenge a thesis of JUrgen Habermas, namely, that
Marx and Hegel's extirpation of classical epistemology was
without positive outccme. This thesis 1s wrong, I have said,
because, on the ruins of the old theory of kncwledge Hegel
and Marx built theories of experience which are in manv res-
pects convincing. I have already examined the positive
aspects of Hegel's critigue of "the problem of knowledge"
which was, of course, the central problem of classical epist-
emology. I come now to Merx's contribution to the develop-
ment of a new 1dea of experience. In the second place we
have, clearly, not pursued this aim in an entirely detached
way. For, I should also like to sée 1f anythaing can be made
of this Jguxtaposition of epistemology and experience that

Hegel and Marx evince 1n their writings. Prima facie such

a Juxtaposition would suggest that there 1s a con‘usiorn 1in
their thinking; especially so if we bear in mind the
ordinary usage of the word "experience". When we talk of
"our experience'" we generally mean all that in fthe course of
our existence we have come across and 1n which we have invol-
ved ourselves particularly, in a social and practical way.

Epistemology on the other hand,is 1 merely theoretical activity
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with little or no practical or social implications, and we
would clearly distinguish 1t from any notion of experience.
But are we correct in docing this® I believe that there 1is
room for the view that experience, regarded as our practical
involvement 1n society, has a great deal to do with knowledge.
This, as we have seensis the view that Hegel takes. He
takes steps to bring together our ordinary view of exXperience
and the account of the origins of knowledge. Marx, as we
shall now see, continues this task, and he does s0 with

fewer reservations. He 1s fairmly convinced that the theory
of knowledge has to be a part of a more general, practical
theory of experience. Tt is this conviction that more than

anything else brings to an end German Classical Philosophy.

The conclusion of Marx's Critique of the Phenomenolog

was, as we have seen, that man has to be regarded as a
natural being who 'produces, posits objects only because he
1s posited by objects, Lecause he 1s at boftoan n:Lure'.l

To be sure, Marx says, 1 we see man as does Hegel, only
abstractly and theoretically the opposite will appear to be
the case. It wi1ll seem that man simply posits obgects.

In other words man has objects because, just for a moment,
he supposes he does. This, Marx says, will not do. It 1s
far more sensible to suggest that objects posit man. They
are not there - present outside him - because he desires 1t
but rather because that 1is simply the relationship in which

man finds himself because he 1s a natural being. As part

1. Marx. Marx-Engels Werke, Erggnzungsband Erster Te1l, p.577.
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of nature, Marx suggests, man must necessarily have objects
outside him. They are the objects ¢f his needs. They are
indeed "his" i1n so far as they correspond to his requirements
but in that they are external to him, they are not "his".

The proof of that 1s that he has To appropriate them. Marx's
claim then 1s that objects do not primarily appear to us as

obgects of our intuition but as objects of our nature.

This brings us to Marx's first thesis on Feuerbach.
In my view, the Theses as a whole summarise Marx's 1dea of
experience. I need hardly say that he arrives at that idea
through a criticism of the philosophical view of our relat.on-
ship to objects. He takes Hegel and Feuerbach to be repre-
sentative of that view, and he thinks that its principal
defect 1s 1ts contemrlative approach to experience. This,
naturally, says laittle. It depends on what Marx means by
contemplation;and oce of the aims of this Chapter will be to
elucidate his meaning. However one thing that we can say
in advance is that Marx does not apportion the blame for this
defect of philosophy evenly. In making his criticism he
divides the Modern Philosophers into two great camps: the
Tdealists and the Materialists. It 1s, 1 think, his sympathy
for Hegel's 1dea of experience that leads him to do this.

For 1t seems to him that in his Phenomenology of Mind Hegel

recognises some of the limitations of the contemplative app-
roach. But without superceding 1t. Had he superceded 1t,
he would, Marx suggests, have ceased to think of man merely

as an abstract thinking being. Hegel, then, 1s ambivalient
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on a point which 1s of vital importance to Marx. He both
rejects and pressrves the contemplative approach. We can,
I think, give an example of what Marx has in mind here. In

the opening chapters of the Phenomenology Hegel comes to
discuss the relaticnship of desire (Beglerde).2 This, we
would be i1nclined to think, 1s an intriguing departure in a
philosophical work. Indeed 1t suggests that Hegel takes
something like Marx's view of man's obgectivaity, for 1t
suggests that Hegel 15 examining the most concrete aspects
of our life in accounting for our experience. And so, in
a sense, he is. As Mure says: 'At Tirst desire', as Hegel
analyses 1t, 'is (selfaish) appetition, 1mpulse to satvisfy a
felt want (of life) by absorbing into oneself en other
which as such 1s thereby merely cancelled and destroyed (foocd

1

for example). But Hegel's true intcrest in the relationship
c:n be seen i1n what follows. 'Tn this pract.cal satisfaction',
Mure says, 'the subjgect engoys a certainty which is truth,

but such satisfaction 1s transitory; want and 1ts satisfaction
alternate and recur endlessly. True self-consciousness 1S

only reached when the relation of self and other develops into
the reciprocal relation of two self-conscious individuals'.(1b.)
In other words, Hegel's true interest 1s in the aimplications

of the relationship for knowledge or 'true self-consciousness'

as Mure puts 1t. The interest 1n a concrete aspect of our

2. Hegel. Werke 3, p. 139,

3. G.R.G.Mure. The Fhilosophy of Hegel, p. 74.
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experience 1s merely partial. Hegel, merely posits desire
in order to supercede 1t. To that extent, Marx would sug-

gest, his approach 1s still a contemplative one.

When I say 'contemplative' I have in mind the Kantian

term Anschauung. This 1s the term that Marx uses 1n his

famous first thesis on Feuerbach. A great deal hinges on
the meaning that we accord to this term, for on 1t Marx
builds his view of experience. For Kant the term signified

the synthesis of apprehension that takes place in the mind

of each individual when confronted by the empirical manifold
of experience.4 For that reason it 1s normally translated

as intuition. For in Kant's view an Anschauung contains both

the chaotic dat2 of sense-experience and, 1mplicitly, 1ts

synthesis i1nto a Vorstellung. A Vorstellung, as we have seen,

1s an 1mage that we have of an aspect of our experience or a

representation. So an intuition, 1s in Kant's view, what

goes to make up a representation. An Anschauung,1s a result
of merely 'looking on at' the world. That 1s 1ts literal
sense. Kant's use of the termis,as we have seen, closely con-
nected with his understanding of the philosophy of the empir-
icists. He held 1t to describe accurately what they meant

by experience: our looking on at the world cr our observation
of 1¢t. There 1s, however, an important distinction that he
wanted to bring out, namely, that no matter what Hume or Locke
may suggest our 'letting in reality' through the senses 1tself

involved a synthesis. Hume and Loclie, 1nsist that sense-

4, I.Kant. Kritik der Reinen Vernunft,pp. 162 - 163.
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experience 1s 'pure'. In other words, 1t 1s their conviction
that it acqguaints us directly with the nature of objects.
There 1s no i1ntervention on ocur part. But Kant's view 1s
that even our sense-observation of the world involves a
certain amount of selection and ordering on our part. His
object 1n proving this was to demonstrate that the goal of
metaphysics was misconceived. In his view, because of this
synthesis that always takes place 1n our experience, wWe are
never zble to know things in themselves or noumenally.

We can know them only as appearances or phenomena. It

follows, therefore, that Anschauung has two prime significations

for Kant. Firstly, 2T represents his assessment of the view

of experience of the materialists Locke and Hume and, secondliy,
it represents his criticaism of that view. 1 we translate

this 1nto more readily understood terms we can see the close
connection with our original notion of the term. wor il 1s,

on the one hand, our apprehension of the world 121 our sense-
experience and, on the other, the fashion 1n which we synthesise

that experience 1n our minds. Intuition (Anschauung) for

Kant 1s therefore both a manner of "looking on at" experience

and of knowing 1it.
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MARX AND TRADITIONAL MATERIALISM

Marx, as I have already said, regards man as an objgect-
ive, sensuous and natural being. It 1s therefore central
to his thesis that there should be objects outside the mind.
In the plainest ferms, he must show that the objects we sense
are "there". This, by Marx's own reckoning, must put him
in the materialist camp in philosophy; but 1t would be mis™—
leading to conclude that he 1s therefore an empiricist. For,
as we shall see, he places far greater emphasis on the object-
1vity of our knowledge than the classical empiricists dad.
One could say that he rehearses the materialists' position
not from their point of view but from the point of view of
Kant's Critique. '"The main defect of all previuus material-
ism', he says, (and that for him includes that of Feuerbach)
'1s that object, reality, sensuousness 1s only grasped under

the form of object or of intuition (Anschauung); not as sens-

urds human activity, practice; not subjectively. Therefore,

the active side was developed abstractly by idealism 1n opp-
osition to materialism - 1dealism -~ which naturally does not

5

know real, sensuous activity as such'. Marx's objection

moves 1n two directions. First he criticizes what I have
called Lockean materialism and then, surprisingly, suggests

an objgection to his criticism apparently to leave us 1n no

doubt that he 1s not himself an 1dealist. Because Marx has

in mind the Kantian term there 1s a marked similarity between
his criticisms and those of Kant. In the first place he points

out, as does Kant, that the Lockean account of experience 1g-

nores our intervention in the apprehension of reality. Ovr

5. Marx. 'Theses on Feuerbach',llarx-Engels Werke 3, p. 5. It 1s
true that Marx's reference to idcalisin points to Hegel racher
than Kant, but 1t seews to me thal, because of the significarnce
of the Kantian notion of Anschauunpg in Marx's objections to
traditional materialism,Kant 1s the more important figure in this
instance.
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minds are nd simply blank when we sense-experience. We are
clearly involved 1n our apprehension of an object. In the
second place he points out, like Kant, that, from the first,
our relation to an object 1s an active one. Marx of course
means this 1n a much more comprerensive sense tThan Xant.

He 1s nct only referring to a theoretical synthesis in the

form of intuition but to 'sensuous human activity, practice'.

It 1s in this comprehensiveness of our active involvement that
Marx differs from the Idealists. They, he claims, and here
he echoes what he has to say of Hegel 1in his Critique of the

Phenomenology, do not know 'real sensuous activity as such'.

Let us now take a ~loser look at the two aspects of Marx's
criticism of traditional materialism. Traditional materialism
had, he suggests, only taken hold of reality 'under the foru
of object or of intuition', not under the form 'of sensuous
human practice'. It 1s not i1mmediately clear what this means.
Indeed on the face of it there 1s something quite confusing
in sayaing that an "obgective" view of reality 1s one that
regards 1t "subgectively" as 'sensuous human practice'. But
we may perhaps clarify Marx's point with an example. The
kind of example that we require would involve a comparison
of Marx's view of 'obgect, reality' and that of previous
materialism. For Marx's view we need go no further than

his Critique of Hegel's Phenomenology; and for the empiricist

view, Locke's accounc of the sun will serve. The i1dea c¢f the sun
is for Locke 'but an aggregate of those seversl simple 1deas,
bright, hot, roundish, having a constant regulsr wotior, at

a certain distance from us, and perhaps some other: as he who
thinks and discourses of the su1 has been more or less accurate

in observing those sensible qualities, 1deas, or properties,

.
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which are 1in that thing he calls the sun'.6 What Marx would
say of this i1dea of the sun 1s that it 1s clearly a contemp-
lative one. Locke 1s concerned with the origin of our

7

'Complex Ideas of Substances'. He believes they arise from
our observation of the substance 1n question, 1n this case
the sun. Through observing the sun we recelve sense-1mpre-
ssions of 1t or what Locke calls, simple 1deas, and our
complex 1dea of the sun 1s nothing 'but (the) aggregate of
those several simple 1deas'. Now, 1t would be to misunder-
stand Marx to say that his quarrel was primarily with this
account of the origin of our complex i1deas. His quarrel 1s
with the relationship trat Locke invokes between ourselves
and the world (or object) 1in giving that account. The
objgect, the sun, 1s merely anintuited one. I'nhe ooject,

Marx would argue, 1s not seen as 1t actually confronts mcn

as a natural being. Indeed 1n Locke's terms, the :deas of
that object are the 1deas of a being who 'thinks and discourses
of the sun'. This, we know, is Locke's view of experience:
1t is the filling that is given to our minds through our
sense-perception of)and reflection, on the world. But that
1s not Marx's view of experilence. For him experience 1s,
indeed, sensuous and of objgects; but 1t 1s not merely passive

and contemplative. As he puts 1t (in the Economic and Phil-

osophical Manuscrapts): 'The sun 15 the object of the plant -

an indispensable object to 1t, confirming i1its life - Just as

6. J.Locke. Essay Concerning the Human Uncderstanding, op.cit.,
p. 177.

7. Ibid. Locke heads the Chapter in that way.
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the plant 1s an object of the sun, being an expression of

the life-awakening power of the sun, of the objective
essential powers of the sun'.8 Experience, he suggests, 1s
not simply passive and contemplative, because our immediate
relationship with objects 1s one of natural interdependence.
It 1s,therefore, most sensible he claims to see our general
relation to reality in the terms that this insight demands:

as sensuous human practice.

This view of experience has, I believe, very i1mportant
implications for epistemology. Our 1mmediate reactaion to
Marx's claim would, I thank, be to join Habermas in accusing
Marx of overthrowing ep.stemology to little good effect.
Locke, we would say, may have misconceived the nature of
experience but he does at least have the merit of pursuing
his enquiry into the foundations of our knowledge. There
1s, however, more to Marx's view than meets the eye. His
suggestion 1s, as we have seen, that objects i1mmz2diately
confront man as objects of his nature. This for him 1s

what 1t means to be objgective. For us to be objective 1im-

plies for him that we have not merely intuited an object or that

we are simply observing 1t; Rather he would say that the

object of ouar Anschauung (intuition, perception) has to be

seen as part of another more significant relation of man to
his obgects. Obgects, he says, are as they first appear to

us mediated by our nature or nature 1tself. And our nature

8. Marx. Werke, Erginzundsband, op.cit., p. 578.
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for Marx 1s, as we have seen, without doubt to be sensuocusly
humanly active, 1n other words to produce: to transform our
environment 1n accordance with our needs. This, we would
say, 1S where Marx's view 1s thoroughly subjective. How,
we will ask,can our knowledge of the world possibly be
obgective 1f our overriding relationship to 1t 1s a practical
one? The answer 15 that for Marx thlis inevitable subjgecti-
vity of our experience 1s not a one-sided one. His claim
is that our subjectivity, or 1f one wishes, our nature, is
the nature of the world. Our drives, he argues, do not
derive from mere one-sided wishes but from our natural
limitations. Our desires 1n general exist not simply be-
cause we are selfish creatures but becauvse without their
continual satisfaction we would not survive. They are not
therefore, Marx would argue, mere expressions of our nature,
they are also how the objective world impinges on us. So
he would suggest that the c¢lassical empirical materialists
had made an error in tiying to exclude from cur knowledge of
objects what was the result of their impact on our merely
subjgective faculties. Because, in Marx's view, we have no
merely subjective facultaies. To take up again Marx's dis-
cussion of the sun: 'the sun 1s the obgect of the plant' as
'an expression of the life-awakening powers of the sun, of
the sun's obyective essential powers'. Thus, Just as the
plant as a natural object experiences 1ts obgect, the sun,

as 1t really 1s, we as natural objects experience through

our (apparently merely subgjective) faculties objects as

they are mn themselves. What he 1mplies therefore i1s that
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our practical human sensuous relation to object, realaity,
as he says 1n the first thesis, 1s at one and the same time

an expression of the objgective nature of reality.

This, of course, will not do to establish Marx's
position as a serious critic of classical epistemology.
We can perhaps see 1t as a plausible account of the subjgect-
obgect relation but 1ts precise implications for ep{stemology
are, as yet, unclear. A slight digression on Hegel will,
I think, help us here. As we have seen 1t 1s also Hegel's
contention that our understanding of the world i1s not, simply
because 1t 1s ours, unobjective. The mannefAﬁ;‘éabstantlates
this 1s, however, altogether different from that of Marx.
He does so, we recall, through an analysis of science. For
him, the human being qua scientist puts himself right into
his object in this way, he says, negating 1ts 'self-subs.stence'.
Thus the obJect as scientifically known 1s for Hegel both
subgectively his and objectively as 1t 1is. This for him 1s
how subgjgect and object coincide. The subject subsumes the
object 1n scientific knowledge. This 1s the role of the
scientific law. The scientific law, Hegel suggests, encap-
sulates reality (the in 1tself) for us. Now Marx would
obgect to Hegel's account of the coincidence of subject and
object on the grounds that 1t disregards man's natural objec-
Tivity. Man, we have seen Marx say, 1s not merely an abstract
thinking being. So even his being ogua scientist 1s but part

of a natural being. But since Idealism, and Hegel's 1dealism
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in particular, 'does not know real, sensuous activity as such',

Hegel reduces man to scientific man or, more precisely, know-
ledge. The coincidence of objectaivaity and subjectivity in
man's experience 1s, Marx believes, more basic than that which
takes place in knowledge.

This conclusion of Marx has all to do with the way in which

he conceives objectivity and, above all, man's objectivity.

He says, again in the Critique of Hegel's Phenomenology, ’Eg

be objgective, natural, sensvous and both to have outside one-
self, object, nature, sense or to be oneself object, nature,
sense for a third is i1dentical.' So, 1n Marx's view, there
1s this third aspect to being objective, and, 1t 1s thais
third aspect that ensures that our subjective relation

to the object 1s one that corresponds to i1ts objective
nature. This third aspect 1s that we are an object for

1t. Now, what Marx claimsis this: 1f we are an obJject for

1t it must be an object for us as 1t objectively 1s. Indeed

it 1s his view that there 1s no other way that it can be an

object for us other than as 1t objectively 1is. As it stands,
this 1s nothing but a claim for Marx. But again the analogy
wlth the sun will serve to establish his poaint. The 'sun

is the object of the plant', he says, as 'the plant 1s the
object of the sun'. We must be careful to take thas senlence
literally. Marx 1s claiming that the way in which the plant
relates to the sun mirrors precisely the way in which the sun
relates to the plant. The plant 1s to the sun i1n their natural

(b1ological) relation what the sun 1s to 1t. What the sun

9. Ibaid.
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1s to 1t 1n that relation 1s what 1t objectively 1s. In

other words, Marx 1s claiming that the sun seen from the plant's
point of view appears Jgust as 1t 1s in i1tself. The natural

relation does not distort for the plant what the sun 1s 1in

1tself. For the sun's prancipal obJective quality 1is, Marx
would argue, the energy 1t transmits. This 1s the sun as
it 1s in 1tself. But, and this 1s Marx's point, the plant

is also in 1tself an expression of that energy of, as he says,

'the life-awakening powers of the sun'. Man's objectivity,
Marx argues, 1s of this kind. This 1s because objects are
always objgects of our nature. ObJgects are to vs as natural

beings what we are to tuem, we are their object Jusi as they

are our objects. In other words, I relate to 1t Just as it

obygectively 1s. For, for they to be our objecils 1s the same
as for us to be their obgects. We can see now where class-

1cal materialism breaks down for Marx. It confroncs 1ts

objects as we have seen as objgects of Anschauuny (intuition,

perception). This relation cannot be adequate to objgectaivity
(which 1s of course the central materialists thesis) as Marx
understands 1t. For 12f T intuait an objgect I confront i1t -

1f only mentally. Now, for me to confront 1t properly as

an object, Marx suggests, 1t has to be to me what T am to 1t.
But what am I to 1t: a merely passive i1ntuiting being? Clearly
this 1s not so. But this 1s what the classical materialist
suggests: that I experience 1t merely by 'looking on at' 1t.

ITf T am to confront the object properly in my mind I have,
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Marx suggests, to take into account what I am for it. And
what I am for another object, Marx says, 1s plainly and

clearly an active, sensuous, human being. That I am conscious
of this, Marx suggests, 1s a prerequisite for my coming into

an objective relation with the objects outside myself. There-
fore that I see myself i1n such a way 1s not in the least bit
incompatible with my knowing the objects of my experience as

they objgectively are.

This brings us to the second aspect of Marx's criticism
of previous materialism. Because previous materialism con-

ceived experience as Anschauung 1t had not, according to Marx,

viewed reality as sensuous _human activity, Praxis. The
development of this side of our relationship *o objgects had
therefore fallen to 1dealisn. Indeed, as we have seen, Marx
claims that Hegel had, like him, seen that our subgective rel-
ation to the world was also an objective one. He has to add
however that the Hegelian view of our active re.ation to reality
was not properly founded. Because 1t developed 1n opposition
to the passive materialist view of experience, 1t was necess-
arily abstract. To illustrate this point we may take another

look at the process of Hegel's Phenomenology. I have tried

to show that, in that work, Hegel sets out to overcome (Aufheben)
what he calls the materialists' 'opposition of consciousness'.
S0, 1n one sense, his aim 1s the samre as that of Marx: he

wished to refute the view that experience 1s simply to be

seen as passive sense-experience., In doing this, as I have
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already pointed out, Hegel introduces concepts from our
practical and social life 1into the theory of knowledge.

(One such concept 1s, as we have seen, the concept of Desire
(Begierde).) But 1n so doing, he fails to get beyond what
Marx calls an abstract approach to experience. Hegel's
failure lies in the manner in which he mnfroduces practical
concepts to epistemology. Rather than seeking to give
epistemology a practical significance he seeks to give the
practical concepts an epistemological significance. Desire,
for instance, he presents not as one of our mundane practical
relationshipsto objects but 'as the movement wherein this
opposition 1s overcome and sell-conscilousness becomes to
itselfl its equality with 1tself'.lo In other words, Hegel
presents the concept of desire as the point at which self-
consclousness 1s 1tself assured of the untruth of the materiai-

ists' thesis. The aim of the process of the Phenomenology 1s,

then, indeed to show that experience 1s not properly conceived

when conceived as Anschauung; and in pursuing this aim it

develops the practical side of our relationship to objects.

But 1t does not as Marx points out, make practice the primary
aspect of experience. This 1s because 1ts alﬁ is to oppose
materialism, to show that there are no real, sensuous objects
but rather that all are merely thought objects. If all 1deal-
1sm has before 1t are thought objects i1t must follow, Marx

suggests, that 1ts view of practice 1s an abstract one.

10. Hegel. Werke 3, p. 139.



Marx's attitude to idealism 1s undeniably ambivalent.
On the one hand he claims that idealism contributes to our
understanding of objectivaty and, on the other, that it
hinders our understanding of 1t. Moreover, he praises
1dealism for seeing the significance of practice in our
relation to objects yet criticises 1t for not understanding
that significance. Part of the reason for this is that,
common to the German Idealists, there 1s what I shall call
a convergence of theoretical philoscphy (epistemology) with
practical philosophy (ethics). This, admittedly, takes on
cifferent forms. With Kant and Fichte, for instance,
theoretical and practical philosophy are distinct yet inter-
realted. With Hegel, on the other hand, there 1s Irom the
beginning no distinction between the ftwo. The pattern with
Kant and Fichte 1s that the theoretical philosophy comes
first 1in order that they may establish what we can reasonably
hope to know; and that Lets the scenec for the practical phil-
¢csophy. For instance, the distinction that Kant makes between

pgpnomenon and noumenon in the Critique of Pure Recason 1s

carried 1nto his moral and political philosophies. Indeed,
1t 1s of magor significance 1n his political theory, for his
whole notion of property depends on it. In Hegel's phil-
osophy, however, epistemology and ethics converge completely.

In fact, his Phenomenology of Mind 1s both an ethic and a

theory of knowledge. Now Marx also wants to put forward an
account of experience 1n which, epistemology and ethics are

seen to converge. However, he wants to distinguish his
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account from that of his i1dealist forerunners. It 1s this
that explains his ambiguous attitude to them. He approves
of the conflation of the theory of knowledge and ethics in
thelir philosophies yet disapproves of the way in which 1t 1s
done. This 1s because he thinks, that with the Idealists,
theory or, more generally, thought has the upper hand over

practice,

A great deal turns on what we take Marx to mean by this.
There 1s very little indication 1in the 'Theses on Feuerbach'
themselves of why Marx thought that the Idealists had devel-
oped the active side of our relation to reality in an incom-
plete way. We can, however, shed light cn the matver by
looking at the objections he raises to Hegel': view of prac-

tice 1n the Critique of Hegel's Phenomenology. We will

recall that Marx discusses Hegel's notion of activity wnilst
praising Hegel for his insight into the significance of labour
for the 'self-development of man'. For, in Marx's view,

Hegel had shown that the essence of man was evinced 1n his
productive activities. Unfortunately, however, Hegel only
understands 1t as the essence of man thought. In other words,
Marx suggests,1t 1s, for Hegel, no more than a theoretical
insight. For 1f the truth be known, Marx continues, 'the

only labour which Hegel knows and acknowledges 1s the abstract

11

intellectual'. This conclusion of Marx's need hardly

surprise us. We have already seen him claim that Hegel red-

11, Marx. Ergingungsband, op.cit., p. S5T74.
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uces all aspects of our life, religion and art for instance,
to the philosophy of those various aspects. Hegel does thuis,
Marx suggests, vecause he sees the objectifaication that takes
place 1in our experience merely as an externalisation of self-
consciousness. Thus the active side of our experience that
Hegel develops i1s only 'an active side thought'. So he

only takes note of labour as the thought of it, or as it
affects self-consciousness. Indeed, Marx claims, there 1s
nothing else left in experience of which to take note as Hegel
concelves 1t: as the experience of consciousness. Because,
Marx says, 'the way in which(the Hegelian - H.W.) consciousness
15 and in which somethi..g 1s for 1t, 1s knowledge. Knowledge
1s 1fs sole act. Something 1s therefore for consciousness

in so far as as 1t knows this something. Krnnowledge is 1ts
sole objgectaive relatlon'.12 This 1s what Marx means when

he says Hegel offers a merely theoretical insight 2nto our
active relation to reality: that his analysis rc¢cognises only
one kind of objgect, and that 1s knowledge. As we have seen,
nothing else 1s real for Hegel other than the rational. And
what he means by the rational, 1s the precise scientific know-
ledge of the present. Thus what Marx calls sensuous, human
practice 1s, to that extent, unreal for him. What 1s real
about practice 1s for Hegel the theoretical understanding of 1t.
So in that sense, then, theory subsumes practice. Hegel,

as Marx says, does not know real objects, Just thought objgects.

12. Ibid. p. 58&0C.
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It was Feuerbach's great merit, Marx argues, that he had

stressed the reality and materialitfty of the objects of our

senses. Indeed, Marx describes Feuerbach as the true conqueror

of the Hegelian phllosopher.lﬁ* To achieve his conguest he

had to bring down the Hegelian notion of Geist, and he did so

_ by introducing to philosophy a view of nature, and of man's

nature, hostile fo the principal thesis of i1dealism. He

believed that much of the appeal of 1dealism rested on a

defamation of nature. Tdealism 1n his view had seen nature,

the world external to wmind, simply as the negation of man's

freedom. Negation 1s of course an appropriate term for Feuer-

bach to use because, as we have seen, the whole ¢ reality external

to mind 1s for Hegel the negative. But, Feuerbach argues, this 1s

fo slander nature. Nature, he points out, has not only to be seen

as furnishing us with the 'common workshop of the stomach' but also

'the temple of the braln’.lq* Nature, he argues, has tc be seen

as the foundation of our humanity, and the return to nature

as the proper foundation of our freedom. For this reason,

Feuerbach, as Marx says, 'wants sensuous human obgects'.lB*
But there 1s, Marx believes, something odd in the way in

which Feuerbach appeals to sensuous objectivaity. He stresses

the 1mpact that objects have on all our five senses without,

Marx claims, comprehending that 'human activiiy' 1s 1tself

'obgective act1v1ty'.l6* This 1s odd, Marx thinks, because

in stressing the sensuous aspect of our experience Feuerbach

all but attains a proper vieu of objgectivity. As we have

* See over for references.
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Feuerbach. 'Zur Kritik der Hegelschen Philosophie',
S8mtliche Werkell, p. 203.

Marx. MEW 3, p. 5. Feuerbach says in his 'Prelaiminary
Theses Towards the Reform of Philosophy' that 'the essential
implements, organs of philosophy are the head, the source of
activity and freedom, of metaphysical infiniteness, of ideal-
ism, and the heart, the fountain head of suffering, of finite-
ness, of needs, of sensualism -~ theoretically expressed;
thought and sense perception. For thought 1s the need of
the head; perceiving, sensing, the need of the hearrt.
Thought 1s the princinle of the School, of the system;

sense perception 1s the principle of life. In sense-
perception I am determined by the obgect, in thought I
determine the object, in thought I am I, 1n sense perception
not - I. Only through the negation of thought, through
being determined by the obyect, {rom passion, the fountain-
head of all pleasure and need 1s brought forth frue,
objgective thought, the true objective philosophy. Sense
perception gives that which 1s immediate and identical

with 1ts exaistence, thought essence which mediated through
separation, abitraction from existence. Tt 1s only

there, therefore, where essence 1s united with existence,
thought with sense perception, activity with passivity,

the scholastic phlegm of German metaphysics with the
anti-scholastic, sanguine principle of French sensualilsm

and materialism, only there will you have 1life and truth'.
Sdmtlaiche Werke, "ds. Bolin & Jodl, p. 235. Apart [rom

1llustrating Marx s pént this Thesis gives a splendad
indication of the main themes of Feuerbach's philoscphy:
sensualism and anti-scholasticism.

Marx. ibid.



seen, a proper view of objectivaity for Marx 1s one where 1t
1s acknowledged that an object 1s not only there in 1tself
and for us but also that we are there for 1t. The way

that we can confirm this view of objectivity, Marx suggests,
1s through paying heed to our sense-experience. This, of
course, 1s what Feuerbach does. As I have said, he stresses
our sensuousness. We become certain that we have the correct
view of obgectivity in our sense-experience, Marx suggests,
because sense-experlience 1s 1tself an example of the third,
most neglected, aspect of objectavity. Clearly we only
sense-experlience because we are the object of another object.
For without an external stimulus there can ke no seasation.
Somehow, Marx suggest<s, the significance of this aspect of
sense-experience escapes Feuerbach. He sees clearly, Marx
says, that for us to experience objects they have to be more
than thought obgects for us. But he fails to grasv that in
addition to their being objects for us, we have to be objects
for them. Only then do we see that sensuous human activity

is 1fself obgectaive.

It 1s not easy to see how the discussion of this third

aspect of obgectivity leads Marx into a discussion of practice.

But 1t 1s i1mportant that we understand the matter because 1t
is here that we have the transition from epistemology to ethics
or what I have called the transition from an abstract epistem-~
ological view of experience fo a concrete, practical notion

of" 1T. From the point of view of this study then 1t represents



353

Tthe end of Classical German Philosophy. Now Marx's point

1s that when we come {o see our relation to c¢cbjects as one

1n which we both have objects 1n themselves and for us, and

we are their object, we shall see how objects confront us in
our practice. This 1s not an obvious point. Qur practice,

we might argue, does not simply consist of having objects for
our object nor 1ndeed being their object. We would say that

1t consists of our intentionally transforming an object or
obgjgects, and nothing 1s transformed, we would argue, through
our mere confrontation with an object. But 1t is axiomatic
with Marx that the relationship 1s a practical one. Practice
does not enter into our relationship with objects from outside
for Marx. It inheres 1in the relationship of objectivity 1t-
self. It does so, 1t seems, because he views the relation-
ships between ourselves ad dhjects as determining wes. I have an dbject
f » my object, reads for him as: I determine 1t. Contrariwise,

I am the objgect of another obgect, reads for him: 1t determines

me. Thus, for Marx, for me to confront an object 1s for me
to determine 1t and 1t to determine me. What more 1s there
to practice than this? 1t seems that he would say. There

1s for him no relation tc objects that 1s not ultimately a

practical one.

This view 1s axiomatic to Marx because of his view of
man. As T have said, he regards man as a natural being who
therefore necessarily has objects for his object. For Marx
1t 1s not a mere contingency that Leads us to be confronted

with objgects 1n our experience. They are the counterparts
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of our natural limitations. As natural beings we reqguire
other objects 1in order that we might survive. We have to
live off them. So that objgects characteristically confront
us as objects of our needs. And our needs we can only Qquell
through appropriating those objects. So the way in which

we as natural beings relate to the objects that confront us
is practically. We confront them as beings 'energetically
bent' on satisfying our needs. That 1s why 1n Marx's view
1t 1s the pr1n01pél defect of previous materialism, 1including
that of Feuerbach, that 1t fails to grasp the objgect, reality,
sensuousness as sensuous human activity. Its failure was
its failure to see that our i1mmediate relationship to the
objgects of our sense-experience was one of need. This 1s
not to say that Marx thinks that the way in which we immed-

iately confront objects or are i1mmediately confronted by them

1s merely animal, His 1s a complex notion of need, as 1 have
already indicated. It has to be so to be compatible with
his view of man's nature. For 1f, as he says, man 1s essent-

1ally a social and productive being 1t 1s scarcely possible
for man's needs to be merely animal. Objgects 1mmediately

confront us then, Marx suggests, as objects of our human needs.

And what they are 1s what man's development has made them.
Human needs themselves, Marx says, are the results of history.
They are living embodiments of a long process of civilisation.
They are natural needs which have been civilized. We must,
therefore, add another important dimension to our account of

Marx's theory of experience. For he views man's 1mmnediate
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relation to objgects not only as a natural practical and social

relation but also as a historically determined relation. As

we shall see, this last aspect of Marx's view of experience

omes to the fore in the German Ideology, which I will discuss

in the next chapter.
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MARX AND THE PROBLEM OF KNOWLEDGE

For the present, however, I should like to concentrate
on the narrower epistemological implications of Marx's view
of experience. This, after all, 1s the principal concern
of the 'Theses on Feuerbach.' In those 'Theses' Marx briefly
wlshes to give his grounds for dismissing the problem of know-
ledge. It 1s his view as it was Hegel's that 1t 1s fruitless
fto pursue the problem concerning the reality of our knowledge.
The question: Howﬁls 1t that we know what we know? 1s without
interest for ham. The same goes for all questions about the
certainty of our knowledge. They are for him, as they wewre
for Hegel, queries that arouse an unecessary distrust in our
knowledge. But becruse he develops this view as a criticism
of Hegel's philosophy his grounds for dismissing the problem
have to be radically different from those of Hegel. Hegel,
we have seen, dismissed the problem of knowledge with the
assurance that knowledge or science had appeared. He rested
his case on the fact of knowledge. This 1s, of course hardly
proof that the Modern Philosophers had been wasting their
time 1n trying to establish the certainty of our knowledge.
We shall require more than a mere assurance 1f we are to
believe that anything can come of rejecting a traditional con-
cern of philosophy. Marx, however, 1s more convinCing on
the matter. Once again, his attitude to the problem 1is
determined by his view of objgectivity. This 1s the most
penetrating and lasting insignt of his early work. At the
risk of excessive repetition, let us remind ourselves of the

three aspects of Marx's view of objectivity. '"To be objgective,

1
natural, sensuous', he says, and both to have outside oneselfl
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object, nature, sense or to be ongself obgect, nature,

L7

sense for a third 1s 1dentacal'. 'For', he adds, 'as
soon as there are objects oulside me, as soon as 1 am not

alone, I am an other, another reality, than the object outside

me. For thais third object I am thus an other reality than

itself, that 1s, I am 1ts object. Thus to suppose a being
which is not the object of another being is to presuppose that
no objective being exists. As soon as I have an object, this
object has me for an obJect'.l8 It is thas third aspect of
his notion of objectivity that govems Marx's response to the
problem of knowledge. This third aspect, 1s that as well

as our having an objgect that obgect has us for an obgect; and
evidently that obgjgect has us for an object as 1t 1s i1n 1itself.
We then have 1t for an obgect as 1t 1n 1tself has us for

an object. In other words, 1t 1s our object as 1t objectively
1s. The formal conditionc for the objgectivity of our thought
are, according to Marx, satisfied by thais relation, for in 1t
there 1s a congruence between what the obkjgect 1s for me and
what 1t 1s for 1tself. Marx however does not want to see

1t as a merely formal relationship. The reason, the ground
for the formal congruence is, 1in his view, Lhat our relation
to an object 1s a natural one. Natural relations, he argues,
are determining ones. In a naturel relation an object i1mpinges
on another. The only way 1t can impinge on another 1s as

it obgectively 1s. It would make little sense to suggest,

17. Marx. Erginzungsband, op.cit., p. 578.

18. Ibid.
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or 1ndeed 1t would be nonsense to suggest, that an object in
nature has an observable 1mpact on another through a merely
subgective property. If that were Lhe case there would of
course be no observable impact. Equally 1t would be nonsense
to suggest, for instance, that the rain wet us not because
the rain 1s wet, but smply because of a popensity on our part to
get wet. We do indeed get wet because we are the kinds of
beings that are potentially subgect to that discomforture,
but we also get wet because one of the obgective, natural
properties of rain is wetness. So for Marx there 1s in our
natural relaticns a congruence between what things subjecti-
vely are for us and what they objectively are in themselves.
For him what natural relations are all about 1s the correspond-

ence of the 1n 1tself and the for itself.

It is only with some difficulty that we can extricate
a view of knowledge from this account of objgectivity, or
natural relations. We should like to discover from all this
what 1s Marx's notion of truth, and we can best set about it
by a process of elimination. We know already that, for
Marx, formal criteria are not in themselves sufficient. It
would not do for instance that an account of an aspect of our
kperience simply correspornd to the facts of the matter. Nor,
on the other hand, would 1t do to put forward what 1s a merely
wherent account of our experience. In some respects, for
example, the pclitical economists present an analysis of

contemporary social experience that correspond to the facts
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of the matter. Yet Marx criticises them. Equally we

cannot fault Hegel for his lack of coherence in accounting

for experience 1n his philosophical system. His system 1s,

it could be argued, fully consistent internally. Yet Marx
volces his objgections to that system. It i1s extremely
difficult to say what, in both instances, are his grounds for
doing so. But 1t is only by pursuing Marx's account of
obgectivity or natural relations that we shall succeed, since
it is because of his view of obgectivity that he finds

formal criteria of truth 1nadequate. For, as we have seen,

it 1s Marx's opinion that things objectively are as we subject-
ively find them, 1n other words, as we as natural beings exper-
lence them. This view of truth differs from the correspond-
ence notion of truth according to which we establish what
things objectively are by discounting what they are to us.
Locke, for instance, sought to eliminate the seconaary qualit-

ies of things which for him were 'in truth ncthi.ag in the objects

1
themselves, but powers to produce various sensations in us'. 9
This Marx cannot countenance. And neither can he countenance
a coherence account of truth. For such an account, 1f Hegel's

philosophy 1s anything to go by, does not require that there
be any objects to know. All that 1t requires us to deal with
are thought objects. But, Marx claims, we must deal with

the concrete, sensed obgects of our experience. Truth con-
cerns our relationship to them. This does not, howevern bring

us back to an empiricist notion of truth. Because Marx 1s

19. John Locke. Essay Concerning the Human Understanding, p.&5.
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not concerned with objects as they might appear in their
pristine condition outside their relationship to us. He

1is concerned with them as they relate to us subjectively and,
conversely, we as we relate to them objectively or practically.
Truth, then, for Marx concerns ohjects as we practically find
them and ourselves as we are naturally determined by objects.
This 1s why he responds to the problem of knowledge 1in thas
way: 'The question whether human thought will attain objective
truth - 1s not a guestion of theory, but a practical question.
In (the) practice man must prove the truth 1.e. the reality
and power, the this-sideness (Diesseitigkeit) of his thought.
The dispute apout the reality or unreality of thought - which

. 2
is 1solated from practice 1s a purely scholastic question'. 0

These, baldly stated, are the grounds for Marx's rejection
of the problem of knowledge. Tt 18 his view, as I have said,
that all our subgective re'ations, (including, it goes without
saying, our knowledge) 2re precise expressions of the obJective
nature of reality. The 1mplication 1s that each and every
one of our thoughts, past or present, are ftrue - and that in
the formal sense of truth. The relationship of our thought
to its obgect, like all natural relations, 1s Ene that coher-
ently reflects the correspondence of what the objgect 1s 1in
itself with what 1t 1s for us. Our 1deas, 1f we are to take
Marx seriously, sre always oObjective 1deas. This would appear
fo land Marx in the most intractable epistemological problems.

For, we might ask, what about the thoughts of the madman?

20. Marx. MEW 3, p. 5.
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Are they also objective®? Marx's answer would have to be:
Yes. But this would place 1li1ttle strain on his argument.
Because what he says 1s that what things naturally are to us
(in this i1nstance the madman's thoughts) 1s what things
naturally are 1n themselves. What things are in the madman's
thoughts ape 1s, of course, confused but 1f we look at his
natural and social environment, we find that 1t also 1s con-
fused. Thus 1n the formal sense the madman's thoughts are
true. Marx's argument does not of course depend on this example.
The implications of 1t 1s, however, that he must deal with
each and every i1dea or all thought as evidence for, or more
strongly, as an accurat. reflection of some objgective circum-
stance or other. It fellows, as I have said, that for him
that all theories, Judged on formal grounds a.one, must be
true. This would appear to leave Marx with absolutely no
criteria on which to Judge a theory. If he thinks that all
theories reflect the facts or that all thecories are cocherent
then 1t appears that thereare none that he can readily reject.

But there 1s of course many an instance of his doing precisely

that in his works. His rejection of many of the views of
political economists are cases in point. Indeed, Capitasl 1s
a'Critique of Political Economy'. What we must explain at

this point, therefore, 1s how Marx without adhering to formal
criteria of truth, can nevertheless discard the theories of

others.

Marx sketches his posation on the issue in the second
Thesis on Feuerbach. Since 1t 1s only a sketch, we shall

have to do some of the reasoning for him 1n answWering our



362,

question. What Marx does 1n that Thesis 1s, as I have
already suggested, to reject the problem of knowledge as

1t was formulated by the classical epistemologists. He
rejects the manner in which they pose 11 because 1t 1s

posed as a merely theoretical gquestion. In Marx's view 1t
can have no satisfactory theoretical answer. I have sugge-
sted that Marx holds this view because of his conviction that,
Judged on formal grounds alone, all theories would be true.
With his view of objectivity he implies that all theories are,
in one way or another, coherent and ccrrespond with the facts.
Now, our problem 1s: given this view of Marx, how 1s 1t poss-

ible for him to suggest that one view of the world, namely,

his own, 1s the correct one® The answer to this 1s not one
fhat can be readily deduced. But it seems that 1t 1s at thas
point that practice plays an important role for Marx. One

thing that we can be svre of, I think, 1is that 1t does not

play that role in the same way that i1t does for the pragmatist.
Marx will not allow existing practice to decide for him what

is true. Indeed, nothing would be further from his mind than
1o suggest that theories and i1deas should be Jjudged upon their
usefulness in overcoming practical problems. What he does
wish to suggest, however, 1s something far more radical than
that. He wants to suggest to us that the whole problem of
knowledge 1s a practical one. '"The question whether human
thought wi1ll attain obgective truth', he says, 'is not a

question of theory, but a practical question.'

This 1s,
clearly, distinct from what the pragmatist has to say because

fthe pragmatist offers his notion of truth as a way of side-
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stepping or aveiding the problem concerning the objectivity

of our thought. The pragmatist's notion of truth i1s a flat
rejection of the problem of knowledge along the lines that
Habermas has in mind. Marx, as I i1ndicated earlier, offers

#s a more constructive criticism. He does not reject the
whole question of the objectaivity of our thought out of

hand. Indeed he suggests that, in a certain context, 1t 1s

a sensible question to ask. Marx, then, does not want us to
believe, as does the pragmatist, that there are as many truths
as there are technical problems to be solved. For him, 1t
seems, as for the classical philosophers, there 1s one over-
riding truth abcut the world. And that truth, ne argues,
concerns our practice. This 1s where Marx believes that hne
departs {rom philosophy. The philcsophers, Marx thinks,
believed that the question of truth was a purely theoretical
c.aestion. Those who had first posed the problem of know-
ledge, he suggests, had thought that theory of 1lself could
decide the 1ssue. But 1n Marx's view whether or not my
thought 1s objective does not let 1tself be decided by thought

alone. Rather 1T 1s practice that holds the key to the issue.

This, however, 1s not to say that the criterion for the
truth of an i1dea or theory 1is 1ts practical efficacy. The

criterion of truth, for Marx, 1s objectivity. Marx, like

all theorasts worthy of that name, rejects or accepts views

about reality on the basis of their objectivity. The point
is, however, that with him objectivity 1s a practical object-
ivity. As I have pointed out Marx's notion of truth does not

rely on formal criteria alone. It depends also on his view
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of man or, more precisely, of man's objectification. His
notion of truth 1s therefore at i1ts base both formal and ethical.
It 1s now that we see the point of my oft repeated analysis

of Marx's notion of objectification or obgectivity. Obgec-
tivity for him, as we have seen, turns out to be a threefold
determining relationship between man and his objects. 1t

is for that reason a practical relation in Marx's view. It

1s a practical relation because objectification 1s a natural
relation. It is the relation that we as natural beings have
with the objects that confront us 1n our experience. The

objects of our experience, Marx says, confront us as objects

of our needs. If,then, we are to depict reality objectavely,
we have to depict it in this way. We must confront the objects
we analyse as obgects of need. We must see them therefcre

as limiting ourselves as natural beings and ourselves as
natural beings energetical,y bent on alleviating this depend-
ency. That, for Marx, 1s what it 1s to be obgective 1n our
thinking. Obgective thinking 1s practical thinking. It 1s
practical or ethical thinking for him because, as we can see,
it carries within 1tself a prescription. Objective thinking,
he claims, through viewlng man as a natural bélng struggling
to overcome his dependence on objects containswithin itself
the value and motive that that struggle be waged in the most
rational and effective possible way. Now, 1t 1s ain this
fashion, I suggest, that ethics and epistemolcgy converge and
coincide 1n Marx's theory. This 1s the much vaunted unity
of theory and practice that Marx proposes. By 1t, I take

him to mean that an objgective view of reality 1s a practlical
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or revolutionary one.gl This, possibly, 1s the most
difficult point in his thinking for us to understand. Yet
he himself sees no problem in 1t at all. Theory and prac-

t1ce are as 1ntimately linked in his mind as are bread and
butter. We can see this most clearly when he comes to
discuss the relation of his views to those of the French

Materialists in the Holy Family. 'NWo great acumen 1s

required, he says, '

fto see the necessary connection between
the theories of the materialists of the original goodness and
equal 1ntellectual endowment of men, the omnipotence of exp-

erience, habit, education, habit, the influence of external

circumstances of man, of the great significance of industry,

21. Those who are familiar with the work of Xolakowski will,
I am sure, have already noted the similarity between his
analysis of Marx's notion of cognition in his essay on
'Karl Marx and the Classical Definition of Truth' (in
Marxism and Beyond, Paladin) and my own. In particular, I
have concurred with Kolakcwskili on these points. '"The basic
point of departure of Marx's epistemologic=l thought 1s', he
says, 'the conviction that the relations b.tween man and his
envirdnment are relations between the speclres and the objgects
of 1ts need, 1t also concerns the cognitive contact with
things. Marx's thinking can be summarised 1in the following
oObservations: I. The world of things exist for man only as
a totality of possible satisfactions of his needs. 2. 'And
nature, conceived abstractly, i1n and of 1tself, perpetuated in
its separation from man 1s nothing to haim'. 3. If various
objects, like the objects of science or art, are only part
of his consciousness, then 1n practice they are only a part
of his 1life and actaivity. Nature constitutes man's 1inorganic
flesh'. (op.cit. pp 64 - 63) Also Kolakowski says, (and this
is of most significance here) for Marx 'to ask how the world
would be seen Lo an observer whose essence was pure thinking
and whose consciousness was deflined exclusively by a dis-
interested cognitive effort, 1s to ask a barren question, for
all consciousness 1s actually born of practical needs, and
the act of cognition 1tself 1s a tool designed to sstisfy
these needs. ...Nalure appears as the opposition encountered
by human drives, and all possible cognation 1s man's realis-
ation of the contact between conscious man and the external
resistence he experiences'. (1bid. p. 64 - 65.).
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the gustification of engoyment and communism and socialism.

If man forms all knowledge and feeling from the world of sense
and from experience in the world of sense what therefore
matters 1s that the empirical world be so ordered that he
experiences 1n it (and becomes accustored to) what 1s truly
human, that he experiences himself as a man'.22 The theories
of the materialists contain, in his view, the elements of an
objective understanding of experience. For, he argues,

simply to see (as they did) that education, lor instance, was
of such vital importance in the forming of a man's character
put them on the threshold of a socialist view of experience,
because for Marx that view implies both that education shculd
form an important aspect of a youth's life and that that
education be as human as possible,. And, he argues 1n the

same veln, to know, as the French Materialists appeared to

do, that I derive all my fcelings and sensations from my
experience 1n the senscvcus world means that I must advocate
action that will ensure that I experience only that which 1s
human in the sensuous world. As we can see, then, prescraiption
follows 1'rom description for Marx. So, for instance, he would
claim that 1f I know that a disease 1s destruétlve of life

1t is necessary that I take steps to control 1t should it take
hold 1n my district. Clearly, there would be no logical
necessity involved in this. From the point cof view of logical
thinkaing or reasoning as such 1t makes no sense to say that

1t would be false to abstain from acting. However, from

22, Marx. MEW 2, p. 138.
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Marx's point of view we would be making an error should

we not act on the description. This 1s because, as I have
already pointed out, Marx's notion of truth transcends all
formal criteria of truth. The obgective, true way of
seelng a dangerous disease would for him in 1fs very concep-
tion be a practically active one. Object, reality has, he
suggests 1n the first thesis, to be grasped as Praxis.

Thus an objJective description of reality, in this instance
of the disease, 1s for haim conditioned by an 1nterest. That
interest 1s the natural, human one that suffering be avoided.
There 1s a necessity then that we act on the description
because, Marx argues, that description must 1tselfl be occas-
i1oned by a practical concern. So, not to act on the obser-

cation would contradict the initial reason for making it.

This 1s an important point. Marx's view is that there
are no descriptions which are not in some sense prescriptions.
There 1s no doubt thatatalogical level this cannot be so.

If I describe the weather as bad I have in no way suggested
that we do anything. To make that descraiption into a pres-
cription I would have to add some exhortation,or other such
as: the weatlher's bad, let's not go out today. But, as T

have suggested, Marx 1s not making his point at this level.

He is concerned with the context within which we use language.
He argues that 1t 1s aiways employed in some practical context
or other. No-one, he suggests, simply observes that, for
instance, the weather 1s bad. There 1s clearly some motive

for the observation. Maybe the observer had intended to go
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out for a stroll some time i1n the day and the bad weather
prevents him. Whatever the motive the observer must act on
his observation. The prescription follows from the descrip-
tion because the descraiption fakes place in a prescriptive
context, 1n other words, because the description 1s made by

a practically active human being.

Marx's notion of truth is then, I suggest, of this kand.
Theory, he believes, always reflects and 1s given rise to by
our practical experience. We turn to 1t, he claims, because
we have a practical problem. Or, more strongly, Marx's view
1s that our whole experience, 1including our thinking, is a
natural, practical one. Theory, he argues, 1s always caught
in this nexus. Whether it 1s true or one-s'ded, as he puts
1t, cannot therefore be decided with reference to theory alone.
This, Marx suggests, 15 simply because any theory has its
origins 1n an cobjective set of circumstances. For Marx there
1s no 1i1dle theorist. Each and every theorist, in his view,
deplicts some reality or cother, and each thinker, he believes,
1s in a measure correct. It appears to him therefore that
by 1ts nature no merely theoretical dispute can be resolved,
because the merely theoretical or contemplative attitude 1s
not i1tself obgectaive. The attitude that Marx sees as prom-
oting truth is the theoretical attitude that has man at 1ts centre
and concerns 1tself with objects as he experiences them as a
suffering, limited being. It 1s only this attitude, he implies,

that can give an unambiguous content to truth. Because theories
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that are put forward from this point of view can show
themselves to be true in the course of man's practical
experience. The converse can of course be shown to be true if

the theory 1s a mistaken one. Thus, Marx might say, I suggest a
theory that is patently wrong, such as this: man is an inani-
mate object. We know that this 1s patently wrong, and this

1s the burden of Marx's argument, because we know that in
practice we cannot get far by espousing such a theory.

This 1s not to say that, for Marx, practice proves 1t Lo be

Wwrong. According to him 1t simply shows us that the view
1s an 1ncorrect one. He does not suggest that we take prac-
fice as our criterion or fruth. Rather, what he suggests 1s

that we derive our criterion of truth from the observation

of practice. It 1s not therefore my practice that tells me
a theory 1s 1incorrect but my reflection on practlce.23 I
can see that 1t 1is wrong. It 15 here that formal criteria

of truth such as correspondence and ccherence sti1ll have a

role to play for Marx. They are not discarded by him because
his claim 1s, I repeat, not that practice be the criterion

of truth but that all truth concerns our practice. It 1s

only in the context of practice that the guestion of truth
makes sense for him. Once we acknowledge this, however, we
have to acknowledge that the objectivity of our thought does
not depend entirely on formal criteraa. Practice also 1imposes
its own crateria. Foremost amongst those, Marx suggests, 1s
that we establish 1n practice the appropriateness of our 1deas.

We have to realise that 1t 1s not enough to argue oui' theory.

2%, Marx.Msw 5, D) says as much in Thesis 3. TA1l mysteries', he
says, which occasion theory to mysticiswm find their rational
solutiom in hunan vractice <nd 1n the comprechension of tluys
practice'. For all mysteries would for hiw have their solution
in practice 1f our reflection on 1t did not play the role T
suggest 1in his theory.



We have to act on 1t. Only then will we have the

opportunity to prove, by the criteria that practice 1itself
imposes, that our theory i1s objective. Thus 1n establish-
1ing the objgectivity of a theory formal criteria do indeed
count for Marx but, because he sees truth as being concerned
with practice, what counts, in his eyes, 1s that it be proved
to hold true 1in our active experience. Then, Marx claims,

we are assured of the objectaivity of our theory. So, as 1
have already suggested, a theory that 1s True in all its
formal characteristics 1s only partially true for Marx. A
true theory i1s one which, superadded to that, has success-
fully altered the world. This 1s what leads him to lament,
in the last thesis of all, that 'the philosophers have only
variously interpreted the world, what matter< 1s, 1s to change
it'.24 For 1f we think, as does Marx, that truth concerns
our active experience we must conclude tnat 1t 1s rot suffac-
1ent to expound a theory we think to be true. We must, above

all, act on 1t, and philosophers he blames for not having done

this.

Marx's analysis of the problem of knowledge brings him
therefore tothe theory of experience and practice. The question

as to whether my knowledge 1s objective 1s, he claims, a

practical one. Marx, I have argued, does not mean practice
merely 1n its narrow technical sense. As with his Idealist
forerunners, 1t also signifies for him ethical action. The

guestion concerning the objectivity of our knowledge 1s, 1in

24 . Marx. 1bad.
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other words, an ethical guestion. What 1s real or ob-

jective for Marx 1s not, as 1t 1s with the merely theoretical
thinker, a rational explanation of a thing or event, but our
relation as natural beings to the world outside ourselves.

So, 1n his view, thought will not be objective or have attained
reality where 1t simply explains what 1s going on in the world.
To think that 1t will 1s the error of philosophy. Reality,
for Marx, 1s our practical productive relation to the world.
Marx therefore wants to think about truth in those terms.

True thought 1s thought that comprehends the practical (objec-
tive) circumstances of man and in comprehending them indicates
how they might be changed for the better. Thic, of course,
appears to be an odd kind of truth at which to aim. Marx's
notion of objectaivity, 1t seems, takes no account of genuine

theoretical objectivity which we normally take to involve an

element of detachment from practical concerns. We would be
wrong to think this however. Marx does have a place for
theoretical objectivity 1n his system. But, in his view,

1t all depends on what 1s meant by 'detachment'. If all that

1s meant by detachment 1s that to give an objective account
of an aspect of our experience we must abstract from this or
that pracvical concern, he would agree. For 1t stands to
reason that we cannot give an objective account 1f we allow
ourselves to be distracted by our day to day affairs. But
this does not mean that to take an cbjective view we have to
abstract from human practical concerns in general. That,
in Marx's view, would be the detachment of the philoscopher,

who prefers to contemplate experience rather than know it.
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This kind of detachment leads to no truth at all. Because
experience 1s essentially practical, fruth, Marx believes,
must also concern practice. In other words, he sees no
reason why his view of obgectivity should be 1incompatible

with genuine theoretical objgectivity.

It is only with some unease, however, that we should
accept Marx's view of the truth. For as 1t stands 1t i1s
the merest sketch of an epistemological posaition whaich though
both serious and challenging raises diffacult and as yet un-
answered philosophical problems. It is of course beyond the
scope of this work to attempt to answer all those problems.
But we have attempted to raise those amongst thewm which are
most pressing in their claims to be answereds and at the same
fime to clear away some of the more obvious misconceptions
surrounding Marx's views. Since the principal difficulty
we have encountered with that view of truth concerns Marx's
notion of the unity of theory and practice we might do well
now to close this Chapter with some reflections on those Theses

on Feuerbach +here that notion comes particulraly to the fore.

It does so where Marx in Thesis 3 and 4 gives two examples

of 1ts application. He says in Thesis 3: 'The materialist doctrine
of the alteration of circumstances and education 1gnores that
circumstances must be transformed by men and the educator must
himself be educated. It must therefore separate society into

two parts one of which 1s superior to the other.'

'"The coincidence of the =zlteration of circumstances and

human activity of self-transformation can only be grasped and
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rationally understood as revolutionary practice.' And

in Thesis 4: 'Feuerbach proceeds from the fact of religious
self-alienation, the duplication of the world into a religious
and secular one. His work consists of this, that he dissolves
the religious world into 1ts secular base. However that the
secular base lifts off from 1tself and fixes 1tself an indep-
endent kingdom in the clouds 1s only to be explained f{rom

the self-disruption and self-contradiction of this secular
base. This 1tself must therefore both be understood in its
contradiction and be practically revolutionised. Thus, for
instance, after the earthly family 1s discovered to be the
secret of the Holy Fam'ly the first must now itsell be theor-

2 Marx's claim 1s, as

etically and practically destroyed.'®
I have said, that theoretical objectivity 1s not of itself
sufficient. In his view, as we can see, there is more to

ftruth than that. Forhin for a theory to be truly re<l 1t has

to show 1teelf to be so in practice. This 1s (he point of
these two Theses. Both argue that objective theory must
1ssue in practice. Earlier, I brought out the connection

that Marx saw between his views and those of French Material-
ists. It need hardly be said that he drew conclusions from
those materialist theories which were not the conclusions of
their authors. In Thesis 3 he gives us an indication why

he did so. It hinges of course, on his view of the unity of

theory and practice. He acknowledges that the materialists,

25. Ibid. p. 6.
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like himself, prescribe on the basis of their materialist
description of experience. They had not, however, seen that
prescraption 1s 1tself part of a practical understanding

of experience. They had, he suggests -~ unwittingly or no -
drawn a distainction between their theoretical understanding

and their practical prescriptions. Their materialsism, Marx
argues, 1s only a contemplative materialism (anschauende Mater-
1alismus). Theory and practice remain unconnected. Cn the
basis of their understending the materialists had, indeed,
advocated that men should be educated differently, be brought

up under different circumstances, and generally be made more
conversant with what 1s truly human. 3aut this, for Marx, falis
short of being an objgective view of experlience because 3 thesory
that separates prescription and description .s not a faithful
reflection of our circumstances. In particular, Marx says,

1t fails to bring out the connection between transiormation

of the world and self-transformation. Amcngst other things
this connection 1mplies, for Marx, that my objective knowing
of the world can only be seen as a process of self-transform-
ation brought about through my being actively involved in the
world. Had therefore the materialist seen their knowledge

in this way, Marx continues, they wculd not have believed that
the world can be changed simply through the betfer education
of reople. For, Marx concludes, proper education goes hand

in hand with the alteration of our circumstances. We can
understand and transform society along human lines only when

we see this coincidence of theory and practice. We must,
therefore, first be revolutionarily active to be pontent theor-

1sts.



This, indisputably, 1s a controversial view of knowledge.
One thing 1t does not mean, however, 1s that Marx wishes to
discard theory in favour of practice. However much 1t seems
so at first, he does not wish to replace the philosophical
search for truth with the view that the exigencies of pract-
.ical life may press on us. Theory and truth, as I have argued,
have an important place in his system. All that Marx claims
1s that knowledge and truth must, 1f they concern anything
at all, concern our practical l1life. Theory can, Marx suggests,
furnish us with the objgective knowledge of reality. Feuer-
bach, for instance, shows us convincingly that the secret of
the Holy Pamily 1s the earthly family. But this of i1tself,
does not furnish us with truth. For it is our practice that
places before us the objects of our knowledge and only prac-
tice, Marx claims, can give a content to truth. The know-
ledge of religious self-alr=snation i1s not, therefore, the
truth of Feuverbach's philosophy of religion. For Marx, as
we know, obgectivity 1s not of that kind. Truth for Marx,
is both the accurate knowledge cof the world and the convicticn
that that world be ordered in the most human way possible.
So he says of Feuerbach's philosophy of religlén 'after the
earthly lfamily i1s discovered to be the secret of the Holy Family,
the first must now i1tself be theoretically and practically
destroyed.' The obgective knowledge of circumstances has to
be the spur to action or else, Marx suggests, we do not have
an accurate view of experience. Here, most clearly, we can
see how the theory of knowledge and ethical theory coincide

in Marx's thinking. Xnowledge and truth Marx views - tTrue

to his rnotion of objgectivity in the Paris Manuscripts - as



integral parts of a general theory of action.

brings us to his theory of ideology.

This,
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of course,
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CHAPTER SEVEN

THE THEORY OF IDEOLOGY

In his Socioclogy of Marx, Henri Lefebvre makes what 1s

an interesting observation on Marx's theory of ideology. He
tells us 'that the term "iadeology" originated with a philos-
ophical school (empiricist and sensationalist, with a tendency
to materialism) which enjoyed considerable influence in France
at the close of the eighteenth and the beginning of the nine-
teenth century. According to the philosophers of this school
(Destutt de Tracy 1s the best known), there is a science of
ideas, 1.e. of abstract concepts, which studies (heir genesis
and can reconstruct 1t in full starting from sensations (a
conception that goes back to Condillac). This science was
called "ideology" and the philosophers who practised 1t called
themselves ”1deolog15ts".'l He adds that, in the German
Ideology, 'the original meaning was not entirely lost sight
of: Marx aimed at formulating a theory of general, 1.e. social
representations: he defined the elements of an explanatory
genesis of "ideologies" and related the latter to their his-
torical and sociological cond1t10ns”.2 This observation 1s
one that 1s doubly significant for us. In the fairst place,
it sets in the right kind of context Marx's view on i1deology.
We, as ought by now to be clear, are concerned with that theory
of i1deoclogy as an account of experience and, i1n particular,

we are concorned wilh 1t as an account of expericence that

1. H.Lef¢cbvre., The Sociology of Marx, Penguin Universityv Books,
1972, pp.59 - ©0.

2. Ibid., p. 60.
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contrasts sharply with that of the Empiricist philosophers.
What Lefebvre's remark does 1s to suggest that we are not
entirely salone or mistaken in persisting in this view. In
fhe second place, his observation is of significance to us
because we also argue that Marx, in constructing his account
of experience, does not lose sight of those problems origin-
ally posed by the Empiricists. Indeed, I have suggested that
such traditional epistemological problems are in the forefront
of Marx's mind when he comes to present his theory of action

in the German Ideology. But 1n doing this I have always

held i1n mind a view that 1s widely accepted, and one that

Marx haimself diad much to foster, namely fthat Marx breaks very
early with philosophy and 1s therefore, in the main,not a
philoscpher. What then, above all else, 1s .ntraiguing about
Lefebvre's observation i1s that 1kfsuggests that Marx's more
mature work, seen even on a superficial level, has .ts point
of departure 1n epistemology. Marx 1s like the Empiricist
philosophers trying to explain the origin of our ideas in his
theory of ideology. He 1s reviving the approach of thinkers
like Condillac and Destutt de Tracy 1in a novel context. Thais
1s, of course, the Lockean approach to the theory of knowledge.

We recall that Locke 1n his Essay Concerning Human Understandaing

attempts to establish that our ideas have their origin in our
experience, and that he did so after first rejecting the notiocn
of' 1nnate or inborn 1ceas. But we found at the time - and
here we agreed with Hegel - that his notion of experience was

too narrow to account for the complexities of our knowledge.



He failed to convince us therefore that i1deas do have their
Orlgin 1n experlience. Tt 1s of some 1nterest to us now,
therefore, whether Marx has any greater success 1n such an

enterpraise.

Though there may be an important similarity between Marx's
theory of ideology and Locke's epistemology, there can be
little doubt that Marx's conclusions will be radically diff-

erent from those found in the Essay Concerning Human Understand-

ing. Much of this simply follows from Marx's theory of i1deobgy
being, as I have said, a theory of action. Locke argues in

his Essay against the notion of action being included 1n an
account of experience. As we have seen, he conceives of

our experilence as 'our observation employed e.ther, about
external sensible objects, or about the i1ntemal operations

1D

of our minds.. And 1t 1s here, he argues, that all 1deas
have their origin. We can hardly expect that Marx will hold

to this view, especially sonow that we have escablished from

the 'Theses on Feuerbach' that Marx accepts the 1dealist
criftigue of the Lockean position. Equally we cannotl now

expect that the thecry of knowledge will play the same role

for Marx as 1t does for Locke. For we have also learned from
the 'Theses' that what for Locke 1s a major problem, the problem
concerning the reality of our knowledge, 1s no problem at all

for Marx. Indeed Marx sees 1t as a different problem alto-

gether. L.ocke thinks 1t to be a theoretacal guestion, but,

2. J.Locke. Essay Concerning Human Understanding, op.cit. p.06l.
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for Marx, 1t 1s one that concerns practice. Real knowledge,
he argues, will be shown to be real by our practice. Thus,
in so far as Marx has an answer to the guestion posed by
Locke 1t 1s one that 1s 1nconclusive. All knowledge, he
argues, 1S objective according to Locke's criterion, for all
thinking corresponds to some aspect of reality. So, Marx
suggests, we have to turn to a practical theory of knowledge
to indicate knowledge which will be conclusively real. It
1s this view, T suggest, that underlies his decision to

compose, wlth Engels, the theory of 1deology.



THE PREMISSES OF THE THEORY: REAL INDIVIDUALS

The occasion for writing the German Ideology was the

crisis of the Young Hegelian movement in their homeland. The
movement was rapidly disintegrating under the weight of both
Prussian censorship and criticaism from without and within,.
Marx and Engels had themselves been part of that movement,
however their intention i1n intervening was not to save the

movement but to delaiver the coup de grace. Whether they would

have succeeded we shall never know, for, in the event, the

German Ideo]ogy'was not published until long after the cccasion

had passed and both the authors had died. It 15 nevertheless
important to remember 1in discussing their ideas on ideology,
that the Young Hegelians are the ideologists they have prin-
cipally in mind. Marx and Engels find one maJor defect in
the thinking of the movement, of which they find evidence 1in
the writings of even its most advanced representative, Ludwig
Feuerbach. The Young Hegelians, they argue, share the 111-
usion of their past mentor and teacher, Hegel, that i1deas or
theories can of themselves transformn the world. They there-
fore rebel not so much against existing conditions but 'against
the tyranny of 1deas',4 for they take mistaken i1deas and
theories to be the source of all the miserzes of mankind.

Men, they suggest, have organised their affairs according to
these misconceptions. So(according to Marx and Engels) they

regard rebelling against the tyranny of 1deas as rebelling

4, K.Marx and F.Engels. Die Deutsche Ideoclogie, Marx-Engels
Werke, Vol. 3, p. 13%.
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against existing conditions: 'teach men, says one, to exchange
these 1maginings with thoughts that correspond to the essence
of man, teach them to relate critically to themselves, says
the other, teach them to put t~2+- out of their minds, says a third

5

and -existing realaty will collupse’.

Later on in their lives Marx and Engels were to say that

their intention i1n writing the German Ideoclogy was to settle

accounts for once and for all with their philosophical consc-
lences. They believed theretore that the book had served

1ts purpose even though 1t had not been published. Clearly
their philosophical heritage, like that of their oppcnents,

was the Hegelian system; so, i1n a sense, 1t 1is t:ue to say

that the book 1s more about Hegel than the Young Hegel:rans.
Although Marx and IEngels make reference most often to the works
of the Young Hegelians (and, in Stirner's case, copiously so)
tre principal 1ssues they raise, I shall argue, are those to
which Hegel's system gives rise. Certainly, the anecdote

with which they conclude their Preface refers just as much

to Hegel as to the Young Hegelians. For 1t concerns a 'worthy
man' who placed too high a value on thought. That worthy

man , Marx and Engels tell us, was Obsessed by the i1dea that
men drowned because they were possessed by the 1dea of weight.
Now, 1t was his firm conviction that 1f only men could dismiss

from thelr minds this 1dea they would be rid of all danger

5. Ibid.



of drowning. Thus 'his whole life long' the worthy man
"fought the 11lusion of weight of whose deliterious effects
each statistic gave him new and abundant proof' only at the
end to meet with frustration and dlsapp01ntment.6 Hegelian-
1sm, Marx and Engels suggest, gives rise to literary heroes
of the kind that believe they have only fo announce a new
idea 1n one of their Journals and the world will be transfor-
med. In this the Young Hegelians are only the old Hegel in

a new garb.

Marx and Engels say therefore that 'the latest of them
have found the right expression for their activity when they
maintain that they are only fighting against "phrases". All
fthey forget 1s that they also oppose those phrases with nothing
but phrases and that they are in no way fighting the real,
existing world when they fight the world with those phrases'.7
The Young Hegelians may differ from the o0ld Hegel in that they
address themselves more readily to social problems. But in
the manner 1n which they do so they show that they differ not
one whit from the master in their approach to the world.

For 1n addressing themselves to social problems, Marx and Engels
argue, the Young Hegelians do not leave the ground of philos-~
ophy. What Marx and Engels mean by philosophy is, I believe,
what Marx earlier calls abstract thinking. This, as we have

seen, 1s thinking which he believes has only i1iself 1.e. thought

for 1ts objgect. So the Young Hegelians, according to Marx

6. Ibad.,pp 13 - 14.

7. Ibid., p. 20.
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and Engels, bslieve that to tackle social problems
at their root what they have to tackle are ideas. As they

put 1t 1n the Holy Family (written about the same time), the

Young Hegelians have 'learnt from the Hegelian Phenomenology

fhe art of transforming real, objective chains existing out-

si1de myself into merely i1deal, merely subjective chains simply

existing in me and therefore the art of transforming all ex-

fernal, semuous conflicts into pure thought confllcts'.8

The object of Marx and Engel's criticism 1in the German

Ideology 1s,as 1t 1s i1n the Holy Family, Hegel's idealism.

What they particularly wish to deny therefore 1s that 'all
reality is thought'. With that, of course, they have to
argue another view of reality: one which cannot be completely
subsumed under thought. In other words, they have to argue

a view of experience 1n which thought 1s 1tself seen as part
of a larger whole. It 1s this view, I suggest, that we have
already found in embryonic form in Marx's Critique of the

Phenomenology and the 'Theses on Feuerbach'. There 1s little

need for me to repeat the conclusions of the last two Chapters
here. All T need remind the reader is that we dealt with
Marx's nascent view of experience under the heading of his

notion of objectivity. In the German Ideoclogy Marx and Engels

come to fill out that notion. They expand 1t into a complete
view of experience and, as I have suggested, the background
against which they do so 1s again the Hegelian system and,

in particular 1ts notion of reality.

8. Die He"lige Familie, Marx-Engels Werke,Vol. 2, p. 87.
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We can see now why Marx and Erngels place such emphasis
on premisses and assumptions in beginning their discussicn
of 1deoclogy. They are putting forward a view of reality which
is i1ntended to contrast sharply with the Hegelian one. It
1s Hegel's proud boast that his system has neither beginning
nor end. It 1s, he claims, a circle or, more precisely, a
circle of circles. The beginning, he says, presupposes the

9

end as, equally, the end presupposes the beginning. We will

recall that his account of experience in the Phenomenology

of Mind follows such a plan. Geist, Hegel argues, at the
beginning externalises itself to give us the sensuous world

of the ordinary coansciousness, but because 1t 13 Geist 1t
presupposes that in the end this externalisation will be
retracted and 1t will be restored to 1fs initial unity with
1tself. So the premiss of the account contains the outcome
of the account, or, more precisely, the outccme 1s the premiss.
Now, Marx and Engels are of the opiniocn that German philosophy
1s st2ll 1in the grip of that Hegelian view of experience.

Its premisses, they therefore suggest, are still unreal ones,
They therefore intend to begin with real premisses from which,
they say, 'we can only abstract in our imagination'. These
premisses are, they continue, 'real individuals, their actions
and their material 1life circumstances, both those which are

already estak_i1shed and those produced by their own act1v1ty'.lo

9. Hegel. Werke (op.cit.) Vol. 6, pp. 570 - 571.

10. Marx-Engels Werke, Vol. 3, p. 20.
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These premisses, they feel, in no way presuppose their end.
The experience of real individuals 1s not circumscribed by

their positing.

However there 1s a real difficulty raised by this view, a
difficulty which 1s not touched on by Marx and Engels. This
is that, no matter how much they strain language, they can
never claim to have set down on paper concrete, physical in-
dividuals. What they have set down has to be the thought of
those 'real individuals', just as they have only presented
us with the idea of 'their material life'. Thelr premlisses
can, at best, be concrete or real ideas. Marx and Engels
must know this to be so, but they do not deal wi.h the problems
1t raises. Be that as 1t may, Marx and Engels go on to tell
us what these real individuals that they bring to our attention
look 1ike. Naturally, they say, they are human individuals,
aind human individuals 'one can distinguish from animals through
consciousness, through religion, through whatever else one wills.

They themselves begin to distinguish themselves from animals

as soon as they begin to produce their means of subsistence,
11

a step which 1s determined by their physical organisation'.
These are, we might note, the real individuals that Marx has
in mind when outlining his notion of objectivity in the Parais

Manuscripts. They are individuals who necessarily have objects

external to themselves because they are natural, limited creatures.
They are natural beings though , as I have suggested before,

in a privileged sense. This 1s because men appropriate nature

11. Ibad., p. 21.
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consciously. This 1s a point that Marx brings out again

in Capital. For, he says in discussing the human labour
process, 1t 1s indeed true that 'a spider conducts operations
that resemble those of the weaver, and a bee puts to shame
many an architect in the construction of her wax-cells. But
what from the very beginning distinguishes the worst architect
from the best of bees 1s that the architect has constructed
his model i1n his 1imagination before he constructs 1t in wax'.
Therefore what distinguishes the human labour process from

the similar activities of animals 1s that at 'its end we have
a result which already existed at the beginning in the imagin-
ation of the worker, therefore existed already ideally'.12
This view, I suggest, Marx sees as fundamental to an idea

of reality. It 1s tnis, added to the notion that obgects
always confront vs as objects of our needs, that constitutes
the subjective aspect of e:rperience. We now have a clearer
view of Marx's first thesis on Feuerbach. For in outlining
in that thesis his conception of the essential subjgectivity
of experience he goes only so far as to say that reality 1is
always a sensuously (human) practical one. The way 1n which
he understands it to be a sensuously practlcal’one 1s, we are
now able to see, as the object of our consciously undertaken
labour. This comes out i1n what he and Engels have to say

next in the German Ideology. They say that 'men by procducing

their means of subsistence 1ndirectly produce their material

12, K.Marx. Das Kapital Vol 1, Marx-Engels Werke Vol 23, p.l1l93.
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life itself'.15 In other words, they suggest that men in
their consciously undertaken labour create reality. By this
of course they do not mean that we, 1n our labour, create the
sun, the moon, the stars etc. for there has always to be a
natural material substratum to form the raw material of our
production; rather they mean that we, in our labour, create
the objects of our experience. Even the heavenly bodies,
then, are our objects i1n this way. For, Marx would argue,
how we relate to them at any one time 1tselfl depends on the
level of development of production and industry. To the
primitive man, for instance, they are divine objects; where-
as to modern man, himself{ a product of industrial capitalist
soci1ety, they are objgects of science. We have to understand,
therefore, that our prcduction is not merely an aspect of our
experience. It is, Marx suggests, what constitutes our ex-
perience. The world that 1s given to us in our exwverienca

1s one, he 1s convinced, that human labour has :1.self created.

But, self-evidently, 1t 1s not one that we have entirely
chosen to create. Since we are real i1ndividuals, we do not
constitute our experience in an arbitary fashion. We are
not solitary Fichtean Egos who by our mere theoretical activity
bring the world into being. For, Marx and Engels argue, the
way 1n which 'real 1individuals' produce 'their means of sub-
sistence' depends in turn 'on the state of the given (and
to be reproduced) means of sub51stence'.14 According to
Marx, therefore, we Just as much form our experience by our

labour as we are formed by 1t. What we are depends on the

15. Marx-Engels Werke Vol. %, p. 21.
14, Ibid., p. 21.
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material conditions under which we produce Just as what they
are depends on how we have previously organised and continue
to organise our production. We determine them Just as they
determine us. This, of course, brings us back to Marx's
notion of obgectivity. For, as we can see, the formal
structure of the relationship in which 'real individuals'
immediately find themselves 1in 1s objective in his sense.

For 'these individuals' are his and Engels' premisses 'not

as they may appear in their own or others' imagination, but
as they really are, that means, as they work, materially pro-
duce. Thus as they - under definite material limitations,
presuppositions and conditions all independent of their will -

15

are active'. The i1ndividuals they have 1n mind therefore

are active individuals who, like Fichte's Ego, posit the world
for themselves in production but are themselves, unlike Fichte's
Ego, posited and limited by that material world. They are

indeed consciously active individuals but active under condit-

ions that are not dependent on their will.

Although we can now see what Marx and Engels have 1in mind
when they propose we look at 'real individuals',there are still
some diafficulties with their view. A major difficulty is
raised by the question: Why should we accept their view of
individuals rather than any other? Here they seem to brush
the question aside by saying that the indaividuals who are their
premisses 'are not as they may appear in thelir own or others'

imagination'. They are, supposedly, individuals as they 'really'

15. Ibid., p. 25.
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are. But, 1t seems to me, we are all 1n a position to say
that we only see individuals as they really are. Need we
accept that Marx and Engels' vision 1s clearer than ours®
Clearly, therefore, Marx and Engels have to do more to estab-
lish their view. This they seek to do, I believe, with one

~ of the principal theses of their theory of i1deology, namely,
the thesis in which they suggest that intellectual life has
to be seen as part and parcel of man's natural productive
activity. Ideas and theories, they argue, are themselves
products. Indeed, in their view, 1t makes sense to talk of
intellectual production and, also, the production of consciou-
ness. I need hardly say that this goes against what 1s still
a widely accepted view thet thinking and theorising i1is not
and should not be enmeshed 1n practical activity. Marx
suggests as much as this i1n his 'Theses on Feuerbach' but his
reasons for holding this view again stem, I believe, from

his Critique of the Phenomenoclogy. There he considers the

traditional metaphysiczl problem of what comes first in ex-
perience. His response, as we have seen, is to suggest that
objects always confront us as objects of our nature. So

not only does he suggest that that relationship 1is the first
we experience but that 1t bears on all ocur experience. It

has a bearing, therefore, on our thinking experience. For

he argues that our theorising about the objects of our exper-
ience 1s always overlaid by this natural relation. We can,
he suggests, and indeed must, only think of things which are
our objects as needy, limited human beings. We are therefore

always, even in our theoretical activity, enmeshed «i1n a prac-
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tically active relatzion. So, Marx argues, even qua philos-
ophers we cannot but confront objects in this way. Indeed
he argued that all other notions, such as the contemplative
philosophical one, of the relation of man to his objects were
abstract or mere imaginings. This argument 1s sustained in

the German Ideology and, on it, is built Marx and Engel's con-

fidence in the correctness of their view. For they are in

no doubt as to the fact that 'men are the producers of their
conceptions, 1deas' but that as 'real active men, as they are
determined by a definite development of their productive powers'.
Fur consciousness, they argue, 'can never be anything other

than conscious being, and the being of men is their life pro-

16

cess'. By man's life process Marx and Engels mean their
production of their means of subsistence and, as they put it,

the mode of intercourse (Verkehrsform) thaft goes hand in hand

with 1t. So 1t is this, they suggest, which 1s the context
in which men always think. Theory is the product of conscious-
ness. And consciousness 1s the product of life. For, Marx

and Engels conclude, 1t is 'not consciousness that determines

17

life but life determines consciousness'.

Taken on 1ts own this may appear to be a very common-
place suggestion. However, I should like to make the historical
point that what 1s obvious to us need not have been so to the
contemporaries of Marx. Marx and Engels stress that consciou-

ness 1is the consciousness of existing life because they are

16.  Ibid., p. 26.

17. Ibid., p. 27.
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dealing with an intellectual tradition in which the opposite
view has a powerful hold. As we have seen, Hegel argues,

in the Phenomenology of Mind, that consciousness first develops

itself 1nto self-consciousness through scientific understanding
and, subsequently, through traversing the whole appearance of
Mind, into the consciousness that is Absolute Knowledge. Now
the consciousness that i1s Absolute Knowledge, Hegel argues,
knows 1tself as the sole content of experience. It knows
being, therefore, not as the being of which 1t 1s the con-
sciousness but as-the being which 1s the other of 1tself.
Consciousness then, he suggests, 1s not the consciousness

of life because all life 1s consciousness. The Marxian

view of consciousness would, in Hegel's view, be a mere express-
1on of the alienation of Mind. For Hegel, consciousness kncws
no bounds. It 1s simply all there 1is. As 1t changes, then,
so does reality. Mind (Geist) which 1s the consciousness

of consciousness 1s the spring of all life. Hegel's thesis
is, 1n short, the rever.e of that of Marx and Engels who claim

that in the German Ideology 'quite the contrary to German phil-

osophy which descends from heaven to earth, here we ascend
from earth to heaven'.l8 For their hope i1s to explain con-
sciousness or mind from earthly, mundane, practical life and

not practical life from consciousness.

It is then a principal thesis of Marx's theory of ideology
that what we think at any one time may be explained as the
outcome of the practical material relations of which we are
inevitably part. Marx can see no other way in which to deai
with consciousness. In his view Mind has no 1ndependent being.

t

'Pure consciousness' therefore 1s a term which makes no sense

18. Ibid.
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to him. For 'from the beginning', he and Engels argue in

the German Ideology, '"Mind" has the curse on i1tself to be

"afflicted with" matter which appears here in the form of
agitated layers of air, sound, in short, language. Language

1s as old as conscilousness - language 1s the practical conscious-
ness, real consciousness which exists for other men as well,

real conscilousness therefore which also exists for the first

ftime for myself. And language first arises, like consciousness
from the need, the necessity, of intercourse with other men'.19
Consciousness, whose product i1s thought, 1s, they argue, inter-
twined from the very beginning with our pracﬁlcal activity.

It 1s only made possible, Marx and Engels suggest, by 1ts
material, perceptible expression in language. And language

15 a means which does not have i1ts origin and spring in Mind
itself. It 1s rather the outgrowth of our material, prcduc-
tive activity and of the consequent necessity for society and
intercourse with other n.2n. Those therefore who, like the
Hegelians, suggest that consciousness cr Mind i1s autonomous

are making an unrealistic suggestion. They are in effect
claiming that there is, somehow,a private world. They claim-

'1s my relaticnship to my surr-

rightly - that consciousness
oundings', but then they argue that those surroundings are

themselves the product of consciousness. But, Marx and Engels
suggest, 1n claiming that consciousness 1is always the conscious-

ness of some relationship, the legelians already admit that

1t 1s a public world, a relationship only exists for mwe because

19.  Ibid., p. 30.
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conscliousness 1s a soclial product. This 1s a remarkable
argument and not one that 1s simple to follow: 'Where a
relationship exaists', they say, 'there 1t exists for me, the
animal "relates"to nothing and not at all. For the animal,

its relationship to others does not exist as a relationship.
From the outset therefore consciousness 1s a social product

and remalins so as long as men exist at all'.QO At first sight
1t appears that Marx and Engels' have drawn a conclus-

ion their premisses can not bear. All they appear to have
established 1s that animals have no notion of relationship,

and that we do. The conclusion, therefore, that conscious-
ness 1s always a social product 1s somewhat unexpected. We
have to bear in mind at this point, however, their suggestion
that language 1is consciousness which exists for me and other
men. So, in their view, the use of a language can never be

an exclusively private affair. But, as they suggest, what
makes a relationship exist for me 1s the notion of a relation-
ship. I only have that notion at my disposal, however, because
I am a user of language; because therefore, in Marx and Engel's
terms, I possess that 'practical consciousness' which 1s con-
sciousness as 1t comes into being for me, and that because

1t exists for others. I would not be conscious could I not

use a language and 1in using that language I become part of a social
world. Consciousness therefore 1s always a social product because

the very medium which makes 1t possible 1s 1tself a social relation.

Nowadays tnis would be regarded as an uncontroversial

view. Wittgenstein's views on language imply as much, for

20. Ibid., p. 30.
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instance. Not so, however, Marx's resultant views on
1deology. Marx and Engels link their concept of i1deoclogy

with their views on the social nature of language because

they believe contemporary men to be more prisoners than

masters of that clircumstance. Language, they argue, arises
from man's social intercourse. The words that make up our language
have thelr origin 1in some practical circumstance or other.

S0 our ideas, 1in their view, always reflect what 1s going on

in the practical world. But, contemporary men, Marx and
Engels argue, fail to realise the limitations of their con-
sciousness and, most important of all, fail fto see this
connection between their consciousness and the pr.actical
material lives they lead, and philoscphers, in their view,

are more guilty than most of this failing. Their systems,
Marx and Engel argue, suffer from a basic defect of all i1deology,
ncemely, the conviction that the thinking that they evince con-
sists of timeless and universal truths. For it 1s a basic
trait of the i1deonlogical thinker to imagine that his thinking
is not anchored to any particular social and material circum-
stances.21 Through believing themselves to be 1mmune from

any particular material and social circumstances, philosophers
lay themselves open to precisely thoese empirical influences
they believe to avoid. This, Marx belaieves, is how the Young
Hegelians had seen their i1deas and doctrines: as the autonomous

creations of their minds. For that reason, he and Engels

21. Ibid., p. 27.
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suggest, they had not thought to examine the relation between
those 1deas and doctrines and the actual state of affairs in

Germany.22 Had they done so, they might have seen the close
connection that existed between the backwardness of their

i1deas and doctrines and the underdeveloped nature of social

and economic relations in Germany.

However we still do not know what 1t 1s to be an ideol-
ogical thinker. All thinking, Marx and Engels argue, 1s
socially conditioned thinking, reflecting real material cir-
cumstances. And ideological thinking, it appears, 1s thinking
which believes 1tself to be above reflecting real material
circumstances but which at the same time cannot be: in that
measure then, they svggest, that 1t seeks to be above reality,
yet 1s part of 1t, does it present a distorted picture of things.
But is not this in turn too simple a view of the matter®
What 1n particular appears to be lacking 1s some mo.€ precise
yardstick of ideological 1llusion or distortion. In other
words, what has to pe filled out are the terms 'above reality'
and 'part of it'. We should know then what constitutes a
real account of experience for Marx and Engels. This, I
suggest, 1s where for thew history comes 1in, for they argue,
in effect, that by seeing the present as history we shall

have our measuvre of i1deological distortion.

22. Ibad., p. 20.
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HISTORY AS A MEASURE OF IDEOLOGY.

There are many objections that can be made to this
use of History but the most serious concerns the kind of
context in which 1t makes sense to expound a philosophy of
history. Marx and Engels of course 1ntend that their theory
" of ideology be an important contribution to the understanding
of history. And it would seem that eventshave proved them
to be correct: their historical materialism, as it 1s now
called, has had an—lmportant impact both on thé 1dea of
History itself and indeed on the writing of history. But
sti1ll the objgection may be raised that Marx and Engels are
hoping to use a view of history to explain what can not be
explained in such a way. What they are hoping to explain

is not simply the past but our thinking 1tself, and we can-

not at one and the same time theorise adequately about both

[}
history and our thoughtf3 Thinking 1s always a present
activity. There i1s no past thinking that 1s actually taking
place. History, on the other hand, 1s always concerned with

25. In a peculiar way Marx receives some support on this point
from modern Idealists. Collingwood, 1in particular, takes
the view that 'Historical knowledge..has for i1ts proper
objgect thought: not things thought about, but the act of
thinking 1tself.' (R.G.Collingwood. The Idea of History,
p. 305 Oxiord Paperbacks, 1966 - my emphasis) But Colling-
wood argues this because he believes that all history
15 the history of thought. S0 In one sense he suggests
that hisftory i1s the product of thought. Marx, of course,
wants to argue the opposite: that our thinking 1s a product
of history. For a discussion of scme of the problems
that Collingwood's 'Idea'of History ralses see W.H. Walsh.
An Introduction the Philosophy of History (Hutchinsonk,
1951) pp. %8 - 59.
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past events. So 1t 1s difficult to see how

a historian, or a philosopher of history, can have anything

to say about our thinking. There 1s little doubt that Marx
and Engels would have to accept that History attempts to
explain past events and that thinking 1s a presentl activity;

. but they would not, for that reason, see them as being unconn-
ected, for they suggest that thinking i1s an activaity whose
content or matter i1s furnished by History. As we have seen,
it 1s their view that our real material circumstances determine
our consciousness and not the reverse. They further argue
that what these circumstances are and therefore what kind of
lives we lead depend on historically established conditions

and i1t 1s the task of the historian to explain these condit-
ions, The historian will therefore be able to tell how we

are most likely to think. For he will have explained precisely
thnse conditions which give rise to our thainking about the

world.

This may be an overambitious claim but 1t 1s hardly one,
I suggest, that represents an abuse of Higtory. We shall
grant for the present, then,that 'the present as history' may
be an appropriate measure of i1deological distortion. It 1s,
of course, Marx and Engel's materialist notion of experience
that suggests to them this view of Haistory. But even with-

' would

out that stimulus the 1dea of the 'present as history
make 1mmediate sense to them because of their Hegelian back-

ground. In the Preface to the Phenomenology, Hegel argues

that History (inds a place for i1itself i1n the ordinary conscious-

ness of the time through the spirit of the epocn,for the
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spirit of the epoch embodies, 1n a hap-hazard way, the results
of previous philosophy. Indeed it 1s a kind of wvulgar cust-
odian of the history of philosophy. Hegel sees 1t as hais

fask 1n the Phenomenology to unravel those results of previous

philosophy 'embedded' in the ordinary consciousness and present
them 1n a systematic form. This might look, now, very much
like a theory of 1deology. He suggests, as do Marx and Engels,
that the ordinary person's understanding of the world is less
than adeguate that, therefore, 1t distorts the real world 1in
some measure. He also claims that he has the key to under-
standing this phenomenon. The ordinary consciousness, he
argues, 1is content with the mere appearance of Mind (Geist),
whereas the philosophical consciousness has attained the
reality of Mind. Not content with the historically deter-
mined, therefore relative, position of the ordinary conscious-
ness it claims Absolute Knowledge as the consciousness of

consciousness.

It would however be a mistake to believe that this

1s the goal of Marx and Engels in The German Ideology. They

wish to see the present as history, not to raise themselves
above 1t, but to gain a greater understanding of fthe implic-
ations of such a view. In doing so, they are still respond-
ing to problems that Hegel poses and therefore are not prepared
to dispense entirely with his views. In the first place,

they find his suggestion that consciousness 1s 1tself a hist-

orical phenomenon to be sound. Conscirousness, as I have pointed
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out, they see as the product of innumerable generations'
production and social interccurse. Equally they deal with
that consciousness, as does Hegel, as a phenomenon. In
other words, they deal with 1t as the appearance of a deeper
reality. Their aim, therefore, is not wholly dissimilar

*to that of Hegel in the Phenomenology: they intend to indic-

ate to us the reality of Mand. But the difference lies 1in

the manner in which they carry out this aim. For what, they
argue, lies behind this appearance of consciousness 1s man's
natural productive life and not Mind, not even in 1its more
systematic Hegelian form. The Hegelian "Geist" 1s not the
reallity of consciousness at each stage in our development.

But rather, Marx and Engels argue, at each stage 1n our devel-
opment, 'there 1s to be found a material result, a sum of
productive forces, a historically created relationship to

nature and of individuals t- each other which 1s inherited by each
succeeding generation frcm its predecessor, a mass of product-
ive forces, capitals and circumstances which 1s i1ndeed on the
one hand modified by the new generation but, on the other,

also prescribes 1ts own life conditions and gives 1t a specifac
development, a particular cheracter...This Sum'of productive
forces, capitals and modes of social intercourse each individual
and each generataion finds before 1t as something given 1s the
real ground of what the philosophers have conceived to them-
selves as "Substance" and "the essence of man'", of what they
have apotheosized and fought, a real ground which will not be

disturbed an the least m 1ts effects and influences on the dev-
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elopment of men by these philosophers rebelling against

ol

it as "Self-consciousness" and the "Unique". The

history that lies behind consciocusness therefore has, as

we can see, little i1n common feor Marx and Engels with the

esoteric history of Hegel's system. They are not talking

about the history of Mind but real, material history, or what

" Marx calls exoteric history. This, they argue, 1s the real

ground for all social 1life.

25

It makes no sense for them

to see philosophy as 1ts essence. Rather 1t, like all con-

sciousness, has to be viewed as an out-growth of exoteric

developments. There 1s no guestion in thelr minds then that

the ordinary consciousness 1S not a phenomenal consclousness

simply because 1t has failed to raise itself to philosophy.

It 1s i1ndeed, as Hegel suggests, a consciousness that is con-

fused 1n 1ts bearings about the world. But 1t is so because

exoteric historical developments make 1t so. It 1s trite

to suggest, as do the Hegel.ans, that ordinary people are

confused in their thinking about the world because they are

bad philosophers. They do not get hold of the wrong end of

the stick for that reason but becsuse their real life circum-

ok
25.

20.
27 .

Marx-Engels Werke, Vol. 3, p. 38.

Marx-Engels Werke, Vol 2, pp. 89.790. In Marx and Engels'

view 'Hegel's conception of history presupposes an abstract

or absolute spirit which develops 1tself in such a way

that mankind .s only a mass which consciously or unconsciously
carries 1t along. Within the empirical exoteric history

he has therefore talie place a speculalive, esoteric hastory.
The history of mankind transforms 1tself into the history

of the abstract - what therefore 1s to the real man -other-
worldly spirit of menkind'. (1bid.). T

Marx-kngels Werke, Vol 23, p. 87.

Ibid., p. 86. 28, Ibid., p. 87 29, Ibad.
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stances will not allow them to see the world other than in

a confused way.

This point comes out most clearly in Marx's discussion
of 'Fetishism' 1in Capital. Here Marx makes the distinction
between the appearance and reality of economic relations 1in
a capirtalist society. The purpose of making this distinction
1s to show that the confused 1deas of ordinary men in contemp-
orary soclety are not mere 1llusions. In particular, he
wants to establish that the confused, almost mystical appear-
ance of the commodity 1s a product of the commodity-form
1tself. This 1s the argument he enploys. 'In general',
he says, 'objects of use only become commodities because
they are the product of private acts of labour (Privatarbeiten)
pursued independently of each other. The complex of these
private acts of labour forms the collective labour of society.
Since the producers first come i1nto social contact through
the exchange of these products of their labour tlie specific
social character of their labour also appears for the first
time within this exchange. Or, 1n fact, the private acts
of labour first participate in the collective social labour
through those relaticns 1n which exchange transfers the
products of laboqr..'.26 SO0 the mystery of the commodity -
form 'consists i1n this, that 1t reflects back to men, as
the objective character of the product of labour 1tself, as

social natural properties of these things, the socaal charac-

ter of their own labour. Thus also 1t reflects, as a sccial

26. Marx-Engels Werke, Vol. 23, p. 87.
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127

of the producers to the collective labour. Hence 1t

would make little sense to suggest that the ordinary 1@d1v1dual
fetishises commodities because of a theoretical oversight on
his part. The producers, Marx suggests, do not have a con-
fused or distorted view of their social relations because

they are muddled thinkers. 'Rather', he adds, 'this fetish
character of the world of commodities arises from the actual
social character of the labour which produces the commodities'.
To the producers 'the social relations of their private acts
of labour appear as what they are, 1.e., not as i1mmediate
social relations of the persons in their labour but rather

as thing-like relations of the persons and as soclal relations

of th1ngs'.29

The materisl point for us 1s, of course, that
the social relations which give rise to fetishism indeed
appear as what they are. So, 1in Marx's view, the ordinary

individual has a distorted view of things because his real

soclial relations obscure the objgective nature of the world.

This, as we can see, goes Just as much for the philosopher
as for the ordinary consciosness. The confuged ideas of
philosophers, Marx and Engels suggest, also have their origin
in confused historical material circumstances. Where they
are wrong 1n their orientation - as are all philosophers

in some measure, - that can be explained from some real

°7.  Ibid., p. 86
28. Ibid., p. 87.

29. Ibaid.

28
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circumstance or other. However, although philosophical
thought fails to achieve what 1T intends, 1t does, accord-
ing to Marx and Engels, hint at the real ground of hastory
with such notions as "Substance" and "the essence of man'.
It distorts the truth, but 1t is nevertheless the truth
that it distorts. To clarify this suggestion we must
return to Marx's view of our natural attributes and powers

in the Paris Manuscripts. Our natural attributes and

powers when expressed, Marx argues, are themselves express-
ions of objective conditions. We may take as an example
the natural attribute of sighrt. With our eyes, Marx
would argue, we see the world not only as 1t subgectively
impinges on us 1.e., as an i1mage at the back of the eye,
but also as 1t obgectively 1s, 1in other words, the image

at the back of the eye 1is an image.of the obyects that

come into our view. When we see, we see those objects
that surround us. Any other vision 1s, at best, ¢ mirage,
at worst, an halluciation. What we see, therelore, corres-

ponds with that there 1s to be seen in the world, in other
words, our sight gives us a cocherent i1mage of the real world.
Indeed any other view of our natural attribute of sight would
fail to make sense. This view of the expression of our
attributes and powers Marx extends to our thinking. He
argues that all thinking reflects some reality because 1t

1s the expression of one of our powers as natural lamited
beings. S0 when people express themselves in thought

we can see at work some objgective external stimulus. And

1t 18 of course this kind of reasoning that lies behind

his and Engel's suggestion that the philosophers did not
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entirely miss the mark with their systems. Indeed, accord-
ing to Marx's view of thinking, they could not. There-

fore Hegel, for one, may be seen to have erred in the
construction of his system but still to have hit on important
ideas concerning experience. The instance that Marx picks

out 1n the German Ideology 1s Hegel's use of the term "Subs-

tance". Hegel had used the term in the Phenomenoclogy in

discussing how culture was handed down withoyt interruption
from one generation to the other. We recall that he is vague
in his use of this term, seemingly not pointing to anything

in particular, but emphasising 1t nevertheless as being of
prime significance 1n preserving historical continuity. Now,
what Marx thinks Hegel really had in mind in using the term
was the notion of productive forces. For they, the capitals
and accumulated skills that one generation hands over to the
other, are, he supposes, the real, palpable source of the con-
tinuity of a culture. Hegel, however, because he was 1deol-

ogical in his thinking no more than hinted at this.

We may well agree that, on some points, Hegel's reasoning
shows signs of confusion but we are unlikely to fthink of him
as an ideologist. Marx and Engels, however, do; for they
argue that an i1deoclogical thinker is one who fails to see
the connection between his thinking and his haistoracally
determined circumstances. And Hegel, they suggest, 1s one
such thinker. For, although he realises that consciousness
in his time 1s a mere appearance, he fails to grasp the con-

nection between the phenomencn and the real ground of history.
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Thus he fails to see his own consciousness as a historically
limited one. He does 1ndeed see the consclousness of

others as limited and infinifte, but to his own, the conscious-
ness of a philosopher, he accords a greater worth. The
philosopher, through his scientific efforts, 1s able to part-
1cipate 1n Geist. Mind or spirit 1s a force above History
or, rather, 1t 1is the moving force of history. The philos-
opher therefore need not see his consciousness as a limited,
finite one; it 1s, Hegel suggests, an infinite one or Absolute.
For Marx and Engels, thils is no more than a fantasy. They
are, of course, particularly opposed to Hegel's position
because 1T slurs over what they take to be the real cause of
the phenomenality o©. consciousness. In their view, 'i1f in
all ideology men and their circumstances appear as though

in a Camera obscura stood on their head this phenormencn springs

Just as much out of their historicel life process as does the
inversion of objects in the retina from their immediate physical

50

life process'. Consciousness 1s the mere 1nverted appearance
of reality for them because reality 1s constitued in such

a way as to give rise fto that appearance. here 1s little
suggestion of this in Hegel's view of things. For him 1t

1s simply the case that Mind appears as 1t does in the ordin-
ary consciousness. But for Marx and Engels, there 1s no
question of representing the half-truths, the confusion and

indeed, by Hegels own reckoning, the distortion of the

culture of the time simply as mistaken thinking to be cured

30. Marx-Engels Werke 3, p. 26.
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by philosophical reason. For, as Marx argues 1n the Poverty

of Philosophy, 'the same men who establish their social rel-

ations in conformity with their material productiveness produce
also their principles, 1deas and categories 1in conformity

with their social relatlons',El

so that 1f those principles
and ideas are confused 1t stands to reason that those social
and material relations to which they conform are the cause.
It also follows that philosophical thinking on 1ts own 1S no
cure for that distortion of reality. Ideolégical thinking
will cease to have a hold, Marx and Engels argue, only where

those material circumstances giving rise to 1t are removed.

Marx and Engels attribute the powerful hold that 1deol-

ogy has in their society to the division of labour. Indeed,

in their view, the division of labour gives rise to what we
might call the 'original oin' of i1deological thinkers: the
pretence that thinking 1s something more than the consciousness
of existing practice. For, they say, 'the division of labour
first of all becomes real division from that moment on where

we have a division of intellectual and material labour' and
'from this moment', they continue, 'consciousness can 1magine
1tself or something other than the consciousness of existing
practice, really conceive something, without conceiving any-
thing real -~ from this moment on consciousness 1s 1n the pos-

ition to emancipate 1tself from the world..'2%  But they

31. Marx-Engels Werke 4, p. 130.

32. Marx-Engels Werke 35, p. 31.
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suggest the division of labour not only makes i1deological
distortion possible. It 1s also the direct cause of the
confusion that reigns in men's minds about their real circum-
stances. They argue that, up until the present, the division
of labour has 1tself determined production and not production
the division of labour, instead of the producers themselves
controlling production, the course of production has controlled
the producers. As Marx says 1n Capital 'the division of labour
is a system of production whose threads were weaved behind

the backs of the producers of commodities and continues to

be So'.33 So, they suggest, 1t 1s only natural that the
conceptions that men create 'in conformity' with these relat-
ions themselves bear witness to this confusion and indeed, at
most times, foster 1t. It 1s at this point, as we shall see

later, that Marx introduces the notions of class and revol-

ution into his theory of ideology.

33. Werke 23, p. 121.
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THE CHARACTER OF MARX'S THEORY

Before we come to that point, however, there 1s still
some important ground we have to cover in our discussion of
the measure of ideological distortion that Marx and Engels
propose. We may agree that Marx's notion of history makes
some sort of sense as a measure of 1deoclogical distortion;
but we must also acknowledge that Marx does nothing to estab-
lish the empirical validity of his claim. Indeed he gives
the impression that 1t would be beside the point for him to
do so. But this is not because, as Acton claims, 'Marxists
tend to regard the theory as one that any candid person 1s
bound to accept as soon as he understands 1t, or one that the
whole creation conspires to pr'oclaim..'.54 It 1s because,
quite simply, Marx's theory of 1deology 1s not an empirical
theory. An empirical theory (and I follow Popper here) 1s
one that can give rise to second order testable hypctheses.
These if proved to be true can corroborate the theory for us.
They must themselves pass a stringent test, however, if they
are to be regarded as testable hypotheses. They (again foll-
owing Popper) have always to be open to falsification or,
1n the positivists' own Jargon, they have to be such that the
category of possibile falsifiers remains open. And these
falsifiers must always consist of empirically observable facts
or events. No great insight 1s required to see, however,

that no such testable hypotheses can be derived from Marx and

Engels' theory of ideology. From the Fopperian point of view

34, H.B.Acton. The Illusion of the Epoch, pp 141 - 142.
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the category of possible falsifiers of their theory always
remains closed. Indeed Marx and Engels are not in the least
concerned to predict what any one 1individual will be observed
to think at any one time or to establish what in particular
caused thst train of thought. / They are rather concerned to

" establish the parameters within which we think. Such para-
meters are, of course not the kinds of thing that can be
empirically observed nor, even less so, are hypotheses about
fhem open to empirical falsification. Mark and Engels there-
fore would not wish that their theory be tested in that sense.
They do indeed suggest, as do the Empiricists, that we refer
to our experience to verify their theory. But they do nct
intend experience in the Popperian sense. When Popper talks
of experience he means scientific experiment and observation.
Marx and Engels, however, have 1in mind something far broader
when they appeal to experie.ice. They have in rind our active
productive experience ard what we might call the collective
wisdom to which 1t has given rise. Whatever else this mighc
make their theory of i1deology to be, 1t does not make 1t an

empirical theory in the accepted scientific sense.

This 1s of course a conclusion that we have been led to
expect. I have argued that what brings Marx to compose his
theory of 1deology is his conviction that all truth concerns
our practical activity. He 1s convinced of this because he
considers that the only real orientation in experience 1s the
practically active one. Accordingly, his praime interest 1s

in why, how and under what conditions we act; and, as we have
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seen, his view 1s that we act as natural but con501ously'
productive beings under historically determined conditions.
At the same time, - and this 1s what excludes a positivist
interpretation of their views - he and Engels are concerned

to point out how we should act. This conclusion 1s a bit

. surprising, for Marx and Engels assure us that theirs is not
a moralistic standpoint. It 1s, indeed, true that they are
not moralists in the accepted sense, 1.e. moralists above
everything else; but 1t does not mean that they dispense
altogether with the moral view. For what they seck to do

is to integrate a morally correct view of experience with an
obgective view of it. They see themselves there ore as
deriving their moral imperatives from men's actual state of
affairs. This we saw clearly in Marx's Critique of the

Phenomenology. For no sooner does he argue a view of man

thon he 1s suggesting that the world be organised in such a
way as to accord with that view. It remains for us to estab-

l1ish that that view still prevails in the German Ideology.

There is little doubt that i1t does and that, therefore,
the one consequence of the view of activity that Marx and

Engels propose 1n the German Ideology 1s 1tself a prescription

for action. Indeed this is an aspect of their view of exper-
ience that Marx and Engels themselves stress. They particul-

arly wish to stress 1t in the German Ideology in order to dis-

tinguish their views from those of Ludwig Feuverbach. Feuer-

bach himself had suggested at one point that 'the hitherto
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existing development of speculative philosophy from the

abstract to the concrete, from the 1deal to the real 1s

muddled' and, therefore, 'the transition from thé 1deal to

the real has 1ts place only in practical phllosophy‘.35 He
had also suggested - and may even have stimulated Marx and

. Engels to think in the same way - that an adequate account

of reality 1s one that 1s already practical. But they claim,

1n the German Ideology, that Feuerbach does no more than put

forward this suggestion. It 1s not one that i1is successfully
carried out in his philosophy. We can see this, they suggest,
1in the attitude that Feuerbach takes to Communism and Social-
ism. 'It can be seen how much Feuerbach deceives himself',
they argue, 'when he declares himself, courtesy of the qualif-
1cation "common man" to be a Communist. He therefore trans-
forms the word Communist into a predicate "of the" man, the
wod which 1n the existing world denotes a particular revol-
utionary party he believes to be able to transform again into

36

a categoryl This particular weakness in Feuerbach's reason-
ing, they suggest, rests on the general weakness that in his
philosophy Feuerbach reduces each and every activity to the
thought of it. By this Marx and Engels mean that all Feuer-

bach contemplates when he contemplates the world are our

thoughts about 1t and not 1ts natural sensuous impact on our-

35. Ludwig Feuerbach. Preliminary Theses Toward the Reform
of Philosophy, Vol. 2, SAwmtliche Werke, p. 231.

36. Marx-Engels Werke 3, p. 41.
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selves. Therefore, 1t appears to Marx and Engels that,

when Feuerbach 1s engaged in advocating, for instance, Commun-
ism he has 1n mind not that the Communists should make real
political advances but the Communist theories should take a
hold on Ethics. For they argue that Feuerbach shares

the illusion of the whole Hegelian tradition, namely, that

a change 1n our consciousness of the world transforms the
world. It 1s therefore not surprising that Marx and Engels
go on to claim that 'Feuerbach's whole deduction bearing on
the relation of men to one another only goes so far as to

prove that men have need of each other and always have done,.

He wishes to establish a consciousness of this fact, wishes
ftherefore Just like the other theoreticians o0.ly to bring

about a correct consciousness concerning an existing fact,
whilst what matters for the real communist 1s to overthrow

the existing state of affairs. Por the rest, we completely
acknowledge that Feuerbach in striving to produce the conscious-
ness of this fact goes as far as a theoretician can possibly

go without ceasing to be a theoretician and philosopher'.37
They find that Feuerbach sets as his aim the proper under-
standing of our relationship to one another because he thinks

that sufficient to bring about a situation where we do 1n fact

properly relate to one another.

For Marx the drawback of Feuerbach's position 1s there-

fore clear. As with Hegel, Feuerbach wishes men both to have

37. Ibid., p. 42.
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an awareness of the realities of man's condition and yet
not to act on that where it contradicts a humanist view of
man. As an example of this 'saimultaneous recognition and
failure to appreciate (verkennen) the existing state of

affairs', he says 1n the German Ideology, 'let us recall the

. point in the 'Philosophy of the Future' where he "elucidates"
that the being of a thing or man is at the same time his
essence, that the particular conditions of existence, mode

of life and activity of an animal or humen individual 1s that
wherein it finds 1ts "essence" satisfaied. Here each exception
is expressly understood as an unlucky accident, as an abnor-

38

mality which is not to ke changed'. This represents a lack
of understanding of the present state of affairs for Marx and
Engels because 1t 1s not an active revolution«a.,y view of things.
The proper way to comprehend man is not simply passively, as
does Feuerbach. We ought, 1f we see man's essence as depend-
ing on the particular conditions of his existence, to recommend
that those conditions of existence reflect what 1s truly human.
This, Marx and Engels suggest, ought fo be part of ocur objective
understanding of things. So we are not, for instance, like

the short-sighted person who observes that the whole mass of

the working class 1s discontented with 1ts circumstance and

yet concludes that 1t should do nothing about those circumstances.
For Marx and Engels there 1s no step at all between description

and prescription in an objective understanding of the world.

To know how, wvhy and under what conditions we act 1s, for

8. ITbad.
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them, at the same time to know how we should act.

S0 here again, 1in the German Ideology, we find that

Marx argues that an objgective account of the world is a
practical, revolutionary one. For this also 1s part of his
measure of an 1deology. Ideclogical thinking, is thinking
that 1s not premissed on practical, revolutionary act1v1ty.}9
This of course would make vast categories of thought to be
1deoclogical. Indeed the suggestion 1s that all thinkers

who do not think like Marx and Engels are i1deologists. Now,
although this 1s an ambitious claim, we would be wrong to
condemn 1t as mere arrogance on theair part. As I have triead
to show, Marx does not arrive at his views without having
first reflected seriously on traditional epistemolcogical pro-
blems. He does so in the first instance by confronting his
views with those of Hegel and,: subsequently, by confronting
them with those of Feuerbach. And now again in the German
Jdeology he comes back to the views of Feuerbach. He returns,
in fact, to the point that he made in the fairst 'Thesis on
Feuerbach'. Namely, that Feuerbach like all other material-

1sts conceived reality only as Anschauung or the obgect of

intuition. '"Feuerbach's '"conception" of the sensuous world',

he sgys 'emfines 1tself on the one hand to the mere apprehension

140

of the same and, on the other, to mere feeling,.. At no

time, therefore, ne suggests does Feuerbach raise himself above

| 59. 'A second important feature of the Marxist theory 1s that the
\ "1deological” thinker 1s held to be not only theoretically, but
also practically, misleading and misled.' H.B.Acton, op.cit.pla?

40, Marx-Engels Verke %, p. L42.

l
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the position of a mere interpreter of the world. Indeed

he cannot do so simply because what the world i1is for him is
what 1mpresses 1tself on the senses, and that sensuous world

is (for Feuerbach) both what 1s real and morally desirable.

But he soon finds, Marx suggests, that thais will not do, for
'in the first place 1n the apprehension of the world he necess-
arily comes across things which contradict his consciousness
and his feeling, which disturb what he assumes to be the har-
mony of all parts of the sensuous world and in particular of
man with nature'.ql What he fails to see 1s 'how the sensuous
world surrounding him 1s not an i1mmediate, something given

from all eternity, a thing that 1s constantly self-same, but
the product of industry and the state of society, and indeed

in the sense that 1t 1s a historical product, the result of

the activity of a whole series of generations each of which
hes stood on the shoulder of the other, has developed furtner
1ts 1ndustry and commerce and has modified 1ts social order

4o

according to changed needs'. What 1s missing in Feuerbach's
account of experience, 1s a view of the objects of our exper-
ience not as i1isolated, self-same objects, given somehow f{rom
all eternity, but as historical products. For, as Marx says,
'the objects of the most simple "sense-certainty" are given

£o him only through social development, industry and commercial

intercourse. The cherry tree, 1like all fruit trees was, as

1s well known, only transplanted to our zone a {ew hundred years

47, Inid.

42,  Ibid., p. 43.



ago by trade and was therefore first only by this action
of a particular society at a certain time given to "the sense-

43

certainty" of Feuerbach'.

It 1s most important that we look at this remark in the
right context. Thais context 1is clearly that of this study
as a whole. In this study, I have shown how the notion of
eplistemology and experience are connected in the thinking
of Marx and Hegel. In particular I have illustrated how
they transform a narrow, merely epistemological notion of
experience 1into a wider social and historical notion. This
view that Marx expresses about the objects of sense-certainty
represents the culmination of that development. Indeed, it
brings out precisely the change I have traced. We recall
from the first Chapter that the English materialists, Locke
and Hume, conceived experierice, as does Feuerbach, as our
sense-perception of the world. The objgects of experience
were for them what Marx and Hegel call 'immediate' and what
Marx calls 'given from all eternity’. But for Marx it makes
no sense to talk about objects or experience i1n this way.
ObJjects, he argues, are never'constantly self-same things'
but always the products of the existing state of society and
industry. So 'the candle-stick here, the snuff box there',
as Hegel puts 1t, of the experience of the classical epistem-

ologists are hardly mat of a somehow pristine sense-experience

43, Ibaid.
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be found in the more commercially advanced societies. Thus
even that reflective view of experience was only made possible
by a reasonable level of advancement in industry and comfort.
It makes sense for Marx to talk of the objects of our exper-
lence 1in this way because 1t 1s of course his view that they
immediately confront us as objects of our needs, and that we
are from the beginning practically active 1n relation to them.
Experience 1is always a practical experience. And since ob-
Jects are not given to us 1n a manner compatible with our
needs we have always to transform them into our products
through our labour. It 1s these of course that the contem-
plative view of experience intuits: the products of human
1ndustr‘y.44 Experierce for Marx though begins prior to that.
It is, as I have said, the experience of need whose satisfac-
tion, and what 1s required for 1ts satisfaction, depend on

the level of advancement of society. OQur experience 1s there-
fore always a natural, social and historical experience.

For as soon as we open our eyes to the world (both in the natural
and intellectual sense) we open our eyes to a natural, limiting,
socially created and therefore historically lamited world.

This 1s what constitutes experience for Marxz.

44, Marx 1s making a similar point when he says in Capital that
'Reflection (Nachdenken) about the forms of human 1life, also
therefore 1ts scienvific analysis,takes 1n general an obnposite
path to that of the real development. It begins post festmus and
therefore with the finished results of the process of development.
The forms which stamp the product of labour as commodities and
thercelore are presvpposed by commodity circulation already puss-
ess the fixity of natural forins of sccial life before men seell to
give an account of themselves, not of the historacal character of
these forms, which already count as immutable for them, but of
their content (Gehalt). MEW, Vol, 23,pp. 89 - 90.
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And, as I have suggested, he 1s keenly aware of how this
view contrasts with the traditional materialists view of exp-
erience. And he misses no opprtunity, to draive home his point.
'So much 1s this activity, this continuous sensuous work and
creation, this production the basis for the whole sensuous

* world as 1t now exists that even 1f i1t were only interrupted
for a year Feuerbach would not only find a huge alteration

in the natural world but also in the whole human world and

he would very soon miss his own means of apprehension (Ansch-
auwungsvermbgen), indeed his own ex1stence'.45 It makes little
sense for haim to take a timeless, passive view of experience
because what makes our «bi1lity to intuit objects at all poss-
ible, 1s 1tself dependent on the continuous labour and production
of mankind. We can only intuit because we are practically
active in sustaining our life. This therefore, Marx suggests,
must be the way to comprehend our experience, not az our indiv-
idual practical life but the 'sensuous world as the combined

16

living sensuous activity of the individuals that make 1t up'.

45, Marx-Engels Werke 3, p. 44.

46, Ibid., p. 45.



IDEOLOGY AND SOCIALIST REVOLUTION

Ideologies, then, are systems of mistaken i1deas concer-
ning our activity. And Feuerbach's philosophy 1s one such
system of 1deas. We have seen that Marx attributes their
development and hold to the division of labour within society.
As a system of production that has developed behind the backs
of the producers and therefore controls the lives of the
producers instead of being controlled by them, it inevitably
gives rise to misconceptions in the minds of producers about
the nature of their activity and their relation to one another.
Ideas, Marx and Engels argue, have their origin 'n our exper-
ience. But this, they argue, 1s not an abstract experience,
the experience that philosophers have invoked. It 1s our
experience as consclously productive social beings. We form
our ideas therefore, they argue, 1in accordance with the manner
in which we reproduce our lives. A1l that Marx's theory of
ideology says, therefore, is that where that system of reprod
uction is confused or disorganised our conceptions will be
similarly confused or disorganised.

We can now see how Marx's sometimes confusing ideas about
class and 1deology enter into his account of experience and,
in particular, his and Engels' strange sounding claim that
their i1deas, i1ndeed the whole of Marxian system, is but the
theoretical expression of the real life position of the
working class. For it 1s Marx's conviction that man - and

this i1ncludes man qua philosopher or theorist -~ 1s not a being
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squatting outside society, we know not where. He is the
sum of his social relations. It follows therefore that
there can be no 1deas which have no real basis in society.
They must be the expression of some practical material claim

or other. And where those i1deas concern socliety as a whole

- they must be the expression of the practical interests of

one or other group. Evidently then Marx and Engels, i1f
they are not to condemn themselves as abstract thinkers,

have to 1nclude their ideas under this head as well.

I hardly need to say at this point that it is an axiom
for Marx and Engels that 'the history of all hitherto existing
soclety 1s the hastory o: class struggles.'47 So that when
they come to talk of the social groups whose interests are
reflected 1n systems of thought they do so in terms of class.
The class relationship itself, they argue, 1s very clearly
derived from the nature of the property relations 1. any given
epoch. We have masters and slaves, they claim, where the
masters own both the means of production and the labourer;
lords and serfs where the lords own both the means of produc-
tion and the serf's labour time; and capitalists and wage-
workers where the capaitalist class owns the means of production
but buys the labour-power of the worker. It 1s self-evident
from such an analysis, they argue, that the dominant c¢lass at
any one time 1s the dominznt power in production. Now, as

Marx and Engels firmly believe that 1deas have their origin

ur, Communist Manifesto, MEW, Vol 4, p. 462.




in such real social relations, 1t is perfectly clear to

them that material dominance 1n any epoch must be reflected

in intellectual dominance, hence, that 'the ideas of the
ruling class are 1n each epoch the ruling ideas'. This they
argue must be so because 'the class which has the means of
material production at i1ts disposal with that disposes at the
same time over the means of 1ntellectual production. Thereby
the 1deas of those who do not have the means of intellectual
production are on average subordinate to 1t'. Furthermore,
they say, 'those ruling ideas are nothing more than the 1deal
expression of the ruling material relations, the ruling mater-
ial relations conceived as ldeas; therefore Just the relations
which make one class into the ruling class are the ideas of
their dominance'.48 Contrary to general opinion, then, Marx
and Engels do not see the ruling class 1n one epoch as conspir-
ing to delude either themselves or their subordinate classes.
It is simply, they argue, that people thaink as they lave.

And 1f a person 1s a member of a ruling class he thinks as

one such memeber. So 1t 1s only natural that he should en-
courage the spread of the 1deas of his class and attempt to
ensure that they prevail 1ﬁ society at large. For 1t 1is

no more than a consequence ofhis desire to perpetuate his being.
Marx and Engels further suggest that with the development of

society and the subsequent increase in the division of labour

48.  MEW 7, p. U6.
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the ruling class may spawn a specilal class of intellectual
producers to carry out that task for them. These people
they do not hesitate to call ideologists. And when Marx
uses the term in 1fs most perjorative form he has in mind
those individuals who 'make 1t the chief branch of their

livelihood the development of the illusions of this class

about itself'.49

If this is so, there is one final guestion that Marx's
theory of experience raises: Who then can possibly not be
an ideologist? Or, what 1s simply the same quesftion in a
sharper form, are not Marx and Engels, by their own admission,
themselves 1deologists? It 1s orthodox nowadays to think
o For, 1t appears, a system of ildeas expressing the prac-
tical Interests of the working-class can be nothing but that.
This, however, 1s not an opinion that Marx would share. The
preoccupation with truth and obyectivity 1s one that is sus-
tained raight through his system. His theory of ideoclogy 1is
not, therefore, one that 1s intended to sustain i1deoclogy but
to bring it to an end. What 1s odd about this however, is
his belief that the manner in which this 1s to be achieved
is through the practical, material ambitions of the working-
class being fulfilled. Somehow Marx comes to the conclusion,
then, that truth and objectivity can coincide with the aims
of the working-class socialisl movement. How does this come
about? We already know that Marx's view of truth or objectivity

1s one that i1s practical. Truth, therefore, is what coincides

49, Ibad,
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with men's needs, What remains to be seen though 1s how

these needs are reduced to the needs of the working-class.

The reason 1s that the working-class 1s, Marx argues,
the only class that is in a position, and ever has been 1in
the position, to control man's productive relations and there-
fore to put an end the domination of the producers by the
productive process itselfl. This wi1ill at the same time
bring to an end 1deological thinking, he believes, because
those confused social relations which give rise to 1t will
have ceased to exist. This large claim again arises from
Marx's conviction that what, at base, 1s responsible for
ideological thinking 1s the division of labour and the class
relations that have grown up alongside 1t. Tdeological
thinking 1s therefore i1n hismind inseparable from present
capitalist society, because the division of labour comes into
its own with commodity production , where production 1s
decisively separated from consumption. That development heightens
the control exercised by the productive process over the producers
and entalls, Marx argues, that the relations of production
still appear in a natural form to the producers themselves.
Under capitalist production, therefore, as under all other
previous modes of production the relations of production appear
to the producers not as ones they themselves create and perpet-
uate but ones that have been created for them and that perpet-
uate themselves. However Communism, which is the mode of
production that most corresponds to the needs of the working-
class, 'differs from all previous movements in that 1t revol-

utionises the basis of all previous production and commercial
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relations and deals with all naturally developed premisses
consciously as the creations of previous men, thus strips
of'f their naturalness and subordinates 1t to the power of

50

united individuals'. By dealing with the existing
productive relations consciously and at the same time ending
class division the Communist movement will bring to an end
ideology. For, Marx claims in Capital, 'the structure of
the social life process 1.e. the material production only
strips off its misty veil when 1t stands as a product of free
gocialised men under thelr conscious planned control'.51

Up until that point, Marx suggests, the life-process of society

will appear i1in a distorted way to the producers themselves.

They will both be, ani be subject to, ideological thinkers.

Socialist revolution therefore plays a role that philos-
ophy could not, to Marx's satisfaction, play. It can, 1n
his view, prove the objgectivity of his view of experience.

It can both dispel the 'clouds of error' from our thinking
and glive us one conclusive answer to fhe question of truth.
It will therefore be the end of philosophy because 1t fulfils

the end of philosophy.

50. Ibid., p. 70.

51. MEW, Vol 23, p. 94,
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CONCLUSTON

THE END OF PHILOSOPHY?

It 1s generally agreed that socialist revolution, as
Marx envisaged 1t, has not occurred. It seems then, that
Marx's viewson philosophy have not been finally put to the

test, and indeed that Adorno's suggestion 1in Negative Dial-

ektik: 'Philosophy which at one time seemed obsolete, remains
alive because the opportunity for 1ts realisation was mlssed'l
may be entirely in order. Philosophy, 1f we were to follow
Adorno's suggestion, has a continued relevance because we have
passed over the opportunity to realise Marx's aims. It 1s

my view, however, that there 1s little need to adopt such an
expedlient to sanchhon present philosophical discussion, for

at no time do Marx's arguments threaten philoscphy itself.
What Marx's views threaten 1s not philosophy as such, but one

particular conception of 1t, namely, that of Hegel.

This we can see when we look at Marx's major obgection
to philosophy. As we have seen, his major objecticn to phil-
osophy 1is that 1t represents abstract thinking. By this Marx
means thinking which, like that found in the Hegelian Phenomen-
ology, ends up without an object. 1n other words, 1t 1s to
Hegel's philosophical 1dealism that Marx objects. The grounds
for this conflict of views come out in an analysis of their
respective notions of experience. Experience Hegel describes

as that process in which Mind (or Spirit) first externalises

1. Adorno. Negative Dialektik, Suhrkamp Verlag, Franv<furt,
1970, p. 13.
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itself to establish the sensuous world but, subsequently,
re-establishes 1tself in 1ts self-sufficiency by knowing

the sensuous world as the other of 1tself. So, 1n his

view, experience 15 this process of the externalisation or
objgectification of Mind and the retraction of that alienation.
It 1s this notion of experience which, in Hegel's opinion,
justifies the view that Mind 1s absolute and the essence of

all finite things. Marx, however, finds little gustification
for this view of experience. Indeed he argues, as we have
seen, that 1t 1s not a view that stands up to laternal examin-
ation. For a full explanation of the notion of objectification
shows, Marx believes, that our obgectification 1s not something
which we can retract. We cannct, he argues, experience
objects without our becoming their object, in other words,
without the relationship existing in such a way that it does
not depend entirely on our consciousness of 1t. But once

we acknowledge this we nave to propose a different view of
experience; and 1t 1s, of course, 1n pProposing such a new

view of experience that Marx thinks he 1s superceding philosophy.

It is this that explains the seemingly paradoxical title

of Marx's first magor published work: The Poverty of Philosophy.

For 1t must be granted that on first sight the book seems
badly entitled. Because, on glancing through 1t, we discover
no general discourse on the various branches of philosophy,
for instance, logic, ethics and epistemology - all of which

we might expect in a book supposedly about the 'poverty of

philosophy' - but rather a critical account of the work of
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a popular French economlst.2 Nevertheless, Marx intends

the work to be a sericus challenge to philosophy because in

1t he attacks the metaphysical method which he takes Proudhon
to have derived from Hegel. This method of Proudhon's,
because it is Hegel's method, 1s for Marx the method of
philosophy. SO0 1n craiticising 1t he believes himself to be
criticising philosophy and, indeed, in bringing 1t down
believes himself to have brought down philosophy. The
philosophical method, i1n Marx's view, reduces every object

to the thought of 1t, and, he says, 'are we to be surprised
that in the final abstraction - for we are concerned with
abstraction and not analysis - each thing presents 1tself as

a logical category? Are we to be surprised thea if we let
drop bit by bit all that makes up the individuality of a
house, disregarding first of all the building materials of
which 1t consists, then the form which marks 1t cut we finally
have only a body in front of us; and that when we dsregard

the outlines of this body we have finally a space alone; and
that when we ultimately ebstract from the dimensions of this
space that i1n the end we have no more left, other than quantity
in 1tself, the logical category of quantlty'?3 So ‘by dint of
abstraction' we can with the Hegelian aksolute method transform

'everything into a logical category'.

2. It 1s i1ndeed true that the work te which Marx addresses
himself 1in particular was called the Philosophy of Poverty
and that Marx has not missed the cpportunity for a play
on words.

3. Marx. Marx-Engels Werke 4, p. 127.




429

There can be no doubt that this, for Marx, represents

the 'poverty of philosophy'. Hegel, he argues, thinks 'he
is constructing the world by means of the movement of thought
whereas', i1n fact, 'he 1s only reconstructing systematically

and classifying eccording to the absolute method the thoughts
‘ which are in the minds of all’.)1L Philosophical thinking,
therefore, has the basic defect of regarding thought as the
essence of reality. The philosopher indeed comprehends the
world in a more sophisticated manner than the ordinary man
but at the same time mistakenly believes that this understand-
1ing exhausts experience. We are by now clear that this view
of Marx 1is one that fits in well with Hegel's 1dealism. I
need hardly point out, however, that philosoph” 1s not tied
to any particular philosophy nor indeed any philosophical thesis.
S0 philosophical pursuits such as logic and ethics will remain
unaffected by any craiticism that Marx has to offer of one
particular philosophy. Marx, however, so wrapped up was he
in Hegelian philosophy, failed to see thas. For him, to

reject Hegelianism was to reject philosophy.

However we would be wrong to condemn him for this. As
Hegel aptly pointed out, each person 1is a child of his time.
Philosophy at the time Marx was reaching his intellectual
maturity was dominated by Hegelianism. We should not be
surprised, therefore, that Marx believed himself to have rejected
philosophy 1n rejecting Hegel's account of experience. We,
however, with the benefit of hindsight, can see that he was
not rejecting philosophy 1tself. As T have said, he 1s simply

rejecting one view of philosophy.

i, Tbid. p. 130.
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Marx can, however, be criticised on one score, namely,
that as a consequence of his belief that he was going beyond
phi1losophy he left untouched many of the most i1importsnt prob-
lems that are raised by his view of experience. In other

words because he tock the view that philosophy deals only

- with scholastic questions, he neglected what we can now see

to be serious philosophical problems attendant on his views.
He wishes, for instance, to argue a practical theory of
knowledge which clearly has profound implications for the
notion of truth. But questions of truth are, of course,
1nherently philosophical. Marx, however, has no desire to
follow out these 1mplications because he sees himselfl as
superceding philosophy. Consequently he 1ignores what,

fo us, are pressing problems in his view of experience. So
Marx, far from bringing an end to philosophy, raises new and

important philosophical questions.
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