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According to Marx's famous saying, “Hegel remarks somewhere
that all great world-historic facts and personages appear, so to speak,
twice. He forgot to add: the first time as tragedy, the second time as
farce.”' Displacing this well-known quip, if only a bit, one might ask: Does
this also hold for world-historic personages and facts of philosophy?
Could one read Hegel’s philosophy itself as first, the tragic event? Such
areading would in some respects not be entirely alien to the reception
of Hegel’s thought in general. Many of his readers have asserted that he
can and must be considered an essentially tragic thinker — one may here
just in passing refer to the famous "“tragedy in ethical life” which is often
taken to provide a paradigmatic articulation, not only of the constitution
of the Greek, but also of modern political life and ethical communities
despite this view being repeatedly contested. However, if — for the sake
of following this hypothesis — Hegel represents, and this maybe the tragic
event, not only of ethical life, but also of modern philosophy in general,
where and how do we locate its repetition in the form of the farce? Where
are we to find Hegel's inverted twin?

In many respects, there is a certain farcical dimension to the
immediate aftermath of Hegel’s thought. Because (some of) his pupils
prepared and published an edition of his works that became highly
influential to most of his subsequent readers, and which consequently
led, to some degree, to profound confusion about the true kernel and
thrust of Hegel’s philosophical system, and — by adding comments and
annotations that were taken to be his very own wording — generated a
peculiar struggle about Hegel’s ultimate achievements (and failures).
Surprisingly this edition — almost until today — was nonetheless able to
become the main reference — one manifestation of the “Deckerinnerung”
that overshadows what one perceives to be Hegel’s philosophy, as Zizek
has often claimed with reference to Freud — for generations of his critics
and followers.

However, the immediate Hegelian aftermath also already
inaugurated, amongst other things, the infamous split between the young
and the old Hegelians, which seemed to practically and farcically enact
Hegel's own claim that any immediate unity (and thus also that of the
Hegelianism and of Hegel himself) will need to undergo processes of
alienation and division to at least possibly reinstate the original unity in a
reflected form. Does Hegel's ultimate tragedy, in both sense of the term,
lie in the fact that immediately after his death his philosophy was not only
dissected and rebutted, but there was also a farcical defence of a Hegel
which never existed with those words he never wrote against his critics

1 Marx 1975, p.15
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who got it all wrong? So, did the farce not prove the tragedy to be a real
tragedy?

One could also, in both enlarging the historical focus and in
locating the ultimate embodiment of the repetition of Hegel's tragedy as
farce in the fact that the arguably most influential and important pupil
of he who was perceived to have been a Prussian state philosopher has
been one of the most influential and famous contenders of revolution
and of overthrowing the state, namely Marx. And may not Marx’s ultimate
Hegelian heritage — again confirming the tragedy-farce sequence - lie in
the fact that he himself did not only witness as many rebuttals as Hegel,
but he actually put into practice and therein refuted even more harshly,
due to what was seen as the brutal and bloody outcomes of his thought
when concretely realized. First as tragedy, then as farce that becomes /
again, a tragedy of its own, and then repeats as a (bloody) farce...

Whatever historical frame one likes to posit, today neither Marx nor
Hegel are, surprisingly, thinkers that are generally and overall considered
to be indefensible any more. Both have become widely accepted (rather
than merely tolerated) thinkers within the universities and the wider
outskirts of academia. There are journals dedicated to both, conferences
held around the world on an annual basis that deepen and perpetuate the
already existing immense scholarship, numerous books are published
on their work regularly and editions of their writings that depict high
philological quality have been prepared during recent years. Both have
become proper objects of academic study. At first sight, it might seem
surprising that this holds for both Hegel and Marx, for it might seem —
given the political history linked to their names — especially astounding
that this also happened to Marx.

For one might be tempted to assume that Marx was after all too
farcical (in all the brutal aspects of the farce) to be integrated into and
assimilated within academic discourse, even if simply because it is
mainly the discourse of state institutions (one of the reasons why Lacan
called it “university discourse”). And was Marx not the anti-statist thinker
par excellence and Hegel the ultimate thinker of the (Prussian) state?
Yet, one must acknowledge that already in the last century there have
been more institutions devoted to the study of Marx (and Engels) and
historical and dialectical materialism than there have ever been for (the
arch idealist) Hegel. Surprising as it may be to some, it has proven more
difficult to assimilate and integrate Hegel into academia, even though he
was deemed a state philosopher in all senses of the term (and Marx did
not manage to find a proper job in any institution), than the paradigmatic
the thinker of revolution. There seemed (and maybe still seems) to be
something in Hegel's thought that was nonetheless a too bitter pill, too
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6 Introduction

hard to swallow, too much to assimilate for, at least, academia.

A symptom of this may be, as everyone knows, that Hegel was for
along time — and especially in the last century — considered to be the
incarnation of the worst kind of philosophy possible. This was, at least
partially, because he was one of the very few thinkers that one could
find within the history of philosophy (and who did not announce and
inaugurate) a renewal or a new period of philosophical thought, although
it was paradoxically declared to bring about its end; and more so, with
it the end of art, politics, religion, history and thus all human practices.
Hegel was the worst philosophy could get, because he ended (and as
he said himself: completed) it. He sublated, however precisely this term
is understood, everything into a final form of knowledge that — worse
comes to worst — he called absolute knowing. Thereby he was for a long
time taken to be one who forestalled any kind of future of philosophy or
of history, because he systematically suspended historicity proper; a
criticism that was famously articulated repeatedly by many, mostly by
Marxist critics of Hegel. Hegel was considered, after Plato maybe (and
the slightly naive Frenchman who inaugurated modern philosophy),
philosophy’s ultimate béte noir. He was the one that just seemed to have
overdone it: Hegel, at once the tragedy and the farce of philosophy.

That Hegel pathologically, and to a certain degree comically,
exaggerated the very business of philosophy was already diagnosed
by a famous pupil of Sigmund Freud, namely by Carl Gustav Jung. He
stated that Hegel's language is so megalomaniac that it is reminiscent
of the language of schizophrenics. If one takes Jung’s diagnosis more
seriously than one should then it seems apparent that Jung pretty much
did not know anything about and of Hegel. However, this might provide a
starting point for understanding why today there is a peculiar, maybe even
schizophrenic kind of resuscitation of Hegel's thought. Hegel is today no
longer represented as philosophy’s ultimate lowland but as its pragmatist
summit, he is no longer taken to be the thinker who pushed rationalism
and systematicity so far that it went over its rationalist edge, he is rather
taken to be the first to establish a proper and moderate account of the
rational components of collective human practice, with all its rational
weaknesses and strengths; he is no longer the philosopher of the end
of all practices and of ultimate sublation, but rather as philosopher of
intersubjectively mediated normativity that as such has — at least for
human beings — neither end nor beginning, because it is the ultimate form
of human practice.

Yet, do these shifts of emphasis often not come at a price? How
does one also integrate and not simply discard everything that Hegel
seems to disturb and spoil this rather peaceful and tamed picture?

7 Introduction
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Can this even be the goal of a contemporary rendering of Hegel? Is it a
problem that all too often one gets rid of the very conception of history
that is inscribed into his thought (as this is where the end necessarily
comes in) or one shies away from absolute knowing as the highpoint of a
metaphysical regression.The name “Hegel” seems to have become one
that is precisely that toolbox with which Michel Foucault once stated that
one needs to describe, understand and change the world and also which
one takes out of it what one needs. But this might be ultimately a good
thing, or maybe the best one can do with him.

Yet, this raises at least two questions: Firstly, what does it mean
that one is witnessing today not only a Hegel-revival but also, maybe
for the first time in over a century, a full appraisal, which seeks to at the
same time risks to get rid of crucial elements that made the ‘substance’
of Hegelian thought once appear too dangerous, crazy, or just badly
metaphysical? What is a Hegel without its ‘metaphysical’, ‘megalomaniac’
kernel, wherever precisely this may lie? Is he something akin to the
infamous beer without alcohol? Second, what would Hegel — and not the
name, ‘Hegel’ — have said to this new wave of reception of his thought?
What are we in the eyes of Hegel (and not the other way around)?

Hegel always insisted that philosophy only has to think what is (and
not what should be). And this is why philosophy is a difficult task, as it
is one of the most difficult tasks to grasp one'’s own time in thought (as
Hegel's famous definition of philosophy goes). But what does one do with
a philosophy that asserts that the task of philosophy is to think its own
time, after it exhausted and exceeded this very time? How does one think
the present time with Hegel (after Hegel — and even within the present of
new Hegelianism)?

Resulting from this, the question the present issue of Crisis and
Critique seeks to address is thus: What does it mean to conceive of our
time, “the today”, as a Hegelian?

Once, in the preface of his Phenomenology of Spirit, Hegel writes

...it is not difficult to see that ours is a birth-time and
a period of transition to a new era. Spirit has broken with
the world it has hitherto inhabited and imagined, and is of a
mind to submerge it in the past, and in the labour of its own
transformation. Spirit is indeed never at rest but always engaged
in moving forward. But just as the first breath drawn by a child
after its long, quiet nourishment breaks the gradualness of merely
quantitative growth—there is a qualitative leap, and the child
is born—so likewise the Spirit in its formation matures slowly
and quietly into its new shape, dissolving bit by bit the structure

8 Introduction
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of its previous world, whose tottering state is only hinted at by
isolated symptoms.The frivolity and boredom which unsettle the
established order, the vague foreboding of something unknown,
these are the heralds of approaching change. The gradual
crumbling that left unaltered the face of the whole is cut short by
a sunburst which, in one flash, illuminates the features of the new
world.2

Hegel's sunburst was the French Revolution, whose ardent
supporter he was. In our predicament, the sunburst is the world in which
we are entering, and we are still unable to fully grasp and comprehend.
We throw catchwords, veiled as concepts, through which we try to
understand the epoch in which we are entering globally. This grandiose
rhetoric only comes to hide the lack of conceptual and philosophical (or,
theoretical) apparatus, capable of truly understanding our own era. Its
dawn appears to be, doubtlessly, a violent one, which thereby produces
unsettling effects to the established theories and destroying the already
existing structures.

It is our (editors) view that the present epoch, can be best and fully
grasped through the Hegelian system: “the whole mass of ideas and
concepts” which are being proposed either as an anti-thesis of Hegel, or
as a ‘subtle’ replacement, are collapsing in front of the reality they try to
understand and explain.

In 1922 Lenin proposed the creation of the Society of the Materialist
Friends of Hegelian Dialectics.3The present issue of Crisis and Critique
attempts to repeat this proposal, not only by being (yet another) exercise
in affirming the unique dimension of Hegel’s philosophical system, but
also by emphasizing the necessity of drawing lines within this very
society, creating instructive liaisons and debating (between friends)
what paths remain still open to be explored and which are the ones that
are leading us astray. Our hope that the practice of such a Hegel-friendly
society would not only prove to be farcical or tragic, but may bring to light
a properly comic dimension of Hegel — a dimension which has been often
neglected or at least downplayed in Hegel scholarship thus far. What is
a Hegelian account of a present that has ultimately become Hegelian (in
philosophy)?

The present issue of the journal sought to gather some of the most
far reaching resuscitations of Hegel today that may help to create a
Hegelian perspective onto our present, as well as to grasp it in the form

2 Hegel 1977, p.6

3 Lenin 1973, p.234

9 Introduction
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of thoughts and concepts. We are well aware that this issue does not at all c BIBLIOGRAPHY:

. . . R Hegel, G.W.F. 1977, Phenomenology of Spirit, Oxford: Oxford University Press.
exhaust its self-set task, yet we assume that the concrete contributions I Lenin, V.I. 1973, Collected Works, Vol. 33 August 1921-March 1923, Moscow: Progress
gathered here can nonetheless stand —in very Hegelian fashion, S Publishers
name|y as a concrete universality —for the universality of contemporary é pub“sheN'l:rX’ Karl 1975, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, New York: International
readings of Hegel. And if this generates further, even critical and harsh
discussions among the friends of Hegel, the present issue would have &
served this end even more successfully. We have brought together C
here philosophers and theorists from different Hegelian traditions and Ff
backgrounds, whose goal it is neither to simply assert the relevance T
of Hegel's thought, nor to only explore the ways in which one can and ('D
maybe should be a Hegelian today, but also to depict why it is precisely u
Hegel who provides a major point of orientation and conceptual tools for E
understanding the present world as it is. /
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Rt . In the inaugural lecture at the College de France in 1970, entitled The
Order of Discourse, Foucault opened his tribute to Jean Hyppolite,
% i recognizing in the old master the ability to have been able to keep the

\ " right distance from, but also the necessary proximity to, Hegel:

I know well that his work is placed, in the eyes of many,
under the reign of Hegel, and that our whole epoch, either
through logic or with epistemology, either with Marx or with
Nietzsche, tries to escape Hegel[...]. But to make a real
escape from Hegel presupposes an exact appreciation of
what it costs to detach ourselves from him. It presupposes
a knowledge of how close Hegel has come to us, perhaps
insidiously. It presupposes a knowledge of what is still
Hegelian in that which allows us to think against Hegel; and
an ability to gauge how much our resources against him are
perhaps still a ruse which he is using against us, and at the
end of which he is waiting for us, immobile and elsewhere.!

Following Foucault’s lesson, returning to Hegel is therefore not a
mere exercise in style, but a necessary movement of thought, if the

1 Foucault 1970/1981, 74.
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goal is to escape the wiles of his system. And if Foucault recognized in
Hyppolite the merit of having

n—-—m—-330

tirelessly explored, for us and ahead of us, this path by
which one gets away from Hegel, establishes a distance, and
by which one ends up being drawn back to him, but otherwise,
and then constrained to leave him once again?

Qo

what | shall try to do, with respect to the theme of this essay,
will be to follow a reverse path: getting close to Hegel, describing
the process of secularization of the theological categories that he
carries out through his system, and then seeking, in the second part, a
chance to move away from his monolithic theologico-political system. /
To Foucault’s question whether that which is unphilosophical is
necessarily anti-Hegelian, | shall therefore substitute the question: must
all that which criticizes the theologico-political be anti-Hegelian?®
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1. First movement. Hegel political theologian
In Political Theology I/, at the end of the ‘Guideline for the Reader’, Schmitt
writes:

The thematic development of my political theology from
1922 takes a general direction which departs from the jus
reformandi [right of reformation] of the sixteenth century,
culminates in Hegel and is evident everywhere today, from
political theology to political Christology [von der Politischen
Theologie zur Politischen Christologie].*

Following the reconstructive scheme so effectively summarized by
Schmitt, Hegelian philosophy, as the highest peak of a movement of
autonomization of the world by the sacred, or rather the demystification
and immanentizing of divinity, would mark the transition from a politico-

2 Foucault 1970/1981, 74.

3 Inrecent decades, particularly in Italy, the debate within political theology has reached very
high levels of discussion. Examples are Carlo Galli's reflections on Schmitt, the works of Roberto
Esposito, Massimo Cacciari, Giorgio Agamben, Elettra Stimilli, to mention only a few of the
protagonists of this discussion. For a reconstruction of the debate, see, among the numerous
publications, the monographic issues of Filosofia politica, 3, 2013; “ll pensiero”, 2, 2011, but also La
teologia politica in discussione 2012; Scattola 2007.

4 Schmitt 2008, p. 11; Schmitt 2010, p. 32-33.

5 For a shrewd and precise reconstruction of the relationship between Hegel e Schmitt, see the
interesting work of Pirozzo 2013, p. 57 ff.

14 Hegel Political Theologian?

theological system to a Christological one. Hegel would arise, that is,

as an expression of that dialectical rationalism which, following the
spirit of the Reform, would made the sovereignty of power descend into
the community, attributing centrality to the figure of Christ as man and
emptying the transcendence of his sacredness.® As stated in the famous
§ 552 of the Encyclopaedia:

The precept of religion, ‘Give to Caesar what is Caesar’s
and to God what is God’s’, is not enough: the question is to
settle what is Caesar’'s [was des Kaisers ist], what belongs to
the secular authority [...]. The divine spirit must interpenetrate
the entire secular life [das Weltliche immanent durchdringen]:
whereby wisdom is concrete within it, and it carries the terms
of its own justification. But that concrete indwelling is only the
aforesaid ethical organisations. It is the morality of marriage
as against the sanctity of a celibate order; —the morality of
economic and industrial action against the sanctity of poverty
and indolence; the morality of an obedience dedicated to the
law of the state[...].]

As we have said, an obvious movement of Hegelian thought is
rendered in Schmitt’s judgement —a movement that merits further
articulation, however, and that is what | shall do in this first part.

Right from his early writings, Hegel addressed explicitly the link
between religion and politics. It was a very different relationship from
that which he established between theology and politics.® Whereas
the relationship between religion and politics could contribute to the

6 Catholicism misses the mark by locating God outside man and state: “[...] in [Catholicism] this
spirit of all truth is in actuality set in rigid opposition to the self-conscious spirit. First of all, in the
host God is presented to religious worship as an external thing. [...] From that first and supreme
relationship of externality flow all the other external, hence unfree, unspiritual, and superstitious
relationships; especially a /aity, which receives knowledge of divine truth, as well as the direction of
will and conscience, from outside and from another class[...]", Hegel 1830/1971, § 552, pp. 284—285.

7 Hegel 1830/1971, pp. 286-287.

8 Paradoxically, the interpretative error that induced the first editor of Hegel's early writings,
Hermann Nohl, to define them as theological — a definition rectified in subsequent drafts —adequately
describes the nature of these reflections if they are placed within a theologico-political framework.
Religion, for Hegel, inspired the political structuring models, and at the same time, through its
representative dimension, permeated the sense of community. The relationships at the centre of his
analysis are those between the Jewish, Greek and Roman models. In these religions the more or less
democratic structure of the religion determines a similar structuring of the political community. The
fear and trembling of the Jewish state, the typical distance of the Roman religion, the participation
at the basis of Greek religiosity/mythology: as is well known, these are models that would find further
clarification in the analysis of certain religions that Hegel introduced into his courses in Berlin on
the philosophy of religion. Yet, as mentioned, in these early fragments Hegel also emphasized the
functionalization that politics makes of religion.

15 Hegel Political Theologian?
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construction of a good political community, the role that theology
tended to assume with respect to public life was instead stigmatized.
Owing to theology’s supposed lack of any freedom — a substantial
element of politics —, the interference of theology in the community
could not but introduce elements of positivization and rigidity.
Regarding this aspect, the exchange of letters between Hegel and
Schelling at the beginning of 1795 is interesting. The two philosophers
had recently come out of the Tuibinger Stift. Having refused to follow
an ecclesiastical career, Hegel was reluctantly forced to accept

the role of tutor in a Bernese family. The dialogue with Schelling
therefore represented a way, albeit indirect, for the young tutor to keep
himself at the centre of the philosophical scene. The subject of the
correspondence was the union of theology and Kantianism that had
emerged at the Stift. Hegel wrote to Schelling:

What you tell me about the theological-Kantian —if it
should please the gods [s/ diis placet] — course taken by
philosophy in Tibingen is not surprising. Orthodoxy is not
to be shaken as long as the profession of itis bound up with
worldly advantage and interwoven with the totality of a state.
[...]1 believe it would be interesting, however, to disturb as
much as possible the theologians who in their antlike zeal
procure critical building materials for the strengthening of
their Gothic temple, to make everything more difficult for
them, to block their every escape until they no longer find
any way out and have no choice but to fully display their
nakedness in the light of day. [...] Reason and Freedom
remain our password, and the Invisible Church our rallying
point.®

Here there is an obvious criticism of the visible church and of the
attempt of theology to establish atemporal power using the new
watchwords of Kantian philosophy. The two young friends, who had
grown up in the wake of the French Revolution, claimed, instead, the

affirmation of the Enlightenment diptych of reason and freedom. Politics

should, that is, emancipate itself from religious orthodoxy and think of
realizing freedom.

This was the tone that dominated in Hegel’'s numerous early
fragments, composed before his move to Jena in 1801. Beginning with
the elaboration of the religious system, religion would in fact assume

9 Hegel to Schelling, end of January 1795, in Hegel 1984, pp. 31-32.

16 Hegel Political Theologian?
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another role, so much more at peace, and perhaps for that reason
also more traditional. In these fragments, instead, Hegel’s thought,
which had not yet assumed a definitive form, was seeking a systematic
structure, wandering between different ways and possibilities, as
attested, moreover, by the writing of the texts, which did not always
shine out for beauty and stylistic elegance. For these texts we may
observe that, if it is true, as Schmitt says, that religion undergoes
aradical demystification process, and that the God of distances is
replaced by Jesus as mediator in the community relationship, it must
be added, however, with regard to Schmitt's analysis, that it is not at
all clear that we are always faced with a politicization of the theological
or, vice versa, a theologization of the political. The scheme presentin
Hegel's early writings, presumably because of the proximity to the Greek
tradition and the sharing of a certain Kantian approach, seem, indeed, to
make them lean towards a political vision of theological.”

To give a univocal judgement on the role of religion in these
fragments is therefore impossible, not only, as mentioned, owing to
the influence of Kant and the Greeks, but also because of the role
that theological training, Lutheranism and interest in English political
philosophy play in the development of these Hegelian pages, full of often
contradictory inspirations but linked by a constant element: the rejection
of a dogmatic and transcendent religion. Aside from this common
element, which would always mark the Hegelian reflection —the criticism
of all forms of transcendence, the search for categories and concepts
that express the immanent dimension of thought —, the influences to
which the young Hegel was subjected make these fragments so complex
that it would be overly simplistic to trace them to a precise order —from
the celebration of the vitality of Greek religion, marked by presence
and life, to the criticism of the representation of death in Christianity,
from the criticism of positivity, to the equivalence between Jesus and
Socrates as companions of destiny, marked by a practical knowledge,
to the deliberate omission, in the narrative of Jesus’ life, of reference
to any miracles. Private religion, public religion, religion of the people:
these writings are traversed by the lay intuitions of Reimarus, by the
anti-supernaturalistic interpretations of Flatt, listened to at the Stift, by
the criticism of some aspects of pietism, yet at the same time opposition
to anti-pietism, to the point of adhering to a normative horizon, Kantian
in nature, in which anti-historically the commandments become a

10 As is known, in sharp contrast to Schmitt’s position, Jan Assmann maintains that all the pregnant
concepts of theology are theologized political concepts; cf. Assmann 2006, p. 32 ff.

17 Hegel Political Theologian?
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religious revival of the Categorical Imperative." So, whereas Kant wrote,
in Opus Postumum, “God is not a being outside me, but merely a thought
in me. God is the morally practical self-legislative reason”,’?in one of
the Bernese fragments Hegel wrote: “Over against the positivity of the
Jews, Jesus set man; over against the laws and their obligatoriness he
set the virtues”."”®

n—-—m—-330
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The relationship between religious and political levels was therefore
deeply interwoven, yet constant was Hegel's attempt to identify
an autonomous way of founding his thought. And this effort was
connected, as is evident in some fragments, to the main question that
ran through the young Hegel's reflection: how can the unity of the
community be recovered? For Hegel it was not a case of answering the /
metaphysical question about the existence of God; he did not set out
from a metaphysical instance, but rather from the need to restore to man
an intact community.

The principle of rationality at work in the Christian religion, which
Hegel would later translate into his philosophical system, certainly
originated from these reflections on religion, but it was also the
consequence of an originally political interest. To be clear: if it is true
that from these early years the Christian religion was presented as the
position capable of expressing a principle of universalization which,
secularized, would soon give birth to the ploy of a secular reason, itis
equally true that Hegel showed us how the search for a unifying political
principle finds in religion one of its forms of embodiment. In Hegel these
two paths intersected. If religion represented one model of thought,
Hegel nevertheless did not stop trying to think of an autonomous and
creative formulation of reason with which to respond to the issues left
open by modernity," in the direction of a self-legitimization of reason
which claimed a radical independence from religious theories.

mCcCO———20O
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Hegel's originality lay precisely in the interweaving of these two
instances. If, on the one hand, his reflection on religion appeared
closely linked to the political, and offered to politics, as to philosophy,

11 For a detailed reconstruction of these influences and these different orientations present in
Hegel’s writings, see my Achella 2008.

12 Kant 1993, AA XXI 145.

13 Hegel 1989, p. 249; Hegel 1948, p. 224.

14 “Legitimization is not to be sought, therefore, in the past, in the continuity of an origin, but
coincides perfectly with the fact of formulating, by autonomous and creative means, new sensible

responses to unresolved questions of the past in the aftermath of a rupture of the historical process”,
Perone 2011, pp. 444-445.

18 Hegel Political Theologian?

some fundamental categories, on the other hand, in the definition of the
genealogy of religion, Hegel emphasized on several occasions its initial
derivation from political instances, its originally myth-making function
of maintaining order in and between communities.”™

Moreover, it is no mere coincidence that in the early writings he
attributed the responsibility for the tearing apart of the modern political
community to the Christian religion, which had rejected its political
function. Religion, in the form consecrated by Augustine, with the
distinction between human cities and cities of God, would, from the
point of view of Hegel in those early years, have led to a corruption of
public sentiments'® — hence the need for a new religion whose purpose
would be to bring the level of transcendence, and of the city of God, back
to earth. This new religion, which was presented with the characteristics
of an immanent religion — what Hegel called Volksreligion, but which in
reality expressed a political, if not aesthetic, religion —had to return
to the centre of public life a respect for civil virtues and a feeling of
belonging to the earthly community.

But what religion was it? What was Hegel thinking of when he spoke
of anew religion? This new phase began with a short fragment, written
between 1796 and 1797, to which Rosenzweig, who published it for the
first time in 1917, gave the title Das élteste Systemprogramm des deutschen
Idealismus." It provided a different view of religion, treating it from the
point of view of art, bringing it closer to mythology. The editors of the
fragment identified a new religion which, when freed from the prejudices
imposed by the church and by the priests, was able to save the language
and forms of a national story: a story which, like the Bible, showed itself
able to speak to anyone. As we read in this Systematic Program,

15 In a very early fragment of 1787, On the religion of the Greeks and Romans, we read: “By means of
the oracles priests acquired influence on all important matters. In Greece they were also one of the
ties that bound together and tied to a common interest cities so jealous and so discordant”, Hegel
1989, p. 44.

16 This Christianity would have induced men to retreat into the private sphere, educating them as
“citizens of heaven whose gaze is ever directed thither so that human feelings become alien to
them”, in which the worship and public festivities have assumed the heavy tones of mourning and
extraneousness, such that “at the festival, which ought to be the feast of universal brotherhood, many
a man is afraid he will catch from the common cup the venereal infection of the one who drank before
him”, Hegel 1989, pp. 110-111.

17 Mythologie der Vernunft 1984. In this volume is published a critical edition of the text, but some of
the main contributions on this issue have also been republished, including essays by Rosenzweig,
Po6ggeler and Henrich. This fragment is in many ways obscure. The dating and attribution are not
certain. It may have been written by Hegel, Holderlin or Schelling. The manuscript appears to have
been drafted by Hegel, but it is not known whether this was under dictation.
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We must have a new mythology, but this mythology must be c

in service of the ideas; it must become a mythology of reason. Ff

Until we make ideas aesthetic, i.e., mythological, they S

will have no interest for the people. Conversely, before é
mythology is rational, the philosopher must be ashamed of

it. [...] A higher spirit sent from heaven must establish this &

new religion among us. It will be the last and greatest work of C

humanity.'® Ff

T

Although the program of secularization is all exposed, here seems (ID

to prevail the need, not to translate religion into secular form, but to u

create a new religion — laical — at the service of politics:" a religion that E

has the function of a foundational narrative. /

In the early fragments, religion therefore had a statute that was not at volume 4]

all metaphysical, but marked, rather, by its primarily political objectives,
presenting itself, as we have seen, as the location of a narrative capable
of allowing the construction of acommon memory of the sense of
belonging to a people. This need was the reflection in Hegel of the
necessity of overcoming the political fragmentation of Germany at

the end of the 1700s, the legacy of the Zerrissenheit, of the laceration
determined by the Peace of Westphalia (1648).

Beginning at the end of Hegel’s stay in Frankfurt, this subordination
of the theological to the political —this movement of politicization of the
theological — radically changed: here political theology showed itself
in the guise of theologization of the political. With respect to the still
ambivalent developments of the early years, a new turning point was
now determined, particularly with regard to Hegel’s reconsideration
of Christianity. In such a repositioning, that which discriminated
was the theoretical weight that Reformed Christianity assumed for
Hegel: Christianity had completely changed the interpretative scheme
of history, introducing subjectivity, the centrality of the individual.
Simultaneously in his writings the values of primitive Christianity were
grafted onto a Lutheran structure, placing a spiritualization of the world
alongside the gradual de-naturalization of the sacred: the theological

18 The Oldest Systematic Program of German Idealism (Das élteste Systemprogramm), 1797,
translated by Diana |. Behler. See more at: http://www.bloomsbury.com/uk/philosophy-of-german-
idealism-fichte-jacobi-and-schelling-9780826403070/#sthash.1js Tqu78.dpuf.

19 This new religion, no longer connoted by Kantian characteristics but closer to an aesthetic ideal,
reflects Hegel's distance from Kantian ethico-theology, unable to transform itself into an authentic
popular religion. It does, however, maintain the Kantian-Fichtean vocation of being the motive of
ethics — hence the appeal to a mythology of reason which, even without renouncing the rational
component, is able to speak to human sensibility.
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loses its externality and transcendent authority, incarnated in the Son,
“loses its mysterious nature, to reveal itself as self-aware spirit and
immanent bond between men - the spirit intended as collective knowing
and agent reason”.?? The scheme is that of Christian political theology
—as Kervégan rightly pointed out? —and of the recognition of the role of
Christianity as the full realization of the religious.

The outcome we know. It is the famous verdict of Faith and Knowledge:
God is dead: Gott ist tot. Here the God of distance is dead. To the Kantian
God, still understood as “a God who becomes only marginally the object
of reflection, a postulate of practical reason not further definable”,?
Hegel opposes a God of history, the present, facing the world: a living
and dying God. The kenotic act of self-emptying of the Divine Logos in
the historical world therefore marks the birth of a political community
that resorts to religion to consolidate its institutions. It is not built
according to a vertical pattern and the criterion of obedience. The
cancellation of every principle, every unshakable foundation, refers
in fact to a community that works and takes possession of reality,
giving it shape and rational structure through language, memory and
knowledge.?® For Hegel, with the death of God dies theology itself, which
passes, identical in its demythologized content and stripped of its
transcendent otherness, into philosophy. And this end of transcendence
implies also the rejection of any eschatological dimension, the eschata
are brought back to the level of the historical community, as shown by
the dynamics of Hegel's dialectic, whose driving force is never the end,
but rather the appropriation of his own historical time.?

20 Pirozzo 2013, p. 88.

21 Cf. Kervégan 2011, pp. 63-78. In the reconstruction of the transition from the early writings to those
of maturity, Kervégan shows the controversial relationship that the systematic Hegel establishes
between the State and religion. Although Hegel, unlike Rousseau, does not consider a pure civil faith
possible in the context of the modern world, his reflection on the relationship between Churches and
State shows how central for him the political dimension of religion is.

22 Kiing 1972, p. 115.
23 Cf. Pirozzo 2013, p. 94 ff.

24 For Hegel, theology therefore cannot, as Metz thinks, count as an eschatological reserve that would
have a critical and dialectical relationship rather than a negative one towards the historical present.
In this case, Metz is certainly not thinking of promises in a vacuum of religious expectations. They are
not merely a regulatory idea, but a critical and liberating imperative for the present: a goad and task
to make these promises operational and thus to “realize them” in the historical present conditions;
their truth, indeed, must be “made”. Cf. J.B. Metz, Sulla teologia del mondo, Queriniana, Brescia 1969,
pp. 113-114.
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If Christianity is thus, in Hegel’s early writings, accused of having
destroyed the proper ethical unity of ancient Greece, in the Jena years,
the principle of the North, the Lutheran religion, is seen as the religion
which has historically begun the desecralization of the cosmos and
of creation, setting man free from the fear of a transcendent terrible
and vengeful power. With the Menschwerdung Gottes, the Incarnation,
Christianity has rendered finiteness, and with it the human community,
the seat of the infinite and the divine, thus entrusting the fate of the
entire cosmos to the hands of humanity. In the Lutheran declination of
Christianity, intended, therefore, as the death of absolute transcendence
and of separation between God and the world, Hegel sees the beginning
of the process of liberation of humanity from every theological claim and
every transcendent authority. /
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Christianity can establish itself as a religion of freedom lssue 1

because it is the only religion in which God, guarantor of
the sense of the natural and human world, dies, allowing

mankind to discover himself divine in his radical freedom,
without any guarantee or transcendent authority to which
submit himself.?®

Schmitt defines political Christology as Promethean self-deification
of modern humanity, which is placed at the centre of the project
of emancipation of humanity itself. This political Christology is
constructed, as we have seen, on the radical rejection of eschatology, on
the peculiar anthropologization of Christology, on biblical hermeneutics
based on the demystification process.2®

2. Second movement. Protrusions

Thus far we have seen the Hegel of political theology in all his
complexity. In this second part | shall try to understand whether there
are protrusions in this monolithic system of the Hegelian dialectic. |
shall try, then, to understand whether we can make this Christological
system play in reverse — whether, that is, it is conceivable to bend
Hegelian Christology in an anti-theologico-political direction. It is not
necessary here to take a position with regard to the need to get away

25 Pirozzo 2013, p. 94.

26 The double process present in Hegel is, according to the interpretation given by Vitiello of political
theology, a duality inscribed right within the statute of political theology that consists “in the
difference between the Platonic version, which moves, so to speak from below, from intersubjective
utility (synphéron) to reach its condition of possibility (of the idéa tol agathod), and that of Paul,
which follows the opposite path, proceeding directly from the Truth of God”, Vitiello 2011, p. 84.
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from political theology. Here we shall try to understand whether one
of the characteristics identified to describe political theology —to be,
that is, an exclusionary inclusion mechanism (and here Hegel, with his
dialectic, would certainly represent one of the most radical models)
—could find a possible internal criticism in Hegel’s writing itself. To
express itin aslogan: with Hegel, against Hegel, in any event, beyond
Hegel.

To this end, therefore, | shall return precisely to those early fragments
of which | have shown the ambiguity, the complexity, and in some places
also the distance from the finished and closed form of the mature
system.

The Hegelian pitfall — as recalled by Foucault, always on guard
on our behalf-is the game of wits that Hegel ascribes to his reason
and which well describes the process of his system. It can be said, in
fact, as Roberto Esposito also maintained in Due, that the Hegelian
dialectic narrative penetrating “in all its contradictions, the theologico-
political mechanism”, at some point becomes an integral part of it,
“concealing the very dynamic that it uncovers”? — namely, that the game
of disenchantment staged by Hegel has a double bottom, in which is
hidden, in turn, a further masking, more difficult to uncover because it is
inside the dialectical movement.

The Hegelian trap consists, therefore, in its being based on
contradiction, which is also continuous inversion, making it almost
impossible to get out of his scheme once having entered it.?®

The possibility, then, of using Hegel contra Hegel, exactly according
to the scheme announced earlier, means appealing to the Hegel who is
not yet completely within the dialectical mechanism and to the “pacified”
acknowledgement of the fundamental function of religion with respect
to the political categories.?®

27 Esposito 2013, p. 31.

28 If we want to attempt a constructive approach towards a current analysis of the problem, we can
consult two sources: on the one hand, the Logic, and on the other, once again the early writings. A
careful reading of the Logic, and in particular the logic of essence, wherein Hegel deals with the
problem of otherness, can help us to demonstrate how otherness is an integrating and constitutive
part, indeed the very premise, of identity itself, reproducing within the unity that conflict which in part
seems to recall the theme of God against God discussed by Schmitt in his Politische Theologie /I.

29 If we then dwell only briefly on the sense of the Eucharist, the re-reading of the theme of the

cult returned by Hegel in these years is interesting. ““l no longer call you disciples or students: they
follow the will of their master often without knowing why they should do so; you have grown up in
the autonomy of man to the liberty of our own will [...]When you are persecuted and maltreated,
remember my example, remember that no better fate has touched me and thousands of others”,
Hegel 2014, Text 31. In the re-narration of the Last Supper in The Life of Jesus, when the transcendent

23 Hegel Political Theologian?

o n—-—um—-330

mCcCO———200

/

Volume 4/
Issue 1



We return, then, to that series of fragments written in the years of his
stay in Frankfurt, which are dedicated to the themes of love, destiny and
life. In particular, we shall focus on the theme of love, from where it is
possible to seize upon a crack in the relational model to be consecrated
by the subsequent dialectic. Through love, Hegel seems to stage a
“deactivating decision”, to resume a Agambenian suggestion, although
he does not take it to its conclusion, abandoning this route for that of the
system. Let us try to understand what it is.

n—-—m—-330

Qo

Love is the crucial point, next to that of the law, on which is played
the relationship between the Old Testament and the New Testament,
between Judaism and Christianity: Paul in Paul, we might say. This
theme clearly shows Hegel's transition from theology to Christology. /
The heteronomous power of the law loses its potential as external law
insofar as it passes for love and is endorsed. This mechanism which
is present in the idea of love as the pleroma of the law, in the idea of
agape as the overcoming of fragmented communities, later passes into
the dialectical logic. Butin a short succession of fragments Hegel
introduces two different ideas of love. The first, within Christian
theology, is the love of the Gospels; the second is an idea of love
that finds its reference in Romeo and Juliet or the story of Antigone:
alove, in short, that deals with sensuality, ownership, death. This
second idea of love has, | believe one could say, a potential of rupture
that allows a different orientation within the dialectical thought that
Hegel is structuring in these years. What is interesting here is that
the experiment pursued in these years, to use love as a scheme for
communal relationships, is considered by Hegel to be a failure. This
love therefore does not have the force — yet, in a way, nor does it have
the limits — of the logic that will guide the dialectical thinking. This
allows us to look at it as a critical potential with respect to the dialectic
composition, like an antibody within the system; and perhaps for that
very reason Hegel considered it as a route to abandon. Before returning
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dimension of the spirit becomes an immanent element, the shared experience of a historical
community, there prevails, becoming even stronger in subsequent fragments, the conception that the
community is based on imitation Christi — namely, “the ethics of unconditional love and of forgiveness
and abandonment of the particularist and ethnicist logic of the election and of the violence of
identity and self-defence between human communities” (Pirozzo 2013, pp. 62-63). Here the criticism
of Kant becomes strong: also the founder of the criticism would ultimately reproduce the same
transcendence that inspired the ancient Jewish religion. Whether it be the higher law of the God of
Abraham or that which we internalize, it reflects for Hegel, in any case, a split between a being and

a having to be, restarting that mechanism of separation and hence of transcendence, with respect

to which man is required only to be obedient. If God is conceived “as a power that is beyond the
consciousness”, then that also involves a conditional provision of the thinking subject with regard to
the absolute object. The result is ““a relationship of the individual towards this object as a bond based
on authority, heteronomy”. Cf. Cortella 2011, pp. 517-532.

24 Hegel Political Theologian?

to this “failure”, | shall set out the discussion of “Christian” love and
try to construct a way out from the dialectic system that would instead
follow it.

n—-—um—-330

Let us begin, then, with those fragments that, in the last critical

editing of the early writings, are numbered 52, 53 and 54. To understand &
the semantic horizon in which Hegel moves, we must remember that C
whereas the starting point is the interpretation of the Gospels, the Ff
point around which the Hegelian reflection revolves is that of life, with T
respect to which the law represents the moment of fracture, and love the <|3
moment of re-composition. U
E
Law and love, then: here returns the recently resumed question in the |
re-reading of Paul’s Letter to the Romans® — namely: is Pauline love inside
the law or it is a love that goes beyond the law? Is it the opposite of the volume ¢/

law? Or, following the reading of Agamben, is it neither cancellation

nor denial of the law, but its fulfilment, in the sense precisely of the
Hegelian overcoming? And, going still further, can one think of love as
a suspension of the law, as a moment subordinate to the achievement of
a higher unity (a /a Schmitt as a state of exception, and thus as its own
founding act)?®

The law and punishment offend life, writes Hegel. Compared to the
integrity wounded by the extraneousness of the law, by its abstractness
which is also a lack of life, love represents, for Hegel, the force that
reacts to the offence, not through another law, a punishment, but as a
power that allows one to “live and return to live”.®2 The idea of violence
as power is rejected on the basis of life. In violating the other | violate
myself, because “life as life is no different from life” and the violated life
“goes against me as destiny”.®® Life reacts to the “terrible majesty”3* of
the law which dominates the particular and holds man in his obedience,
and which, for that very reason, cannot undo the guilt, because, as

30 Cf. Agamben 2000.

31 On a different position, Zizek cites the Lacanian interpretation: “Lacan’s extensive discussion of
love in Encore is thus to be read in the Pauline sense, as opposed to the dialectic of the Law and its
transgression: this second dialectic is clearly ‘masculine’/phallic, it involves the tension between
the All (the universal Law) and its constitutive exception, while love is ‘feminine,’ it involves the
paradoxes of the non-All", Zizek 2003, p. 116.

32 Hegel 2014, Fragment 52, p. 511. Here the reference is to the passage on the prodigal son in Luke
15, 32.

33 Hegel 2014, p. 505.

34 Hegel 2014, p. 505.
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extraneous law, it has no power to act before the action. And hereitis
no accident that Hegel introduces the concept of destiny in opposition

to that of the law. If criminal law is presented as being opposed to life,
destiny remains internal to it. Destiny, therefore, is not an eschatological
slip, but a reaction within the offended life. It is generated when life is
wounded, lacerated. If the guilt linked to the transgression of the law
appears as a fragment, that which comes from life is a whole, inasmuch
as the element that opposes itis also life.3* The immanent law replaces
the transcendent law. The community must seek to reconstruct the
laceration without recourse to external laws or punishments.

To the activity of reflection, which every time it arises actually
opposes, is therefore substituted the life that has capacity to contain
in itself, simultaneously, the union and non-union, the conflict between
self and other, between self and self. In this way, Hegel “expunges from
the theological horizon of the apostles (and, ultimately, in his reading
of the Gospels, also from the message of Christ himself) any reference
to eschatology and divine transcendence, focusing attention, indeed,
on the death of the separation between man and the divine, between
individual and community, between life and law.

But we now take a step back to analyse the other meaning of love
that appears in these Hegelian writings. It occurs in fragment 49, which
Nohl in fact gave the title Love when publishing it. The horizon is that of
the Old Testament, and Hegel analyses the Zerrissenheit, the condition
of laceration in which Abraham lived, fought between himself and his
people. Here Hegel explains it clearly: to cling to one’s own particularity,
to one’s own things, determines slavery:

the wider this whole [i.e., either the Jewish people or
Christendom] extends, the more an equality of rights is
transposed into an equality of dependence (as happens when
the believer in cosmopolitanism comprises in his whole the
entire human race), the less is dominion over objects granted
to any one individual, and the less of the ruling Being'’s favor
does he enjoy. Hence each individual loses more and more of
his worth, his pretensions, and his independence.3®

35 The position in which Hegel’s reflection is placed, as we said, is life, and life is recomposed
through love and through fate, while the law and punishment represent the principle of tearing. That is
why fate is more ruthless than the law. Because it passes through and permeates life, it /s life. There
is no possibility of escaping fate. This force makes it more daunting than the law. If the fear of the
law’s punishment is seen as fear of something alien, in the case of fate the fear is directed inwards.

36 Hegel 2014, Text 49; Hegel 1948, p. 303.
26 Hegel Political Theologian?
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The more the individual frees himself from things, the more he loses
that value which the “dominant” device exercised over him giving him a
place. Love is instead what frees one from this submission. It provides
arelationship “between living beings who are alike in power and thus

in one another’s eyes living beings from every point of view”.®” Here the
acknowledged function of love has a different speculative force from
that found in later fragments. In defining the qualities of love, Hegel first
resorts to speculative categories: singularity, multiplicity, the finite, the
infinite. And the capacity to love is to overcome these distinctions posed
by reflective reason. Hegel writes: “love completely destroys objectivity
and thereby annuls and transcends reflection, deprives man’s opposite
of all foreign character, and discovers life itself without any further
defect”.®® In love, as Judith Butler evocatively points out, “one feels that
which is living in the other”, or, as Hegel writes, love is when *“the living
feels the living”.?° In this passage, Hegel seems to foreshadow a form of
relationship which, in recognition of the difference between individuals,
represented by their bodies, by the matter which as such does not allow
being crossed over, appeals, not to the material or intellectual qualities
in the constitution of the bond, but to being alive. Here Hegel is thinking
about the realization of love in the form of spiritual fusion, otherwise
the problem would not arise; what he is trying to find here is a form

of relationship with one’s own body and the body of the other, which,
without denying it, it is not a relationship of ownership.*

In love the difference as opposition is cancelled. There is no
immunization or exclusion. “This wealth of life love acquires in the
exchange of every thought, every variety of inner experience, for it

37 Hegel 2014, Text 49; Hegel 1948, p. 304.

38 /bid. Agamben writes: “Love is never directed toward this or that property of the loved one (being
blond, being small, being tender, being lame), but neither does it neglect the properties in favor of

an insipid generality (universal love): The lover wants the loved one with all its predicates, its being
such as itis.The lover desires the as only insofar as it is such — this is the lover’s particular fetishism.
Thus, whatever singularity (the Lovable) is never the intelligence of some thing, of this or that quality
or essence, but only the intelligence of an intelligibility. The movement Plato describes as erotic
anamnesis is the movement that transports the object not toward another thing or another place, but
toward its own taking-place —toward the Idea” (p. 9).

39 Hegel 2014, Text 49; Hegel 1948, p. 304.

40 Agamben writes: “Love is never directed toward this or that property of the loved one (being
blond, being small, being tender, being lame), but neither does it neglect the properties in favour of
an insipid generality (universal love): The lover wants the loved one with all its predicates, its being
such as it is. The lover desires the as only insofar as it is such —this is the lover’s particular fetishism.
Thus, whatever singularity (the Lovable) is never the intelligence of some thing, of this or that quality
or essence, but only the intelligence of an intelligibility. The movement Plato describes as erotic
anamnesis is the movement that transports the object not toward another thing or another place, but
toward its own taking-place — toward the Idea”, Agamben 2000, p. 9.
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seeks out differences and devises unifications ad infinitum; it turns to
the whole manifold of nature in order to drink love out of every life.”*! In
love the difference is removed through the loss of consciousness that
is the principle of the distinction. Love has, therefore, a deactivating
power, producing a “displacement” of the subjective point of view,
towards a prospect that could be called impersonal. The subjectis in
fact life. Love, the passion of love, is the only way we have to go out of
ourselves, from our ego, to really meet the other. This does not happen
in ethics, nor religion, Hegel seems to want to tell us in these pages.
Love is therefore the life force that recovers its unity, producing “a
sort of dispossession of the Self”.# If it is true that the full realization,
the conciliation, of the couple is the son, it is also true that in the
relationship between the couple there is not conciliation but an on- /
going reversal of forces, the outcome of which is uncertain. There
exists, that is, a logic of love that goes against the logic of reason, because
it never reaches a definitive form, but is unlimited openness. This outline
of the relationship opens up a distance from the dialectical mechanism
which, ifread in its reconciled guise, does not seem to give right to the
singularity, to the difference as such.* In this scheme Hegel seems to
prefigure a relationship in which love precedes/exceeds subjectivities,
expropriating them of their obstinacy, of their original closure, but also
removing their submission to the indistinct community.

Moreover, in Phenomenology love finds its exemplary representation
in the figure of Antigone, who expresses the alternative to the rule of
law. Or rather, Antigone responds to a request that the unconscious
mind makes to the law, thus marking the limits of the generality or
generalization of the law. Antigone’s law is an anti-normative, anti-
nomothetic one. It expresses the force of life and recognizes a deep
bond of union, in which exactly that which is outside the law, which is
opposed to the established laws, is welcomed, loved, respected in its
otherness, without the desire to normalize it.

Qo n—-—m—-330
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Surprising in these lines is the vehemence with which Hegel
inveighs against property and religion. Religion “makes the individual
dead to himself or plunges him into the practices of self-hatred that
could only be escaped through his own nullification as a living being,

41 Hegel 2014, Text 49; 1948, p. 307.
42 Butler 2012, p. 9.

43 In a different direction go the interpretations that have instead recently tried to retrieve the vital
dimension of the dialectic. For a reconstruction of the discussion, see also: Sell 2013.
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a condition that proves to be unbearable”.* But love, instead, means
“not being dead for the other, and the other not being dead for the
one”.® In love there is always a process of mortification in place, linked
to the establishment of a relationship of ownership, which is why it
seeks the renunciation of property, beginning with its own body, the
conserving of which cancels out the very possibility of a radical love.
This isthe Hegelian worry: the lover warns that the beloved “has willed
this possession™®and cannot take it away because this would create
an opposition against the power of the other. Hegel is thus forced to
acknowledge defeat:

He cannot himself annul the exclusive dominion of the
other, for this once again would be an opposition to the
other’s power, since no relation to an object is possible except
mastery over it [...]. But if the possessor gives the other the
same right of possession as he has himself, community of
goods is still only the right of one or other of the two to the
thing.*

That is: “internal to the singular and living feeling of love is an operation
of life that exceeds and disorients the perspectives of the individual”,*®
which, however, always tends to establish again a relationship of
dependency.

Looking for a communal relationship in which the other is integrated
into one’s life, yet without negating the particularity, love seems to
represent that never-pacified bond that is based, not on the intellectual
or physical reduction of the other to himself, but on the continuous
effort in the search for a relationship — a relationship that has the
specific quality of opposing the law.

Here there is a deviation from the bond of love that in the later

44 Butler 2012, p. 10. As Butler points out, “In those few decades before Marx’s analysis of the
commodity is the wish to separate what is animated and animating from the World of property. He
does not oppose the world of objects, but wants only to keep that world animated — forever. When
objects become property, and property law comes to prevail, the effect is to break down those
relations among humans and objects that we might call loving. And this seems to be a different
modality from any religious effort to lift the finite into the infinite and have it vanquished there.”
Butler 2012, p. 18.

45 Butler 2012, p. 9.
46 Hegel 1948, 308.
47 Hegel 2014, Text 49; Hegel 1948, p. 308.

48 Butler 2012, p. 10.
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fragments, as we have seen, can be more clearly traced to a form of
religious relationship. This love is continuous unresolved tension
between the parties. Here Hegel is not thinking of agape, but of the love
of the couple, the love between lovers, hence the importance and the
theming of the resistance of the bodies and of the aporia linked to them.

And indeed it is the resistance of the bodies that is connected to
anger and shame. The first, anger, is a force that kills; it is the reaction
to the resistance of the body of the beloved. The second, shame, is a
force that immunizes; it is a response to the desire to retain ownership
of oneself or to possess the other, so as to render oneself or the other
something dead.

At this point Hegel disarmingly comments: “then we would have to
say that shame is most of all characteristic of tyrants, or of girls who will
not yield their charms except for money, or of vain women who want to
fascinate. None of these love.*® Here the shame recalls the reaction to
the gaze of the other, or, as Butler again emphasizes,

for Hegel shame is what is associated with such
institutions in which bodies are instrumentalized for the
will of another, perhaps as well that when love takes on the
form of inequality and subordination, shame follows [...]
This seems to apply equally to the use of the sexual body for
purposes of making money, and the use of others’ bodies
as personal property or slave labor. The shame seems to be
part of the practice, but it also seems to follow an aggressive,
subordinating, and/or instrumentalizing dimension of love
itself.50

If, then, the relationship of property is mortiferous, and love tirelessly
and consciously fights against this tragic incapacity, does there exist
aform to create a relationship in which this separation is suspended?
Hegel is certainly not thinking of Platonic love, but is suggesting,
rather, that the only way to overcome this separation and become
equal and stay alive is to suspend the ownership — beginning with that
of one’s own body. This attempt to keep the love relationship alive as
“neither conceptual nor spectatorial’® refers to the place where there
is no death: life. Love, that is, cannot and must not arrive at a static

49 Hegel 2014, Text 49; Hegel 1948, p. 306.
50 Butler 2012, pp. 14-15.

51 Butler 2012, p. 16.
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relationship. Indeed, any attempt to reflect on this love and on life is
the introduction of death into it. “Infinite life cannot become ‘object’ for
thought without becoming finite and thus losing its very character.”®

In this fragment, Hegel makes clear that truth remains beyond
reason, because philosophy crystallizing life introduces something
dead into it. It is perhaps here that matures his idea of philosophy as
a bat, a philosophy that can and must limit itself to speaking of that
which is dead, because to speak of that which is alive would amount to
normalizing it, making it prescriptive, mortifying it.%

In this direction, | believe there is a Hegel who acts against the Hegel
that much of the tradition has given us —a Hegel who faces the notion
of the living, singular body, irreducible to the classic dichotomies
of metaphysics and politics and the division of the device of the
person; a Hegel who opposes the consolidation of orthodoxies and
conceptualizations; a Hegel who seeks not to prescribe life, but only to
describe it.

And if, then, thought fails to remove of bodies from the mortiferous
process of ownership, what may be another way? Perhaps it could
be art, dance, songs, which have the ability to render the law alive, to
animate the form. There is an element which acts with force in this
fragment, and which sometimes reappears in later works: the Bacchic
inebriation of the Phenomenology, the beating pulse of The Science of
Logic. In this form, “animated and animating is not one that overcomes
negativity. It only works against the ‘deadening’ effects of possession”.®
Here it is certainly not possible to find a form of relationship entirely
outside the theologico-political, but perhaps a crack may be opened in
the monolithic dialectical system, from which to weaken the force of a
seemingly impregnable mechanism.

52 Butler 2012, p. 17.

53 Indeed, many of the difficulties encountered in imagining alternatives to the existing politics
probably reside in the attempt to think about politics without falling into a normative position, which
simply determines the succession from one form of political theology to the other, thus justifying new
forms of exclusion. Once again Hegel demonstrates a desire here to think outside the theologico-
political scheme, denying to philosophy a regulatory power, and seeking, rather, a thought that does
not tell us how we should act, or what is the legitimate political actor of social transformations, but is
always a step behind political events.

54 Butler 2012, p. 19.
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Major texts dedicated to slavery are quite rare. This is especially
because from the outset everything is in some sense, divided. One does
not find simple strong, decided judgments, which one can anticipate.

If one returns back to the Greek origins, one finds great societies that
were contemporaries of slavery, which even developed it, and here one
can make two elementary remarks. To start with Aristotle who ultimately
legitimates slavery. He defines the slave as an “animated tool”: the slave
is a matter of which only the master is the form, it exists only potentially
as its act is in the master. This is to say that the thesis arises according
to which the slave is only virtually, not actually or really, human. This

will have a long history in different forms. The case of Plato is more
complicated, because Plato defines humanity through thought and
grants in a certain sense this humanity to the slave, since he showsin a
famous scene of the Menon that the slave is able to start comprehending
a complex mathematical problem and that, consequently, his thought,
just as that of the great philosopher, is constituted by the reminiscence
of the ideas. Contrary to Aristotle, Plato recognizes the full humanity of
the slave. But similarly to Aristotle, Plato never does contest slavery as
social and economic system.

In the modern world, it is certain that the most famous text in
which (in French) the word “slave (esclave)” appears is found in Hegel,
namely in Phenomenology of Spirit, a book of which | remind you that
has been absolutely significant for the whole of French philosophy,
specifically between 1930 and 1970. One can thus have the feeling that
we have here in the history of occidental philosophy a major text on the
objective and subjective figure of the slave.

This text on slavery can be found in a strategic point of Hegel’s
book. The first half of this book is dedicated to a sort of history of
consciousness, such that Hegel interprets it, passing through the
constitutive figures of this history, and it is organized in the book into
three stages: first consciousness, then self-consciousness and, thirdly,
reason. We witness an ascension from animality, that is to say from
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immediate life, the life on the level of needs, which Hegel calls the world
of sense-certainty, to the summit of reason, which is in fact, ethical
consciousness, the consciousness of the law.

In the beginning Hegel tells us that “consciousness is ‘/’, nothing
more, a pure ‘This".”! We thus start from an absolutely elementary given:
an ‘I' which knows a ‘This’. An ‘I’ which knows this in an immediate way,
by means of its sensory organs as an undifferentiated thing of the world.
Then, starting from this utterly elementary relation, Hegel constructs
a general image of the whole of civilization. And in the end, after four
hundred pages? of enormous difficulty, one finds the typical sentence
which reads like this: “[T]he ethical substance has developed... into
actual [I'essence de] self-consciousness....”?

A magnificent path, which goes from the humble link between an
‘I"and a ‘This’ to the ethical substance, which is truly interiorized by self-
consciousness as being its will and duty.

This is an immense path which entails numerous stages that one
traditionally calls “shapes of consciousness™, stages which stake out
this progressive ascension. And in the midst of this immense path,
truly in its midst, we have a section of ten pages called: “Lordship and
Bondage (Domination et servitude)”. In this section here we encounter the
shape of the relation of “master and slave” which in a certain way shifts
the universe of consciousness from one region to another one. This is
why this is an absolutely fundamental text.

Why? Because it deals with the appearance of the figure of the
Other. This is the moment in which consciousness removes itself from
the pure relation to itself, from its solitude, its solipsism, and realizes
that it is partially dominated by the existence of other consciousnesses.

This point seems to be of great banality but it really is not. One can
effectively say that we owe to Hegel the explicit introduction of the other
into the construction of subjectivity. Consciousness is not reducible to
the Cogito of Descartes, it is not identical with self-consciousness. It
must traverse the recognition by the other and in this recognition one
encounters the figure of the mastery and of servitude.

Itis interesting to locate exactly the moment where the figures
of the master and the slave emerge. For the section dedicated to the
apparition of the Other entails three movements whose titles are:

1 Hegel 1979, 59.
2Translator’s remark: This only holds for the French edition.
3 Hegel 1979, 266.

4 Ibid., 21.
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“Redoubled Self-Consciousness”, “The Struggle of Opposing Self-
consciousnesses” and “Master and Slave”, the third moment.®

Hegel’s text is particularly difficult to understand and even more
so to be made comprehensible, but the major difficulty is that | am not
persuaded that it really deals with slavery, despite the titles and sub-
titles.

Let's begin with a very simple thing: consider what an individual is.
One can very simply consider it in three ways: Firstly, as a simple object
in the world, a thing of the world which must be absolutely analysed as
any other thing. It is a body, a package of organs, a set of cells, finally a
package of atoms, and ultimately a senseless movement of a billion of
particles. This is what Hegel calls the in-itself. Secondly, one can regard
the individual as knowing itself, not simply as a known thing, but as
having the reflective capacity to know itself and consequently as being
what Hegel calls a “self-consciousness.” The individual exists in-itself
but also for-itself, that is to say in an effective relation to itself. And then,
thirdly, one can consider that this individual exists as an individual that
can be recognized as the individual that it is by an other, particularly by
an other individual. This is the figure of the other, that Sartre will call the
for-other. On an elementary descriptive level one very nicely finds again
the Hegelian triplicity of in-itself, for itself and for the other. This will
give us the key to Hegel’s dialectical development.

Starting from here the first sentence of the section about which
we are speaking clarifies a famous sentence in which one hears, if |
may call it so, the Hegelian clatter, the sonority of the concepts: “Self-
consciousness exists in and for itself when, and by the fact that, it so
exists for another.”® This sentence means that consciousness hangs, in
its very being, on the recognition by the other.

This is a very strong thesis. There is not the individual and then
another individual. Rather, there is an individual which, in its very
individuality, integrates the judgment of the other. Thus the whole
problem will be that consciousness as self-consciousness does only
exist insofar as it is recognized as such by another self-consciousness.
It absolutely needs this recognition to be constituted in the universe
which is both its own and is always a collective and cultural universe.
Self-consciousness is only born insofar as it is recognized. This is
both fundamental and a new and profound idea: there is not what now

5Translator’'s remark: These titles are additions by Jean Hyppolite, the translator, to the French
edition of Hegel’s text.

6 Hegel 1979, 111. Translator’s remark: The French rendition of this sentence makes the sonority

Badiou is referring to more apparent: “La conscience de soi est en soi et pour soi quand et parce
qu’elle est en-soi et pour-soi pour une autre conscience de soi.”
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exists and then afterwards, the other, no, the other is present in the very
constitution of self-consciousness.

We can thus anticipate the problem of the master and the slave,
starting from the fact that there are three terms: a self-consciousness,
another self-consciousness which recognizes the first, and between the
two that which is not consciousness, that which simply putis: the thing
in itself. Between the master and the slave there will always be this third
term, the thing. And what Hegel will try to deduce is that the master and
the slave differ in relation to the thing. Everyone has the consciousness
that the other is also a consciousness, but what produces their
difference is the thing. And why? Because the master wants to enjoy the
thing while the slave has to work on the thing so that the master enjoys
it. This fundamental dissymmetry that is constitutive of this relation
will therefore emerge that the master is tilting to the side of enjoyment,
whereas the slave is tilting to the side of labour. However, both labour
and enjoyment suppose the thing in their midst on which the slave works
so that the master enjoys it.

What Hegel in fact desires, his most fundamental project, is to
arrive by philosophical, conceptual means from the simple existence
of the other — from the simple fact that every self-consciousness
proves that there is another consciousness and ultimately another self-
consciousness —at a dialectic, which is the dialectic of enjoyment and of
labour. Hegel’'s gamble is that starting from this simple encounter — one
self-consciousness encounters another self-consciousness —one can
accomplish the deduction of culture as the cement of collectivity.

Let's try to make our way with Hegel. The simple occurrence of the
other self-consciousness presents itself at the beginning as coming
from the outside: | am a self-consciousness and | see another self-
consciousness; it is outside. In this sense, it is an other, absolutely,
since it comes from the outside. The paradox is that in the very moment
when | see that it is absolutely other than me, | also see at the same
time, that it is absolutely the same as me, since it is another self-
consciousness.

We have here an extremely tight dialectic of the other and the
same, which will organize the whole procedure. Since the other is also
a self-consciousness itis in a certain sense identical to me. In addition,
this relation is a relation of pure reciprocity. We have in fact a structure
that makes each consciousness conscious of the fact that the other is
also a consciousness, a consciousness that also has a consciousness
of the fact that the other is a consciousness. All this creates a sort of
absolutely primitive reciprocity which is the pure encounter of two self-
consciousnesses such that they both immediately identify one with the
other.
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To put this in more anthropological language: You encounter
someone and even before you know anything about him, there is one
thing that you know: that he belongs to humanity like you do. Thus, he
is other, another human, but at the same time he is just human. And the
relationship with the other represents a paradoxical synthesis between
absolute difference and absolute identity.

Oddly, here is the point located which brings us to the historical
and anthropological consideration about slavery. The great problem
is in fact that we are dealing with a pure symmetry: in this analysis,
the two terms are indistinguishable; each term is defined as a self-
consciousness which encounter another self-consciousness, as other
and same. This is what Hegel calls redoubled self-consciousness.

We are thus in a logic of the double, a logic which has had many
consequences, particularly aesthetic ones (the use of the twin; the
fascinating theme of the doubling, of the double). But the double is a
symmetry, a symmetrical identity. If | stay with the double, nothing is
produced: it is a closed and static structure, since we have a primitive
reciprocity where everyone recognizes the other as it is recognized by
the other. We are apparently in an impasse of the dialectical process
which seems to have stagnated in this primitive reciprocity.

The whole problem is that humanity as we know it can constitute
itself beyond this primitive recognition only if there is a dissymmetry.
This is the most delicate point, and as we will see Hegel does not fully
appreciate this. He certainly knows perfectly well that if one wants to
move beyond the mirror effects of reciprocity and of the stagnation
it causes, one must introduce dissymmetry. He himself says that the
process “at first,... will exhibit the side of the inequality of the two [self-
consciousnesses, F.R.], or the splitting-up [...].”" In the moment when
one obtains an absolute symmetry, the process must present us with
the inequality of the two consciousnesses, which will then present this
rupture. But where does this rupture, this inequality come from? At the
point where we are, the other is also at the same time, the same.

I think that Hegel produces what | would call a forcing: he will
in fact describe the dissymmetry but without having the means to
legitimate it. He will also assume and decide that there is a dissymmetry;
he will tell us what it consists of, but he will not be able to deduce it, to
construct it by starting from what precedes it.

This forcing is, as always with Hegel, quite magnificent and one
must understand its nature well. What he tells us is that everyone will
engage the other, who is also the same, in a struggle in which the stakes

7 Hegel 1979, 112f.
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for each is to be recognized by the other, without being obliged to
recognize the other. “I"” will get the other into a struggle, into a life and
death conflict as such that the other is forced to recognize my humanity
in the form of an identity that is not only different from his, but in fact,
superior to his. This is to say that the other will be forced to recognize
me as more other than he is other: recognize me as an other of a nature
other than the inaugurally given symmetrical alterity.

However, one cannot see, how this should result from the
procedure itself. The struggle for recognition introduces from the
outside a dissymmetry into the relation between the other and the same.
The struggle, in fact, unfolds as such that the other recognizes that he
is not really the same as me: that is to say, that | am superior to him. One
sees here on the one side how we orient ourselves towards slavery, and /
on the other, that we have a principle of rupture which does not probably
draw its legitimacy from the dialectic which precedes it, that of the
symmetrical encounter of two self-consciousnesses.

If one introduces a dissymmetry this amounts to saying that in it
there is one more human than the other. Here, there is no alternative.
And this is exactly what Hegel says in a different language. Here we
have the necessarily abstract genesis of racism in its most general
sense, of racism whose thesis is that there exist individuals that are
certainly human, but of a lesser degree than others. From where the
terms of master and slave are derived that name this presumption of
inferiority.

How does this struggle for recognition unfold if one admits to the
stroke of force that institutes it? To understand this one must recall
that behind the self-consciousness of the individual there is animal
life, organic life. Before being self-consciousness consciousness must
exist, live, as natural body, in sensuous immediacy. The dissymmetry
will therefore be constructed in the following manner: in the struggle
for recognition one of the self-consciousnesses will accept the risk
of death and the other will shrink away in face of the risk of death. In
reality, the self-consciousness through fighting in the deadly struggle
for recognition is led to accept that the risk of death will fundamentally
place the recognition of self-consciousness above animal and organic
life. It will declare in the name of the pure recognition of its being human
as self-consciousness that it is ready to risk its life, its animal life, since
what it defends is pure self-consciousness. In turn, the other will in the
fight shrink back in the face of risk of death and will thus not affirm self-
consciousness but rather the power of life. One of the combatants will
accept that one deals with self-consciousness all the way, accepting
to put its organic existence in the struggle for recognition in danger,
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whereas the other will remember that organic life is the condition of
consciousness and will thus protect it from the risk of death brought
about by the struggle of the consciousnesses.

Hegel puts this as follows: “[O]ne is the independent
consciousness whose essential nature is to be for itself, the other is the
dependent consciousness whose essential nature is simply to live or to
be for another. The former is the lord, the other is the bondsman [in the
French rendering: the slave, F.R.].”® One of the consciousnesses affirms
that a consciousness is ultimately independent from life and must be
recognized precisely in this independence; and for consciousness as
superiority over life to be recognized all the way it will have to take up the
risk of death. And this will be the independence of self-consciousness,
self-consciousness as essence. The other consciousness will assume
that ultimately the real of self-consciousness is life after all, since
without life there is no consciousness and thus it will protect life, but will
at the same time accept its inferiority in relation to self-consciousness.

There is a point that | want to underline here because it is often
forgotten. One must understand that for Hegel this all has two reasons.
One here does not deal with a conflict where one could state that the
master is right and the slave wrong because it is correct that self-
consciousness is superior to life as well as it is correct that life is
the condition of self-consciousness. The master will recognize self-
consciousness at the expense of life, accepting the risk of death, but this
is an abstraction, because this detaches self-consciousness from life
itself. And the slave will abandon the principle of self-recognition in the
name of life, however this is also an abstraction, for he renounces the
singular progress that is represented by self-consciousness in relation
to simple organic life.

As one can see, the genesis of the categories of master and
slave in Hegel represent a passionate attempt to deduce the fact of
domination from the simple encounter with the other. To be honest,
| think that this does not work for the following reason: from the
pure encounter one can eventually deduce a symmetrical structure.

But the dissymmetry must be introduced from the outside, because
fundamentally one does not know why there is one who shrinks away

in the face of death while the other accepts it. There is an obscure
contingency. One could very easily imagine that in the name of the pure
for-oneself, that in a general manner, everyone accepts the risk of death.
Or conversely, that everyone refuses it. The dissymmetry is simply the
dissymmetry of two possibilities, but the deduction of the fact that these

8 Ibid., 115.
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two possibilities really constitute the fundamental relation of civilization
from its beginnings, that of the master and the slave, is not really
established.

This means that it is true that the deadly struggle for recognition
makes us, in its consequences, pass from one process to the
other. In terms of the first process, the master is in the position of
domination over the slave. But what will be the content, the exercise
of this domination? We find here again the fundamental role of the
third term, of the thing. The master, being he who affirms the pure
self-consciousness, must live independently from the thing. Since
itis he who took the risk of death and has thus affirmed the purity of
self-consciousness, detached from the needs of life, he cannot be
dependent on the thing anymore. The master is thus he who must /
be able to enjoy that thing without being preoccupied with it. This
is his position. Consequently, he will command the slave, for he has
chosen the side of material life, to occupy himself with material life to
the master’s advantage. He will ask him to produce the things that he
desires, without engaging himself in the vital quagmire, if one can say
so. The task to occupy oneself with the vital quagmire is returned to the
slave to furnish the master with the things that he needs. In this sense,
the master is immediate enjoyment, whereas the slave cannot enjoy the
thing, because it is destined for the master. The slave must work and
form the thing for the enjoyment of the master. While he took sides with
life in the fight for recognition, he is thus the one who paradoxically finds
himself in the impossibility of satisfying his immediate vital needs, and
is thus forced to defer his enjoyment, since he works for the master.

We have here an utterly extraordinary shape insofar as it initiates
areversal. Compelled to defer his immediate satisfaction, to work,
to form and cultivate the object independently from his own desire,
for the desire of the other, the slave will in the end be the inventor of
culture because he is the inventor of a desire that is dispatched from the
formation of the thing, in the adornment of the thing, in the aesthetic of
the thing. One must here appeal to the language of Freud that is so close
to all this and state that the slave is the man of sublimation, the man of
repressed pleasure, for the benefit of working on the thing. Ergo, he is
the one who creates the human civilization.

One witnesses here, as Hegel will tell us, a complete reversal. The
master who had affirmed self-consciousness at the expense of life has
become the one who is content with immediate enjoyment, whereas the
slave is led to defer the satisfaction of his immediate desire for the sake
of culture, of the invention of more and more beautiful, more and more
extraordinary and creative objects. It is thus the slave who will become
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the creator of sublimated culture, whereas the master will ultimately
remain an enjoyer without any creativity.

So, we have in the second section a spectacular reversal that in
the end makes it clear that human history is the history of the slaves and
not that of the masters, who are nothing but the history of successive
enjoyment, and never the history of creative and productive culture.

This dialectical reversal allows us to understand in which sense certain
depths of Hegel have oriented Marxism: in the bosom of History the
fundamental creativity is on the side of the dominated and not on that
of the dominating. Hegel tries to give an explicit account of thisina
passage that | quote before commenting on it:

“But just as lordship showed that its essential nature is the reverse
of what it wants to be, so too servitude in its consummation will really
turn into the opposite of what it immediately is; as a consciousness
forced back into itself, it will withdraw into itself and be transformed into
atruly independent consciousness.”®

Let us recapitulate. Faced with the risk of death the master
renounces the immediacy of life but only to fall into the immediacy of
enjoyment that is enchained to a thing whose true master is the slave.

In this sense the master becomes the slave of the slave. On his side,

the slave has on the contrary accepted, out of fear of death, the primacy
of immediate survival. But forced to work and accept the mediation of
labor, he has created culture, becoming in this way a future master of the
master. In the incapacity to live otherwise than in the present, the master
becomes the slave of the slave, in turn, the slave devoted to the future
becomes the master of the master.

Now, can we draw any clarification from all of this concerning
historical slavery? To a certain degree, yes: it is from the perspective
of the last thesis according to which the most important historical
work is accomplished as production, as creation by those who are in
the position of servitude and not by those who are in the position of
mastery. But | nonetheless think that three objections subsist. And this
is even apart from a more formal and non-negotiable objection, namely
that the German word “Knecht” —translated into French as “esclave
| slave” —means “servant” or “knave”, and that one thus deals with
more universal dialectic than those which clarifies the anthropological
phenomenon of slavery.

First objection: The dissymmetry remains unexplainable, it is not
really deduced and consequently the historical phenomenon of slavery

9 Ibid., 117.
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is missed, precisely because it requires a contingent dissymmetry, that
between human groups that are on the levels of — technical, scientific or
military — development presenting an objective, historical dissymmetry.
The material possibility to organize something as vast and as terrifying
as the great transatlantic slave Treaty cannot be explained without
mentioning the material instruments and the wills of domination that
one camp, that of the powerful imperialists, disposed of. There is an
acquired superiority that cannot be explained as a consequence of this
pure encounter: in the moment of this encounter a major dissymmetry
is already effectively constituted. This is a point that Hegel does not

let enter into the account of the dialectical configuration of master and
slave, simply because he remains faithful to his program which consists
in deducing the dialectic from the encounter.

From here arises a second objection. One can say that real,
historical slavery could be rather described as a point of impasse of
the Hegelian dialectic. An impasse that one can very clearly situate
in the moment of the second time: the thing mediates the relation
between enjoyment and labour. Its principle is very simple: by means
of his labour, the slave furnishes the master with what his enjoyment
obtains. Yet, historical slavery is not limited to this mediating position
of the slave, between the thing and the master. The historical slave is

nonetheless partially the attempt to subjectively identify the slave with a thing.

The real slave is not simply he who can work the thing to offer it to the
master; he is himself thing-ified, treated like, sold as, bought as a thing.
Even if one knows very well that there is always a zone of impossibility of
this radical treatment, it is nonetheless true that slavery in the strictest
sense is different from the servitude that Hegel describes. From this
point of view one could say that real slavery is the moment where the
second moment of the Hegelian dialectic finds itself in some sort of
blockage, paralyzed by the fact that one does not really recognize in this
figure of slavery the distinction between thing and labour. Certainly,
what one awaits from the slave is labour, but this labour is itself like an
emanation from the thing, since the slave himself is a thing. And thus
the triple of enjoyment, the thing and labour, that certainly exists in the
real, since for example the slave will fabricate the sugar for the markets
of the masters, this dialectic is not the subjective dialectic of real
slavery. In real slavery, the slave is lowered to the thing he handles, he
is athing amongst things. One thus must recognize that in this precise
point historical slavery does not enter the Hegelian schema.

Finally, the third objection: In the Hegelian frame it becomes
impossible to access the proper political subjectivity of the slave with
regards to slavery. What | mean by this is that while at the same time the
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emancipation attempts of the slaves is contained by themselves, it is
also in the revolt of the slaves under the lead of Spartacus in the Roman
Empire or in the revolt of the slaves at St. Domingo under the lead of
Toussaint-Louverture. This does not enter into the schema because the
slave sees himself as confined by Hegel to the register of the cultural
production of the thing, and thus nothing allows for him to be able to
invent a particular political subjectivity. The figure of the political revolt
from the slave origin is a figure that is absent, not simply out of contempt
orignorance but due to the very structure of the Hegelian development.
For my part | think —and | conclude with this point —that Hegel
refers with his complete dialectical unfolding to the aristocratic world.
The world of enjoyment of the master remains nonetheless, for him,
a world of nobility and the world of the slave, of the inferior classes,
does in the end, include the bourgeoisie. The inferior classes comprise
also of the intellectual class, that is to say the class that is formative
of culture, certainly in the state of servitude in relation to monarchic
nobility, in the state of abatement and servitude, but this nonetheless
is in the end the true motor of History. Even though, in exaggerating
a bit, one could say that the slave is Hegel himself, considered in
the last resort as small professor, who is insignificant with regard to
the politico-monarchical establishment of Prussia at that time. It is
Hegel, who attributes to himself or endows himself, in the heart of the
consciousness of relative servitude that is those of the small public
servant in the ending 18" century with real historical greatness. This
otherwise can be resumed in saying: “All this is nice, but one will
remember me, Hegel, | will exist eternally, while one will not remember
the Count So-and-So, who certainly has enjoyed in his life more than |
did, but who in view of universal history is nothing at all.” To my mind,
Hegel is much closer to this than to the producers of cans of sugar on
the Caribbean Islands.
| would thus say that the dialectic of master and slave in Hegel
is an interesting, passionate figure, even from the point of view of the
theory of the other and its introduction into philosophy. It is interesting
to the degree in which it brings with it the theory of enjoyment and of
labour, as much as the function of sublimation and repressed desire in
this affair; it is also interesting from the point of view of the manner in
which the dominated classes can represent themselves in the moment
of ending Aristocratism, in the hinges of the 18" and 19" centuries.
But it certainly does not really touch the real of slavery. For this to
be the case, one would have needed without any doubt a different
entry, because, once again, this theory presupposes the quasi evental
givenness of a first dissymmetry, a factor that Hegel has not integrated
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in his development because his development must obey to the laws

of dialectical genesis. Consequently, and this is my last word, | would
say that the dialectic of master and slave, and | believe | have somehow
elucidated it, is a magnificent philosophical anticipation whose relation
to real History remains however indirect and metaphorical.

Translation: Frank Ruda
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I

In his Encyclopaedia Logic Hegel observes that his “Logic coincides
with metaphysics, with the science of things grasped in thought that used
to be taken to express the essentialities of things.”! For all that the logic is
the system of pure thought, these thoughts are not the empty categories
of Kant’s transcendental philosophy, but the Logic “contains thought in
so far as this thought is equally the fact (or object [Miller]) as it is in itself;
or the fact (or object) in itself insofar as this is equally pure thought."*The
term translated by di Giovanni as “fact” and by Miller as “object” is the
notorious Sache selbst. Whatever else might be involved by his use of this
term, Hegel is evidently saying that the thoughts analyzed in the Science
of Logic are not simply thoughts but capture what is essential about what
Kant calls things in themselves.

What is not often noticed is that this claim of the identity of thought
and Sache comes just after two paragraphs in which Hegel has stressed
that the Logic presupposes the Phenomenology of Spirit. Hegel says
that the concept of a philosophical science emerges from his earlier
work, and sets the context within which the logic develops. For it is in the
Phenomenology that “the first immediate opposition” of consciousness
and its object is gradually transcended as we “traverse all the forms of
the relationship of consciousness to the object.”

It is worth considering how that opposition of consciousness and
object, which is represented in both Kant's appeal to transcendental
analysis and Nietzsche’s scepticism about what humans call truth,
has been overcome. Hegel sets the stage in the Introduction to the
Phenomenology. Rather than starting out from a preconceived idea

1Hegel 1991, §24, p. 56.
2Hegel 2010, p. 29; Hegel 1969, p. 49. ltalics in the original.

3Hegel 2010, p. 28.
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of what knowledge is, he suggests, it is better to allow consciousness
to formulate its own claims. Any such claim to knowledge will involve
both a certainty, and a claim to truth. In other words, it spells out in
some detail what kinds of effects that might conceivably have practical
bearings would result from putting it into practice. The belief in this
claim is then advanced with the calm certainty that truth will emerge
as expected. When those conceptual expectations prove to be wrong
through an experienced encounter with reality, that certainty is shattered.
In the aftermath a revised self-certain belief has to be formulated
that incorporates what still survives from the previous claim together
with what has been learned from its failure. Here we have a process of
confident belief, an encounter with reality that shows the belief lacks
truth, and a new, more comprehensive belief. By continually reworking the
conceptual expectations articulated in its beliefs, consciousness learns
from experience.

| have formulated that dynamic in terms of belief and conceivable
effects in order to evoke an echo of C.S. Peirce. In his essay, “The
fixation of belief” Peirce points out that the only reliable way of fixing
belief involves assuming that there is an independent Reality that will
frustrate and disprove inadequate beliefs; and in its sequel “How to
get our ideas clear” he defines a clear idea as one in which we work out
what kinds of “effects that might conceivably have practical bearings, we
conceive the object of our conception to have.”*What Hegel is outlining
in his introduction is essentially a version of Peirce’s pragmaticism
-- a process whereby consciousness formulates a claim to knowledge
that works out its conceivable practical implications, discovers that in
fact key expectations are flawed, and retreats to develop the next step
in its quest for knowledge. It is not surprising that the first title for the
Phenomenology was “Science of the Experience of Consciousness.””

This work, then, traces the way conceptual formulations are
constantly corrected by the given facts of experience in a long and on-
going process, becoming ever more effective in predicting what will in
fact occur when we put a confident knowledge claim into practice. When
we come to its final chapter on “Absolute Knowing” we find that what it
describes is little more than the general structure of that process. From
the beautiful soul consciousness has learned that when one acts on the

4 C.S. Peirce,"The Fixation of Belief” and “How to Get our Ideas Clear”1931-35,1958, vol. 5, §§ 384
and 402. There is no evidence that Peirce ever read the Phenomenology.The Harvard Libraries,
however, hold a copy of the second edition of the Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences of
1827 with Peirce’s book plate. This edition preceded the posthumous edition of the Werke which
included material from Hegel’s lectures as additions.

5Robert Stern develops this reading in Stern 2009, pp. 218ff. Other readings of the Phenomenology
that incorporate pragmatic themes can be found in Flay 1984, Collins 2013, and Westphal 2015.
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distilled essence of what one knows one discovers that the results are not
always what one expects, and one then incorporates that discovery into
one's accumulated knowledge; and from revealed religion it has heard
that this is the ultimate rhythm of the universe, where the divine essence
acts to create a world, discovers the result is not what it expected, and
then initiates a pattern in which original design is integrated with the way
the world actually is, and where the believer has discovered in the dark
night of the soul that there is no truth out there, but that truth lies in the
dynamic flux of existence where concepts are always subject to revision.
The concept of pure science which is presupposed by the Science of Logic
is, then, nothing other than this process of learning from experience.
Thought has moved from a number of confident affirmations of fixed
belief, to a dynamic process that continually incorporates what it learns
from its practical failures. Not only has thought been modified by what it
has learned from experience, but the act of conceiving has incorporated
the open dynamic by which the wisdom achieved from cumulative
experience is constantly revised by thought’s interaction with the world of
reality. Because the logic emerges from and continues to implement this
experiential process, it can be confident that its concepts are no longer
pure a priori categories of transcendental thought, but metaphysical
principles that are implicit in the universe.

In taking this approach, Hegel has abandoned Kant’s rigorous
distinction between appearances and things in themselves, but at the
same time he has incorporated Kant's insight that knowledge involves
integrating intuitions and concepts. On the one hand, as Robert Pippin
has pointed out, for Hegel there are no pure intuitions, where the intellect
is radically passive, but all intuitions are moulded by thought.® On
the other hand, useful concepts are not purely a priori, but have been
formulated to take account of the way earlier conceptual formulations
have failed when applied to the world of experience. It is because he
has provided a more dynamic understanding of the way concepts and
intuitions interact that Hegel can then proceed to implement Kant’s
project of a “future metaphysics”.’

If this analysis is correct, there are implications about the strategy
one should adopt if one wants to do metaphysics in a Hegelian way. The
concepts he is analyzing are not peculiar to him, but are the result of
the cumulative experience of western culture, epitomized by the variety
of claims explored in the Phenomenology.The analysis itself simply

6 Pippin 1989, Chapter 2.

7Consider the title for hisProlegomena to any Future Metaphysics. For a more detailed justification of
this interpretation of Hegel's metaphysical project, see Burbidge 2014a.
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attempts to lay out in detail what is implicitly embedded within those
thoughts. So a Hegelian metaphysics would take some of the fundamental
concepts with which, as the result of our cumulative experience, we
organize our understanding of the world and examine what they entail:

to what extent does our actual experience fit and to what extent does it
disconfirm what they articulate. And it would then proceed to reconstruct
its conceptual framework in light of any disconfirming evidence that
experience has provided.

This is not simply a form of the practice of the empirical sciences,
in which a proposed theory is tested by developing critical experiments.
For the concepts in question are those presupposed when formulating
those very theories: concepts like “individual”, “cause”, “law”, “actual”,
and “possible”. And the testing is much more tentative, since these /
fundamental concepts determine what we take seriously as evidence,
what we dismiss as irrelevant, and how we formulate our theories. So the
process involves reformulating the way we understand the world. Itis a
genuinely reflective, philosophical enterprise. At the same time, it needs
to be sensitive to what the empirical sciences have actually discovered
about the way the world operates. Proposals for revision should not
legislate what is reliable data, but rather expose what is implicit in the
processes and relations discovered.

The expansion of our knowledge about the natural world breaks
apart the neat pattern that Hegel’s system adopts. It is not simply that
physics has split the atom — what was supposed to be the ultimate
indivisible unit of reality -- into a myriad of components, and that geology
and biology have given nature a history. Thought itself has drawn more
refined distinctions and discovered more intricate interrelationships.
Hegel's logic appears to trace a single sequential story For all that he
varies that sequence quite considerably as he moves through the various
editions of the Science of Logic and the Encyclopaedia, each version traces
a single path, suggesting that there is but one story to tell. But when one
enters into the logic and thinks through the various concepts, one can see
connections that could easily move in other directions.

What | propose to do in the rest of this paper is suggest what a
contemporary Hegelian metaphysics might look like. | shall do so by
drawing heavily on analyses that Hegel himself develops, but | shall not
be following his particular pathway. | start from the concept of cause
as it is understood in the contemporary world, and then suggest how a
reflective discipline that takes account of experience might produce a
slightly different, but more effective conceptual framework.
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The contemporary concept of cause reflects the influence of David
Hume and Immanuel Kant. For all that Hume traces our belief in causal
necessity to customary habits of the mind derived from the repetition
of similar events, he does not question the reliability of that belief.
Necessary connection between cause and effect is a cornerstone of his
whole philosophy, based as it is on an attempt to transfer a Newtonian
approach to science to the world of human affairs. And it finds expression
in his confident assertion that: “It is universally allowed, that matter, in
all its operations, is actuated by a necessary force, and that every natural
effect is so precisely determined by the energy of its cause, that no other
effect, in such particular circumstances, could possibly have resulted
from it.”®

Kant, bothered by the discrepancy between Hume’'s deterministic
claims and the weakness of his justification for our belief in them, traces
our belief in cause to the structure of the conditional judgment, if A
then B, which asserts a necessary connection between antecedent and
consequent. Kant claims that it is this conceptual model that determines
the way we organize our understanding of phenomena according to
causal patterns. We distinguish between a casual temporal sequence and
a necessary causal one by the fact that the latter happens according to a
rule justified by sufficient reasons.

For both philosophers what characterizes a cause is the necessary
connection between cause and effect, so that there is a forward-moving
inevitability in the way the world emerges out of the past and moves on
toward the future.

This conception of causal necessity has provided the implicit
standard for our contemporary conception of cause. To be sure, we are
ready to admit that we use the word “cause” for influences that could
have been otherwise, or where a condition does not inevitably lead to its
regular consequence. While the smallpox virus causes smallpox, we can
frustrate the supposed necessity by vaccinating with cowpox viruses.
We are reminded by Hume's caveat “in such particular circumstances”
that a causal link can always be affected by attendant conditions and
circumstances. But, convinced that a forward-moving necessity is
implied, we then attribute such a necessity to the accumulation of the
appropriate attendant circumstances — not only to the fact that they all
have been assembled at the same time, but also to the fact that they have
occurred in the proper temporal order and spatial relationships to trigger

8Hume 1993, p. 54.
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the resulting effect.

The belief in a forward-moving causal necessity, then, is a
metaphysical assumption of our world, an assumption that has seldom
been subjected to critical examination. Once we acknowledge its
structural role, functioning as a preordained Kantian category, we can
begin to examine its justification to see whether that belief is in fact
inescapable. Approaching Hegel from this perspective, we find that, in
his Science of Logic, he provides a number of critical comments that place
that belief into question. He does so in his analysis of necessity, in his
analysis of cause, and in his analysis of reciprocity.

Qo n—-—m—-330

mCcCO———20O

First, his analysis of necessity. Hegel distinguishes three forms of
necessity. Formal necessity starts from the fact that a particular event /
could have happened otherwise, and is thus contingent. Once it has
happened, however, it cannot be otherwise and so is necessary. Real
necessity emerges from a discussion of real possibility, in which enough
contributing conditions come together to make some effect necessary.
Once that set of conditions becomes sufficient, they cease to be
conditions, however, for the effect has already become actual. The move
from conditions to result is really necessary. At the same time, however,
it remains a contingent matter whether enough appropriate conditions
emerge to produce the necessary result. So even real necessity is
bedevilled with contingency.

One turns to his discussion of absolute necessity expecting that
Hegel will articulate a thorough-going forward-moving necessity. But
that does not seem to be the implications of the dense and difficult final
section of his chapter on Actuality. We can identify three steps in his
argument. In the first place, real necessity has a determinate structure
in which contingent conditions coalesce to produce a necessary result.
While, as determinate, it is something actual, it is also inherently
necessary. So Hegel calls its actuality absolute actuality because it
cannot be otherwise. In the second place, this actuality is absolute simply
because it is nothing more than its own inherent necessity that makes
it possible; so it is radically contingent, and so a bare possibility.® But
because the only other possibility would be nothing at all, it can be called
absolute possibility. So the relation of real necessity when considered
as an integrated unity is itself contingent, even as it incorporates into
its meaning the contingency that affects the way its conditions come
together.

Third, Hegel explores the complex picture that has emerged.
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9Consider Leibniz's question: Why is there something rather than nothing?
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The absolute actuality that emerges from real necessity is radically
contingent, which means it lacks any grounding or justification. At
the same time it is formed by an internal dynamic in which conditions
coalesce to generate real necessities even though those conditions
are themselves contingent on the circumstances through which they
became actual. In other words, this internal dynamic is the ground which
generates comprehensive or absolute actuality. We have an actuality that
at the same time lacks a ground and yet is grounded -- an actuality which
simply is (a being), yet its being results from the complicated relation
between conditions and their necessary consequences which constitutes
its essence. Looking at the total picture we see a complex reciprocal
activity in which actuality shifts into possibility and contingency shifts
into necessity, just as possibility and necessity shift back to actuality and
contingency. These double transitions collapse (or sublate themselves)
into a new immediate concept that includes all the details of the
interaction. That immediate thought Hegel calls absolute necessity.

So absolute necessity does not involve a strict forward-moving
inevitability, but a constant shifting back and forth from real necessity
to contingency, from pure possibility to pure actuality. It is absolutely
necessary that contingencies result in relative necessity, and that
necessities produce and presuppose contingencies. If this analysis
holds, then the claim of causal determinism that causes generate a strict
forward-moving necessity is misguided.

We now turn to Hegel’s discussion of cause. It develops in three
stages. In the first place, when we consider causes simply on their own,
abstracted from any context, we think of them as moving directly into
their effect. Once an effect happens, the cause ceases being causal,
and the effect ceases being a result. In effect, the causal dynamic
and the resultant effect are simply the same thing from two different
perspectives. This, says Hegel, is what we usually mean when we talk
about causal necessity.

Secondly, once we apply this formal pattern to some content the
relationship becomes more complicated. For whatever acts as cause
and whatever experiences the effect also have other characteristics that
continue even as the change occurs. At the same time the dynamic that
constitutes the causal process is transferred from one to the other, while
retaining its identity. A specific causal sequence can thus continue to
exercise its causal efficacy so that the effect becomes a cause in its turn,
and so on in an infinite progress. Similarly the cause was itself activated
by some prior cause in a sequence that repeats itself into an infinite
regress.
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Third, when we look closely at the relation between cause and
effect we find a more intricate relation. The cause is active, driving
towards the production of an effect; whatever receives that impetus is
passive, lying inert until the cause introduces its novelties. But were
that passive recipient not there, the cause itself would be impotent and
passive, waiting for some opportunity to act. So one could regard the
introduction of the supposedly passive recipient as an active initiative
that turns the potential cause into an actual cause. What we have is
a form of reciprocity -- an action and reaction where each entity acts
on the other, and each responds to what the other introduces. From
this perspective the causal chain is not a linear sequence, but a series
of consecutive circles in which what emerges is a network of mutual
implications. One can then consider those situations where the chain /
does not simply move on to other entities, but develops a complex modus
vivendi between the two interacting agents. The action of one stimulates a
reaction from the other which in turn triggers a new response in the first.
They develop a reciprocal pattern in which each transfers its activity over
to the other and each receives and adapts that activity in terms of its own
distinctive character. We have once again a form of double transition, of
passing over from one to another and back again.”

Qo n—-—m—-330
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Hegel has thus set the stage for the move to a consideration of
reciprocity. While Kant had recognized reciprocal interaction among
the organs of an organism, he nonetheless maintained that, ultimately,
everything would be explainable in terms of mechanical causation,
with its linear movement through time." In contrast, by developing the
concept of reciprocity out of the interaction between the initiating and
the ostensively passive conditions, Hegel claims that linear mechanical
causation is only an abstraction, and it is reciprocity that captures the
essential concept of causality. “In reciprocity the mechanism [of finite
causality] is sublated.”"?

In addition, reciprocity articulates the structure of real necessity,
for the determinate conditions of that necessity now turn out to be
substantial agents (“free actualities” he adds with emphasis) that act
on each other. That interactive dynamic, in which substantial conditions

10lt is worth noting that, by the time Hegel revised both theScience of Logic and the Encyclopaedia,
he introduced in the text of their second editions comments that stressed the critical importance
of such double transitions. Indeed, | have suggested elsewhere that, once a double transition
becomes stabilized it collapses into a new kind of integrated unity, and that it is this transition
that Hegel dignifies with the name “sublation”. (Burbidge, forthcoming)

11See Kant 1951, §65, p. 218-222.

12Hegel 2010, p. 407 of Gesammelte Werke pagination.
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determine the nature of real necessity is a process of self-determination.
So reciprocity not only captures the essential character of causality, but
it also incorporates the absolute necessity that integrates real necessity
with contingency and freedom.

When one has a full reciprocity, then, one has a complex that
incorporates all of its components into a single comprehensive
pattern, something that could be called a universal. It has the particular
characteristics of the specific dynamic involved, and the total complex
collapses into an integrated singular. This enables Hegel to make the
transition to the next Book of the Logic on concepts. For universal,
particular, and singular are the basic components of concepts and
conceiving. In other words, the concept of reciprocity articulates
explicitly the critical process of conceptual thought that has emerged
time and again throughout the earlier discussions in the Science of Logic.
The reciprocity or double transition of coming to be and passing away
collapses into the immediacy of Dasein (or determinate being); the double
transition of finite and infinite beyond collapses into being for self; the
double transitions of condition and conditioned, of ground and grounded
collapse into existence. Since double transitions have spelled out those
critical transitions that result in new stages within the logic of objectivity,
the concept of reciprocity, by making them the focus of attention, enables
the transition to thinking about thought itself or the “concept”.

When we look closely at Hegel's analysis of the concept of cause,
then, we find interesting implications. The structure of reciprocal
causality develops a pattern that continually reconstitutes itself even
as each component transfers its energy to the other. This continuing
dynamic develops a life of its own, which can become in its turn an agent
in other causal processes. The activity of this complex agent, however,
is no longer a simple matter of forward-moving causal necessity, for
it is made possible only through the action of the initial interacting
components, and only through the specific pattern of reciprocal transition
that they develop. For all that these constituent elements have been
collapsed into a new integrated unity they nonetheless mediate and
enable its higher-level functioning.

Since Hegel's post-Kantian metaphysics requires that concepts
formulated by the intellect be integrated with intuitions emerging
from experience, we cannot move directly from an Hegelian analysis of
concepts to making metaphysical claims. We need to take into account
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empirical evidence that makes it plausible to reconstitute our explanatory
concepts along Hegelian lines. With this in mind, | shall outline two
relatively recent developments in science.

The first concerns weather forecasting. Scientists have developed
a complex structure for gathering data which not only covers the surface
of the earth but obtains measurements from atmospheric heights and
oceanic depths.That data is then subjected to complex mathematical
analysis. The mathematics used is called chaos theory. That discipline
emerged from the attempt to establish what happens when more than two
objects act on each other. And it produced a sequence of consequences
in which no regular pattern emerges, even though everything follows
necessarily from the given premises. When Edward Lorenz used the
mathematics of chaos theory to develop models for predicting weather
patterns he discovered that varying, by even a miniscule decimal
point, the initial conditions he put into the calculation he obtained
widely diverse results. For all that the use of the mathematics of chaos
produced better predictions of what would happen with the weather
over the immediate future than the previous reliance on the experiential
knowledge of meteorologists, it was nonetheless dependent on the
contingency of the data put into the equations. Over time the imprecision
of the data collected and the interference of contingent conditions cause
the accuracy of the forecasts to gradually disintgrate.®

What we have is a structure of necessity, articulated in the
mathematics of chaos used in the calculations, that is radically
affected by the contingency of the initial conditions and of interfering
circumstances. This sounds very much like the pattern of real necessity
Hegel has analyzed.

The second development concerns reciprocal interactions that are
central to the functioning of the natural world. For some time biologists
have known of a dynamic, called symbiosis, in which two organisms
interact with mutual benefit, and then develop a relatively permanent
association that has a distinctive life of its own. Lichens, for example, are
not simple organisms, but are the combination of an alga and a fungus
each of which benefits from, and contributes to, the functioning of the
other."

Equally interesting examples come from what is now called
the Standard Model of particle physics. Not only is the atom, which
started out as the ultimate indivisible particle of matter, a system of

13This discussion is based on Lorenz 1993 and Edwards 2010.

14Recently evidence has emerged that there is a third, bacterial, agent involved in the interaction.
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reciprocal interaction between electrons and nucleus; but the protons
and neutrons that make up that nucleus are themselves highly complex.
Protons and neutrons are made up of particles of mass, called quarks,
each of which has several characteristics: the direction of spin (which
can generate an electrical charge) can be either up or down; and each
qguark has one of three alternative properties, designated by the terms
“red”, “green” and “blue”. (Both “spin” and “colour” are metaphors, not
accurate descriptions.) The quarks are organized in such a way that the
neutrons have no electrical charge, while the protons have a positive
charge; and both neutrons and protons are “white”, that is, each has red,
green and blue quarks. That is not all; for the force that holds the quarks
together is the strongest force in nature, called the strong nuclear force
(which, unlike gravity and the electromagnetic force, increases as the
distance between the particles increases). This binding force is made
up of particles of energy (which have no mass) called gluons.There are
eight kinds of gluons reflecting the properties of the quarks that are to
be bound together: +red/-blue; +red/-green; +blue/-red; +blue/-green;
+green/-red; +green/-blue; as well as two which bind together quarks
of the same colour but with different spins. In other words, this small
part of the Standard Model reveals a very complex picture where quarks
within a proton or neutron reciprocally interact in quite determinate
ways, depending on their distinctive characteristics. The result is
larger, more complex particles which make up the nucleus of an atom.
A very complicated interplay of reciprocal interactions would seem to
characterize the causal processes of matter at this basic level.”

In other words, contemporary science offers evidence that fits
within Hegel's metaphysical scheme.

A%

We are now at the point where we can draw some implications for
our contemporary concept of cause —implications that are essentially
metaphysical, since they affect the conceptual framework within which
we interpret the way the world functions.

The first implication we can draw is that causes, while initiating
and influencing what happens, do not entail any universal forward moving
necessity. What Hegel calls real necessity recognizes that, once enough
conditions are present, a result will inevitably have to happen; but that
does not entail that the assembling of all those conditions in precisely
the right order is itself rigorously necessary. It is affected by contingency.

15This discussion is based on Susskind 2008 and Baggott 2012.
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And while we might entertain the thought of some kind of absolute
necessity, that necessity turns out not to be a governing inevitability
that structures the universe, but rather the fact that contingencies both
emerge and contribute to necessary sequences.

This means, in the second place, that in any causal sequence
effects are adulterated and affected by other factors — complicating
circumstances and other causal sequences so that a causal move does
not get transmitted directly from one to another, but becomes simply one
conditioning factor among many in determining what ensues. What has
been called “mechanical cause”, taking as its model what happens when
balls interact on a billiard table, does not do justice to the way causes
actually function in the real world. Rather conditions act on, and react
to, each other in the course of producing an effect. This transforms our
understanding of rigorous causal necessity, and complicates the belief in
causal regularity.

This leads, however, to the third important implication from Hegel’s
analysis. For it suggests the way regularity can emerge, even within
this chaotic maelstrom. If it is possible for causal agents to interact
reciprocally, they may develop a tendency to reinforce those features that
are mutually beneficial and reduce the influence of those that complicate
the picture. Reciprocal interaction, then, encourages a form of regularity
and thrives on it, opening up an arena for habitual processes and actions
that exert their influence when circumstances are appropriate. From this
perspective, the regularity that is enshrined in our language of natural
law is not basic to the functioning of the universe, but emerges from the
dynamic of reciprocal interaction.

There is, in addition, a fourth implication. For this analysis of cause
can explain how properties emerge as entities become more complex;
and shows that such emergent properties cannot simply be reduced to
the basic functioning of the elementary parts. For all that the indivisibility
of atoms has been abandoned, we are still prone to adopt its other
reductionist assumption, that everything can be explained simply by
drilling down to the most basic constituents, whether they be electrons,
quarks or strings. But more complex organisms are not simply the
aggregate sum of the actions of their components. They are determined
just as much by the distinctive way those components interact; and that
interaction introduces forms of shared action that neither component
can do on its own. For each is affected and altered by the activity of
the others; and that interactive dynamic, while establishing some
kind of continuing modus vivendi, adapts to new contingent conditions
that surface in the environment. The result of the interaction is a new
integrated entity that freely determines itself as an agent, interacting
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with other entities at a more sophisticated level of complexity. Functions
that emerge from reciprocal causality, then, cannot be reproduced by
simply activating the elementary components in isolation. The unified
dynamic develops a distinctive character that manifests novel properties.
This analysis rehabilitates in a strange way the philosophy of
Aristotle. It has become conventional wisdom that the discovery of the
importance of mechanical causes in the seventeenth century put paid
to the Aristotelian analysis of cause. But what we have just described is
a structure of complex cause in which the initial components that enter
areciprocal interaction with their innate modes of operation serve as
the material condition, the distinctive pattern that develops within that
interaction becomes the formal condition; and the resulting entity that
can now independently function on its own is an agent or initiating cause.
While we have not identified anything that could be called a final cause
or purpose, were it possible to identify complex integrated objects that
have the ability to respond to causal interference from their environment
by either appropriating what is presented into their own operation or
reconstituting themselves in response to damaging incursions, we
would have agents that are exercising what looks like the purpose of self
reproduction and enhancement.'®

What | have been attempting to do in this paper is to suggest how,
by exploring in detail arguments Hegel puts forward in his Science of
Logic, we can develop resources that enable a critical examination of
some metaphysical assumptions of our modern world. Not only that, but it
can suggest alternative models that could well do more justice to the way
the world actually functions.

16l have explored the metaphysical implications of this conceptual model in Burbidge 2014b.
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On January 23, 1807, Hegel wrote to his former student, Christian |
Zellman, and among other things pronounced on the importance of
philosophical science during the fraught times of the French Revolution:

Science alone is the (true) theodicy [Die Wissenschaft ist
allein dieTheodizee], and she will just as much keep us from
marveling speechless at events like brutes [sie wird ebensosehr
davor bewahren, vor den Begebenheiten tierisch zu staunen]—or,
with a greater show of cleverness, from attributing them to the
accidents of the moment or talents of an individual, thus making
the fate of empires depend on the occupation or nonoccupation of

Volume 4/
Issue 1

a hill—as from complaining over the victory of injustice or defeat
of justice.’

Let's dwell for a moment on “brutes” and “events,” because
Hegel is saying something very precise to his former (read: always
current) student. Events (Begebenheiten) can leave us mesmerized and
speechless.Yet Wissenschaft gives us something to say about them.
Only a philosophical science can supply the appropriate frame within
which to understand them. Failing to embrace such philosophy, we
cleverly construe events to be something else entirely—"accidents of
the moment” (sie Zufélligkeiten des Augenblicks) bearing no relation
to necessity; or we fixate on this or that particular happening. In short,
events require philosophy in the same way that only philosophy can
handle the truth of events.

What can we make of this term for “events,” Begebenheiten? What
can it tell us about philosophy or for that matter the French Revolution?
Let’s read another letter to find out. Working as a journalist for a
newspaper in Bamberg, Hegel penned the following epistle to Karl von
Knebel on August 30, 1807:

1 Hegel 1984, p. 123; Hegel 1952, 1.137.
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your region is not very fertile in great political events
[groBem politischen Begebenheiten]—with the exception of that
all-too-great event which was the Battle of Jena, the sort of event
which happens only once every hundred or thousand years [zu
grol3e der Schlacht bei Jena ausgenommen, dergleichen in 100
oder 1000 Jahren nur einmal vorkommt]. Meanwhile great political
events and news for the press [grof3e politische Begebenheiten
und Zeitungnachrichten] are not exactly the same thing, and the
latter is not lacking. The comings and goings of a marshal, or of
(French) Ambassador Reinhard, the departure of the Ducal family,
and especially the new Principality of Jena make for articles well
worth the effort.?

It's important to tell oneself things. Having already distinguished /
“great political events” from mere “news” about the mundane activities
of politicians and aristocrats—that is, having differentiated between
“groBBe politische Begebenheiten” and “Zeitungnachrichten”—Hegel
freely admits that writing news articles is “well worth the effort,” but it's
not exactly philosophy, now is it?: “l know full well that the composition
of newspaper articles is like eating hay in comparison with the feast of
turning out well-chiseled Lucretian hexameters rich in deep philosophy
[tiefsinniger Philosophie].”® Hegel senses here (again) that to speak of
“groBBe politische Begebenheiten” is at once to do philosophy—whereas
to faff around with mere “Zeitungnachrichten” is to do journalism. It looks
like the “comings and goings of a marshal” are uneventful in the way “the
occupation or nonoccupation of a hill” is. And news-writing makes Hegel
not only a dull boy but a hay-eating brute.

We're starting to get the picture about the philosophical gravity of
Begebenheiten—how there can be no talk of events without including
philosophy in the discussion. One more letter should do it. On April 29,
1814, Hegel wrote to his trusty correspondent, Friedrich Niethammer, to
report, in part, that “Great events [groBe Dinge] have transpired about us.
It is a frightful spectacle to see a great genius destroy himself.”*These
“groBBe Dinge”—and Hegel here uses the very archaic form of “Ding” as
“event”—is the fall of Napoleon, about which he gloats he foresaw: “I
may pride myself, moreover, on having predicted this entire upheaval...
in my book, which | completed the night before the battle of Jena.” Citing
material from the Phenomenology of Spirit on the limits of what he calls
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2 Hegel 1984, p. 143; Hegel 1952, 1.187.

3 Hegel 1984, p. 143. Knebel was embarking on a translation of Lucretius’ On the Nature of Things, so
Hegel's reference is apt.

4 Hegel 1984, p. 307; Hegel 1952, 2.28.
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“abstract formal freedom”—yes, we're still reading a letter herel—Hegel
supplies the appropriate philosophical frame within which to qualify,
nay translate these “groBe Dinge” as “gro3en Begebenheiten,” and to
speak of them in that characteristically cheeky way that lures us to his
letters in the first place: “From the streams of blessings necessarily
flowing from these great events, just as showers must follow lightning,
that brown rivulet of coffee already flows from the pot for the likes of us,
and indeed does so with more taste and perk than ever. For we have now
been liberated from substitute drink....[W]e can now procure real Java
coffee.”*With or without caffeine (read: devastation in the colonies),
philosophy can turn any old “Ding” into an “event,” Begebenheit, but
when this happens, you face a choice with philosophical and political
consequences.

| cite these three examples from Hegel's letters as an attempt to
unthink what we think Hegel himself thought about the relation between
philosophy and the French Revolution. Each passage from these letters
works differently from the other, but all three are circling around a very
specific problem for Hegel, which is the problem of philosophy in the face
of the revolutionary event. Each passage is trying to express something
particular about the character of the word/concept, Begebenheit, as
opposed to the many synonyms Hegel could choose to refer to an event,
like Ereignis (which he does use, but not in the same way). When you utter
the term Begebenheit, you are already speaking a philosophical language,
but the term itself isn't self-explanatory, doesn’t point to “happenings”
in any clear way, nor does it declare its philosophical affiliation in the
way jargon does. Good philosophy, after all, isn’t reducible to single
buzzwords and the like—even though today, ironically enough, the word
“event,” risks precisely this reduction in the name of Alain Badiou, to
whom I'll turn at the end of this essay. Begebenheit is unintelligible
without philosophy—which is to say that you have to use the right
philosophy to understand the term, and to use the wrong philosophy will
only confuse your perspective on historical processes.

In other words, Begebenheit isn’t just any old term.” After Goethe,
and in view of the emerging historical sciences after Chladenius, it took
on a range of meanings in academic discourse.? But to Hegel's mind,
the term spelled “Kant,” and with good reason. Kant uses the word

5 Hegel 1984, p. 307; Hegel 1952, 2.29.
6 Hegel 1984, p. 307-08.
7 See Lyotard 2009, pp. 63-66.

8 See Cassin, Apter, Lezra, Wood 2014, pp. 289-90; Smith 2010, p. 118; Beiser 2011, pp. 44-45.
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copiously in such works as the Conflict of the Faculties [Der Streit der
Fakultédten], where one finds some of his more memorable remarks about
the French Revolution. But his most technical discussion of event qua
event appears in the Critique of Pure Reason, where the term is applied
to jejune circumstances: Begebenheit is an external, mechanical, natural,
even agentless occurence (we're not yet in the third critique where at

the end the curtain is raised on the “purposiveness” of nature, revealing
the handiwork of an intelligent designer). Furthermore, an event is
“something, or some state which did not previously exist, [that] comes
to be” and “cannot be perceived unless it is preceded by an appearance
which does not contain in itself this state.” It's also a “perception that
follows upon another perception.” It is “an appearance which contains

a happening.” As well, it's the “order in which the perceptions succeed /
one another in apprehension.” An event, Begebenheit, is many things
even for Kant, then. But from these quotations excerpted from a brief
passage from Kant's Critique of Pure Reason, you can see that this term
calls attention to some basic problems—chiefly, the split between subject
and object, perception and occurrence. It demands that we think about
the coherence of the orders of reality and perception, how reducible
experience is to reality, down to and up from the quanta, and so forth. It
is, in short, a term that begs for philosophy and ultimately (and arguably)
for a philosophical position that is dialectical, precisely because these
two orders of reality—Ilike the proverbial parallel lines in non-Euclidian
geometry—do ultimately meet. Which is to say: had Kant thought in a
consistently dialectical way, his exposition of Begebenheit would have
been more ordered, better organized, perhaps more capable of taking on
the task of interpreting history.

But Hegel was consistently dialectical, and that is why we are here
today talking about “events.” We are here concerned with Begebenheiten
thanks to that well-known passage from the lectures on the philosophy of
history in which Hegel famously says that philosophy inspired the French
Revolution—"the French Revolution resulted from Philosophy.’"® Hegel's
meaning here is not so straightforward, and is not simply a reference
to Enlightenment philosophy in some generalized sense; more likely,
Hegel here refers to the so-called “philosopher of the revolution,” Kant.
Even with such specificity, however, he does not intend to say that the
relationship between philosophy and revolution is unidirectional or for
that matter untroubled. Instead, for Hegel, as we will see, the ways in
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9 Kant 1929, p. 221; all references in this paragraph are on the page cited.

10 Hegel 1952, p. 446. See Comay 2011 for an important and richly reflective account of how German
Idealists (Kant and Hegel, above all) responded to the French Revolution.
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which revolutionary events, as Begebenheiten, resul/t from philosophy
involve some very specific problems concerning which philosophy you
care to adopt, and which philosophy you decide to bracket. The choice
is a political one, as Hegel teaches us. And, once more, the lessonis a
dialectical one.

The Dialectic of the Event

Let’s ease into the critique of Kant, however, by first visiting
Hegel’s most technical discussion of Begebenheit, which appears in the
Philosophy of Right, at a moment when Hegel just happens to be mention
the French Revolution:

An event [Eine Begebenheit], or a situation [Zustand] which
has arisen, is a concrete external actuality which accordingly
has an indeterminable number of attendant circumstances. Every
individual moment [Moment] which is shown to have been a
condition, ground, or cause [Bedingung, Grund, Ursache] of some
such circumstance and has thereby contributed its share to it may
be regarded as being wholly, or at least partly, responsible for it. In
the case of a complex event (such as the French Revolution) [einer
reichen Begebenheit (z. B. der Franzdsischen Revolution)], the
formal understanding [formelle Verstand] can therefore choose
which of a countless number of circumstances [einer unzahligen
Menge von Umstédnden] it wishes to make responsible for the
event."

You can tell by his tone that the work of the “formal understanding”
is not what Hegel wishes to do, because it is not the work of philosophy,
whose task isn’t limited to seeking out causes as a way to assign
responsibility for this or that event. Because, in other words, an event
has “an indeterminable number of attendant circumstances,” it would be
absurd (my word) for the “formal understanding” to attempt to “choose

which of a countless number of circumstances” actually caused the event.

Hegel is content to let multiplicity be.

We can confirm this reading—the reading being that the “formal
understanding” shan't be applied to the interpretation of the event—by
noting that Hegel offers a great statement on the limits of such rigid
“understanding,” which in his lectures on aesthetics he imputes to the
“prosaic mind’:

the prosaic mind treats the vast field of actuality in
accordance with the restricted thinking of the Understanding and
its categories, such as cause and effect, means and end, i.e., in

11 Hegel 1991, p. 195/§115; Hegel 1927-40, 7.215.
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general with relations in the field of externality and finitude. In
this way of thinking, every particular either appears falsely as
independent or is brought into a mere relation with another and
therefore is apprehended only as relative and dependent; the
result is that there is not established that free unity which still
remains a total and free whole in itself within all its ramifications
and separate particulars.™

n—-—m—-330
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To adopt a point of view in which “every particular...appears falsely
as independent” is to focus on, as we saw in one of Hegel's letters above,
the “accidents of the moment or talents of an individual, thus making the
fate of empires depend on the occupation or nonoccupation of a hill.”

It's to dally in false causes. It's to focus on a single thing when there are /
multiple causes and numerous determinations. It's to eat hay.

Kant is not mentioned here, but Kantian problems abound, as we
will soon see. For Hegel understands the particular demands of the term
Begebenheit, enabling him to stake out a difference from Kant—not
only a philosophical difference but a political and historical difference
about what it means to think about events as big as a revolution. It
also demanded him to repurpose this philosophical term, vitiating its
Kantianism and applying it to a proper dialectical conception of history
and event. What for Kant is the fundamental problem of events—how
noumenal succession underlies and informs the ordering of appearances
in perception—is for Hegel in the passage from the Philosophy of Right
a question of “indeterminable multiplicity,” the problem of “an endless
number of factors” that will be “responsible” for the complex event (to
which subjective ordering—i.e., historical analysis—is applied). Which is
to say, Hegel knows that Begebenheit is Kantian in the strangely thematic
it mirrors Kantian epistemology: history already gives us plenty enough
ruptures, politics plenty enough rips in the social fabric, that it doesn’t
help to adopt an epistemology (the so-called Transcendental Analytic)
that places a chasm of unknowability at the very center of history, politics,
and events.

At the encounter between philosophy and the revolutionary event,
then, you can find not only the term Begebenheit, but you can feel the
charge zapping between the opposite poles; you can sense the tension.
Let's give this tension its proper name: the dialectic. But sometimes
this dialectic between philosophy and revolutionary event falls into one-
sidedness when each fails to pass through the other in the process of
historical understanding. Hegel understood the perils of non-dialectical
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12 Hegel 1975, 2.974-75.
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thinking when he spoke of the failure of philosophy in the face of

big events like the French Revolution. Look no farther than his very
pointed remarks in his inaugural lecture on the history of philosophy at
Heidelberg, 28 October 1816:

But the distress of our time [Not der Zeit], already
mentioned, and the interest of great events in the world [Interesse
der groBBen Weltbegebenheiten], has repressed, even among
ourselves, a profound and serious preoccupation with philosophy
[eine griindliche und ernste Beschéaftigung mit der Philosophie]
and frightened away more general attention to it. Thus what
has happened is that, since sterling characters have turned to
practical matters, superficiality and shallowness have managed to
hold the floor in philosophy and make themselves at home there.
We may well say that ever since philosophy began to raise its head
in Germany, the outlook for this science has never been so poor as
at just this present time [zu jetziger Zeit]; never have Vacuity and
Conceit so endowed it with superficiality, never have they thought
and acted in philosophy with such arrogance as if they ruled the
roost there. To work against this superficiality, to work together
in German seriousness [deutschen Ernst] and honesty, and to
rescue philosophy from the cul-de-sac into which it is sliding [or
better: “from the solitude to which it has fled,” reading “aus der
Einsamkeit, in welche sie sich gefliichtet”]—this is our task, firmly
believing that we are called to it by the deeper spirit of the age. Let
us together greet the dawn of a finer age [die Morgenrote einer
schoneren Zeit begriiBen] wherein the spirit, hitherto dragged
outwards, can turn back within, come to itself, and win for its
own proper kingdom space and ground where minds rise above
the interests of the hour [liber die Interessen desTages] and are
receptive of the true, the eternal, and the Divine, receptive of
power to consider and grasp what is supreme.”™

We must take this passage in turns.The “distress of our time”
has to be the French Revolution; the closing reference to a “dawn of
afiner age” is an allusion to that great event, as well as an allusion to
Hegel's other allusions such as we see in his lectures on the philosophy
of history, where the Revolution is (translated as) a “glorious mental
dawn.”"*Within that historical, eventful frame, Hegel tells us that there
is only mere “interest” in Weltbegebenheiten, with the result that “a

13 Hegel 1985, p. 2; Hegel, 1927-40, 18.12-13.

14 Hegel 1956, p. 447; rendering, “ein herrlicher Sonnenaufgang” (Hegel 1927-40, 12.529).

71 Hegel’s Big Event

o n—-—um—-330

mCcCO———200

/

Volume 4/
Issue 1



profound and serious preoccupation with philosophy” is squelched. When
“interest” abounds, there is no serious philosophy.To be sure, there is still
philosophy—just not the profound kind: “superficiality and shallowness
have managed to hold the floor in philosophy.” We are back with the
brutes. So, how did this sorry condition of philosophy arise? It's because
“sterling characters have turned to practical matters.” Good philosophy
suffers while bad philosophy holds sway, which is what happens when
the best philosophers—those sterling characters—turn to “practical
matters.”

Who else could this “sterling” character be but Kant? | suggest
that in these ceremonious, and still decorous, remarks Hegel is pointing
to Kant and Kantianism as what's wrong with philosophy and what's
responsible for the bad assessment of world events; later, | will show that
this is inarguably the case. Hear Hegel out. He speaks of “interest”—
Interesse der groBen Weltbegebenheiten; Interessen desTages—as if to
put Kant in mind, and specifically to speak of those aspects of Kantianism
that Hegel will later overtly critique as having an improper place in the
interpretation of the Revolution: i.e., the “pure will” as a form of “absolute
freedom.” Those well-versed in Kant, in other words, know that “interest,”
when uttered in the same breath as “practical matters,” refers to the
problem of the will in such works as the Groundwork of the Metaphysics
of Morals: “the will is nothing other than practical reason”; “The
dependence of a contingently determinable will on principles of reason
is called an interest. This, accordingly, is present only in the case of a
dependent will, which is not of itself always in conformity with reason.”"
Likewise, those well-studied in the clichés about Hegelianism—and
we can be clear that this includes most readers, beginning with Hegel
himself—can see that the man is referring to his own philosophical,
dialectical method in the image of procession and return, complete
with the sublative rise: “the spirit, hitherto dragged outwards, can turn
back within, come to itself, and win for its own proper kingdom space
and ground where minds rise above the interests of the hour [lber die
Interessen desTages] and are receptive of the true.” Dialectics instead
Kantian interest, please.

Hegel can only sustain this allusion and decorum for so long. Take
his lectures on the philosophy of history. When he speaks of the subject
of the French Revolution—the subject of the “absolute Will""®*—he fails
to hide the fact that he’s already projecting Kantian problems into his
exposition of circumstances having actually little to do with Kant or the

15 Kant 1997, pp. 24; 25n.

16 Hegel 1956, p. 442.
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introduction of Kant into France by way of Charles de Villers. For example,
he speaks variously of the “absolute will,” the “pure Will,” the “formal
Will,” the “abstract Will” as the “basis of all Right and Obligation—
consequently of all determinations of Right, categorical imperatives, and
enjoined obligations.”" It's only after he projects Kant into the scene

of revolution that he then doubles back to say that “the same principle
obtained speculative recognition in Germany, in the Kantian Philosophy.”
There's a trick here, to be sure: he makes it seem as if France was Kantian
first. “Among the Germans,” he goes on to say, “this view assumed no
other form than that of tranquil theory; but the French wished to give it
practical effect.”®*The difference between France and Germany, then,
isn’t only the difference in enlightenments, or religious reformations
(Protestantism was never a state religion in France), nor for that matter
economic development. No, as he bombastically writes the story, the
difference between France and the Germany is the difference between
Hegel and Kant, the difference between dialectics and systematic
transcendental philosophy, indeed the difference between theory

and philosophy—whereby in Hegel theory appears as philosophy that
becomes self-conscious, philosophy that is, in other words, conscious of
its own grounds, its own forms of exposition, its own contingency, its own
impulses, its own strategies, its own tactics.

These times, those times, demand more—which is why Hegel, in
one of the final passages in his lectures on the philosophy of history,
says that “We have now to consider the French Revolution in its organic
connection with the History of the World; for in its substantial import that
event is World-Historical [denn dem Gehalt nach ist diese Begebenheit
welthistorisch], and that contest of Formalism which we discussed in the
last paragraph must be properly distinguished from its wider bearings
[und der Kampf des Formalismus mul3 davon wohl unterschieden
werden].”"® Here, finally, Hegel gives us our term, Begebenheit. How are
we to understand his remarks here? This turn from “formalism” to the
“wider bearings” is a turn from Kantianism to Hegelianism, and in this
turn we are finally urged to consider the French Revolution apart from the
French Revolution qua Revolution-as-event, and outside of the Kantian
frame. Having said his peace about Kant, Hegel can let go and move on
to World History proper in a discussion of other nations (Italy, Spain,

17 Hegel 1956, pp. 442-43.

18 Hegel 1956, pp. 443.

19 Hegel 1956, p. 452; the translation by Sibree is a tad off: “Wir haben jetzt die Franzésische
Revolution als welthistorische zu betrachten, denn dem Gehalt nach ist diese Begebenheit

welthistorisch, und der Kampf des Formalismus mu3 davon wohl unterschieden werden” (Hegel 1927-
40, 12.535).

73 Hegel’s Big Event

o n—-—um—-330

mCcCO———200

/

Volume 4/
Issue 1



Austria), in particular, England, ending with—of course—Germany.?
The “wider bearings” refigure the “event” (otherwise a “formal,” Kantian
Begebenheit) into a happening that is “world historical” (though, of
course, only European). No wonder Hegel never uses the special term
Begebenheit in this final section of his lectures called “Die Aufklarung
und Revolution” until this very last point—until, that is, the moment the
event itself is superseded because Kantian formalism itself must be
dialectically surpassed.

We can return, then, to that well-known passage in the lectures on
the philosophy of history, mentioned at the outset, where Hegel seems to
say that philosophy caused the Revolution:

It has been said, that the French Revolution resulted from
Philosophy, and it is not without reason that Philosophy has been
called “Weltweisheit” (World Wisdom;) for it is not only Truth in
and for itself, as the pure essence of things, but also Truth in its
living form as exhibited in the affairs of the world. We should not,
therefore, contradict the assertion that the Revolution received
its first impulse from Philosophy. But this philosophy is in the first
instance only abstractThought, not the concrete comprehension of
absolute Truth—intellectual positions between which there is an
immeasurable chasm.?

Dialectics abhors a chasm. And Hegel loathes “abstract Thought.”
He is suggesting here that the Lutheran reformation forestalled a
revolutionary event in the German states—that the reformation was, in
short, a revolution in thought. If only France had a reformation, so the idea
goes, the revolution of 1789 might never have been. But we have to see
Hegel's fuller point, that the reformation, while supplying an intellectual
revolution, didn’t provide enough of a revolution in thought—in particular,
in philosophy. Why? Because there is too much abstraction in Kantianism,
which is to say that there is too much formalism in Kantianism, which is
to say that the subject of Kant is the subject of “abstract thought” and
“absolute freedom.” By these Hegelian lights, Kantianism is no revolution
in thought; this “Copernican revolution” can’t lay claim to any conception
or initiative borne out by the Revolution itself, and the only prize it
can claim is one of failure, as Hegel says he predicted long ago in the
Phenomenology of Spirit.

Speaking of which: In the Phenomenology of Spirit—in particular,
that section on “Absolute Freedom and Terror"—Hegel here oscillates

20 Hegel 1956, p. 455.

21 Hegel 1956, p. 446.
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between allusion and direct reference to the prosaic text of history, but
one thing is clear, especially in light of everything he says everywhere
else about the French Revolution in relation not only to philosophy but

to Kantian philosophy in particular: the problem of that revolution is the
problem of a formalism that is Kantian in character. It's not only Hegel’s
references to philosophical purity—"pure metaphysic, pure Notion, or

a pure knowing [reine Metaphysik, reiner Begriff oder Wissen]"'?—that
point to a critique of the Kantian transcendental subject, which for Hegel
is inherently “devoid of self” and is “in truth a passive self” trading in a
“pure insight [reinen Ansichseins]” whose “distinctions are in the pure
form of Notions [Unterschiede in der reinen Form der Begriffe sind].”®
Rather, Hegel is exposing the problems that result when this famous
Kantian subject of cognition, whose conceptual structure are the so-
called “forms of possible experience,” are extended into the subject of
the will, action, and actuality: the result, in other words, is the subject

of “absolute freedom [absolute Freiheit]” who is “conscious of its pure
personality [reinen Personlichkeit]'* and who recognizes himself or
herself in the “essence of all the spiritual ‘masses’ [Wesen aller geistigen
Massen]'—as if (indeed “as if"’!) to universalize his or her own maxim as
the “real general will [eell allgemeiner Wille].”*The Hegelian critique of
the “critique of pure reason,” then, is a negation of a (Kantian) negation
that revisits, and thus exposes, the universalizing logic of pure reason
operating not out there in the cosmos where problems about the infinity
of God are treated in the mind games of the antinomies, but rather down
here, right now, in an actuality where finitude earns its name precisely in
the positing and breaking of limits: “the individual consciousness...has
put aside its limitation [seine Schranke aufgehoben]; its purpose is the
general purpose, its language the universal law, its work the universal
work."?

Hegel’s Event, Badiou’s Begebenheit

| have chosen to focus on the term event or Begebenheit in order
to estrange the whole question of revolution. The referent to which the
word “revolution” itself points could be called something else as a useful

22 Hegel 1977, p. 356/§583; Hegel 1927-40, 3.431.
23 Hegel 1977, p. 356/§583; Hegel 1927-40, 3.432.
24 Hegel 1977, p. 356/8584; Hegel 1927-40, 3.432.

25 Hegel 1977, p. 357/8584; Hegel 1927-40, 3.432. Of course here Hegel refers to Rousseau’s volonté
générale.

26 Hegel 1977, p. 357/§585; Hegel 1927-40, 3.433.
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exercise in estrangement to see what we have.That’s the first step in
dialectics: the naming and the unnaming of processes and propositions
that will never be static or still—this, the attempt to refresh and
reposition your point of view. That's what Hegel was doing in the forgoing
passages.

But there is another first step Hegel is taking here. | would call
this an event, too, in the name of Hegel and dialectics themselves.The
event—or, if you will forgive me, the event of the event—is the transition
from Kant to Hegel, and the move from philosophy to theory, from anti-
dialectics to dialectics. It is, quite straightforwardly, the birth of theory
in Hegel, and the specific ways in which he breaks with Kant. In Hegel,
out goes the transcendental subject. Out go the concepts that do not
change like those synthesizing “forms of possible experience” in the
table of categories. Out goes the resistance to a philosophy of language
(notwithstanding Kant's flirtations with this in the third critique), and
out goes the disavowal that philosophy is formed in language. With
Hegel, in comes the idea that, as he says, “it is in language that we are
conceptually productive.”? In comes a subject that is not preconstituted,
or transcendental, and thus not the subject of, or subject to, philosophy
as traditionally conceived. In comes a rigorous thinking about the
historicity and contingency of concepts, as well as the regard for the
conceptuality of figures and forms—in other words, in comes a robust and
fully articulated aesthetics. And last but not least, in comes the dialectic,
which we can remember Hegel adopted as the central mechanism of
his thinking at a time when Kant had derided dialectic as dogma and
outmoded scholasticism (the figure that undoes the antinomies and is
then itself undone and forgotten). At the time, that was a really stupid
move on Hegel’s part—to speak of dialectics as if to out-Christian-Wolff
that old scholastic Christian Wolff. But Hegel acquitted himself just
fine. So in Hegel, we have a philosopher who brings down the house of
philosophy built by Kant, a philosopher who shows how philosophy works
against itself to produce the richly embroidered phenomenology, the
bewildering number of perspectives and perspectives on perspectives,
we encounter in the Phenomenology of Spirit and which continue on in
works like his Logics, whose systematicity is only windowdressing over
the good bones of phenomenology.?®

Why say all of this? It's because this transition from philosophy to
theory is crucial here, as we behold the concept of the “event” and ask
whether it's best setting is within philosophy or, dare | say, philosophy as

27 Hegel 1990, p. 97.

28 | discuss the distinction between theory and philosophy in Cole 2014 and Cole 2015.
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such, or indeed whether theory, as described above, is the better frame
for thinking this concept. | had mentioned Badiou at the outset. I've never
seen more variation, let alone confusion, over a term in critical theory and
philosophy as there is with Badiou’s notion of “event.” It's like nothing you
see with other concepts within philosophy and theory. Why is this?

We already have the answer: it's because there’s something about
Badiou’'s idea of the “event” that is perilously philosophical, expressed
(as it is) in a monology that is fairly transparent to its own exposition
and uninterested in the tensions wrought by its very exemplification,
be it the example of the “event” that is the French Revolution in Being
and Event—and the matheme derived therefrom, “e ={x X, e }"—or the
analysis of the non-event that is the Oka crisis in Logics of Worlds, about
which parties may differ.®The examples feel run over, but that is the
condition of philosophy, its state and its grounds. My apologies to my
many philosopher friends, but when we're not cutting people’s brains in
half and setting them within different bodies to wonder what a person
really is, as moral philosophers love to do and to which the auditor asks
“do you not hear yourself talking?,” we're approaching examples as if
they are non-resisting subjects, fixed entities, prisoners in Plato’s cave
with their attention fixed as firmly as the chains that bind them. There is
no give, no giving over to what makes an example thinkable, scriptable,
or legible—how its inertia manifests in philosophical prose in the way a
shoal disturbs the water’s surface. | don't want to be unfair, and indeed
one can be precisely fair when Hegel and Badiou coincide on the problem
of the event. For instance, Badiou states that the “historian ends up
including in the event ‘the French Revolution’ everything delivered by
the epoch as traces and facts. This approach, however—which is the
inventory of all the elements of the site—may well lead to the one of the
event being undone to the point of being no more than the forever infinite
numbering of gestures.”3 Hegel, in the Philosophy of Right in the passage
cited above, would agree; he would call that historicism a species of the
formelle Verstand, the formal understanding, which deprives events of
their eventfulness and dissolves them into the countless causes and one-
sided particulars.

It funny, though, because the opposition between philosophy and
theory | have in mind—and which presents to us not only the problem of
the event but the difficulty of the example—is partly expressed in Slavoj
Zizek’s encomium of Badiou you often find on the back of the latter’s
books: “A figure like Plato or Hegel walks here among us!” Forget the

29 Badiou 2005, pp. 180-83; Badiou 2009, pp. 310-17.

30 Badiou 2005, p. 180.
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“like”: what's with the “or”? Zizek doesn’t mean it this way, but when you
invoke Plato—bearing in mind the centrality of mathematics to Plato’s
conceptual scheme in the Republic (mathematics being much to Badiou’s
liking), on top of the fact that Badiou himself offers a so-called “hyper-
translation” of this very work®>—you know that the man in question is
being called a philosopher, on the one hand. You know, in other words,
that he is named a philosopher with all the implications of identifying
him as a “philosopher as such.” | bet ZiZek intends this suggestion. On
the other hand, there is Hegel, so named. Here | am not so sure about
the “or.” While Badiou may be a Hegel in stature today—time will tell
about tomorrow—he’s not a Hegel with respect to theory, or at least
not consistently across his works, which range from high philosophy to
opinion piece in popular publications, and of course creative writing. |
doubt Badiou would contest any of what | say, and the point is that his
work will always be captivating and challenging for the ways in which it
splits the difference between philosophy and theory.

Still, the theory of the event suffers in such a philosophical
setting, and this is something | think Badiou might also realize. That
is, it's telling that recently he restates his idea of the “event” vis-a-vis
“situation” in an essay that tarries with theory, and that freely gives
itself over to dialectics, about which he’s never claimed to reject, but
which he adopts quite pithily: | am talking about his essay called “The
Affirmative Dialectics,” in which he de-abstracts his abstraction and
declares the fundamentals of his theory of the event, with such directness
as never before seen: “What is an event? An event is simply...” Simply?
Itis “simply that which interrupts the law, the rules, the structure of the
situation, and creates a new possibility. So an event is not initially the
creation of a new situation. It is the creation of a new possibility, which
is not the same thing. In fact, the event takes place in a situation that
remains the same, but this same situation is inside the new possibility."®
Now, do you really miss the matheme in this construction? Likely not,
though welcomed is an exposition that is plainly bold for the way in which
Badiou does a dialectical reversal on the dialectic itself: “l think the
problem today is to find a way of reversing the classical dialectical logic
inside itself, so that the affirmation, or the positive proposition, comes
before the negation instead of after it.”s

For his part, Hegel, in thinking about the French Revolution, indeed
in theorizing the event, isn’t doing dialectics in his usual way either, and

31 Badiou 2012.
32 Badiou 2016, p. 129.

33 Badiou 2016, p. 129.
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certainly isn't fetishizing the term “revolution” in the way that would, well,
constitute the French Revolution as an “event,” as Badiou understands
the process of its formation.®* Of course, Hegel talks of world spirit and
the like in the lectures on the philosophy of history, but his consistent
truck with Kantianism in the context of the French Revolution, means that
the question of the dialectic is posed a bit differently: namely, the French
Revolution was a bundle of antinomies, a collection of non-dialectical
problems. We can think of history in terms of big events and world history,
but we also might think of what’s missing from the scene of events when
“revolution” isn't our word, and—as far as Hegel is concerned—what’s
missing is a dialectical concept of the will, a dialectical concept of state,
a dialectical concept of modernity, and a dialectical concept of praxis.

All of these are revolutions in a different sense, and perhaps more
lasting. Otherwise, it's either all negation in the destruction of the ancién
regime or it's all affirmation in the purity of the boundless Will whose

very materialization is itself a violence. This isn't the dialectic so much

as Manichean opposition, or the kind of Skeptic dialectic or absolute
difference that goes by the name of Kant.

34 Badiou 2005, p. 180.
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The best comment regarding the question of being has been
perhaps asked by Hans Blumenberg off-handedly when he said: “Sein -

ein MacGuffin?” [Being —a MacGuffin?] This question served as the title
of Blumenberg's review of Heidegger in Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung in
May 1987, the aphorism of irresistible humor in its very brevity. MacGuffin
is the word made popular by Alfred Hitchcock as meaning ‘nothing at

all’ which has stood as the core of many of his plots;?it is a nothing that
everybody is after although it is empty in itself and one never comes to
learn its content. Rather, it only means that it means and it means so
much to so many people - it is placed in the eye of the storm as its empty
center, yet we never learn what it might mean, and yet, for the plot it’s
ultimately irrelevant. So being was/is such a MacGuffin of the history of
western philosophy, the most spectacular MacGuffin ever, the mover of

1The paper is based on the lecture given at Duke University on 6 November 2015, dedicated to
Hegel's Logic. The other speakers were Fredric Jameson, Rebecca Comay and Frank Ruda. It is in
the hope of retaining a bit of the spirit of that most remarkable day, that | keep the form of this paper
closer to a lecture.

2This comes from a story about two men on a train in Scotland. One man says, ‘What's that package
up there in the baggage rack?’ The other answers, ‘Oh, that's a MacGuffin'. The first one then asks,
‘What's a MacGuffin?’ ‘Well,’ the other man replies, ‘it's an apparatus for trapping lions in the
Scottish Highlands.' The first man then says, ‘But there are no lions in the Scottish Highlands,’

and the other one answers, ‘Well then, that’s no MacGuffin!" So from this story it is apparent that a
MacGuffin is actually nothing at all. (Truffaut 1985, p. 193) Another version of this joke has an even
better final rejoinder: ‘See, it works’, implying that it's nothing at all that produces effects.
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a plot with infinite ramifications, endless new intrigues and episodes,
with cliffhangers and all. It is Hegel who boldly states that perhaps it is
‘a nothing at all’, empty in itself, that its mystery pertains not to some
hidden enigmatic deep meaning that would need to be unearthed and
spelled out, but rather to its absolute emptiness and meaninglessness,
which is far more difficult to come to terms with than any deep hidden
sense. One of the hardest things to understand is that there is nothing
to understand. Nevertheless this insight holds many consequences. Yet
the remark, as funny as it is, perhaps doesn’t quite do justice to Hegel’s
use of being, for the remark turns being into a mana-like signifier, empty
in itself but one that enables meaning, ironically meaning potentially
everything and an opening up of meaning. However, Hegel wanted to
strip being even of these qualities. Its meaninglessness is perhaps cut of /
another stuff and thus gets stuck in the throat of meaning as opposed to
making meaning proliferate.

The first part of Logic was published in 1812, at Easter, just as the
Phenomenology five years earlier in 1807 (Easter being the proper time
for the rise of spirit, its resurrection, perhaps?). Anecdotically, Hegel
got married in September 1811, seven months earlier, so in a letter to his
friend Niethammer, announcing the publication, he wrote: “It's not a small
thing if in the first semester of one’s marriage one writes a thick book of
30 Bogen (450 pages) and of abstruse content. But iniuria temporum! [the
injustice of times]. | am not an academic; to reach a proper form | would
need another year, but | need money for living.” (5 February 1812). His
remark is, well, remarkable: Hegel, as if embodying the caricature of an
arch-Professor, the vintage professor if there ever was one, measures his
marriage by semesters, then as if embodying the caricature of the arch-
academic saying ‘I am not an academic’ (at the time he was indeed the
director of a gymnasium) while complaining about money. When he was
writing the Phenomenology he had an affair with the wife of his landlord
(resulting in the birth of his illegitimate sone, Ludwig Fischer), so it could
be said that the Phenomenology was the child of a love affair, adultery,
indeed the ‘child of love’, as the saying goes, while the Logic was very
much the legitimate child, born in proper wedlock. Marriages tend to
appear so much less exciting than love affairs, although this is a very non-
Hegelian view (and maybe this is what secretly subtends the frequent
view that tends to see the Phenomenology as an exciting love-affair and
the Logic as a dull marriage, or as dull as a marriage).® Actually the Logic
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3 In a historic counterpoint to this, Phenomenology was written against the backdrop of Napoleon’s
victory in the battle of Jena, in the midst of the canon-fire. Logic on the other hand was written
against the backdrop of his defeat (1812-1816). No Napoleon on the white horse in the Logic aroused
Kojeve's imagination.
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was the child of a protracted honey-moon, and while one is a bit hard-
put to see the connection between the abstruse and abstract content of
Logic and the romantic infatuation of a honey-moon, Hegel was writing
Logic while engaged in honeymoon activities. There is something in this
immediate juxtaposition and equation of two incommensurates that
evokes the infinite judgment, ‘spirit is a bone’: ‘love is logic’ (or ‘marriage
is logic’? Perhaps the infinite judgment behind this is ‘love is marriage’ —
could this serve as a clue to figuring out the relation of Phenomenology
to Logic?).* Furthermore, there is the complaint by Hegel about the lack
of time (again, very academic, the impossibility to meet deadlines, as
if Hegel was accumulating all the clichés in a couple of sentences).®
There is the haste, the time-pressure, Zeitnot, indicating in an oblique
way the strange connection between logic and time, a precipitation of
something that Lacan would formulate as the problem of logical time and
the assertion of anticipated certainty. Logic might appear as the domain
of the timeless, but this is not the case for Hegel’s logic because the time
loop is essential, it is the time of precipitation and retroaction, and Hegel
having to precipitate himself into publication is perhaps but reminded
of the external circumstances crudely mirroring the internal temporality.
And there is the relation between time-pressure and repetition: he would
have to rewrite the Logic seventy-seven times, as opposed to Plato who
supposedly rewrote the Republic only seven times,® there is a compulsion
to repeat inscribed already in its framework. There is another most
remarkable repetition, namely Hegel publishing the second edition of
the first part of Logic on the brink of his death, the “Preface” being the
last text he wrote before dying, his dying words, Logic had to be repeated
twice, marking the rite of passage of marriage and death. Between
the first occurrence and its repetition, the first edition and the second,
between 1812 and 1831, most of the text was largely rewritten, revised and
amply expanded, except for one bit: the notorious beginning with being,
nothing and becoming.There was nothing to change there, nothing to add
or subtract, it was not rewritten seventy-seven times, just stated twice.
The beginning which hinges so much on internal repetition — ‘being, pure
being’ — had to be also externally repeated and restated.”

There is something mind-boggling in the beginning of Logic. It is

4 Should one, in a wild shot, bring together Hegel’s Logic and Lacan'’s formulas of sexuation, which
embody quite literally the relation of logic to sexuality?
51 am not an academic, there is the lack of funding, and all these deadlines to meet. Sounds familiar.

6 Hegel 2010, p. 21. All the page references in the text without other qualification refer to this edition.

7The three editions of the ‘Encyclopedia logic’, 1817, 1827 and 1830, were perhaps but a rehearsal for
this ultimate repetition.

85 Being and MacGuffin

o n—-—um—-330

mCcCO———200

/

Volume 4/
Issue 1



supposed to be a pure plunge into the indeterminate immediacy which
doesn’t need or bear any preliminaries, but in order to arrive there,
there is the most spectacular roundabout, the long and winding road
leading up to it. For someone who harshly criticized Kant for eternal
procrastination, Hegel really took his time. Phenomenology is supposed
to be but the introductory way to logic, leading through all the possible
figures of experience, individual and historical, only to undo them and
cast them away — there is so much to unlearn, as Rebecca Comay aptly
put it, this is an anti-Bildungsroman?® and not about the accumulation of
experience to arrive at wisdom (the absolute knowledge), rather about
getting rid of it. Already the Phenomenology was excruciating with its
beginning which has the structure of deferral, with the “Introduction”
(written chronologically is first) and the “Preface”, written at the end /
but placed at the beginning as the opening.The point of both is that
philosophy bears no introduction, one has to start with the thing itself,
one is always already immersed in the thing itself even if one pretends
not to be, there is no ante-chamber of philosophy, any beginning with
external circumstances and conditions is merely an excuse. One cannot
learn to swim without jumping into the water, as the pop version would
have it. Logic again starts with a deferral, with the first “Preface”,
written after its completion (with proofs in March 1812), then the second
“Preface” (written in 1831 on the brink of Hegel's death), followed by
the “Introduction” (which is chronologically first) Then, just to add
insult to injury, a piece with no proper status called "With what must the
beginning of science be made?” is followed. This is the beginning before
the beginning if there ever was one where one must justify the beginning,
but which at the same time supposed to be a beginning without any
presuppositions, in no need of justification, a pure immersion into the
indeterminate immediacy, which is for Hegel another name for being. We
have four pieces of text before we get to the first page of Logic, that is,
to get to the immediacy without further ado, to say nothing about the 600
pages of Phenomenology, reputedly his most difficult and tortuous book
in the history of philosophy — leading up to what? The answer is: To the
simplest possible things there are. His endless procrastination lingers
before we can eventually really begin on p. 59, or do we?

All the preliminaries testify materially to the difficulty, the paradox,
the impossibility of beginning, for Hegel, against all his proclamations,
nevertheless keeps justifying his beginning, trying to justify something
that bears no justification, for if one justifies it beforehand, then this is
not the beginning, it has to be ‘unjustifiable’, nothing must precede it —
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8 Cf. Comay 2015.
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no assumptions, no defined field or object, as it is usual with all other
sciences. This was the argument of his “Introduction”: thought produces
its object, it has no object given beforehand; and also no method to
precede it, insofar as the method must be invented and further justified
as we go along. We cannot presuppose the long tradition of Logic, and

in particular not the Aristotelian laws of thought, not non-contradiction
nor the excluded middle, nothing that Logic has produced over the more
than 2000 thousand years of its development. Something that was for
Kant so perfected that it was unsurpassable was for Hegel something to
be cast away. When Hegel was defending his doctoral thesis in August
1801, he had to propose some theses for disputation (in Latin), and

in the first thesis he proposed the following: “Contradictio ist regula

veri, non-contradictio falsi,'® ‘Contradiction is the rule of the true, non-
contradiction of the false,’ thus standing up virtually singlehandedly, as a
young man, against the grain of all logical tradition.

This insight is itself so simple that this beginning is as beginning in
no need of any preparation or further introduction, and the only possible
purpose of this preliminary disquisition regarding it was not to lead up to
it but to dispense rather with all preliminaries. (p. 55)

There is a pragmatic paradox (in the technical sense) to what
Hegel is saying: if what he is saying is true, he shouldn’t be saying it at
all. If there can be no introduction, no beginning before the beginning,
if one is always already ‘in’, why bother to write all these introductions
and deliberation before p. 59? Why dispense with the preliminaries if
preliminaries are impossible anyway? Why prohibit the impossible and
dwell on it? Every pre-liminary has always already crossed the limen,
the threshold, if unwittingly. But at the same time, can one ever be
‘in’, even if plunging into the indeterminate immediacy without further
ado? One seems to be either before the threshold (Phenomenology,
introductions and so on.) or after the threshold of p. 59. But maybe this
is also an illusion, another illusion to be rid of, namely that there is
an ‘in’ without the false start of deceptively external introductions, so
that doing away with the preliminaries in a preliminary way is both an
impossible self-contradictory enterprise and an absolutely necessary
false start which is the only way to make it possible to properly begin.
There is no start without a false start. But this doesn’t quite entail the
idea that we have always already started —there is a start and a break.
No preliminary is necessary, yet we have spent many hundreds of pages
with his preliminaries —and some of it the most brilliant pages in the
whole history of philosophy which, if we took Hegel’s word at its face

9 Hegel 1986a, p. 533.
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value, shouldn’t have been written at all. Here, the absolutely necessary
and the absolutely superfluous coincide. There is no way to be outside

of the absolute, but there is no way to be in it either, for the beginning, if
this is indeed the proper beginning, is but an empty spot that should lead
up to the absolute, which cannot be but a result, the result which is again
nothing without the way leading up to it.

One could say that the absolute knowledge is a crossroad, a
partition. There are two ways that follow from it: having reached this
point, having climbed to the top of this ladder, one can only revert to the
experience, which was there all along —the way to truth is truth itself,
the absolute knowledge is nothing but the realization that the truth was
produced on the way, unwittingly, and that there is nothing more to learn
there, no wisdom to possess (this is, by the way, why Kojéve's talk about /
‘the Hegelian sage’ is nonsense), except for what has been learned on the
way. The absolute knowledge thus rejoins the sense certainty, the most
naive beginning of the Phenomenology, experience is caught in a circle,
one is thrown back on one’s own experience, on its beginning — yet with
a cut, after the break produced by the absolute knowledge. Is there life
after the absolute knowledge? The parallel has been already suggested
a number of times: it is like continuing to live one’s life after analysis,
after the break produced by analysis, and the absolute knowledge is
in structural analogy with the end of analysis. Lacan’s version of the
absolute knowledge is /a passe, the end, the cut of something that once
seemed interminable (“Analysis terminable and interminable”, as Freud
put it). And one always does this, one remains consciousness, one is
always stuck with experience, and having produced a cut in it is perhaps
not such a small thing. Experience of consciousness becomes the
repetition of the experience of consciousness, but with a break.

At the same time, and this is the other way opened up by the
absolute knowledge, the way is already paved for Logic, to the pure
development of concepts in their own terrain, in and for themselves
—from a point of view which is no longer that of consciousness and
its experience, but that of a subject. What Hegel means by subject —
‘substance is subject’ etc. — doesn’t at all coincide with consciousness,
and the trajectory of the Phenomenology could be described as ‘from
consciousness to subject’. It is the very principle of disparity inhabiting
both being and concept, the cut that subtended all experience of
consciousness, but which, at the point of the absolute knowledge,
emerges as a pure cut. Logic is the consequence of this cut. It starts
its elaboration from there. It is in this cut that a shift occurs that Hegel
names ‘the pure decision to think’ —and ultimately nothing else is needed
as a prerequisite of the beginning of Logic, a long and winding way which
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was necessary to lead up to it is as if erased and made superfluous by it.
This is what makes the big difference of tenor between the two books:
there was no decision to think in the Phenomenology, the consciousness
was rather forced to think against its will and took all possible evasions to
counteract this demand. As Rebecca Comay brilliantly put it:

What [Phenomenology] depicts is a thicket of evasions that seem
designed to halt any such progress: every stopping point is on the verge
of becoming permanent, every “station” ... a place of interminable stasis
and stagnation, every stage a stumbling block to further progress. ... the
incessant stalling and backsliding, the meandering and repetition, the
stubborn obliviousness, the self-censorship, and the constant blackouts.
Consciousness proves to be a virtuoso at forgetting what it learns -
disparaging its significance, disarming its impact, or drawing inferences
that can be counter-intuitive and even perverse.'

So against this backdrop the pure decision to think inaugurates
another path, another dimension, another trajectory, another life within
this life, which is the life of the concept. Significantly, at the point of his
death Hegel succeeded in the repetition of Logic, having prepared the
second revised edition (of the first part at least) just before he died, but
he failed to produce a repetition of Phenomenology — he was actually, at
the point of dying, preparing a revision for the new edition, he got through
some 30 pages, but then rather died than to repeat this utterly brilliant but
superfluous work.

Among all the preliminary texts, | will make just a brief comment
on ‘With what must the beginning of science be made?’ ‘Womit muss der
Anfang der Wissenschaft gemacht werden?’, a short interpolated text of
ten pages, after the prefaces and introductions and before the beginning
proper. The text itself has an uncertain status, it is like an intruder, an
interloper. The curious thing is that the title of the piece possesses the
form of a question. This departs from Hegel’s general strategy, which one
could formulate like this: ask no questions, but start with the answers.
Philosophy is a matter of construction, not of posing questions and then
looking for answers. If | venture a very makeshift division, for a bit for fun,
there are philosophies of questions — most notably Socrates, Descartes,
Kant, and endlessly Heidegger;'" and there are philosophies of answers —
most notably Spinoza and Hegel."? Hegel always starts with assertions,

10 Comay 2015, p. 262-3.
11 Cf. lucid comments by Derrida, in Derrida 1991.
12There is much to be gained from reading the book by Aron Bodenheimer Why? On the Obscenity

of questioning (Bodenheimer 1984, new edition 2011). It thoroughly addresses the question of the
question, undermining the quasi-radicality of questioning.
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statements, this is already inscribed in his criticism of Kant: if we start by
asking ‘under what conditions is knowledge possible?’, then we will never
get there, we will endlessly ruminate over the conditions of possibility
without realizing that the cognition of the means and the conditions of
cognition are already cognition. Hence, question is questionable, the
radical stance of questioning everything, without any bias and without
mercy, actually itself presupposes something, it cannot quite account for
the position from which the question is posed. Questioning obfuscates
its own enunciation, it barricades itself into a seemingly unassailable
place. It questions everything except itself, even if it takes the seemingly
radical form of self-questioning. This process is analogous to Hegel's
critique of skepticism as the seemingly radical doubt about everything,
except about its own position of enunciation. But here Hegel makes /
a strange exception, he asks a question, or he takes up, or quotes, a
guestion that one might suppose might be naturally asked. He asks a
qguestion in order to dispose of it, to dispose of the form of the question
as such. Here, one could say: being is not an answer to a question, and
specifically it is not an answer to the question ‘with what must the
beginning of science be made?’

In what follows | will not attempt to give a proper reading of Hegel’s
beginning, an impossible task for a short intervention. | will concentrate
just on certain peculiarities of this Hegelian beginning, peculiarities
pertaining to its grammar, its syntax, as it were, which cannot be held
apart from its logic and, ‘ontological implication’.

First of all, being, as the protagonist of the beginning, is an
anti-hero. “This simple determination which has no further meaning
besides, this empty something, is as such, therefore, the beginning of
philosophy.” (p. 55) It is “an empty word”. Nothing is more disappointing
and unpromising than the beginning of Hegel’s Logic. It is not the wealth
of origin, some deep insight from which everything follows, or some
incontrovertible axiom on which to build, but the poorest and the emptiest
entity possible. As it has no meaning and no determination, therefore
nothing can be said about it. Strictly speaking any determination, any
predicate is already too much. Once we arrive at page 58, after yet
another interpolated piece on the general division of logic, once we arrive
at the heading “Section 1. Determinateness (Quality)”, and further,
once we would finally expect the proper beginning, Hegel makes yet
another false start by stating “Being is the indeterminate immediate.”
This looks like a definition of being: being is the subject to which two
predicates are ascribed. He starts with a proposition, with the two
negative qualifications that will keep recurring through the next pages.
Indeterminate and immediate, they are both negative words and given
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that we don’t possess a positive word for the most immediately given, we
have to recur to removing mediation and determination. One could say
that the Phenomenology was but a long way of doing this. We start with

a positive entity, being is only via negation and removal, and however
positive the beginning is, it is always already premised on a subtraction. It
is an ‘experience of thought’ which requires subtraction of all experience.
Of course Hegel is perfectly aware that negative determination is still

a determination, and that absence of mediation is itself mediated, a
negative mode of mediation. But this is a most curious dismissal of
dialectics, or suspending its power and sway for a moment, the moment
of being — one has to think non-dialectically if one is to start thinking.
Hegel will, for example, say, in the second sentence of section ‘being’: “In
its indeterminate immediacy it is equal only to itself and also not unequal /
with respect to another” (p. 59), thus cutting the dialectical tie of equal-
unequal — how can it be equal only to itself without being unequal to
another? It is an act of severance and an act of willful isolation of terms.

The two negative words are nevertheless telling. They don't form
some double negation, quite the contrary, indeterminacy is rather there
to counteract the negation implied in immediacy. This is directed against
Kant, for whom the immediacy of Anschauung, intuition, was precisely
the most determinate, the wholly and entirely determinate, before we
come to distill its features into concept, sieve and select them, that
is, before we submit it to understanding (this is at least the vulgata).
Immediacy ‘spontaneously’ implies something most determinate by
being immediately given and fully there in its thereness and singularity
before selecting some of its traits as more relevant than others. So
indeterminacy suspends the spontaneous hang of immediacy. One can
only get there by removing its mediation by negation of mediation and
undermining its immediacy by another negation which makes it lose its
footing. Yet, there is a sort of recourse to a Kantian move, to what Kant
names infinite judgment: the (positive) ascription of a negative predicate.
Indeterminate and immediate, unbestimmt and unmittelbar, are perhaps
to be read on the model of the ‘undead’. It is a third realm between an
affirmative judgment (being is determinate) and a negative judgment
(being is not determinate), opening a strange mode of negativity in the
very positivity of affirmation.

So if this is another false start, not by its inaccuracy, but by its form,
which is the form of a proposition, one has to remove this form as well.
Thus we finally arrive to the notorious Sein, reines Sein — note that there
is no definite article. Hegel, who very consciously doesn't start with a
proposition, nevertheless makes a move, a further move. He doesn't rest
his case by merely stating ‘Being’, but makes a further qualification,

o n—-—um—-330

mCcCO———200

Volume 4/
Issue 1

91 Being and MacGuffin



which is a repetition. ‘Being, pure being.’ (If we disregard the continuation
of the sentence: ‘= without any further determination’, ohne alle weitere
Bestimmung.There is a hyphen, the sentence gets curiously split and
qualified by stating the absence of qualification, but there is no verb.
Taking just the first part of the sentence as a sentence on its own, Hegel
introduces a cut, he repeats ‘being’ twice in this first sentence, one
cannot say merely ‘being’, but the minimal utterance would thus have to
be ‘being, being’. It is as if repetition comes into the place of predication,
instead of ascribing a predicate to being one merely repeats the subject.
Hegel interpolates ‘pure’ to insist that there is no determination, we

are supposed to have something pure in this first step, the first step

of the dialectics which is nothing but the ‘logic of impurity’, as it were,
everything passing into something else, everything being tainted by its
otherness, unwittingly, against one’s better intentions. There is no pure
entity in dialectics, this is what dialectics means, everything is mediated
by its other, everything carries the ineradicable mark of otherness in

its bosom. Yet, at this first step, we are trying to hold on to precisely

the purity of being in its immediate indeterminacy. Still, we don’t quite
manage, there is like the surreptitious move of repetition, something
pushing to repeat, a Wiederholungszwang, compulsion to repeat being,
to turn the first sentence into the insistence of being rather than the
assertion of being. But one cannot step into the same being twice. Is the
second being the same as the first one? Does the non-sentence make
more than it caters for? Is the assertion of purity in the second being
something that purifies the first being, as its minimal qualification, or
rather renders it ‘impure’? The second being is like both an addition and
a subtraction from the first being, subtraction by qualifying it as pure,
against the possible representations that one might have by stating
merely ‘being’. It restricts the first being by adding something to it, it
wants to reduce it to its purity — ‘being and nothing more’' — but saying
‘nothing more’ is actually saying something more. One could say: in

the beginning there is being posited twice, or in the beginning there is a
gap in being, a gap between the first and the second being, splitting the
being from itself, by the sheer cunningness of its grammatical structure.
Does Hegel surreptitiously introduce something that he didn't want

to introduce at all, by the mere use of a rhetorical device? But where
does rhetoric start, in particular with this most sensitive point of the
beginning, where everything would have to be measured, all rhetoric
kept in check? The minimal rhetorical device is precisely repetition,
introducing redundancy, the surplus of rhetoric over ‘information’. Saying
something twice is redundant, it doesn't bring new information, it's like an
ornamental addition to adorn the poverty and the nakedness of a single
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occurrence. But the rhetoric at this point has immediate ontological
value, it is the rhetoric of being itself, which makes that being insist before
ever properly ‘existing’, it insists as a repetition and a cut. The minimal,
for being pure, is a redoubled minimal.

There is no other of being. There is no other against which being
would be determined in opposition with or differentially, the only
otherness is introduced by repetition which separates being from itself.
Being is an assertion, but the assertion of an emptiness, the assertion
of the void of any determination or distinction. When in the next step we
get to nothing, it is essential that nothing is not the other of being. This
is not a determination by opposition, even more, strictly speaking, not by
negation. Nothing is actually not a negation of being, strange as it may
seem, nor is it the truth of being, let alone its suppression or sublation. It
is rather that being, because of its emptiness and indeterminate nature,
cannot even be being that it purports to be.™

There was an English TV series ‘allo ‘allo, very popular in the
nineties, which featured a woman who appears at some point in every
episode and gives exactly the same line: ‘Listen very carefully, | shall say
this only once!’, a line which has inevitably turned into proverb. Of course
the line is funnier since its repetition, which occurs with clockwork
precision, immediately contradicts its content, namely the affirmation
that it will not be repeated but told only once. We know of course that
the thing will happen in the next episode, we know, when the woman
appears, exactly what she will say, and she says it — yet we cannot be but
surprised, we are always caught unawares. For Hegel one could coin the
adage: ‘Listen very carefully, | shall say this only twice.’ Indeed he states
being twice, on top of that he writes the comma twice - ‘being, pure being,
-".The fact that there is only one dash can refer us to a larger thrust of
repetition, namely that the dash in the first proper sentence of Logic
repeats the dash in the last sentence of the Phenomenology, thus linking
the two together by the sheer cunning of punctuation. The dialectical
punctuation device cuts and disconnects while at the same time, in the
same place, establishing a connection. The same goes for the repetition
of nothing, “Nothing, pure nothing”, and nothing in its turn has to acquire

13 Stephen Houlgate puts it well: “Being vanishes into nothing, according to Hegel, because it is

so indeterminate in itself that logically it is not even the pure being that it is and so is in fact the
absence of being. Pure being vanishes, in other words, not because it fails to meet our standard of
intelligibility or because it is experienced by us as nothing but because its own utter indeterminacy
prevents it logically from even being pure and simple being.” (2006, pp. 277-8) The sheer indeterminacy
of pure being entails its vanishing, it is too indeterminate to even be being. Being is not pure being
because precisely insofar as it is pure and simple being it undermines itself.

14 | can only refer to the brilliant work accomplished by Frank Ruda and Rebecca Comay in their
'dash’ project.
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the qualification of purity. This follows in the same vein for the repetitious
structure of being and nothing which are both repeated when introduced,
with the repetition of an entity repeated twice. There is a repetition not
merely within the first two statements about being and nothing, but

also within the repetition of statements themselves, which mirror each
other.The same move has to be repeated twice, once for being and once
for nothing. This turns into a curious machine of repetition, the inner

and the outer repetition. Being and nothing are repeated, and nothing
repeats being. As | already mentioned, the verbatim repetition of the
beginning in the first and the second edition of Logic is twenty years
apart. However, it's a repetition which stops at two, not quite a repetition,
but a redoubling, a replication, there is no third term to relieve the tension
introduced by two. Two is enough for a minimal difference, a difference of
the same, a pure split which is the object of this repetition.

In the first edition of Logic, in 1812, Hegel in a remark he omitted in
the second edition, makes a thought experiment of possible alternatives
to the first statement by way of other attempts that might do the job
and maintain being in its purity. The remark would require an attentive
reflection, but all | can venture here is a brief remark on the remark itself.
The first candidate is ‘being is the absolute’.” Obviously, a predicate
is ascribed to being that says far more than it is vouched for by its
indeterminacy. Here one makes in the very first step an unwarranted
assumption about what is the absolute, something that can only be
produced by a long process. So the second attempt tries with mere
tautology, ‘being is being’. But even this is too much, for tautology,
modest as it seems by its very form, implies a movement only to then
arrest it by not moving anywhere. It seems to say something, but it doesn’t
say anything: “it says nothing”. It's not that it ascribes some content
foreign to the indeterminacy of being, what is foreign is the very form of
ascription of predicates. The third attempt is ‘being is’, which also fails,
for it contains a difference between being itself, as a category, and its
being implied by ‘is’. It's not the same being that figures as the subject
and the being of ‘is’, in what is called ‘judgment of existence’ — existence
is too much for being. Hence pure being can only be without a predicate.
So the fourth possibility that Hegel considers is ‘Being!’, that is, an
exclamation, but which by its form can only pertain to the subjective
stance, to opinion and affection. The outcome of this experiment is the
final form, which is not a proposition and which doesn’t content itself
with a mere exclamation - of being stated twice, ‘being, being’, and
twice only. Being is the pure two, the figure of twoness, which is just

15 For this and the following Hegel 1999, p. 57 f
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enough to circumscribe the cut, the break between the two, which is not

the differentiation of being, but its pure stuckness. Being is there just to

display the break and instigate pure difference, while being meaningless
in itself, a pure flatus vocis.

| have already said that ‘nothing’ repeats the repetition of being,
however it is curiously endowed with the definite article: “Nichts, das
reine Nichts”. Being didn't need a definite article (reines Sein), but
nothing seems to ‘spontaneously’ require it."® Linguistically, ‘nothing’ is
determined by the definite article, as opposed to indefinite being. Here, a
slight move has been made, surreptitiously, by the inclusion of an article,
but can this be possibly seen already as an incipient move towards
determination —What has been introduced by this ‘rhetoric’ of repetition
is a difference, although not a difference of content — being has the same
content as nothing.This difference doesn’t concern intuiting or thinking,
they are both empty in both cases, and there is no difference between
the two. Yet by making this move, the move of ‘renaming’ as it were,
using a different word for the same content (for the same absence of
content — but maybe the crucial question is: can absence be the same?),
it seems apparent that something has moved, changed, a distinction
has been made. ‘It makes a difference’, although it's hard to see on what
this difference is based. One could extend Hegel's two propositions by
athird one, ‘Difference, pure difference’, stated twice, pure difference
between being and being, between nothing and nothing, and between
being and nothing. One hasn't moved, as far as the object of thought is
concerned, yet one has moved by restating the same emptiness twice
with two opposite qualifications, although their difference is null. It would
be too much to say that the content is the same but the form has changed
—too much, for there should be no difference between form and content
at this level because the form (and content) is the mere redoubling.
Content and form are reflexive determinations, pertaining to the logic
of essence, so while this language is inappropriate it is inevitably used.
Hence many critics of Hegel were pointing their fingers at the illegitimate
use of reflexive determinations when there should be none, not quite
appreciating that Hegel is up to an impossible task.

‘Nothing’ is the same determination, the same absence of
determination as being, the same yet not quite the same. A difference
has been introduced in this pure indeterminacy, and then immediately
erased, for this is no real difference at all, yet the split has emerged a
differing in the bosom of being, a pulsation of being (a rhythm of being?).

16 Is there a language requirement? Can one say reines Nichts just as easily as reines Sein without
forcing some propensity of language? My German friends more or less agree that it would be equally
or even more natural to use reines Nichts.
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One shouldn't venture into some cosmic poetry or fantasy because
what this amounts to is that the split, the break, the cut, is what sustains
being, the empty space between being and being in the midst of the
very indeterminacy. The first difference is the difference of ‘nothing at
all’, insubstantial and unsubstantiated. It is a difference to precede all
differences, a non-dialectical difference (Hegel will later say that much)
that conditions all the dialectical differences.

“Pure being and pure nothing are therefore the same.” Here we
have the first proper proposition that takes the form of S=P - if we
only consider the opening assertions. Pure being and pure nothing are
the same - but punctuated by ‘therefore’, also. What legitimizes this
‘therefore’? This looks like the conclusion of a syllogism. 1. Being, pure
being. 2. Nothing, pure nothing. 3. Therefore, pure being and pure nothing /
are the same. This doesn’t look like a kosher Aristotelian syllogism, for
both premises are not propositions, and nothing can be deduced from
statements without predicates. The fact that they are without predicates
is essential, it is not that we could supplement and spell out the implicit
predicates. The premise is inherently non-propositions, but predicateless
assertions. In the first proper proposition, which is the conclusion, we get
a predicate that can finally be ascribed, not to the one or the other, but to
both at the same time, both occupying the place of the subject, and the
predicate is sameness, the radical equation of the two entities of the first
two paragraphs. But equation doesn’t take the form of ‘Being is nothing’,
but rather that ‘Being and nothing are the same’ —the essential point
is that nothing is not the predicate of being (nor its other). One should
be attentive to the German wording, for the translation is inaccurate by
being helpful and correct: Das reine Sein und das reine Nichts ist also
dasselbe."” Hegel uses the singular, the sentence is grammatically not
correct, the pure being and pure nothing /s the same. He conflates the
two subjects into one, he merges them grammatically and more so, he
refuses to use plural. He takes them as one entity and disregards the
rules, he makes them into a unit. Do the two thus merge into one? Is this
what he means? Not at all. The split is indistinguishable, yet asserted. Two
grammatical subjects get a verb in singular but their distinction is stated
and erased in the same move.

The truth of this strange syllogism is neither in being nor in
nothing, the truth of no syllogism rests solely with the premises, there
is something implied in the premises that the conclusion spells out. The
conclusion posits the equality of what was repeated, of what is insisted
through repetitions. However, this equality is not an equation, it's a

Qo n—-—m—-330

mCcCO———20O

Volume 4/
Issue 1

17 Hegel 1986b, p. 83.

96 Being and MacGuffin

passage, the truth is in passing, it's a ‘passing truth’. Nicht ibergeht,
sondern l(ibergegangen ist (ibid.) — being has passed over into nothing

and nothing has passed over into being. Again the grammar is essential,
it's all in the telling and the particular grammatical forms.The tense is
precisely the present perfect (the same in German). There is an ‘always
already’, it's a passage that we cannot catch while it happens, the
moment we posit it, it has already happened; the result, being or nothing,
is always already the result of the passage on which it is premised. The
present perfect —the present is already based on a passage which has
been ‘perfected’, that is, accomplished (from Latin perficio), the present
of being (cf. metaphysics premised on conceiving ‘being as presence’,
metaphysics of presence etc.) is always passed (passed and not past) not
the passing presence, which is commonsense, but the passed presence. /
(Might this be present passed, instead of present perfect?)

But the truth is just as much that they are not without distinction;
it is rather that they are not the same, that they are absolutely distinct yet
equally unseparated and inseparable, and that each immediately vanishes
in its opposite.

In this passage asserting their sameness, there is the essential rub
of distinction, which is put in a very precise way — they are ‘not without
distinction’, nicht ihre Ununterschiedenheit, with the crucial form of
double negation which is not at all to be conflated with the negation
of negation. Hegel will say this much himself. They are not said to be
different, but ‘not non-different’, nicht ununterschieden, and ‘not non-
different’ is not the same as different. There is like a sub-difference, a
distinction not based on difference that one can base anything on.They
are the same, but they are ‘absolutely distinct’ (abso/ut unterschieden,
Hegel uses the same word, different not distinct, although ‘distinction’
is perhaps in place here, this is ‘gained in translation’), they are
unseparated and inseparable in their very distinction, immediately
vanishing into each other, with the same immediacy that qualified being
(and nothing) from the outset. We start with the immediate, but the
immediate vanished into its ‘opposite’, which is not at all its opposite
but the same, so finally the immediate is this passage itself, but which,
by producing a distinction, becomes mediated. It becomes movement,
it becomes ‘becoming’, the immediacy is its own becoming, ‘becoming
immediate’. There is only ‘becoming immediate’, not immediacy, as a state
that one can relish or immerse oneself in. The movement of thought that
one has accomplished by considering being-nothing, is the movement of
being itself, for one can distinguish being-nothing only in the bosom of
non-distinction between being and thought. One doesn’t think being, one
constructs it, for nothing is given in this beginning to be thought about
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or reflected upon, except for the indeterminate and immediate givenness
of thought and being in one. The distinction that one has made, between
being and nothing (premised on the distinction between being and being
and nothing and nothing), is a non-distinction, it just as immediately
dissolves itself, or rather ‘has dissolved itself’, aufgelSst hat, always
already.

Hegel makes a number of remarks to explain this first move,
although he insists at the same time that there is nothing to be
explained. One only makes things worse by explaining, one adds too
much and rather thereby obfuscates the simplicity of what is at stake.'
Nevertheless — but nevertheless, | know very well but nevertheless — what
he says is interesting and useful, although he needn’t (and shouldn’t)
have said it. (This raises the intricate question: when does Hegel speak, /
properly speak? Is it in the prefaces and the introductions, in all the
preliminary texts, in his remarks? Is the proper statement only ‘being,
pure being’ etc.? Is everything to be taken on the same level? If we
distinguish layers, where do we draw the line?) First there is the question
of opposing nothing to something, and to be clear, this is not at all what
is at stake here, for we are not dealing with any determinate existence of
a something. The moment we have a determinate something we also have
a determinate nothing, and this is what he meant by bestimmte Negation,
the determinate negation, the very motor of dialectics. Negation, to
be worthy of its task, cannot be just a negation (abstract negation),
but a determinate negation of a particular something, and hence it
contains a positive content. Here we don’t have something to negate,
just indeterminate being and therefore indeterminate nothing. Second,
he considers the notion of non-being as equivalent to nothing. However,
saying non-being instead of nothing is again saying too much. One uses
the negation and the opposition, but this is not any usual negation or
opposition, it is abstract and immediate, just the passage of one into the
other.There is precisely a non-opposition between the two, that is, they
are indiscernible from each other. They are ‘non-identical indiscernibles’,
as one commentator usefully put it.

But the issue first of all is not the form of opposition, which is at the
same time the form of reference [Beziehung], but the abstract, immediate
negation, the nothing purely for itself, negation devoid of reference
[beziehungslose Verneinung] — and this can also be expressed, if one so
wishes, simply by saying ‘nothing’ [das blosse Nicht].” (p. 60)

The translation misleadingly uses the word ‘reference’ where Hegel
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18 Somewhere in the correspondence with his wife Hegel, when he would need to apologize for
something and explain, states: ‘When one comes to the point of having to explain, it is already too
late’.

98 Being and MacGuffin

says Beziehung as referring to relation. Opposition is a relation and

here we are after something that is without a relation. Being and nothing
are not /n relation. What we need to establish is not ‘negation devoid

of reference’, but rather ‘die beziehungslose Verneinung’, the negation
without relation, a relationless negation, a negation that doesn’t establish
arelation, but merely a (non)distinction. There is no relation, maybe this
is the minimal Hegelian theorem, (‘not unlike' Lacan’s, to extend the
double negation). However, if this is a relationless negation, then all the
negations which follow will precisely establish a relation in this non-
relation.” Because this is a relationless negation, using ‘nothing’, Nichts,
is better than using non-being, for it avoids the etymological relation,

in both senses of the word; the dependence of the negative ‘non-being’
on being, which could mislead to the supposition of non-being being
derivative and secondary, a negative addition to being. Because they are
the same and the etymological non-relation Sein-Nichts, having ‘nothing’
in common, is better for the purpose.They are co-originary, there is no
derivation of nothing from being, they are just immediately the same in
their split.

Because it has this strange structure of a relationless negation on
which negation is based, the beginning ultimately cannot be superseded:
Thus the beginning of philosophy is the ever present and self-

preserving foundation of all subsequent developments, remaining
everywhere immanent in its further determinations. (p. 49) Consequently,
that which constitutes the beginning, the beginning itself, is to be taken
as something unanalyzable, taken in its simple, unfilled immediacy; and
therefore as being, as complete emptiness. (p. 52)

The beginning doesn’t vanish in what follows, it is the underlying
ground for its development, and one could say that the one thing that all
the progression has at its core without being able to be rid of it is the
beginning. It is never quite sublated and remains in a way, inscrutable.
Beginning must be abandoned if there is to be a progression, but it
remains inherent in whatever follows. It is the kernel one can never
be rid of, not a remainder of anything, but rather something produced
by the first step, something imperceptibly small, indistinguishable,
yet insuppressible, unaufhebbar. It is perhaps the object of philosophy
reduced to its minimum. It is the blind spot of all further dialectical steps,
as if pushing them forward, yet being recalcitrant to the conceptual grasp
it instigates and conditions at every point. Unanalysierbar is a strong
word and there is something at the core of dialectics that conditions the
dialectical movement, all its differences, contradictions, oppositions,

19 One can remark that Hegel rarely uses the Freudian word Verneinung, as he does here, he usually
sticks to the Latin Negation.
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turns. It stands at its core as a non-dialectical kernel. It cannot be
grasped separately in itself, the only way to point to it is by this minimal
‘statement’, ‘being, pure being’, the stammering of being, something that
is not a difference nor negation nor passage into the other.

On a famous spot at the end of the “Introduction” Hegel says
that logic is “an unconscious power” (p. 37) because it deals with the
unconscious of thought itself, and this tension between the reflexivity
and the unconscious, as something that cannot be quite reflexively
appropriated, this conceptual blind spot is the driving force of logic. The
blind spot is the non-dialectical condition of dialectics. Everything is
dissolvable into concept, this is the vulgate of Hegel, with the exception
of this one element, the beginning, that has been brought forth by the
decision to think. The paradox is this: the decision to think circumscribes
the unconscious of thought, something that subtends thought, and the
further development of logic is the deployment of thought that it rests on
and carries with it the persistence of this blind spot.
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Abstract: In this paper we compare the Hegelian theory of contingence
with the concept of cannibal methaphisics as described by Eduardo
Viveiros de Castro, a Brazilian anthropologist, in order to show how
these bring us resources for a non identitarian theory of identification in
psychoanalysis; an identification which we need to solve some clinical
problems, as well as to give a narrative reference to the sexuation
formulas of Lacan.

Key Words: Hegel, Lacan, identification, Anthopology, Psychoanalysis

1. Introduction

Hegel's thought has been both embraced and found renewal in |
the field of psychoanalysis. Authors such as Zizek, Laclau and Mouffe
have demonstrated the strength of combining critical reflections of
German idealism with the psychonalysis of Jacques Lacan towards an
analysis of culture and critical social theory. Authors such as Arantes
and Olgivie have demonstrated the impact of reading Hegel had on
Lacan during later moments of his work. In my previous work, | have
argued that we can encounter three modes of appropriation of Hegel via
Lacan.The first concerns the importation of method: to read the course
of the psychoanalytical treatment as a dialectical experience: taking the
inversions and returns of the consciousness to itself as logical passages
of the psychoanalytic treatment which is understood, as a whole, as a
dialectical experience.The second mode consists of absorbing a theory
of recognition, from within which the notion of subject can be properly
introduced in psychoanalysis, supplementing the Freudian theory of
narcissism around the figures of the Master and the Slave, most present
in Chapter IV of the Phenomenology of Spirit. During this second moment
the theory of recognition is deepened, initially gestated under the
influence of anthropogenesis, brought about by Kojéve into Hegel’s text
in the 1930s, and through with which the importance of the crucial logic of
negativity becomes gradually highlighted. This is especially so under the
influence of Hyppolitte's reading in the 1950s. An important difference,
for our purposes, is that an identitarian concept of recognition arises
between these two Lacanian references of Hegel.

In Kojéve's work, this takes place at the cost of an anthropology
that supposes that, although we are divided between Slaves (Herr) and
Masters (Knecht), we are all nevertheless united in our human and non-
animal identity:

‘The attitude of the master is that of an existential impasse:
the master does not obtain the recognition he desires, since he is
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recognized by a unfree consciousness. He realizes this: impasse.
The bondsman, on the other hand, recognizes the lord’s freedom.
It is only left for him to make himself recognized by the master

in order to arrive at true recognition, that is, mutual recognition.
The existence of the master is ‘justified’ when he transformes -
through strife - conscious animals into slaves who will one day
become free men.”"

In Hyppolitte's work this is resolved through the universalist
progress of identity which departs from the Master as immediate
consciousness (I = 1) and where the Slave is represented as the
mediation of essence; that is, through a system of negations that does not
need passages between the animal and the human, the barbarian and the
civilized, the child and the adult:

“What the master brings upon the bondsman, the bondsman
brings upon himself, that is, recognizes him as a bondsman; thus,
his operation is that of the lord, it has no meaning of its own, it
depends on the essential operation of the master. However, what
the bondsman does upon himself he does not do upon the lord,
and what the lord does upon the bondsman he does not do upon
himself. The true of the master’s consciousness is the inessential
consciousness of the bondsman.”?

One notes here the origin of the Lacanian theme of the subjective
division between knowing and truth, as an infinite dialectic, without
solution or agreement, nor the cure for a terminal experience of
recognition. This variation is important because it shows how, through
perspectives distinctive from the theory of recognition, that subsequently
its concept of identification remains depended on the presumed identity,
although contradictory, between the subject and the world.

Many commentators and interpretors of Lacan’s teaching argue
that the importance of Hegel to Lacan culminates and disappears after
the 1960s, notably with the introduction of the concept of the objet a.

Here we follow Safatle in his thesis that it is, on the contrary, from
this third moment onwards that Lacan radicalizes his appropriation
of Hegel. However, it is from here that there is a consistent support
from the Science of Logic as well as a more rigorous use of the notion
of the Real. The persistent criticisms of Hegel in terms of synthesis
and intersubjectivity, as insistentes criticas ao Hegel da sintese e da
intersubjetividade, in the Lacanian texts of the 1960s, neglect that the

1 Kojéve 2002, p. 53.

2 Hyppolite 2003, p. 188.
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genesis of his logic of the not-all and his theory of the four discourses
are a development and radicalization, at the same time, ontological and
logicist, of the Hegelian theory of negativity.

Today we lose sight that this was more or less a common approach
to Hegelian studies in the 1970s. It is enough think of, for example,
the Brazilian logicist Newton da Costa, who so many times cited the
examples of those formalizations compatible with the late Lacan:

But this is the fundamental problem: is it convenient, in scientific
contexts, to continue to ignore the fringe of vagueness and its meaning
for logic, restraining ourselves to classical logic, or would it be better
to explicitate the existence of this fringe and to investigate it, making
use of new (para)consistent logics? (...) Before anything else, however,
one must note if a dialectical logic (a paraconsistent one), incorporating
formulations | and Il of the principle of the unity of oppositions , exists
and is functional within rational, and specially scientific, contexts™

The idea that there are alternative and rival logical systems, derived
particularly from the idea of negation® and the critique of the idealized
character of pure semantic, which bring logical systems and real logical
structures into equivalency?®, form two fundamental aspects of the
Hegelian logic: its emphasis on negativity and its relation to the concept
of the world. Lacan’s criticism of metalanguage (purely logical systems
in a formal sense), his refusal of a non-narrative and non-exhaustive
concept of truth (truth in a structure of fiction) and his critique of the
theory of possible worlds (that there is no universal discourse), are all
indications of the proximity | want to introduce.

Our hypothesis is that when Lacan deals with sexuation there
emerges a non-identitarian theory of recognition, better yet, a theory
of the failure of recognition and the limit point that he does not want
to reach.This point is named precisely as the Real. Here, he is able to
preserve Hegel's universalism, getting rid of its identitarianism.

To do so, he has to settle accounts with the anthropology inherited
from Kojéve and the theory of negativity taken from Hyppolite.

2. Totem and Taboo as an indentitarian myth:

After being killed and successively buried in the 1960s, we are
surprised by the flashing reappearance of the opening pages of Seminar
17 The Other Side of Psychoanalysis, in which we realize that this first
discourse, the discourse of the unconscious, the discourse from which

3 Costa 1979, p. 218.
4 Ibid., p. 250.

5 Ibid., p. 255.
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others will be deduced, by progression or regression, is nothing more
than the logical form of the Hegelian discourse of the Master:

“But what must be understood in this schema, as it was already
indicated when we placed the S2, of the master’s discourse, in the place
of the slave, and then placed it in the discourse of the modernized master
(...) in the place that Hegel, the most sublime of hysterics, designates in
the discourse of the lord, as being that of truth, (....) which | call hysteria
(..) this historic machine, never reaches absolute knowledge (...) to mark
the annulment, the failure, the vanishing of the only thing which motivates
the function of knowledge: its dialectics with enjoyment®

But if this discourse of the Master without sex, of the universal
consciousness of the subject, opens itself up with reference to Hegel,
it takes on a no less unusual memory of Lévi-Strauss. Here, Lacanian
intuition seems to be that the two founding myths of psychoanalysis, the
historical myth of Oedipus and the anthropological myth of Totem and
Taboo are not complementary, but rather, contradictory.
“No one ever seems to have been flabbergasted by this
curious thing, the extent to which Totem and Taboo has nothing to
do with the current use of the Sophoclean reference .’

Truth can only be semi-dictated because its two halves do not come
together. The dead father of Totem and Taboo, the origin of civilization
and the symbol of the prohibition of incest, does not fit the royal father, an
agent of imaginary castration in the equine nightmares of little Hans. This
occurs because while one dialectic is concerned with the recognition of
(symbolic) consciousness, the other requires the discernment that this
process of recognition involves the recognition of the reality within which
itis developed.They are two crossed logics, one of knowledge and the
other of truth, the real one being between them.The distinction between
the Wircklichkeit (relational reality) and this Realitét (negative reality) will
be expressed years later in the thesis on the side of the man:

Formulation 1: “The inscription in the phallic function (castration)
is valid for all.”

Formulation 2: “There is at least one who is an exception to this
rule: the Father of the Primordial Horde (Urvater) .”

The Oedipal existential-particular discovery relates to its
totemistic universalization from a speculative or paraconsistent identity

6 Lacan 2007, p.35.

7 lbid. P.115. “... the analytic relationship is based on a love of truth- that is, on a recognition of reali-
ties” (p.166)
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between these two formulations. As it happens, the tensions between
Anthropology and History are deeper than we may think, and few have
observed that this restriction clause matters to Lacan in his theory of
discourse:

“In the so called primitive societies, insofar as | inscribe
them as not being dominated by the master’s discourse - | say this
for whoever wants to dig a little deeper - it is quite likely that the
master signifier would be demarcated through a more complex
economy”"®

Just as there is a distinction between the old Master (from ancient
Greece) and the discourse of the modern (capitalist) Master, there is also
a structural difference between the discourse of the Master himself as a
prevailing social link (modern and ancient), of the social bond in so-called
“primitive societies.” It is a difference based on the differential economy
of the Master signifier.

Now we come to a certain affinity between the “man” side of the
formulas of sexuation and totemism expressed in two figures of the
Lacanian consciousness: Oedipus and the Father of the Primitive Horde.
Let us here note now that the Freudian precedent of these two figures
goes back to his theory of identification. The fulcrum of his theory of
identification is the anthropophagic experience. Here we are no longer
only in the order of myth, but also within the order of concrete ritual
practices involving war-waging, imprisoning, captivity, killing, and the
ingesting of the other. It turns out that based on the totemism that
prevailed in his anthropological references, like Atkinson, Robertson
Smith, and others also moved towards the structuralism of Lévi-Strauss,
the doctrine of sacrifice always remained subordinated to the mythical
one of the Totem. With this we inherit an incorporative and possessivist
conception of the anthropophagic incorporation. Within this we also find
difficulties similar to those we present between Hyppolite and Kojéve. We
assume that to join these is to know who the Masters are (us) and who
the potential Slaves are (them). Slaves are potential enemies, but while
included in the category of the Other, they are also potential friends, with
whom it is possible to exchange words and women through formations
of alliance. Therefore, the universal theme of parricide must be divided
into two: the murder of the friend or of the enemy. Regardless of this
indeterminacy, it is ascertained that whenever | ingest parts of the Other,
| assimilate something that was not originally mine, and in addition |
come to possess a trace, by which | increase my range of identifications.

8 Ibid., p.93.
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That is why of all three forms of identification described by Freud, the first
being the primary identification, (Uridentificazion) is performed with the
father. However, if the real Father is the agent of castration, he must be a
father before he is real; and therefore dead and thus, symbolic.

We can read the Freudian theory of identification in its narrow
approximation with Hegel as understood as a logical-ontological theory
of identity, based on three ideas:®:

(1) The temporal production of the identification between knowing
and being takes place through acts of identification. The work of returning
to mnemonic traits of perception, repetition as a fundamental expression
of the death drive, the unitary trace as an inscription of the turns of the
demand on itself, which remains a negative element.

(2) Identifications are procedural mediations between being and /
having, between desire and demand, between the subject and the Other,
between the signifier and the subject, and so on. In these mediations, the
transformations carried out at the level of knowledge have an ontological
effect, such as “the transformation that occurs in the subject when he
assumes an image”.

(3) The identification departs from its presuppositions (history of
previous identifications) and is presented through negations (activity-
passivity, return to self, negation, sublimation), retroacts upon the
subject and transforms it into what it already was, without knowing it.

There is a premise hidden in this series of theses around
identification: / always know who we are and who they are. Along with
totemism, psychoanalysis imported an identitarian conception of
identification, which Lacan tried to mitigate first with the concept of the
unitary trait and later with his theory of the letter.

This is not only a metapsychological problem, but also a point of
convergence between many small clinical difficulties, to which | have
been dedicating myself and which | summarize below in more detail:

(a) The situation of an infinite elaboration of mourning, where all
the conditions for the elaboration of a loss are met and yet the mourning
does not end: This process is sometimes called melancholy, and without
knowing exactly how this possibility, occurs in cases of non-psychosis™.

(b) The situation in which the transference is organized in the
co-presence of intransitive and anguished demands of personal love,
simultaneously attacks any sign of response: The coexistence of
narcissistic intolerances with schizoid anguishes has been called, by
non-Lacanian psychoanalytic traditions, border states or borderline
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9 Bourgeois 2001, p.306.

10 Dunker 2018
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personality.

(c¢) The situation in which there is a kind of failure in the
constitution of the relation of transfer: The narrative of suffering seems
to be completely subsumed in the discursive ties of the Master (or the
University). There is no fissure in the knowledge regarding the symptom
and the identification towards the Master signifier comprises on the
one side of a “weak jouissance” and on the other a “petrification” of
alienation™.

3. Animist Perspectivism

Totemism in general, and particularly its consequences for
psychoanalysis, seems to have found an important alternative in the
findings of Eduardo Viveiros de Castro’s ethnographic research along
with the upper Xingu populations such as the Arawetés and Kaiapds.
Such groups obviously have systems of kinship governed by the
prohibitions and nominations described by Lévi-Strauss, but there is
also a significant part of their social bond that is organized by another
principle that is neither symmetrical nor complementary to that of
totemism. The former student of the author of Pensée Sauvage , called
this other form of organization Amerindian perspectivism.This anti-
narcissistic cosmology takes indigenous theories in strict continuity with
their intellectual pragmatics'® reversing the relationship, consolidated
since modernity, whereby there is a single, fixed and definite ontology
around which different epistemologies are presented, or more precisely, a
point of view with their devices of recognition, classification, predication
and judgment. Regarding perspectivism, it is on the contrary that there is
a single epistemology and the worlds produced move, adjusted or referred
to this epistemology. However, at the heart of this epistemology the pre-
definition of “we” is indeterminate: it includes animals, spirits, gods, the
dead, enemies made allies, but also allies reversed into enemies. It is not
a question of revising the relationship between people and things, us and
them, humans and nonhumans, but rather of unrealizing and blurring their
borders, according to the institute of affinity, which is so present in these
South American communities.

What we have here is a review of the classic thesis brought by
Lacan from Lévi-Strass: that the taboo of incest is the law that separates
culture and nature, since that, from then on, there are several natures
forming a kind of multi-naturalism™®.This intuition unfolds the experience

12 de Castro 2015, p. 24.

13 Ibid., p.33.
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of recognition into two strains: one of the Same, and the other of the
Other. If the negation of the Same is given by the work of language and
expressed in Lacan by the notion of Subject, the other of the Other is
given via the metamorphosis of the body and expressed, by Lacan, in the
problem of the possible and conjectural: “Another jouissance.”

“The European praxis consists in “making souls” (and
differentiating cultures) starting from a given material-corporeal
background (nature)’the indigenous praxis, on the other hand, “makes
bodies” (and differentiates species) from a socio-spiritual continuum
given “since forever”

In this world the Real is defined as a ““semiotic defect”, not as an
ontological unity. This double twist makes of perspectivism an attitude
that is both materialistic and speculative' and at the same time is neither
arelativism nor universalism of wholes, but a kind of fractured, transitive
and provisional universalism.This establishes culture and the subject as
the form of the universal, and nature as the form of the particular:

“[...] animals and other non humans who have souls see
themselves as people and, therefore, under certain conditions and
contexts, “are” people, that is, complex entities with a double-faced
ontological structure (a visible and an invisible one), existing under
pronomial modes of the reflexive and the reciprocal and the relational
modes of the intentional and the collective’®

The way humans see animals, spirits and other cosmic beings
differs from how these beings see themselves and how they see humans,
since the original condition common to humans and animals is not
animality, but humanity'.When someone in a trance, illness or alteration
of consciousness sees one of these invisible beings, it does not mean
that someone is abnormal, but that the situation or that perspective
is abnormal. The notion of a person does not apply or overlap with the
anthropomorphic notion of the individual; it is closer to what Lacan calls
the subject position, deduced from the relationship with at least two
signifiers; this is why to know is basically to know the “who of things”*,
as Guimar&es Rosa, a well know Brazilian “Joycean” writer, said.

There is a specific kind of being, the shamans or spirits, who
have the intrinsic ability to be something else, and who are characters

14 1bid., p.38.
15 Ibid., p. 41.
16 Ibid., p.44.
17 Ibid p.60.

18 Ibid., p.50.
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infinitely different from themselves. They are able to reconstruct the
complex relationships of recognition, occurring when there is a common
background of difference regarding oneself between humans and non-
humans™.

“If humans see themselves as humans and are seen as non humans
- animals or spirits - by non humans, then animals should necessarily see
themselves as humans”®

All beings “represent” the world in the same way. What changes
is the world that they see, so the most precise concept is that of
perspective and not of representation. How can we here not rediscover
the Hegelian critique of Kantian idealism and its separation between
the consciousness in itself (an-sich) and the consciousness for itself
(fiir-sich), endowed with a single meaning and multiple references?

The perspectivist multinaturalism is a kind of animism, not totemism. It
involves a double twist transformation: the inversion between term and
function?, as Levi-Strauss initially described as a structure of myths?
which then formalizes with the notion of Klein's bottle®. For this, it is
necessary to understand perspectivism as a new concept resultant from
the original concept®.Taking into account the four forms of ontology, or
the four “modes of identification” described by Descola in Klein's group
structure, we shall see that animism is for totemism just as analogism

is for naturalism. With this we can deduce a regime of analogical
identification, which does not overlap with the identitarian registry of
totemism. If totemism effects translations, perspectivism presents itself
as a “doctrine of misunderstandings,” ? not because it is concerned with
sanctioning the defects of interpretation, but because it supports the
excess of interpretation as its starting point.

“The equivocation determines the premises, more than is
determined by them. Consequentially, it does not belong to the world of
dialectical contradiction, for its synthesis is disjunctive and infinite"%

From what has been presented so far, it is clear that perspectivism

19 Ibid., p.61.
20 Ibid., p.61.
21 Ibid., p.69
22 Lévi-Strauss 1953.
23 Lévi-Strauss 2008.
24 bid., p 73.
25 Ibid., p.86.

26 Ibid., p. 93.
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is actually the non-identitarian theory of recognition which we were
looking for. Without ceasing to be anthropology, it undoes the boundaries
between the human and inhuman, the basis of Kojéve's reading, as

well as it works with a double register of inverted negations capable of
overcoming the “symmetry” of Hyppolite's approach. Perhaps, might it be
the ethnological model, assumed by Lacan, as capable of explaining the
more complex economy of the Master signifier in primitive societies?

n—-—m—-330
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4. Cannibal metaphysics:

The Araweté cosmology bears a non-totemistic form of posthumous
cannibalism. When a warrior shaman imprisons, kills and devours one
of his enemies, he does not enrich himself metaphorically with his
magical properties. The soul of the dead reaches the heavens and is /
devoured by the spirits. However, the ground status of the dead begins
as an indeterminate one. This occurs because years may pass between
the initial captivity and the devouring. During this time the prisoner
can “integrate” himself with the local community, including being able
to marry one of his women. They can be called a tovajar, that is, both
“brother-in-law” and “enemy”. Here the contradiction is blatant since
the brother-in-law is precisely a borrowed friend, the ally, the relative;
therefore, conceptually, the opposite of the enemy. The Tupinamba funeral
rite imposes that the killer undergoes a radical transformation: he gains
a new name, can speak in public and begins mourning after his act of
killing. But there is another condition not predicted by the myth of Totem
and Taboo. All members of the tribe can eat a piece of the slaughtered,
with the exception of the killer. Killing and devouring are acts separated
by a symbolic ban. In the Araweté funeral rite, the community of
devourers, represented by the spirits (Maais) devour the soul of the
devoured one once it arrives in the heavens. The devoured one, in turn
is represented by the other dead Arawetés. And the living Arawetés
sometimes make of the group an enemy. The Araweté rite is a perspective
translation of the Tupinamba rite, involving a substitution of terms and
functions, means and ends, the self and others.?.

The crucial question for the work of Freudian mourning is to
discover what has been lost in the lost object, and, from this, to produce
a symbolic introjection, analogous to the devouring, which is mythically
practiced in relation to the totemic parent. That is, a well-done mourning
is the reduction of the object to its elementary traits, a destruction with
conservation, an Aufhebung.

However, from the Araweté animistic perspectivism it is not
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a question of incorporating the trace of the enemy, but of eating the
“relationship of the enemy to his eater”, a movement of reciprocal self-
reflection from the point of view of the enemy?. If for Freudian theory
to end the mourning is to conclude a metaphor, for perspectivism the
sacrificial mourning is the beginning of a metonymy.

The Amazonian figures of ritual cannibalism and transverse
shamanism embody the permanent question of perspectivism: for whom
is the position of the human? They bring together the duplicity of the
officiant and the sacrificed. They are polyglots, androgynous, triksters; the
anticipated dead, perceived as food in preparation by the soul-devouring
Maais. As practical intermediaries between two worlds, or diplomats
between conflicting ontologies, they experiment both the eschatology of
de-individualization and the mythology of pre-specification®; that is, they
do not become one, nor do they actually live the duality that could give
rise to the class or group. They are borderline beings between man and
animal, inhabitants of boundary states between the living and the dead.

Perspectivism is not a theory of closed relations among the terms
it embodies, but a theory of terms open to relations. The name of this
opening is becoming, and it represents a third kind of relationship,
another concept of recognition, beyond the totemist law and the
sacrificial metonymy¥. If production is the model for the fabrication of
man’'s identity with nature, in this becoming it consists of an identity
in reverse. The totemist becoming articulates affiliation and alliance,
the perspectivist becoming involves a second type of alliance, called a
consensual alliance. In it we find a non-judicialist and non-contractualist
relationship of the law, which would carry out the disjunctive synthesis
of the three primary social laws, described by Macel Mauss: to give,
to receive and to reciprocate. The impulse of perspectivism, if not
production, can be described as predation. It is the pursuit of acquiring
words, souls, names and everything that is from another to suture the
permanent crisis of identity that has structural value, but in this case is
not exactly narcissistic. This consensual alliance occurs in the context
of the translation or the transformation of myths. The Maais need new
souls because their hunger for terms is infinite. What would happen
then if we imagine a social bond so stable that the discursive economy
remained perfectly stable, with no trace of indeterminacy and no form
of perspectivism? This would not be the case for our patients who,
despite speaking, do not transfer, since they do not intend to translate

28 Ibid., p. 160.
29 Ibid., p. 177.

30 Ibid., p.197.
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their narratives of suffering, but only to maintain their own identity. They
do not suffer from the narcissism of small differences, but rather with

a narcissism of great similarities.That is, if we think that identity is a
relation that presumes reciprocity, symmetry, and reflexivity, we see here
how perspectivism offers us in each of these cases a specific negation.
Amerindian mourning denies reciprocity between devouring and being
devoured.The Amerindian shaman denies the symmetry between me
and another. Finally, the denial of becoming helps us to understand the
suspension of reflexivity and the activity of translation, present in cases
of narrative deficit.

Qo n—-—m—-330

mCcCO———20O

5. Hegel and Perspectivism

It is not a question of showing here how Amerindian perspectivism /
is essentially a kind of savage Hegelianism, nor it is of interpreting
this way of life as a predicted case in Hegel's system. Our argument is
more simple. The theory of sexuation in Lacan, as well as the clinical
problems associated with it as dependent on the concept of identification,
demand an anthropology, a conception of language and a notion of
non-identitarian recognition. Here we follow Taylor's assessment® that
the teleological system of history, along with its ontology based on
reconciliation and recognition of consciousness in the structures that
embody the Idea, and ultimately the State, have failed. Nature will no
longer be seen as the emanation of the spirit®. Its failure as a program is
an important part of understanding its historical recovery in three areas:
politics, language and anthropology. In all three cases, the recovery
of the expressive power of the subject serves to understand how the
negative power of consciousness allow us to engender the effects of
transformation of reality that condition the production of this same
consciousness.

The attempt to show how the modes of subjectivization in the
Lacanian clinic are fundamentally structures of recognition. They are
based in an ontological negation which manifest itself in a privileged way
in the confrontation between subject and object. Butthis confrontation
can offer many distinct operations, like the recuperation of love beyond
narcissism, the redefinition of aesthetic rationality, and the clinical
reorientation through modes of implementation of the Real. So the
experience of recognition is not a symbolic and imaginary operation.
Recognition as a trasnfromative experience is a Real, Symbolic and
Imaginary knot. This seem excessively dependent on an ‘ontological
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turn’ in the comprehension of metapsychology. 3

It is important to highlight that given this program, the proposal
of Viveiros de Castro, namely that perspecivism is aligned with a
philosophy of becoming, like that of Deleuze, and that its consequence
is an anthropology of the Anti-Narcissus, which accompanies the Anti-
Oedipus. Much of Deleuze’s criticism of psychoanalysis is based on
the criticism of his totemism as a principle of law-making, as the aim of
unification of the drives and as a celebration of a logic of identitarian
recognition:

The only subject is desire itself on the body without organs,
inasmuch as it machines partial objects and flows, selecting and cutting
the one with the other. When we pass from one body to another, following
connections and appropriations we are doing a R.S.I knot.

Each time of this knot destroy the factitious unity of a possessive or
proprietary ego (anoedipal sexuality).®

Through reading Hegel as the philosopher of identity generated
by the work of the negative and by realizing how Lacan employs this
to support his theory of desire, the first idea that perspectivism is the
point-to-point denial of the Lacan-Hegel program is important to note.
There are disjunctive synthesis between heterogeneous and non-
dialectical horizontal or vertical, topological continuity of forces and
non-discontinuity of forms, ontological discontinuity between sign
and referent, multiplicity of becomings (as anti-memory) and non-
reconciliation of the multiple in the universal (as memory of memory),
reciprocal implication (thus ethical) and not determined double
negation®. Just as structuralism is anti-humanism, perspectivism is
anti-romanticism: instead of society as an organism, the organism as
a society®.There is nothing more Hegelian than Lacan’s capacity to
incorporate what is presented as his “exact opposite.” If we know that
we are in the accuracy of the contrary, it will not be long before identity
begins to lurk. This is exactly what we find in the Hegelian reversal
represented in the reading of Zizek:What if the wager of his dialectic is
not to adopt the “point of view of finality” towards the present, viewing it
as if it were already past, but, precisely, to reintroduce the openness of the
future into the past, to grasp that-which-was in its process of becoming,
to see the contingent process which generated existing necessity? ¥

33 Safatle, 2001, p. 319.

34 Deleuze & Guattari 1983 p.72
35 de Castro 2015, pp. 110- 11.
36 Ibid., p.123.

37 Zizek 2012, p. 464.
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But, in spite of everything, as Viveiros de Castro observes, “Anti-
Oedipus” is a book “necessarily, even more dialectically Oedipal”® and
the most pungent example of this is the allocation of the Dogon totemist
myth which questions the universality of Totem and Taboo®. It is not
really necessary to destroy the categories of alliance and affiliation to
destroy the Oedipal anthropology, rather, it would suffice to realize how
the concept of "equiss” can lead us to an idea of a non-all-Oedipal social
bond, that is to say, a non-identitary and mutated concept of relation.

This is exactly what Lacan proposes in his theory of sexuation.

A schism, or a non-relation, between two perspectives: “man” and
“‘woman”, which rest on another internal schizophrenic between “woman’
and “woman.” This is what Hegel called the Entzweiung, or division of
being.

“Each sex constitutes itself by escaping the universal through
which, nonetheless, it defines itself, either - and this characterizes the
masculine - through the contradiction brought to a function which stands
for all elements of the set, either - and this is the feminine - through
the inscription of an alterity which goes around this universal function
without logically contradicting it"4

Of course, if we associate Hegel's thought with the contradiction, it
will be reduced to the perspective that constitutes the masculine, and it
results in a masculine conception of the subject. But this is the Kantian
Hegel of the first Lacan: more precisely it is the Hegel that led Lacan to
think of the Real as impossible. It is the Hegel of progress of reason by
assimilation (anthropophagic?) of his figures and alienated forms.

Yet there is still what Jean-Marie Lardic* calls the dialectic
of contingency, where it is not so much the deduction of the real as
it is the production of the Real. In it, it is a matter of questioning the
relation to itself as to its Other through mediation, but now this Other is
perceived as the necessity of contingency, just as we find in concept and
perspectivism. It is not so much the combinatorial of finitude, but of the
types of infinity.

“The category of the relation between necessity and contingency
is that through which all the relations between finitude and infinity are
condensed and inverted.”*

38 de Castro 2015, p. 138.

39 Ibid., p. 143.

40 David-Ménard 2014, p. 47.
41 Lardic 1989.

42 Hegel 1968, p. 434.
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There is for Hegelian thought a real need for contingency, since
what is necessary in its ipseity would be precisely “without reason of
being, and therefore contingent.*®” Contingency is not a production of the
subject, as mediation, but lies in the Real, as creative negativity, so:

“Hegel makes us leave the traditional pure logical formalism and
gives us ontological content, or a logic of effective content.”*

Would not this passage, the insertion of contingency, be the
necessary element to think of Arawerté mourning, with its indeterminacy
of the statute of the enemy, with its reverse ritual, and with its celestial
battle to know the statute of the slayer in relation to his victim? Is
Amerindian becoming an anthropological case of Hegelian productive
indeterminacy, or rather, is it the opposite?

Jameson reminds us that in the preliminary versions of the struggle |
of the Master and the Slave® the dialectic was presented in sexual terms,
as an opposition of genders, which later was reallocated to the chapters
on “Pleasure and necessity” and “The law of the heart” in the 1807 of
the Phenomenology of the Spirit*. Here the figures of the Master and the
Slave are marked by the opposition between inessentiality, or anonymity
and real recognition. Jameson observes that along with the historical
interpretation which he attempts to allegorize - that is, the birth of
citizenship in post-revolutionary European states - this is about a myth¥.
It is a myth of grasping and deliverance. It is a myth that is also the
inductive myth of our relations of primary appropriation of our identity;
that is, it is a version of the narcissus myth and its connection with work,
desire and language. Therefore, Deleuze’s critique of the Hegel-Lacan
marriage is consistent on this point.

However, what if the Hegel of Science of Logic, dealing with an
emphasis on contingency expressed a late realization about his project of
thinking up a theory of sexual recognition? The dialectic of the mistress
and the Slave or the dialectic of the Master and the Slave? If this were
so, we could re-enlighten the hitherto stressed approaches between
Amerindian perspectivism and Hegelian philosophy, such as the relation
between, on the one hand, a system of contradictory myths about Phallic
law (Totem and Taboo and Oedipus, Narcissism and Master-Slave) and,
on the other hand, a non-system or non-set of becomings that does not
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oppose the Phallic law, nor question it, nor dialectize it, but travel in
another register of concept, in another modality of time, called by Lacan
of not-all. That is, there is no dialectic between the all (masculine) and the
not-all (feminine), but an explosion of the categorical, representational
and predicative unity, which we call identity, and which must be counted
not as a relation between individuals, but as a perspective. As we have
seen, perspectivism is the production of worlds for the practical puzzles
that the prospects demand. It is, in its own way, a performative critique of
representational identity as the general rule of relations of recognition.
Here we could re-encounter the Hegelian critique of truth:

“The possibility that the representation conforms itself to the
object to which it is related only appears as an enigma because one has
let explode the effective unity in which the expression (made subjective
determination) the sense (made a separate universal) and the thing
(made a pre-given content) converged”#

This explosion of the unity of the Other is fundamental if we are to
think of a non-identitarian theory of identification. Zizek perceived the
importance of the notion of contingency in Hegel for both his difficulty
in thinking certain aspects of the psychoanalytic record of contingency
(unconscious, overdetermination, objet a and sexual difference) and his
thesis of identity as absolute negation. However, the idea that nature
represents the contingency of necessity and the involuntary joke that “if
the facts do not fit the theory, change the facts “ seems to be surprisingly
rehabilitated by multinaturalist perspectivism.

“The standard reproach to Hegel is that he tries to abolish
the absolute heterogeneity of the Other, its thoroughly contingent
character. But there is in Hegel a name for such irreducible
contingent Otherness: nature”*

Nature is not only the other of the idea, but the Other with respect to
itself, precisely as in:

“Why do animals (or others) see themselves as humans, after all?
Precisely, | think because in humans, we see them as animals, seeing
ourselves as humans”"

The progress of the “outer” contingent appearance, the semblance
or dress of all beings (humans, spirits, animals, dead, etc.) through
classically named processes concerning theories of recognition, self-
reflection, hermeneutics of the self (Honneth), self-consciousness

48 Lebrun 2000, p. 379
49 Zizek 2012, p.461

50 de Castro 2015, p. 61.
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(Hegel), symbolization (Freud), and subjectivation (Lacan) need

not be read as progress toward a pre-existing inner essence, but as

a "“"performative” process of constructing (forming) that which is
“discovered:'”?". We thus come to the paradoxical conclusion that
although Hegel’s philosophy of nature is a poor model for thinking nature
in the sense of modern science, it is a great resource for thinking of a
non-identitarian theory of recognition in which epistemology is fixed

and ontology is variable. It is the difference between thinking with the
contradiction, the canonical Hegel, whereby “the thing becomes what it
has always been” (the process of self-identity) and the Amerindian Hegel,
in which the thing is not given in advance, but is formed in an open and
contingent process: that of becoming.

Translation: Sabrina Fernandes

51 Zizek 2012, p.467.

119 Hegel Amerindian: For a non-identitarian Concept...

o n—-—um—-330

mCcCO———200

/

Volume 4/
Issue 1



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Bourgeois, Bernard 2004, Hegel e o Atos do Espirito, Santa Maria: Unisinos.

Costa, N.C.A. 1979 Ensaio sobre os Fundamentos da Légica. Sdo Paulo: Hucitec.

David-Ménard, Monique 2014, Deleuze e a Psicandlise. Rio de Janeiro: Civilizac&o Brasileira.

Viveiros de Castro, E. (2015) Metafisicas Canibais. Sdo Paulo: Cossacnaify, pag. 24.

Deleuze, Gilles & Guattari, Felix 1983, Anti-Oedipus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia,
Minnesapolis: Minnesota University Press

Dunker, C.I.L. 2018, From Totem and Taboo to the New Amerindians: suplement to a theory of
mourning. Theory and Psychology.

Hegel, G.W.F. 1968, Provas da existéncia de Deus. Stimliche Werke, Stutgard: Fromman Verlag
Hegel, -------- 1979, System of Ethical Life. Albany, State University.

-------- 1988, Fenomenologia do Espirito. Petropolis: Vozes.

Hyppolite, Jean, 2003 Génese e Estrutura da Fenomenologia do Espirito de Hegel, Séo Paulo:
Discurso

Jameson, Fredric 2010, Las Variaciones de Hegel. Madrid: Akai.

Kojéve, Alexandre 2002, /ntrodugédo a Leitura de Hegel. Rio de Janeiro: Contraponto

Lacan, Jacques 2007, The Other Side of Psychoanalysis. Book XVII, New York: W.W.Norton &
Company

Lardic, J.M. 1989, A contingéncia em Hegel. In Hegel Como o Senso Comum Compreende a
Filosofia. Sda Paulo: Paz e Terra.

Lebrun, Gérard 2000, A Paciéncia do Conceito. Sdo Paulo: Unesp

Lévi-Strauss Claude, 1953, A estrutura dos mitos. In Antropologia Estrutural. Rio de Janeiro:
Civilizagao Brasileira.

------ 2008, A Oleira Ciumenta. Lisboa: Edi¢des 70.

Taylor, Charles 2014, Hegel: sistema, método e estrutura. Sao Paulo, E Realizagdes.

Safatle, Vladimir 2001, A Paixdo do Negativo. Sdo Paulo: Unesp.

Zizek, Slavoj 2012, Less Than Nothing: Hegel and the Shadow of Dialectical Materialism,
London: Verso

120 Hegel Amerindian: For a non-identitarian Concept...

Qo n—-—m—-330

mCcCO———20O

/

Volume 4/
Issue 1



Abstract: A threat is a strange thing—for it is neither simply
a deed done, nor undone. But if we think the threat in terms of the
presence or absence of an actual or potential threat—as the history
of philosophy (from the Greeks, through Hegel, to us) has done, then
we miss what is threatening. For the threat—whether to life and limb,
freedom or identity, or to an individual or group, family and friends, civil
society or a state or the world as a whole—is the suspension of action.
Then the threat is prior to possibility and impossibility, necessity and
contingency, presence and absence. But this too, is a threat—and one
that implicates us—at least insofar as the implied threat implies the
threat of implication.

Keywords: aspect, being, implication, problematic, suspension, |

threat, time, unity. Votumed
olume
Issue 1

And take the present horror from the time,
Which now suits with it. Whiles | threat, he lives:
Words to the heat of deeds too cold breath gives.’

Horror and time, words and deeds—these are the themes that
surround the question of the threat. And perhaps more today, in the
present age, it seems to be on the basis of an actual or possible threat—
whether of punishment or violence, exposure or death, terrorism or war,
the other or difference, truth or joy—that action is taken, words spoken
and deeds done. But if this is the guiding question of (ethico-political)
philosophy from the Greeks to us, then it is Hegel who (as Heidegger
reminds us) provides ‘the clearest and greatest example of the unity’ of
the history of threat.2 And it is to this history that we must turn in order
to even begin responding to the threat.

So, what is a threat? Or what does it mean to threaten? And
how does the threat threaten? And is the threat not itself somehow
threatened by that which cannot be an actual threat, or even a possible
one—and then, if ‘the present horror’ cannot be taken ‘from the time’,
what are the implications for words and deeds, the ethics and politics of
speaking and acting and thinking?

1 Shakespeare 2005, Macbeth, I1.1.

2 Heidegger 1977, GA65, p. 76.
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The Threat to the World

In fact, at first, the threat appears in abstracto. | am a person
with individual personality, alive and free (not merely a subject, nor
a featherless biped or rational animal, nor just a thinking thing or
transcendental apperception). For | have the possibility or power
(6uvapig, potentia, Méglichkeit) of self-determination. Being the law for
myself, | am autonomous (a0to-vopog). On the one hand, | have a right
to my body as my material-concrete possession, as my finitude. On the
other hand, my thinking and imagining, desiring and willing, is unlimited,
infinite, universal. And | am not only conscious as this person, present
to myself, | am also self-conscious of being the one who is conscious,
and conscious of this self-presence—which is how | am different from
others, and the same as them (insofar as other persons are alive and
free). In other words, | am a contradiction: finite and infinite, a finite
infinity or infinite finitude. And tolerating my contradictory being—this
is the ‘'supreme-achievement of the person.”

But my freedom can be taken from me: slavery threatens. Another
can treat me as if | was a thing, unfree, impersonal, without rights. Or
| can appropriate another, steal their body or body parts (or that which
they possess, objects they created, work or works into which they put
themselves, or the value thereof); take their substance as something to
be used or abused, possessed and exploited, consumed and enjoyed, as
well as thrown away and destroyed. | can treat the other, not as an end in
itself, or a being in and for itself, so not as an essentially free personality
(with inalienable rights)—but rather, as a being for me, as ‘a beast of
burden’, a mere Naturwesen.* However contrary to right, | can determine
myself as master and the other as slave.®

And my life can be taken from me: death threatens. Not only can

3 Hegel 1986, VII, §35n. Hegel’'s concept of contradiction is neither a category (neither Aristotelian
nor Kantian, which both seek to resolve contradiction) nor an abstract idea (like some Platonic other-
worldly el6og)—for it is just as real and concrete; it both resolves and maintains itself by grasping the
truth of contradiction contradictorily, by ‘sublating’ (that is, tolerating) contradiction. And Hegel uses
this word, sublation, Aufhebung, because it has the advantage of ‘not just different meanings, but op-
posite ones’ (Hegel 1832, p. xvii); it translates a Latin two-fold original: tollo, tollere, sustuli, sublatus
comes from tolero, tolerare, toleravi, toleratus (bear, endure, tolerate) and fero, ferre, tulis, latus (bring,
bear; tell speak of; consider; carry off, win, receive, produce; get). Thus, one word, aufheben (like auf-
geben) is two, essentially ambiguous, double, Janus-headed (and so perfectly suited to both phenom-
enology and logic, that is, to phenomenologic)—for it means both destroying or dissolving, elevare, and
preserving or keeping, conservare (Hegel 1986, p. 574). And as | have argued (Haas 2000, pp. 58-62), if
the history of Western philosophy (as metaphysics) is biased towards a thinking of truth as essentially
unambiguous, Hegel's sublating concept is perhaps the first to grasp truth as contradictory, ambigu-
ous, doppelsinnig and zweischneidig—and the ambiguity of truth, that which Heidegger (1977, GA24,
§18) thinks as &-AfBe1a, revealing and concealing, uncovering and covering, unveiling and veiling.

4 Hegel 1986, VI, §48n, §57n.

5 Hegel 1986, 111, pp. 145ff [§178ff].
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| commit suicide (even ifitis wrong, because | am free), but | will die
(because | am a finite being, an organic body, both one with nature and
separated therefrom). And | can kill and be killed, von fremder Hand,

at the hand of another®—as the lord and servant each seek, not only
mutual recognition, but threaten the death of each other. So the threat of
violence is essentially a mutual death threat.

But the threat is not just mine, or yours, my own or the other’s,
and not only to me or you; it is ours—and the counter-threat threatens.
For when personal interest and particular desire is raised above
the universal—so that my right is taken to be the right—we are both
threatened by error, lying, deception, coercion. Our relationship
(agreement, contract, promise, honesty, trust, etc.) is under threat of
individual vanity. Recognition and respect of each other is threatened by
the will of one, and the power to force or coerce. In this way, intentionally
or not, the relative threatens the absolute. And the individual’s
willingness to place their subjective interest over and above mine
(and everyone else’s), a willingness to claim that the universal (as the
transcendental ground or condition of the possibility of any relation
whatsoever) is particular (in its very being and essence)—this is the
threat of wrong-doing and criminality (hence the role of punishment, not
as revenge; but as righting of the wrong, sublation of injury, restoration
of right, which is a kind of ‘justice’, Gerechtigkeit).’

And yet, the threat does not stop there—for even within myself, in
my relation of myself to myself, the silent soliloquy of inner monologue
(or dialogue), my loneliest of lonelies: discord, disharmony, difference
threatens. Indeed, insofar as | relate to myself, | am not merely identical
with myself, so that my will (my thoughts and dreams, words and deeds)
belongs to me; | am also different from myself, in opposition to myself,
insofar as | am another, ‘je est un autre’® For although my freedom is
mine, although | am free, it is always possible that my will does not
correspond to my concept, that my acts do not correlate with me, but to
the other. In other words, my purpose and intention, my consciousness
(conscience or judgment, as well as beliefs and feelings) of good and
evil—which | take to be purely mine, subjective—these are threatened
by others, by those whose identity is identical with mine (whereby what

6 Hegel 1986, VII, §70n.

7 Hegel 1986, VII, §99n. Against Feuerbach 1801, pp. 13-18 (and Hobbes 1909, Part Il, Chapt. 31), Hegel
thinks punishment—neither as revenge, nor as coercion or social control—as a way of honoring and
respecting the criminal as a rational human being, as a person who freely places their individual will
over and above the victim. Perpetrators know and recognize what is right, but determine that their sub-
jective interest and desire is better served by doing wrong.

8 Rimbaud 1972, ‘La lettre du voyant’ to Paul Demeny, 15 May 1871, p. 250. Hegel 1986, VI, §109.
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| take to be mine might be another’s) and different from mine (whereby
mine might just be determined in opposition to theirs, and so not mine,
but simply not theirs).

Then first, difference threatens responsibility. For if | am not
myself, if | am different from myself, | cannot claim to be the cause
and ground of my (praise-worthy or blame-worthy) actions, and so
responsible therefore (innocent or guilty). In this way, difference
in the will poses a threat to autonomy, and to the entire economy of
accountability. If | am not myself, or not simply myself—in anyway
whatsoever—if there is a trace of otherness, self-difference, that
contaminates my will; then my freedom is threatened as well. Oedipus,
for example, is not just ignorant of the fact that the man he kills is his
father; rather, in addition, his act is his fate, the will of the gods (if not
determined by some other difference, such as instinct, God or the
devil, the struggle for survival of the species, will to power, the means
of production, the unconscious, etc.), and so not his, which threatens
his ownership of the parricide. Autonomy shows itself to be far more
heteronomy, and responsibility lies just as much with the other.®

But second, difference threatens intention (and intent), perhaps
even the intentional act. For if | am divided from myself, if my thoughts
and concepts, judgments and determinations (even my welfare and
happiness and good will), are not my own; then | am not the one who
intends the action, whether | know it or not. And if guilt or innocence
are ascribed on the basis of knowledge (and knowledge of knowledge,
or self-knowledge)—so that the murderer must have known, or hoped,
that the act would kill—then any difference between knowledge and
ignorance, or between what is now the case and what is to come in
the future (conditionally), threatens my very ability to intend, the act’s
motive (as well as responsibility). This is why, normally, anyone who
is not themselves, not self-identical, not self-present, so incapable of
self-determination, that is, freedom, autonomy—but who are self-absent
in anyway whatsoever (such as ‘children, imbeciles, lunatics, etc.’
whose actions are either totally absent or diminished)—are not held
responsible.®

Then third, difference threatens the good (throughout the history
of philosophy as metaphysics from the énékewa tfig oboiag to the gute
Wille). For if the good remains an idea or ideal, an infinite goal towards
which we strive or that which directs action, and so ‘without-content’,
unrealized and perhaps unrealizable, a form (or form of forms) and

9 Hegel 1986, VII, §117.

10 Hegel 1986, VI1, §120n.
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merely formal, abstract and lacking particular articulation—then its
essential difference from reality means it is no good at all."" The truth
of difference threatens to reveal the distance between that which is
potentially good and actually good; just as the really good threatens
to unmask the ideally good for what it is, merely ideal, a good idea,
but justan idea. And then all the good laws and principles, all the
good intentions and good wills—and all the good of rights and duties,
good habits and values, good words and deeds, as well as all the good
governance (of democracy or a democracy to come, or some other
form of government)—all this (along with its opposite) threatens to
evaporate. Indeed, the idea of freedom does not make us free, although
it can be used to enslave. And the difference between is and ought is not
just unbreachable—it threatens an inverted world in which the universal
is relative, the objective subjective, in which the ‘rule of law’ is the ‘rule
of men’, philosophy is sophistry, and the very idea of the good is evil.

But the threat does not stop there—for what was previously merely
abstract, becomes concrete. And what seemed simply ideal is real.
Thus, the potential threat becomes actual: a threat to me and my family,
friends and colleagues, fellow citizens, to one country and another, and
finally to the world as a whole.

First, the family is threatened by civil society. As a circle of love,
Kreis der Liebe—based on love, not just physical lust or biology (survival
of the species, genetics), nor merely the mutual satisfaction of needs,
nor a contract for the acquisition of money and power>—the family

11 Hegel 1986, V11, §135.

12 With regards to men and women, sex and gender, love and learning, the Philosophy of Right seems
(at first glance) deeply traditional: ‘Women may well be educated, but they are not made for the higher
sciences, for philosophy and certain artistic productions which require a universal element. Women
may have insights, taste, and delicacy, but they do not possess the ideal. The difference between man
and woman is the difference between animal and plant; the animal is closer in character to man, the
plant to woman, for the latter is a more peaceful [process of] unfolding whose principle is the more
indeterminate unity of feeling. When women are in charge of government, the state is in danger, for
their actions are based not on the demands of universality but on contingent inclination and opinion.
The education of women takes place imperceptibly, as if through the atmosphere of representational
thought, more through living than through the acquisition of knowledge, whereas man attains his posi-
tion only through the attainment of thought and numerous technical exertions’ (§166n). Indeed, tradi-
tionally (in a sexist patriarchial context) men are powerful and active; women passive and subjective—
or, the difference between the sexes is like that between animal and plant. And yet, this (prejudicial)
understanding of male and female belongs not to Hegel, but to his students—the quote is from Hotho
and Griesheim. Hegel however, is quite clear: gender relations are merely external, nach aufen, the tra-
ditional ways in which—at this point in world-history (as the history of world-spirit)—sexual difference
is expressed. But nach innen, internally (spiritually) things are otherwise; there is another truth, and
this historical moment, dominated by traditional roles, is to be sublated, along with the ways in which
men and women present themselves to one another, and to themselves (§166). In other words, although
the family needs to direct itself both inwards and outwards, there is nothing that says such roles must
apriori be filled by one sex or the other. Nevertheless, Hegel still does seem burdened by the historical
prejudice that the gender known as outward-directed, as powerful and active, is masculine (regardless
of sex difference), while the gender of the partner that is inward-directed is known as feminine. Today,
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is supposed to be the original unit of which the person is a part. Like
everyone, | am born into a family; and my family is the ground of my
essence, and condition of the possibility of my being. And family is
not a (two-fold) relation between adults, which is marriage; rather, it is
between adults and children—for there is no child without parent, and
no parent without child, just as there is no marriage without two."” But
the family unit is not a self-sufficient totality; rather, it is grounded on (in
relation to, mediated by) the larger unit, the family of families, of which it
is a part. Each family is an end-in-itself, but cannot accomplish its task,
cannot provide for the welfare of its individual parts (needs and desires,
security and opportunity, education and work)—it is thereby, threatened
by others (outside the family, other persons and families) who can do
so. For individual freedom can only be exercised and enjoyed, right can
only be actually possible, justice can only be concrete and real (not
just anidea and ideal), if it is embodied in the ‘law of the land’—not
just the ‘law of the father’'—if it is actualized and preserved by legal
institutions (police and inspectors, courts and juries, legislative bodies
and procedures). In this way, groups—such as the farmers of food and
the manufacturers of clothing, builders of shelter and creators of art,
as well as the thinkers of thought, philosophers—threaten the unity
of the family unit, insofar as they demonstrate that it is not the ground
of its own unity. And as a greater unity, a more whole whole, a more
fundamental fundament, or more universal universal, civil society is
not just responsible for the unity of the (nuclear) family; but this ‘second
family’ also threatens the ‘first family’ with disunity."

Second, civil society is threatened by the state. For the original
ground, that which allows society to exist, is the constant presence
of the state, the substance of its being; it is already there, schon vor,
embodied in constitutional (constituted-constitutive) law, even before
me. Each citizen is free thanks to the state; | can exercise my freedom
because the state gives (or has always already given, albeitin a
concealed way, eingehlillt) me the right to do s0."® And it was ‘from the
state that freedom of thought and science first emerged (whereas it was a

at least in some parts of the world, the cunning of reason in history appears to have begun to call this
determination into question.

13 Again, there is nothing in Hegel to preclude the possibility of same-sex marriage, although he does
seem to maintain that both gender-roles (one directed towards itself, inward to the family, for its own
sake; the other directed towards the other, outward to friends and civil society, for the sake of the rela-

tion to others) must be fulfilled (although not necessarily by the same person at the same time, nor all
the time).

14 Hegel 1986, V11, §252.

15 Hegel 1986, V11, §260n.
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church which burned Giordano Bruno and forced Galileo to recant on his
knees for presenting the Copernican theory of the solar-system, etc.).'® In
this way, the power of society to serve as the condition of the possibility
of the family is threatened by the state's power to produce and preserve
society—and the state itself. Indeed, each circle of circles, each
universal of universals or whole of wholes (however self-differentiated),
law of laws and ground of grounds, foundation of foundations and
cause of causes—each one threatens the very existence, the being

and essence, of those it encircles, universalizes, totalizes, legitimizes,
grounds, founds, causes. And if the state ‘permeates all relations within it’,
all laws and customs, it is because—in the name of peace and internal
security—the sovereignty of the state threatens the sovereignty of all
therein."”

But third, the state (and everything therein) does not only
threaten—it is threatened. For each state, and its relation to all others,
other-to-other, is under threat from the outside. And the threat to
the being and essence, existence and freedom, of the state—this
is ‘the ethical moment of war'.'®* Then the self-defense of the state
is (supposedly) justified, perhaps even to the point of neutralizing
the attacker (military conquest, slavery or death), if sovereignty is
threatened. But if there is no state of states, no meta-state or supra-
national sovereign that has power over independent, mutually-
recognizing states—although states are free to make peace, fulfill

16 Hegel 1986, VII, §270.
17 Hegel 1986, V11, §274.

18 Hegel 1986, VI, §324. In fact, for Hegel, war is not just unnecessary and evil and destructive—it can
just as well be cathartic and purifying and productive (and not only for those in the military estate, or
those exhibiting valour, or valuing Bpdoog over justice, like Thrasymachus): ‘War is that condition in
which the vanity of temporal things and temporal goods—which tends at other times to be merely a
pious phrase—takes on a serious significance, and it is accordingly the moment in which the ideality of
the particular attains its right and becomes actuality. The higher significance of war is that, through its
agency (as | have put it on another occasion), “the ethical health of nations is preserved in their indif-
ference towards the permanence of finite determinacies, just as the movement of the winds preserves
the sea from that stagnation which a lasting calm would produce—a stagnation which a lasting, not to
say perpetual, peace would also produce among nations”’ (1986, VI, §324; 11, p. 481). For Hegel's student
Gans, war is both necessary and beneficial: ‘But the state is an individual, and negation is an essential
component of individuality. Thus, even if a number of states join together as a family, this league, in its
individuality, must generate opposition and create an enemy. Not only do peoples emerge from wars
with added strength, but nations troubled by civil dissension gain internal peace as a result of wars
with their external enemies. Admittedly, war makes property insecure, but this real insecurity is no
more than a necessary movement. We hear numerous sermons on the insecurity, vanity, and instability
of temporal things, but all who hear them, however moved they may be, believe that they will none the
less retain what is theirs. But if this insecurity should then actually become a serious proposition in the
shape of hussars with sabres drawn, the edifying sentiments which predicted all this turn into impreca-
tions against the conquerors. But wars will nevertheless occur whenever they lie in the nature of the
thing; the seeds germinate once more, and talk falls silent in the face of the solemn recurrences of his-
tory’ (1986, VII, §324n). Nietzsche's view of war is similar (1967, Finf Vorreden zu fiinf ungeschriebenen
Biichern, §3).
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their obligation to honor international laws and norms, universal
rights—the threat to the state’s life and liberty remains. In this way,
conflicts between states can (supposedly) ‘only be decided by war’."®
And not merely actual threats, but potential ones—for a state cannot
wait to respond where-and-when an injury happens; it must estimate
the probability of a greater or lesser danger, make conjectures as to the
intentions of other states (friend or foe), which can itself be a cause

of conflict or controversia, dispute or discordia, disunity or difference,
noAepog, breaches or breaks in the twists or Zwisten of the fabric of inter-
national relations.?

And finally, neither simply individuals or families, or families of
families, nor merely societies or states—the world is under threat. And
this is the true subject and substance of (ethico-political) philosophy
(from Plato’s Republic, which begins with a threat, ‘But you see how
many we are?’, to Hegel's Philosophy of Right, which does not end with
the state, but with the world), indeed, any philosophy whatsoever.?! For
the threat to freedom (as ideal as it is real, and so actualized as right) in
the world—or more precisely, the freedom of the world—is a threat to
the whole world, the history of the world, the universal reason or spirit
of the world, and so to everyone and everything within and without.
And not just the freedom of the world, but the truth of this freedom,
the knowledge or self-knowledge that freedom is the ‘being and
principle’ of the world, and so the act of actually becoming ‘what it is’,

19 Hegel 1986, VI, §334. Furthermore, insofar as the state’s freedom is its being, how it is and is one, an
unfree state would be no state at all—thus war is the way in which the state presents itself when its
existence is threatened, when it is threatened with non-existence, with absence. This is why war is es-
sentially contradictory: absolutely hostile to the aggressive individuals of other states, but simultane-
ously benevolent towards them as individuals in themselves; it is the state’s utmost presence of spirit,
Gegenwart des Geistes, and at the same time, its utmost absence, Abwesenheit—for war is a temporal
determination of freedom, the way in which the state is (and states are) one in wartime, whether (as-
pectually) completely or not (Hegel 1986, VII, §328).

20 Hegel 1986, VII, §335; Holderlin, 1944ff, Vol. Il, p. 17; Nietzsche 1967, Jenseits von Gut und Bése, §208.
Heraclitus: MoAepog maviwv pév natip €oty, ndviwv 8¢ Baoetg (Kirk and Raven 1957, Fr. 53; Heidegger
1977, GA39, pp. 124-25). As Heidegger insists: ‘Ambiguity threatens and mere Zwist’ (1977, GA9, p. 363).

21 More precisely, the Republic begins with an implied threat. Returning from the festivals, Polemarchus
stops and ‘arrests’ Socrates and Glaucon, and says: ‘But you see how many we are? [6pdg o0v Rués,
£dn, 6ool eopev] (Plato 1903, Republic 327c). And this is no question—or at least it is a question that
is also not a question—for it is command, and implies a necessary demand: prove yourselves better,
stronger than Polemarchus and his mates, or submit to the greater force and come peacefully. Fight or
be kidnapped—and tertium non datur: either/or, either warrior or prisoner-of-war. And Socrates’ pro-
posed alternative, a third that is neither/nor (namely, argument, possibly persuading Polemarchus to
let them go) is excluded—for Polemarchus refuses to listen, so there is nothing to be done: &i oket, v
8 gyw, oUtw xpn motelv (Plato 1903, Republic 328b). Goethe thinks this in literary terms: ‘National litera-
ture is no longer of importance: it is the time for world literature, and all must aid in bringing it about’
(Eckerman 1981, 31 January 1827, Chapt. 80).
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free qua world—this too is under threat.?2 On the one hand, the world is
threatened by individuals and individual nation-states, each with its own
particular subjectivity and subjective interests, desires and wills, its own
sphere of influence and activity, its own (relative) claim to (imperfect)
justice, each unable or unwilling to see the whole of world history (and
the universality of right) as their own.2* On the other hand, the world is
threatened by nature, by natural objects and objectivity, ‘geographical
and anthropological’ forces (e.g., global warming and the environment,
famine and population, poverty and abundance, disease and epidemics,
the life of the Sun and the movements of the stars), and their (evidently
unequal) distribution among states.* And it is this double-threat to

the world as a whole, the barbarism veiling the true threat and truth of
the threat—as subjective as it is objective—that Hegel thinks as ‘still
unthought'.?® Or, to paraphrase Heidegger: the greatest threat to the
world in our most threatened (and perhaps threatening) time is that ‘we
are still not thinking’'—neither what the threat is, nor how s0.%

The Horror of the Threat

So what is the threat, or threatening in all these threats? What
is the essence or concept of the threat? Is it the abstractness of the
abstract, or is it concrete, even the concreteness of the concrete? Is it
something particular (slavery or death, subjective or objective, me or
another, and so the difference between us) or is it the non-particularity
of the threat that threatens? Is the mere idea of a potential or possible
threat threatening, or is it only threatening insofar as it is real, an actual
threat to me and my family, our friends and colleagues, our society
and state, or the world as a whole? In other words, how does the threat
threaten?

As Macbeth says: ‘I threat’. | do it. The threat is threatened. It is an
act that refers to another. So that the threat is always the ‘threat of’ some
word or deed, kindness or cruelty. Threatening is an activity, which is
why it is spoken as a verb, an action word—although this is perhaps an
indication of how we are ‘still far from considering the essence of acting
decisively enough'.?

22 Hegel 1986, VI, §343.
23 Hegel 1986, V11, §345.
24 Hegel 1986, VI, §346.
25 Hegel 1986, VI, §359.
26 Heidegger 1977, GAS8, p. 7; Haas 2007, p. 122.

27 Heidegger 1977, GA9, p. 313; Haas 2007, Chapt. 4.
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The act of threatening, however, is two-fold. On the one hand, as
averb, tense indicates time, when it is done, past or present or future:
| threatened or threaten or will threaten—so that the threat is now
(present) or then (whether past or future). On the other hand, the verb
has aspect, how it is done, at any time whatsoever: either | threaten
(complete aspect) or | am threatening (incomplete), either | threatened
or | was threatening, either | will threaten or | will be threatening (simply,
continuously, repeatedly). And the two ways of threatening cannot be
conflated (even if the history of philosophy, from the Greeks to us, seeks
to reduce aspect to tense, and aspectuality to temporality). Rather the
threat is threatening—if it is one—insofar as it is both temporal and
aspectual.®

But even further—not only time and aspect—for if the threat ‘is’ /
and ‘is one’, then it has some kind of being and unity (which is what
an onto-henology of the threat might seek to illuminate, at least to the
extent possible). So, a threat threatens, insofar as being and unity are
the same, and are one thing, and ‘are implied by one another...[and]
there must be exactly as many species of being as of unity’.?® Thus,
threats are and are one, temporally and aspectually—which is how they
can be accidental, true, potential and actual, and categorical.

First, the threat may be accidental: even if | do not intend to
threaten, merely being there, my presence or absence can be a threat.
But being does not necessarily imply threatening; it just happens to
be the case, quid facti. There is no necessary connection between the
abstract act of showing myself to another, of presenting my presence
to the other, and threatening.?® Nor is there any threat necessarily
implied by words like ‘five plus seven’'—so that if they are threats,
itis not because of the ‘twelve’ to which they must refer; but rather
because of that to which they may refer (months in a year, Schénberg’s
music, Kant's first Critique, days until an execution, etc.). For the ‘pure’
coming face-to-face with the other—not just their words and deeds,
but their being here or there, in and for themselves or for me, or for
another—is prior to the threat. And the relation of self-to-other, or
self-consciousness to self-consciousness (like that of self-to-self, or
other-to-other), could just as well be devoid of threat, whether itis a
relation of friends or lovers, citizens or Earthlings. So too, a state may
threaten another with invasion and be rich in oil and totalitarian—but
itis not thereby a threat simply because of oil, nor merely because it is
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28 Haas 2015a; Haas 2017. On liguistic aspect, see Comrie 1976.
29 Aristotle 1957, 1003b22-34; Brentano 1862, p. 6; Owens 1951, pp. 118-123, 259-275.

30 Hegel 1807, pp. 118-119, §187.
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totalitarian, at least insofar as they are separable from each other and
not necessarily implied by one another.

Second, the threat can be true, a true threat: not merely my
subjective judgment or assertion (objectively valid and logically
consistent, or not), nor simply corresponding to my concept of what is
threatening, nor just correlating to my beliefs (legitimate or paranoid,
real or fake, as in my fear of needles or ghosts); nor merely an object
with which | can threaten or be threatened (a knife or gun, a word or
deed, athought or idea, a god or evil demon). Rather the threat can
be truly threatening, if my fear and that of which | am fearful, if my
experience of fear and my experience of what | fear—if these are one (so,
a lived-threat); which is how they can be separated from each other, and
then joined or rejoined (adequately or not).

In other words, what is truly threatening may be found in the
intentum, in what | take to be threatening, adaequatio rei et intellectus, that
is, in what | identify to be identical to a threat, to a state of affairs as
continuously or repeatedly threatening, a self-same or real threat, a
true threat as such. Or, the true threat may be found in the intentio, that
is, not what is threatened, but in taking an act to be threatening, so
that the threat only threatens insofar as | (or we as a group, now or at
some other time) know and identify, assert and judge, that an action is
truly threatening, whether itis done or not. But prior to both, prior to
an object that truly threatens and the judgment that it is a true threat,
the truth is that the threat is an action (whether of speaking or doing,
imagining or thinking, moving or not—in fact, any act whatsoever).!
Indeed, before a threat is real or fake (unreal, or merely ideal) it is (the
act of) threatening. And this action is the threat’s truth, which is how
it can come to presence as intentum and intentio. So, even before a
determination of a threat's essence (real or fake) and existence (that it
is there, present, or not, absent), it is an act (which can be true or false,
athreat or not). And this threat, the double-possibility of a threat's
essentia and existentia, that which opens our eyes to potential threats,
and asks both what the threat is (true or not) and whether there is a
threat at all—this is the truth of the action (that comes to presence as
athreat, that presents the threat, and itself as threatening, or not). So
before Macheth is a true or false threat, he is Macbeth, potentially both;
before his threat is real and true, before his threat is or is not a threat, he
is present as what can be both—so Macbeth’s threat is only true on the
basis of being Macbeth, on the ground his presence, the givenness of
his act of being there as one of those things (people) that can threaten

31 As | have argued elsewhere, the origin of an action (such as a threat) is improvisation—understood
not as free-play, but as self-schematization (Haas 2015b).
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or not; and the threat is only truly threatening, if it is an action that may
not be a threat at all.®

Threatening then, is made possible by acting—but what does this
mean for the threat? In fact, ironically or not, it means that the truth of
the act of threatening lies precisely in not acting—for if the act were
carried out, it would no longer be a threat. Or more precisely: the truth of
the threat neither acts nor does not act. For the threat, if it is threatening,
suspends action (like the bloody dagger before Macbeth's eyes); it does
not bring the threatened act to presence, although neither does it simply
leave it in absence. Rather, the threat truly threatens only if it is a third
thing, tertium datur. So that suspension is the truth of the threat, which
is presumably why it is so suspenseful. And whiles Macbeth threatens
death, Duncan (and Banquo) lives—for the truth of the threat lies not in
the act of threatening, but in the continually-not-yet-murdering (present
time, incomplete aspect). So not death, but the threat of death; not
the event in which ‘each seeks the death of the other’, but that which is
(always and still) to come—and the threat is not a threat if it is carried
out, which is how it is possible (in an ‘economy’ or ‘ethics’ or ‘politics’
of the threat) for Macbeth to ‘make good’ on his threat.®® Thus, the true
threat threatens to act, and the truth of the threat lies not in the act of
threatening, but in the suspension of the threatened act.

Third, the threat is potential or actual—possible or necessary,
or (by privation or negation) impossible and unnecessary—and
apparently, once again, tertium non datur, there is no third. So a potential
threat is one that has not come to presence or disclosed itself—or
more precisely, one that comes to presence as not yet present, not
yet threatening. Then on the one hand (with respect to the object),
Macbeth's dagger (which may be illusory, not necessarily an instrument
for killing, rather than cooking or carving) is not yet a threat, but must
rather first be a possibility, and disclosed as a dagger (or some other
tool which would be necessary for doing the deed), if it is to threaten
murder—especially insofar as death is separable from the dagger, or
their unity is only potential. And on the other hand (with regards to the

32 As Heidegger insists: ‘being is understood in the same sense as in the ancients, namely, as continual
presence’—which is the meaning of ovoia (Heidegger 2001; see Allison 2005, pp. 89-99). On givenness,
see Heidegger 1977, GA2, p. 37. And Kant is not only the first and only one, der Erste und Einzige, to have
grasped the relation between being and time—he is also a thinker of givenness: ‘In whatever way and
by whatever means knowledge may relate to objects, intuition is that through which it is in immediate
relation to them, and to which all thought as a means is directed. But this only happens insofar as the
object is given [gegeben] to us..." (Kant 1900, IV A19/I11 B33, my emphasis; Heidegger 1977, GA2, p. 23).

33 Hegel 1807, pp. 118-119, §187. As Heidegger writes (of the hint, which has a similar economy to that of
the threat): ‘Hints only remain hints when thinking does not twist them into definitive statements and
thereby come to a standstill. Hints are only hints as long as thinking follows their implications while
meditating on them’ (1977, GA10, p. 188).
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subject), Macbeth-the-man is not actually a threat—for the end, té\og
(threatening, in this case, murder), is not yet present, but is rather
absent in, év, his presence.?

But an actual threat is one in which the end is inseparable from
the object or subject, so that the deed is done in the doing, évteAéxela.
Then, on the one hand, the deed is necessarily implied, when it is
continuously present in the object: Macbeth’s dagger is already a threat
insofar as it has the form and matter, popdn and UAn, of what is actually
capable of doing the deed, of being the origin and cause, dapxr and aitia,
of murder, and coming to presence, £év-épyela, in the work of killing. And
on the other hand, in threatening, Macbeth has threatened—which is
an event, if it is one, that comes to presence in the same time, but with a
difference in aspect.

The question then, becomes neither just whether the actual threat
is prior to the potential one or the potential is prior to the actual, nor
merely whether the necessity of an actual threat is greater—and so
in need of more caution, fear, action—or less, lower or higher, than a
potential or possible threat; rather, it is a question of the origin of both.®
For how can athreat be both potential and actual? How can it come to
presence as one of those things that possibly threatens or necessarily
does so? Or cannot do so—and thus, remains unthreatening, or an
impossible threat?

Kant provides a clue: ‘we first judge something problematically,
then take its truth assertorically, and finally claim it as inseparably
united with understanding, that is, as necessary and apodictic’.® In
other words, before a threat is possible or necessary, it is problematic.
Or, prior to the potential or actual threat lies the problem of the
threat. Then being a threat, one of those things that threatens, that
presents itself as threatening, whether continuously or not—all this is
suspended by the problematic threat (which is always also the threat
of the problem). And if Macbeth's threat is a problem, it is because we
cannot yet determine that it must be one, necessarily an actual threat
(or unnecessarily), nor even that it may be one, possibly a potential
threat (or privatively, that it cannot be one, or that it is impossible for it
to threaten)—we can only say that it might be one, which is problematic.
Thus, the way in which the horror follows, dkoAouBely, from the threat,
‘which now suits with it’, problematizes what is neither apodiction nor
assertion, or what cannot yet be apodicted or asserted.

34 Aristotle 1957, 1048b18-36.
35 Aristotle 1957, 1049b4-10; Heidegger 1977, GA2, p. 38.

36 Kant 1900, 1V:A76/111:B101; Haas 2015c.
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Fourth, the threat is categorical. In other words, if there is a
threat, it is particular, not just a general or generalizable one. And if it
is determined to be really threatening, it is only insofar as it submits (or
has always already submitted) to real categories—not just imaginary or
ideal forms of thought. Macbeth’s threat, if it is one of those things that
threatens (and so has being and unity, time and aspect), has its specific
quality and quantity, etc.—as well as its way of being problematic, how
it (intentionally or not) suspends any determination of its truth or falsity,
reality or unreality—which is presumably why it is so suspenseful.

But this is the problem—or more precisely, the problem is that
which suspends the categories of the threat; just as the suspension
problematizes any attempt to determine it categorically (a priori or not),
to identify it as a threat, differentiate it from other actions, delimit its
quality and quantity, define its essence, demarcate its place, even
describe the experience of such an event. For it would be difficult to
categorize something (like a threat) that does not come to presence,
that—if it is truly threatening—resists presenting itself as being one.

In other words, if the categorization of the threat depends on the
presentation of the threat—or alternatively, if the threat only comes to
presence, if it submits to the category of the threatening, if it may be
determined as constituting a threat—and if the threat is only threatening
if it refuses to come to presence qua threat (while refusing to simply
remain absent, the absence of the threat or a non-threat), then the task
of categorizing the threat might have to be suspended as well. And so
the problem might be how to categorize that which is neither an actual
threat, nor a potential one, neither necessarily threatening, nor opento a
determination of that and how, da und wie, it could possibly threaten—or
how to think a threat that cannot even be one. Or, if threat must come

to presence as subject to categorization, that is, have a quality and
guantity, essence and place, etc.—the problem of the threat is precisely
that it resists the present. And so, it suspends itself before us as not yet
necessarily threatening, nor even possibly—which means it cannot be
categorized. Or, if it submits to categorical presentation, itis no longer
threatening; just as, if it presents itself as a potentially or actually,
possibly or necessarily, solvable problem (or one that cannot be solved,
an impossible or insoluble one), then its threat is no longer a problem;
just as, if it breaks the suspense, no longer takes ‘the present horror
from the time'—from the non-present, not now, but then, a future (or
past) to come—then it is no longer a threat.

So the time of the threat comes to presence in relation to absence,
and in terms of past, present and future. On the one hand, the threat
comes from the future, from somewhere, anywhere, that is not here,
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some event or end that has not yet come to be; and so remaining in non-
being is not, not present, absent—but being absent is a way of being,
just as pr 6v is a mode of to dv, or ‘non-being is non-being’, just as what
is not yet present is not yet present, or what is not here is qua not here,
or just as what is absent is present as absent; or being what threatens
to come is threatening, and not threatening to come also threatens not to
come.¥ For

[the] being present of something[—]absence is constitutive
for this presence, absence in the sense of deficiency, lack. This
being-there in the sense of lack is completely its own and positive.
If | say of someone: “I miss him very much, [he has not yet come]”,
| precisely do not mean to say that he is not there, but express a
quite particular way that he is there for me.3®

On the other hand, the threat comes from the past, from what has
happened, insofar as it can come again, repeat itself (whether a sudden
event like 9/11 or Hiroshima, or an extended one like an ice age or war or
the rise of Fascism). Thus the time of the threat, insofar as it remains
not-now, comes to presence as not present, which is how it can come
to be, and take the present horror from the time, which now suits with it,
whiles | threat (whether in the same way or not).

But the threat does not only have time—Ilike any act, any deed
or word, thought or thing, anything that is and is one, in anyway
whatsoever—it also has aspect, that is, the way the threat threatens,
whether completely or incompletely, simply or repeatedly or
continuously (which precisely cannot be reduced to a matter of time).
Then if Macbeth’s threat continues to takes the horror from the time,
itis because he gives it to aspect, to the heat of deeds. And the time
of the threat illuminates itself in language and discourse: ‘to threaten’,
like any verb, Zeitwort, even the verb ‘to be' and ‘to be one’ (from whence
the substantive is derived, being or unity), is tensed. But threatening
has tenses, Zeitstufen, and aspects, Aktionsarten.®® And aspect is the
other How of the threat, the other way in which itis and is one;itis
neither a view, nor perspective on the threat, neither our position
relative to a threat, nor the side or face it shows us—on the contrary,

37 Aristotle 1957, 1003b10; 1019b6.

38 Heidegger 1977, GA18, p. 311; GA 14, pp. 17-18.

39 Heidegger 1977, GA2, §68; Herbig 1896, 164-9; Comrie 1976, pp. 1-10. Additionally, not only is aspect
irreducible to time, it cannot be confused with voice (active, passive, middle) or mood (indicative, sub-

junctive, optative): mood or ‘modality differs from tense and aspect in that it does not refer directly to
any characteristic of the event, but simply to the status of the proposition’ (Palmer 2001, p. 1).
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the aspect of threat is its way of being, whether at this time or that,
now or then, always or never. So irreducible to tense, at one and the
same time, | threaten (or threat) and | am threatening; | threatened and
| was threatening, | shall threaten and | shall have threatened. And the
difference between these ways of threatening (or being a threat, one of
those things that threatens or is threatened) is not just temporal—it is
an aspectual difference.

If the threat then, takes its horror from time (past-present-future,
or present/non-present, or some combination or permutation thereof),
it also takes it from aspect (simple-repeated-continuous, or complete/
incomplete). So the horror of the threat shows itself to be not just
temporal, but also aspectual, at least if it is one, that is, has its being and
unity. Thus, the horror of the threat is a metaphysical horror (perhaps /
even somehow illuminating the horror of metaphysics itself), one which
takes its horror from the time and aspect, from the being and unity, of
the threat.

And yet, if the threat is not just accidental, but true, and if its
truth lies in the very suspension of the act of threatening, which
problematizes the possibility of actual and potential threats, as much
as the necessity of determine the presence of a threat—what is so
horrifying?
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The Threat of Implication

In fact, the horror of the threat is that there is no threat, and so no
horror. Or more precisely, insofar as the threat is not present, it horrifies
(not just us, but the history of thought, the history of philosophy as
metaphysics from the Greeks to us). The horror of the threat is the
horror of metaphysics, which is the horror of what resists coming to
presence, which is not to say that it merely remains in absence—rather,
the horroris a horror of what is neither present nor absent, but (fertium
datur) has always only been implied, an implication, dkoAouBgiv.*°

And what is that—implication? It is how the threat is and is one.
For the threat neither comes to presence as threatening, nor remains
in absence. In this way, the threat is neither here nor there; it is not
present anywhere, which is not simply to say that it is absent—rather, it
is implied.

Just one example (from Heraclitus): 18og avBpwnw Saipwv.* That is:
‘a person’s character is his divinity'.*? Or ‘the (familiar) abode for humans

40 Plato 1903, Republic, 332d, 398d, 400c, 400e, 451d, 455a, 474c, 490c, 533a, etc.
41 Diels 1960, B119; see, Kahn 2003, p. XIIn11.

42 McKirahn 1996, p. 40; my emphasis. Kahn 1979, p. 81.
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is the opening for the presencing of the (un-familiar) god’.** But the word
‘is’ is not in the original—being is not present, or absent; it is implied, an
implication, that which neither comes to presence, nor simply remains
in absence. And what is implied can be neither determined as appearing
in accordance with the categories, nor asserted to be what does not
appear; it is neither an action nor inaction, neither event nor a non-
event, neither something nor nothing, neither here nor there, now nor
then, never nor always; it is neither a threat nor a non-threat—at least
insofar as itis implied. For implication suspends presence and absence,
which is why Heraclitus simply states the problem: ‘human character
divine'. And if ‘to be’ does not mean ‘to be present,’ but ‘to be implied'—
insofar as being is implying, an implication—it is perhaps no wonder
that ‘to threaten’ does not mean ‘to come to presence as a possible
or necessary threat’ or ‘to present the threat’ (nor to keep the threat
hidden, secret, absent, and so ‘to present the absence of a threat’ or ‘to
assert the impossibility of presenting the threat’); rather, it means ‘to be
an implied threat’ or ‘to imply that the threat suspends the very problem
of the threat’.*

And that is the horror. Suspension of presence and absence.
Suspension of action, and of the act of threatening. A problem prior
to possibility and impossibility, necessity and contingency. One that
implies being and unity, time and aspect, in the threat; and one that
implicates them in the horror. So that the implied threat implies the
threat of implication—and that is what is truly horrifying.

But then, the horror is not just a metaphysical one—for implication
threatens me and my family, friends and colleagues, fellow citizens
and states, even the world. It threatens my claim to self-presence, my
power to be present to myself, and so suspends my right to be my own
law, to my body and mind, my mastery over thoughts and things. But
implication not only threatens the possibility or necessity of being free;
it also problematizes my relation to others. For even if | do not present
myself as the enslaver of slaves, the appropriator of their words and
works, the thief of their bodies and minds, the doer of the deed (whether
good or bad, the slaughterer of the slaughtered or lover of the beloved), |
cannot simply claim that | was absent, at least insofar as | am implicated
thereby.

And so death too, is threatened—for it might no longer be
possible to reduce the dead to what is gone, or to what remains present,

43 Heidegger 1977, GA9, p. 356; my emphasis.
44 |t is easy enough to multiply the examples (Haas 2017): ‘“Beauty is truth, truth [?] beauty™ (Keats

1814-1891, 3.2). Or, Al uenosek 6onbHOM... Al 31011 yenosek (Dostoyevski 1864, p. 1); that is, ‘I sick man...I
wicked man’.
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constantly or not, like a spirit or ghostly presence. It rather seems that
the dead (perhaps like the living) are merely implied, which is how they
can be implicated in our lives, even how they survive historically. Then
like life, death is a way of being one, temporally and aspectually—neither
just present or absent, here or there—but implied. And death would not
simply be implicated in how we are and are one, in our deaths and dying
(as well as lives and living, births and birthings), but just as much in our
killing and being killed.

But if the very subjectivity of the subject, the presence and
absence of the self to the self, is threatened—this would also seem
to threaten the threat, our ability to make threats and counter-threats.
The problem then, might be not only in our desire and need to assign
praise and blame, to determine innocence or guilt, responsibility and /
irresponsibility; but just as much in how universal right and reason
is assumed to be present in particular interest and will, in my actions
and inactions, intentionally or not. In other words, if the presence of
universal right cannot be assumed (for example, honesty)—not because
itis not right, but because it is not present. But then the age-old
problem of universality in general, as well as the threat of subjectivism
and relativism (and the correspondence or correlation of universal and
particular, transcendental and empirical), would seem to be suspended
by the way in which they implied one another, and so are implicated in
how each is one, which may far more be what we mean by justice.

And so, the relation of self and other, both the selfness of the self
and the otherness of the other—this too might be under threat. For not
only am | not present to myself, or absent from myself, | am not myself
or another; nor are others other, or present to themselves, or to me, or
some combination or permutation thereof. Rather, implicated by one
another, we imply each other, which is perhaps what is so suspenseful
about others, and ourselves.

But then, responsibility would be threatened as well—for
implication suspends the presence and absence of the ground of
autonomy and heteronomy, accountability and unaccountability. And
even if we take responsibility for what we take to be our actions, or
assign responsibility to those who do (or do not do) deeds, or determine
co-responsibility (for a response or non-response), we may not be able
to exclude (or simply include) those who are implicated thereby. Then
the threat to suspend responsibility might be horrifying, but it could also
be the beginning of thinking it as a problem.

And so, also intention, intent, even intentionality as a whole—
this too would be threatened by implication, by the suspension of
presence (and absence) of self from itself, and so of knowledge and

Qo n—-—m—-330

mCcCO———20O

Volume 4/
Issue 1

140 OnThreat

self-knowledge as well. Or rather, if consciousness is consciousness
of something, an intended object; then we are not conscious of what
is present in consciousness, but only of what (and how) it is implied
therein. In this way, knowing and doing, speaking and acting, whether
threatening or not—these are problematic, insofar as action itself
(intentional or not) presupposes the presence or absence of an actor,
or some combination thereof. And the problem lies not only in how |
am implicated in my act, and it in me, but in the way | cannot be simply
present therefore. Then knowledge is not given or present in me, so
| cannot give or present it to another, and take responsibility for the
success or failure of my actions—although this is not to say that |
remain (more or less) ignorant or irresponsible.

And not just responsibility and intention—the good itself /
becomes a problem, when it can no longer simply be found present
in good acts, when it no longer merely comes to presence in a good VT;ZT;M
will. For then the possibility of the good itself, any good (and bad or
evil)—much less any necessary good—would seem problematic. And
the suspension of goodness might threaten the very idea of good laws
and principles, rights and duties, habits and values, words and deeds,
governing and being governed. But suspending the necessity of the
is, and the possibility of the ought—this does not threaten to end of
any good beyond being; rather, it marks the beginning of a good that
isirreducible to presence and absence, to this real good here and that
ideal one there. For it is the beginning of thinking of how the idea of the
good is implicated in good acts, how the particular good deed implies
the problem of the universality of the good.

But not only for me—that is, the good, intentionality,
responsibility, subjectivity and otherness, death and horror—all this
threatens the potentiality and actuality of those nearest to me, my family
and friends, colleagues and fellow citizens. And the problem lies in how
friends are implicated in the family, or the family in friends, or colleagues
and fellow citizens in both, and vice versa. For the family is supposed to
be present to (possibly or necessarily) provide for the child’s welfare,
but its power is compromised by the presence of another—which not
only threatens the family’s identity, but implicates others in its actions,
as well as in the (necessary or possible) unification of the unit. In other
words, if the family is one, if friends are friends, and enemies enemies,
if fellow citizens are fellows, and colleagues in league (being civil in civil
society); then not only are being and unity, time and aspect, implicated
thereby—but so too, those who are not family or friends or enemies or
fellow citizens. Then the family unit becomes—not simply disunified—
but a problem, and friendship and citizenship become problematic,
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perhaps as much as the need or desire to determine the identity of the
enemy, or detect the presence of the foreign.

And if all this—individuals and families, friends and citizens—
is supposed to be possible thanks to the state, and the relations of
state-to-state, war and peace, nature and culture, which is itself made
possible by the world, then this too is under threat. For the world is not
just presentin us, in our families and friends and enemies, citizens and
states—nor merely absent therefrom—rather, it is implied (as is the
being of its unity and unity of its being, its historical time and its aspect
of survival). In this way, the world is implicated in the suspension of
the possibility or necessity of thinking the problem of how so, and the
horror thereof. And it is the implications of this world, of this world of
implications, that threatens to remain ‘still unthought'.*

45 Hegel 1986, VI, §359.

142 OnThreat

Qo n—-—m—-330

mCcCO———20O

/

Volume 4/
Issue 1

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Allison, David 2005, ‘Derrida’s Critique of Husserl and the Philosophy of Presence’, in
Veritas, 50.1.

Aristotle 1894, Ethica Nicomachea, Oxford: Clarendon.

——1957, Metaphysica, Oxford: Oxford University.

Brentano, Franz 1862, Von der mannigfachen Bedeutung des Seienden nach Aristoteles,
Freiburg: Herder.

Comrie, Bernard 1976, Aspect, Cambridge: Cambridge University.

Diels, Heinrich 1960, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, Hildesheim: Weidmannsche
Verlagsbuchhandlung.

Dostoyevski, Fyodor Mikhailovich 1864, 3anucku us nognonss, St. Petersburg: Epocha.

Eckerman, Johann Peter 1981, Gesprdache mit Goethe in den letzten Jahren seines Lebens,
Frankfurt: Insel.

Feuerbach, P.J.A.R. von 1801, Lehrbuch des gemeinen in Deutschland gultigen peinlichen
Rechts, Giessen: Heyer.

Haas, Andrew 2000, Hegel and the Problem of Multiplicity, Evanston: Northwestern
University.

——2007, The Irony of Heidegger, London: Continuum.

——2015a, ‘Notes on Time and Aspect’, in International Journal of Philosophical Studies, 22.2.

——2015b, ‘On Aristotle’s Concept of Improvisation’, in Journal of Aesthetics and
Phenomenology, 2.1.

——2015c, ‘What is a Problem?’, in Horizon: Studies in Phenomenology, 4.2.

——2017, ‘On Being in Hegel and Heidegger’, in The Hegel Bulletin.

Hegel, G.W.F. 1832, Wissenschaft der Logik, Stuttgart: Cotta.

——1986, Werke, Frankfurt: Suhrkamp.

Heidegger, Martin 1977, Gesammtausgabe (GA), Frankfurt: Klostermann.

——2001, ‘Hegel und das Problem der Metaphysik’, in La féte de /a pensée, Paris: Lettrage.

Herbig, Gustav 1896, Aktionsart und Zeitstufe, Strassburg: Triibner.

Hobbes, Thomas 1909 [1651], Leviathan, Oxford: Clarendon.

Holderlin, Friedrich 1944ff, Samtliche Werke, Stuttgart: Cotta.

Kahn, Charles 1979, The Art and Thought of Heraclitus, Cambridge: Cambridge University.

——2003, The Verb ‘Be’ in Ancient Greek, Indianapolis: Hackett.

Kant, Immanuel 1900, Gesammelte Schriften (Akademie Ausgabe), Berlin: Academy of
Sciences.

Keats, John 1814-1891, Transcripts of Unpublished Poems, Boston: Harvard.

Kirk, G.S. and Raven, J.E. 1957, The Presocratic Philosophers, Cambridge: Cambridge
University.

McKirahan, Richard 1996, A Presocratics Reader, Indianapolis: Hackett.

Nietzsche, Friedrich 1967ff, Kritische Gesamtausgabe, Colli and Montinari, eds., Berlin: de
Gruyter.

Owens, Joseph 1951, The Doctrine of Being in the Aristotelian ‘Metaphysics’, Toronto:
Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies.

Palmer, Frank 2001, Mood and Modality, Cambridge: Cambridge University.

Plato 1903, Platonis Opera, Oxford: Oxford University.

Rimbaud, Arthur 1972, Euvres complétes, Paris: Gallimard.

Shakespeare, William 2005, The Complete Works, Oxford: Oxford University.

143 OnThreat

Qo n—-—um—-330

mCcCO———200

/

Volume 4/
Issue 1



Abstract: In this paper, | want to pay tribute to Gerard Lebrun’s great
book, La Patience du concept, published in 1972. Regrettably, there is as
yet no English translation of this fundamental work of modern philosophy
by drawing on rich materials which turn precisely on representation and
“picture-thinking.” In a certain sense, picture-thinking has suffered the
same fate in philosophy, where the term metaphoric has become a bad
word; and in painting, where the doorkeepers of Worringer'’s abstraction
have long since rendered “the figural” homeless among the fashionable
galleries. Itisthus interesting to rediscover this now dogmatic
antagonism at work in the deeper levels of the Hegelian scientific
laboratories. In doing so, | aim to add a chapter to the historical narrative
of this concept.

/

Keywords: Lebrun, picture-thinking, reason, understanding, Hegel
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But perhaps the matter of picture-thinking is too interesting to be
trivialized into a footnote in that now distant historical struggle between
allegories and symbols: the latter now superannuated by Jungian
archetypes and Joseph-Campbell-style myths (from which only the exotic
structural complexities of Lévi-Strauss’ Brazilian and North-Coast-
Indian exhibits seems capable of rescuing it); the former threatening to
clatter out of the closet like so many skeletons eager to take their places.
The symbol was thought to be somehow transcendent, organic, and on
the side of life:Worringer’s notorious opposition between the deathly
geometries of abstraction and the warmer sympathies of Einflihlung
playing its part here, along with that ideology of Nature and the natural
which played so powerful arole in the supercession of late-feudal
artificiality by a more bourgeois Enlightenment. Durkheim’s peculiar
reversal in his classification of societies, in which it is the mechanical
which represents standardization, democratization and ldentity, while
the organic stands for difference and hierarchy, only reminds us that
we tend to leave the organism itself out of our conventional prejudices
against homogeneity and the organic, and to forget that it is composed
of a host of heterogeneously functioning organs, a multiplicity Joyce
underscored in the allegorically themed chapter divisions in Ulysses.
Still, a turn-of-the-century vitalism swept all before it for a time,
reinvigorating the symbol and its sibling the sublime, and not even
blinking when a Bergsonian Deleuze managed to endow his machines
and mechanical apparatuses with joy and vitality, and a not-so-Freudian
Lacan transformed the master’s death wish into the very apotheosis
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of desire in his concept of jouissance. But his choice of the term
Symbolique for his linguistic order did not succeed in reviving the value
of the older “symbol”, whose obsolescence drew even the omnipresent
Metaphor - replaced by an appropriately heterogeneous multiplicity of
lesser tropes - down into the trashcan of the history of ideas along with

it. The discovery that there is no literal language, however, failed to revive
the mortal remains of the great antagonist Allegory, the latter now a mere
period mode, like the deliberate archaism of a moment of 18th-century
counterpoint in Beethoven or Brahmes, or the personification of minor
characters and their names in this or that modern novel.

In a certain sense, picture-thinking has suffered the same fate in
philosophy, where the term metaphoric has become a bad word; and in
painting, where the doorkeepers of Worringer's abstraction have long
since rendered “the figural” homeless among the fashionable galleries.

It is thus interesting to rediscover this now dogmatic antagonism at work
in the deeper levels of the Hegelian scientific laboratories (today rebuilt
after long decades of disuse). In what follows, | want to pay tribute to
Gerard Lebrun’s great book, La Patience du concept (1972), by drawing
on rich materials which turn precisely on representation and “picture-
thinking”, in order to add a chapter to the historical narrative | have just
sketched in.

It is well-known that two powerful allegorical figures, Verstand
and Vernunft, are locked in titanic struggle at the very opening of the
Hegelian philosophical edifice. Verstand, the omnipresent 18th century
term of “understanding”, characterizes a kind of common-sense
empirical thinking of the spatial type we use in navigating our everyday
world: a thinking in terms of qualities and quantities, of objects and their
measurements, of substances and their predicates - a thinking that has
no truck with those categories and relationships which are unconsciously
flexed in their normal conceptual operations, only occasionally calling
attention to themselves in those paradoxes and antinomies which are
something like the stretched muscles, cramps or sudden twinges of
empiricism as such.

Such paradoxes and antinomies are indeed the domain of
Vernunft or Reason; or at least of those operations Hegel called “the
determinations of reflexion”, the dialectical structures only visible to a
philosophical self-consciousness, which do not yet constitute that third
term of the Speculative or of Absolute Spirit which Hegel sometimes, like

1 Page references in the text are to the PUF edition. Regrettably there is as yet no English translation
of this fundamental work of modern philosophy (Lebrun’s long association with Sdo Paolo accounts
for the existence of a Portuguese version).

146 Hegel and Picture-Thinking...

Qo n—-—m—-330

mCcCO———20O

/

Volume 4/
Issue 1

Kant, also included under the heading of Reason (and sometimes not).

Soitis a question, in Hegelian “objective idealism”, of abstracting
from Verstand or better still, of subjecting it to an x-ray, in order to purify
it of those reifications (“fixed determinations”, Hegel called them) into
which an inveterate habit of substantification, a habit developed in
Western philosophy since Aristotle, tended to perpetuate, under the
empiricist delusion that thoughts are things (or words) and that the
spatial categories of the material world in which Verstand lived and
moved were applicable tel quel to the mind itself.

Those categories, to which Verstand is as inseparably conjoined
as the mind to the body, are what Hegel will call Vorstellungen; and
the German word is here the strategic nub of the argument. For what
the translator often loosely calls “idea” is in reality a kind of “picture-
thought” in which something is placed or positioned before us, before
our mind’s eye, like an object. No doubt, an idea is often contemplated
in that way, particularly when it bears a name. But a Vorstellung is also a
theatrical performance or “spectacle”; it is a kind of image or imagining
(“stell Dir vor” -"just imagine”); and we will here, following Lebrun, also
want to insist on this visuality, as when we - to be sure, partially and
misleadingly, in the service of our polemic bias here - associate Verstand
in general with picture-thinking.

This rekindles, to be sure, a rather different philosophical
quarrel which turns on Hegel’s professed idealism. It will come as no
surprise to anyone with an interest in post-war philosophy that with
the exception of the spiritualisms (and traditional religion) there are
virtually no respectable idealists left and your standard philosopher takes
materialism in one form or another for granted, even when not driven by
an irrepressible drive to root out idealism as such in all its forms. But
without an idealist opposite number, something vaguely identifiable as
materialism tends to lose its identity as well, along with its status as a
respectable philosophical and academic problem.2

The Marxist tradition was however, one of those in which the
polemic against Idealism was tenaciously kept alive, despite Lenin’s
warning: “Intelligent idealisms are closer to intelligent materialisms

2 Matter is, as Deleuze might say, a bad concept. Indeed, Bishop Berkeley himself sounds like
Deleuze when he denounces the obliterating effect of this pseudo-idea on sensory vividness. This

is at any rate why the greatest materialist philosophers practice what Frank Ruda in a marvelous
phrase has called a “materialism without matter”. Still, in order to construct such a materialism, it is
necessarily to invent an idealism to negate. Thus for Deleuze himself, Hegel, but above all Plato. For
Althusser’s very different materialism - that of ancient Greek atomism - a rather different Hegel, the
one first attacked by Marx, is deployed. And what kind of materialism does idealism require for its
equally constructed negation? The body itself is at least one candidate for such idealist repression/
sublimation.
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than unintelligent materialisms.” And it must be said that much

standard Marxian polemic has to be judged to be among the unintelligent
materialisms, neglecting the fundamental distinction made by Marx
himself between historical and mechanical or 18th century materialisms,
or in other words between history and nature, between properly

Marxist analyses (“historical materialism”) and quasi-philosophical

or metaphysical systems, such as “dialectical materialism”. This
distinction in fact throws another kind of monkey-wrench into the
idealism/materialism debate, namely a distinction between the collective
and the individual. Historical materialism proposed the analysis

of social and collective movements and ideologies; 18th century or
mechanical materialism (of the type resurrected by Engels in “dialectical
materialism”) focused on the problem of the individual body and its /
consciousness, the latter’s determination (or “determinism”) by the
material body (and nowadays of course by the material operation of the
brain and of genetic structures).

If one looks at the problem from this angle, Hegel’s idealism
takes on a wholly different meaning: not some quasi-religious horror
of the body, but rather the attempt to move away from the immediacy
of individual consciousness towards that more universal and collective
dimension Hegel called the Begriff or notion, the so-called “concept”,
arealm or Geist (variously translated as mind or spirit) which might
better be rendered for the contemporary intellectual public in terms of
a Lacanian Symbolic Order, or language as such as the collective and
social dimension of reality within us, the Other of a collectivity from
which we are inseparable as human biological individuals. But thisis
not the place to pursue this argument, only to defuse or problematize
initial objections to Hegel's theory of representation from a stereotypical
materialist position.

Nonetheless, as Lebrun so masterfully demonstrates, we do in this
theory confront a systematic attempt to withdraw from the visible to the
abstract, or in other words, from the immediacy of our sensory experience
of the world towards its various meanings - meanings which are not only
collective (this is how one should translate Geist), but also abstract in
the sense in which their rendering in the picture-language of Vorstellung
or representation is inadequate, misleading and “defective” (another
good Hegelian term). But here we must be careful with our language,
that is to say, we must raise the dilemmas of representation from the
outset: for if terms like picture-language are more or less satisfactory
ways of describing our immediacies, our spatial and visual relationship
to the physical world around us as individuals, the word “abstract” is
utterly unsatisfactory as a characterization of what must replace them in
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the movement Hegel's system prescribes. They are abstract only insofar
as they are no longer a form of thinking in pictures or in physical (for
Lebrun essentially visual and even aesthetically contemplative) terms,
however deeply such terms are buried in actual linguistic usage. Itis
Enlightenment rationalism that is abstract in the ordinary sense of the
word, the object of so much anti-Enlightenment and sometimes anti-
rational) critique: abstraction in the sense of science and law, repression
of the affective dimension, promotion of what for Hegel himself would
have been a confusion of Verstand - in this bad sense a truly abstract
mixture of thinking and measurement, a kind of dialectical mixture of the
abstract and picture-thinking - with Vernunft, or in other words Hegel's
own far more capacious version of Reason as such and as an embodiment
of Geist or spirit that greatly transcends the narrow kind of Enlightenment
or rationalistic though in question here.

So while we know more or less what figurative or picture-thinking
looks like, its opposite number, the kind of consciousness to emerge in
its place and after it has been transcended, is less clearly identifiable
(except no doubt as the Hegelian Absolute Idea itself, about which no
one has ever been able to propose an explanation on which historians of
philosophy can reach consensus).

But with that proviso, we may then begin an exposition of Hegel's
positions on representation and or figuration which Lebrun traces back to
the young philosopher’s first positions on religion, and in particular on the
difference between Greek subjectivity and Christianity as a new mode of
“belief”. Hegel's contemporaries, indeed, grew up in the neo-classical
revival of which, and not only in Germany, Winckelmann was somehow
the apotheosis and the founder. This newly discovered ancient Greece
(via Roman copies) seemed to offer the solutions to all the problems
of modernity, from poetry to politics, from individuality to daily life: let
Holderlin stand as the very paradigm of this Greek “solution” (in which,
in arather different form to be sure, Heidegger will later on follow him).
For most of the other contemporary or Romantic thinkers and poets as
well, the return to Greece, the “temptation” of Greece as E.M. Butler will
put it, remains alive as a dream if not a practical solution, with Byron's life
as its tragic epiteme.

Only Hegel broke early with this nostalgia which he too shared
as a student (he was, to be sure, H6lderlin’'s roommate); and it is this
break which not only determines his attempt to theorize the historical
“superiority” of Christianity over Greek religion, but also, and even more
significantly, his characterization of the Greek moment as one of an
essentially “aesthetic” religion. With the problem of representation, and
of the representation of gods and the godhead in particular, we are then
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at the very center of Hegel’s confrontation with the problem of figuration
that concerns us here.

The anthropomorphism of the Greek gods is then the issue, and in
particular its distinction from the incarnation of Christ in Christianity:
in as much as for both, and unlike what passes for the numenal in the
other religions - light, the fetish, animals, lightning, mountains, natural
elements or monstrous statuary of various kinds - presuppose that the
human figure, the human body, is an adequate vehicle for the revelation of
the divine.

In the case of the Greeks, however, Hegel wishes to see such
“incarnations” - perfectly acceptable in the various myths or literary
narratives in which they figure this or that force in the universe - as
discontinuous and uniquely ephemeral events; the “descent” of a god /
into human form, as in Zeus’ multiple conquests, is not the acquisition
of a durable human individuality or subjectivity (as is the incarnation of
Christ in Jesus), but rather, if anything, reinforces their radical difference
from the world of human beings (and this is why, Hegel tells us, Socrates’
claim to visitation by a daimon was blasphemous for his contemporaries).
“The human presence [of the Greek gods]”’, Lebrun declares, “ironically
recalled their fundamental inhumanity” (25). “The human in God” Hegel
explains, “marks only his finitude, and this religion therefore [that of
the Greeks] still in that fundamental sense belongs to the religions of
finitude” (quoted, 30). This sentence must be understood in the light
of Hegel's association of modern subjectivity with “infinity”; and given
the preponderance of the imagery of the inside and the outside in his
philosophical terminology, might well be rewritten in terms of exteriority;
with the Greek gods and their anthropomorphic appearances, we have
to do with a purely external contact with the divine, and one which (as
Lebrun underscores) is accessible only through visibility (and as it were
mocked by the now blinded eyes of Greek statuary).

The more human individuality of Jesus is then radically distinct
from this purely external (and thereby purely contemplative or aesthetic)
divinity: for it becomes interiorized through his life and teachings. But
it is here that Hegel’s account suddenly shifts its codes and adopts a
radically different set of philosophical coordinates (indeed, we may see in
this shifting of gears an instructive lesson in the dialectic as such, and its
capacity for mediation between incommensurable systems or levels). For
now the fundamental absence that marked the representation or picture-
thinking of the Olympians - that they are occasional and that the attempt
to give them true body in statuary can only convey their blindness to
our attempts to approach them in space and in visual contemplation - is
displaced onto history as such; the meaning of “event” thereby changes
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radically. For Hegel the crucial feature in the Christian narrative is not
the resurrection but rather the crucifixion as such, the death of Jesus, his
disappearance from the visible and phenomenal world. Suddenly the life
of Jesus, marked by this unique new type of event, has become what the
Olympians could never be, namely historical. A new kind of temporality
has entered the picture along with interiority as such: the place of the
external/visible/aesthetic has been taken not only by inner feeling and
love but above all by the temporality of history as such, which dictates a
new relationship to the divine, namely historical memory or Erinnerung
(the German word, with which the Phenomenology concludes, retains the
sense of interiorization within itself).

Yet we have so far failed sufficiently to underscore this movement
from the Olympians to Christianity as a process not merely of thinking,

- for if the picture-thinking has been modified here, it has not altogether
disappeared - but also and above all as a disembodiment, a movement
away from the finitude and externality of the individual body towards
something else, for which the term spiritual is as inadequate as we have
shown the word abstract to be.

But it is also important to distinguish this other, non-pictorial realm
of subjectivity (what Hegel will eventually call speculative thought or
simply, to distinguish it from religion as such, philosophy) from that third
religious system which in fact explicitly forbids picture-thinking. That is
of course Judaism, with its ban on graven images; and this is the moment
to say that Hegel will radically distinguish this absence of pictoriality
from that philosophical conceptuality he has in mind as some ultimate
position among these alternatives.

The central problem of a sublimation of the figural has in recent
discussions however been obscured by a more scholarly debate about
the relative position of Islam in Hegel's “philosophy of religion”; and in
fact there would indeed seem to have been a hesitation as to where the
order of the two religions of the book are to be positioned in the dialectic
of figuration we have been concerned with here.® How to evaluate the
negativities of these two anti-figural subjective formations — Judaism and
Islam - and the relative significance of the seemingly empty Absolutes
they propose? It is a problem which also involves the universality of
Islam and the exclusivity of Judaism, and is unsurprisingly tainted by the
“current situation” in the Middle East (and by rather hysterical efforts to
decide whether Hegel was anti-semitic or not).

3 Of the now enormous literature generated recently on this topic | will limit myself to mentioning
Yovel 1998
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For us here, what needs to be stressed is the interest of Hegel
in religion in the first place. Far more than any selective history of the
various periods in the development of artistic production, the various
religions offer a set of structural variations on the relationship between
letter and spirit - a kind of combinatoire or permutation scheme in
which all possible alternatives are formally worked out. This means
that his treatment of religion must necessarily be comparatist; and that
it makes little more than anecdotal sense to ask ourselves what Hegel
thought about Christianity, for example, or whether his thinking was not
essentially Christian in the first place, on the basis of the trinity and of
triads in the bulk of the early writings; any more than the positioning of
his discussions of Judaism and Islam is suitable evidence for resolving
the question of some unlikely personal anti-semitism.

The positions offered by the structural permutation scheme of
the religions (comparable today to a similar operation by the Lacanian
school, which to be sure is enriched by all manner of familial content of
no little psychoanalytic interest)*, is in fact a useful testing ground for the
varieties of structural and signifying possibilities raised by the opposition
between allegory and symbol. In particular the gap necessarily implied
by the various versions of the religious problem - what we have called
the opposition between letter and spirit, but which might also take the
form of an opposition between body and mind, figuration and abstraction,
immediacy and the mediated, and so forth - this essential distance
within the phenomenon, a well-nigh Lacanian split or gap - focusses
our attention on the structural problem at the heart of the allegorical
phenomenon itself rather than the surface effects of the various possible
structures (as when we tax allegory with its boring didactic intentions or
grow fatigued with the complacency of the various symbols). But it is this
same structural or intrinsic gap or distance which also makes possible
what we may call the contagion of allegory, its capacity to parasitize texts
and thoughts not first primarily allegorical in their construction, to endow
simpler forms with a variety of allegorical overtones and undertones they
did not initially vehiculate.

Returning to the phenomenon of religion as such, it would seem
that, as Lebrun sees it, Hegel has isolated three fundamental forms of
picture thinking. The first would be the occasionalization of meaning,
as when an Olympian temporarily assumes the guise of a mortal being.
This would seem to reduce Greek religion to the level of what Hegel calls

4 Such pioneering work is to be provisionally associated with the names of Slavoj Zizek, Eric
Sandtner, Kenneth Reinhard, Fethi Benslama, Lorenzo Chiesa, Gabriel Tupinamba, and Moustafa
Safouan.
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the natural religions or religions of nature, in which the divine takes the
form of a natural elements, such as light. Yet the relationship to light,
as a crucial instance in Hegel's typology, is highly valued, insofar as
light seems to be pure of determinate properties and to have so much in
common formally with pure subjectivity. Meanwhile, what is distinctive
about this form is that light is not multiple and that its sacred value is
relatively permanent (no doubt owing to the fact that its transparency
only rarely allows its unique presence to be felt as a distinct yet non-
figural phenomenon).

After that, the various fetishisms, which seem to be as far from
specific religious languages as possible, owing to their “deficient” form
as a block of wood or stone which is incapable of articulating any more
complex inner relationships. Here then the specifically religious power
of such forms will be essentially quantitative: as in the pyramids or other
overwhelming presences of sheer matter; and it is always worth noting
the distinction with Kant in this instance, for Hegel explicitly borrows
Kant's term of the sublime to characterize such religions, thereby utterly
inverting the evaluation Kant meant to establish. We do not need to
impute Hegel's low estimations of so-called “picture-thinking” to Kant
to note that the latter assuredly shares the former’s valorization of
philosophy as the ultimate form of self-consciousness. Indeed, this was
the spirit in which for Kant the “sublime” has a more elevated function
than the merely beautiful (the merely aesthetic): for the challenge to the
mind’s limits of the sublime is akin to what the author of The Critique of
Pure Reason sought to achieve philosophically.

For Hegel, however, the sublime means little more than the
imprisonment of spirit in matter, in sheer quantity, and is the lowest form
of religious consciousness. As we have noted, however, he seems to
distinguish between two varieties of such “natural religion”: light, as the
One, is sharply distinguished from the multiplicity we find embodied in
his entertaining descriptions of the Eastern polytheisms and pantheisms,
which, under the obligation of finding and combining the divinities
available in the immense varieties of forms to the natural world, can
only give figuration to their multiplicities by way of monstrosity.® They
nonetheless bear witness to the attempt, in all religion, to strain towards
unification, and to conceive of the One as such, something the religion of
light was able effortlessly to accomplish. There is a sense then, in which
Greek religion is simply a more respectable solution to this dilemma, for

51 have myself proposed something like a structural analysis of the rather delirious account of
Egyptian religion in the Philosophy of History (1956, p. 209), which seems to me a more promising
mode of analysis than standard denunciations of Hegel's eurocentrism or Orientalism.
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it acknowledges an immense variety of divinities and divine forces, but on
the one hand allows for temporality and the ephemeral appearance of this
or that god, in order to ward off the enormities of Eastern simultaneity;
while on the other, for the most part, it privileges one unique form of the
natural over all the others, namely the human body.

As we have seen, both these features —temporality and the human
body - will return in Christianity, but to a wholly different effect, which we
have already, following Lebrun, characterized: for here a single human
body is individualized (the One thereby recovered from the multiplicity
of mythological human characters, but then obliging the theologians in
its turn to reinsert it in a different kind of multiplicity, namely the Trinity);
while temporality is dramatized as an absence rather than an appearance,
and the death of Christ becomes almost more significant than his
historical incarnation (which is to be sure itself, as a date in history, a
new kind of temporal absence in its own right).

Judaism becomes then no doubt not only the void from which
this new kind of religious figuration can emerge, the negation and
cancellation of a polytheism which must now make place for a different
kind of image (despite its resurgence later on in the form of a kind of
pantheon of saints and angels - the addition of Mariolatry posing a rather
different problem). But it is also the refusal of figuration as such, and
thereby proves incapable of absorbing the old content into some new
system. Hegel's absolute spirit, however, will prove to be the opposite of
this abstract negativity, being a repudiation of picture-thinking by way of
a genuine Aufhebung. It should of course be clear that this is not merely
a refusal of Judaism as a religion, but that insofar as all religions consist
necessarily in picture-thinking, it amounts to a repudiation of all of them,
but in distinct or determinate negations which respect their unique
structures and ratios of the subject-object relationship.

We have thus in effect several axes to coordinate here. There is
the representational one just discussed: can the divine be represented
or not, is picture-thinking possible or must it be absolutely negated? We
know the answer to that as it can be inferred from Hegel’s refusal to admit
absolute error: picture-thinking cannot be wholly condemned or negated,
it necessarily includes its moment of truth, or better still, constitutes a
necessary stage on the road to whatever lies beyond picture-thinking
in some realm of what cannot any longer simply be called abstraction.
Picture-thinking can therefore no longer simply be dismissed as idolatry,
as Judaism will do, without losing its implicit conceptual or philosophical
content.

But picture-thinking would seem to come in the two distinct forms
of fetishism and Greek religion, in which forces are conveyed either
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through inanimate objects (or animals) or the human body: here in either
case, however, their representational privilege is provisional, or if you
prefer the other formulation, non-temporal (insofar as an apparition in
the present, a fleeting identification, is presumably neither a temporal
nor an eternal event). We have here, as it were, yet a third species of
time: neither the past-present-future of chronology, nor the absolute
present of consciousness but rather the blink of the apparition, which,
like the proverbial leprechaun, is neither present nor absent. To these
three temporalities suddenly a new form of religious representation
adds a fourth: for on Hegel’s view the uniqueness of Christianity lies
not in its assumption of a human incarnation (as with the Greeks) but
in its mortality and historicity, which seals its essence as a pure past,
as what once existed but does so no more. (That there is a kinship here
between this absolute pastness of the Christian religious structure and
the philosopher’s commitment to what is past - to the interiorization of
what is past (Erinnerung), to the absolute turn away from the future, as
in Hegel’s position on the coming history of the New World® - this kinship
is undeniable. But it does not mark Hegel as a Christian philosopher
of some sort; rather it secures Christianity an indispensable place in
the pre-history of Hegelianism, as a necessary stage in the approach to
“objective idealism”, the speculative, etc.)

Itis, however, this historicity of the religions of the book which
is the crucial development in the evolution of picture thinking - the
natural religions, the Greeks - towards philosophy and absolute thought
or abstraction. To be sure, as we conceive abstraction it remains an
allegorical process, inasmuch as the very word implies something, some
object or objectivity, from which the abstraction is itself drawn and of
which it is somehow visually or conceptually purified and yet sublimated.
This second element remains within it, albeit cancelled: abstraction in
this sense is a kind of negative allegory, which carries its object within
itself like a shadow. The translation of Geist as spirit is not much better,
since it is dogged by the phantom opposites of body or letter, themselves
profoundly allegorical insofar as allegory would seem fatally to entail
some such opposition. The speculative, the concept or Begriff - these
are among the impoverished terms which alone carry the freight of what
transcends picture-thinking and what even the term Reason or Vernunft
fails to convey (it being itself ensnared in the opposition to Verstand). The
speculative, if we could grasp its full meaning and implications, is the

6 As he puts it in a famous passage about the Americas: “as a Land of the Future, it has no interest
for us here, for, as regards History, our concern must be with that which has been and that which is.”
(Hegel 1956, p. 87).
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very climax of Hegelian philosophizing - the Absolute Idea, the Notion in
traditional. quaint English-Hegelian language, which we can think of in
some vague external and non-Hegelian way as a kind of identification, and
at the same time supercession, of the opposition between the subject and
object - the transcendental and the empirical, or Spinoza’s two modes of
extension and intellection. For our purposes it is enough to grasp this
ultimate thought mode as the supercession of all picture-thinking and its
subsumption, without a trace, into the logos, which we must try to think
not as logical abstraction (always a kind of abstraction from something
else) but as pure meaning.

Still, the very organization of the Logic seems in some peculiar
and original way to perpetuate the dual level we have been claiming as a
fundamental vice in picture-thinking as such, namely the gap or distance /
between a signifier (image) and a signified or meaning. It does so,
however, in a non-pictorial way, since the deeper level of philosophical
(and presumably other) discourse lies in a series of what may be called
categories; purely formal conceptual shapes without content (and
without even that picturality the word “shape” would seem to convey),
pure oppositions, such as that very distinction between form and content
itself, or inside and outside, or essence and appearance. Such categories
are the unconscious or preconscious forms which organize our surface
thinking and language without our being aware of them or thematizing
them in whatever we call self-consciousness. These forms - life and
syllogism - which presumably exist at one and the same time in the
object-world and in the mind (as we used to call this duality) are then the
logos itself, the “logic” of the world. In a moment we will return to this
level of non-pictorial meaning - what has been called Hegel's idealism;
it is not necessary to defend its premises philosophically, but only to
point out that, visual and pictorial or not - it still retains that gap between
surface level and deeper organizatorial entities which was Hegel's
fundamental reproach to picture-thinking, but which secured the latter’s
structural identity as an essentially allegorical one.

Let's recapitulate the stages: allegory necessarily combines two
terms, much like metaphor: not all binary oppositions are allegorical,
nor are all metaphors - yet metaphor itself suggests the fundamental
temptation whereby the allegory slips into the false appearance of the
elusive symbol, a promise of the concrete universal, some ultimate
reconciliation between letter and spirit or tenor and vehicle.

Religion then disproves the possibility of the symbol: it aspires to
the symbol as its fulfillment, but the symbol turns out merely to be the
dream of realization of picture-thinking; only Christianity, among those
various laboratory-experiments in which the world religions consist,
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claiming some permanent symbolic reconciliation and realization in the
incarnation as such. But it is at this moment that the symbol betrays
everything illusory about itself in an unexpected way - by the insertion
of temporality, and historical temporality at that, into the dilemma. The
ultimate symbol, the reconciliation of letter and spirit, the incarnation
of Christ, is possible only on condition that Christ - inserted into human
history - die and as an event move at once into the past, lose that
“immense privilege of the present” which, as symbol, it claimed.

It would be a mistake to think that the problem of picture-thinking
(let alone allegory) is irrelevant for present-day philosophical concerns;
but the mistake is certainly encouraged by an image culture so
omnipresent as to cause the problem itself to fade into the background.
What else is the notion of the “simulacrum” than a confused memory
of this problem and the mirage of its solution at one and the same
time? The well-nigh universal reception of some Deleuzian notion of
immanence is meanwhile the expression of relief that a formula has
been found which, without the embarrassment of Hegelian Absolutes,
can testify to the magical dissolution of the gap between reality and
meaning, to their seamless reunification. But immanence may well
simply be the constitutive illusion of the human age, the obliteration of
nature by human production (with doctrines of the simulacrum as its bad
conscience).

Hegel's solution was far more prudent and cautious than this:
for the doctrine of Erinnerung thrusts everything into the past and is
content to transform the Absolute into History. Only twilight allows us to
“understand”, that is, to turn what happened into necessity. “Temporal
difference holds absolutely no interest for thought”, Lebrun quotes
Hegel as asserting (356); and perhaps this is the one point at which his
philosophy bears some resemblance to the Christian view of history,
about which it is unclear whether what is historical is the positive fact of
the existence of Jesus or the negative fact of his disappearance and an
empty grave.’

Philosophy has no use for the future, he asserted (perhaps in both
senses of the phrase); and as for that present in which he entertained
mild constitutional fantasies in the midst of the most fanatical reaction,
we may take his views as so many wish-fulfillments, tempered by the
longing to be a new realist, a new Machiavelli (Machiavelli being for
political people perhaps the only strong embodiment of Immanence as
such).

7 See the classic essay of Marin 1994.

157 Hegel and Picture-Thinking...

o n—-—um—-330

mCcCO———200

/

Volume 4/
Issue 1



As for capitalism - | was tempted to write, for capitalism and for
us! - like Faust, it revels in its power to forget, to acknowledge no past
and exercise no memory, to claim an existence beyond History, in the pure
present.®

So at that point, then, picture-thinking gets assigned to the
pathological, to the return of the repressed. We may as well conclude
with a commemoration of the unhappy Silberer, whose experiments were
noted by the master of modern research into picture-thinking, Sigmund
Freud himself. Silberer had been able to observe, in these experiments,
that in moments of extreme fatigue and of the lowering of mental niveau,
the most abstract concepts became degraded into purely physical
images.® Immanence lapsing into some bad material transcendence?
| prefer to see these interesting examples as nudging us, from the
philosophical problem of representation, in the direction of what Freud
himself rather termed representability (Darstellbarkeit).

1o b

8 Althusser’s characterization of Hegel's “expressive causality” as expressing a “present” which
“constitutes the absolute horizon of all knowing” , Althusser 2009, p. 105), however illuminating,
seems to me misleading and ultimately unproductive.

9 Silberer 1909. Silberer was one of the brightest of Freud’s younger followers (but on the way to
Jungianism). He committed suicide at the age of 41.
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Abstract: Current reactivations of dialectical materialism often involve
interpretations of Hegel and/or Marx guiding by benefits of hindsight
provided by contemporary Continental metaphysics. However, between
Hegel's and Marx's nineteenth century, on the one side, and the early
twenty-first century of present materialisms, on the other side, there

lie the Russian/Soviet dialectical materialisms indebted to Engels as
well as Hegel and Marx. Especially for any reactivation of dialectical
materialism that takes seriously the interlinked Naturphilosophie,
dialectics of nature, and philosophy of science crucial to the Soviets,
revisiting this neglected history promises to be of philosophical as

well as historical interest. Herein, | advance several connected theses:
Starting with Plekhanov, Russian/Soviet Marxists are right to recognize
in Hegel’s “absolute idealism” numerous components crucial for a quasi-
naturalist materialism; Lenin’s break with Plekhanov is more political
than philosophical, with the former never ceasing to be influenced by the
dialectical materialism of the latter; Relatedly, Lenin is consistently both
a dialectician and a materialist, with there being no pronounced break
separating the Engelsian-Plekhanovite materialism of 1908's Materialism
and Empirio-Criticism from the Hegelian dialectics of 1914’s Philosophical
Notebooks; Apropos Bukharin, by contrast, there indeed is a pronounced
break between the mechanistic Historical Materialism of 1921 and the
dialectical Philosophical Arabesques of 1937; Finally, the theoretical
dimensions of Stalin’'sThermidor can be seen with clarity and precision
against the preceding historical background. | conclude by drawing

from the Plekhanov-Lenin-Bukharin-Stalin sequence lessons for today’s
Hegelian dialectical materialists.

Keywords: Hegel, Plekhanov, Lenin, Bukharin, dialectics, materialism,
naturalism

Between Friedrich Engels himself, on the one hand, and recent
reactivations of the tradition of dialectical materialism, on the other
hand, there lies a now almost entirely neglected and forgotten tradition
of (post-)Engelsian Naturdialektik: the Russian-then-Soviet furtherances
of dialectical materialist philosophies of nature and the natural sciences,
starting in the late nineteenth century with some of Georgi Plekhanov’s
contributions (I deal with dialectical materialism & /a Mao Tse-Tung, the
other major non-Western strand of this orientation, in the first volume of
my Prolegomena to Any Future Materialism'). For theoretical as well as

1 Johnston 2013, pp. 23-28
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historical reasons, assessing the contemporary significance of a Hegel-
inspired materialist dialectics requires doing intellectual justice to the
dialectical materialism of non-Western Marxism. On my reading, V.I.
Lenin’'s philosophical interventions with respect to both materialism and
dialectics represent the most decisive developments for a dialectics of
nature within the Russian/Soviet context—and this both because of these
interventions’ inherent philosophical qualities as well as because of the
effective canonization of Lenin, including of such works as Materialism
and Empirio-Criticism, in the Soviet Union. However, in addition to
Plekhanov and Lenin, | will discuss a range of other relevant figures,
including, most notably, Nicolai Bukharin and J.V. Stalin.

My critical examination of Plekhanov will focus on a relatively early
text in conjunction with a later one: 1891’s “For the Sixtieth Anniversary /
of Hegel's Death” and 1908's Fundamental Problems of Marxism (the latter
being Plekhanov’s last major theoretical work). The extended essay of
1891, a piece commemorating the life and thought of the towering giant of
post-Kantian German idealism (as its title clearly announces), enables
me to situate Plekhanov's perspectives on historical and dialectical
materialism in relation to Hegelian, Marxian, and Engelsian ground. His
1908 summation of the philosophical foundations of Marxism permits an
enhanced appreciation of these perspectives from the vantage point of
the end of his career.

Neither Plekhanov’s political radicalism nor his qualified
Hegelianism emerge ex nihilo within nineteenth-century Russia. As
Guy Planty-Bonjour nicely and carefully documents in his 1974 study
Hegel et la pensée philosophique en Russie, 1830-1917, such forerunners
as Vissarion Grigor'evi Belinskij, Aleksandr Ivanovich Herzen, Nikola]
Vladimirovi Stankevi,Timofey Nikolayevich Granovsky, and Mikhail
Alexandrovich Bakunin pave the way for much of what is involved in
Plekhanov’s Marxist syntheses of Hegelianism with materialism. In
addition to these domestic predecessors as well as the profound foreign
influence of Karl Marx, Plekhanov is deeply indebted to Engels, including
the author of Dialectics of Nature, Anti-Diihring, and Ludwig Feuerbach and
the Outcome of Classical German Philosophy (i.e., precisely the Engels
defending a Naturdialektik). In fact, Plekhanov’s quite Engelsian rendition
of dialectical materialism is the key link bridging between Engels’s and
Lenin’s connected philosophical positions—and this despite the political
rift that opened between Plekhanov and Lenin in the early 1900s as well as
Lenin’s complaints about Plekhanov’s allegedly inadequate appreciation
of G.W.F. Hegel and Hegelian dialectics. One finds in the philosophical
writings of Plekhanov a quasi-Hegelian materialism anticipating what
later arises in and through the combination of Lenin's Materialism and
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Empirio-Criticism with his Philosophical Notebooks.

Near the beginning of “For the Sixtieth Anniversary of Hegel's
Death,” Plekhanov remarks that, “the most consistent materialist will
not refuse to admit that each particular philosophical system is no more
than the intellectual expression of its time.”? Of course, this is an obvious
endorsement of the Hegel who, in the deservedly renowned preface to
1821's Elements of the Philosophy of Right, asserts that, “each individual
is... a child of his time."® Plekhanov considers this to be a proto-Marxian
historical materialist thesis, given historical materialism’s emphases
on superstructural phenomena, up to and including philosophy itself, as
arising from and remaining grounded by their time-and-place-specific
infrastructural bases. However, he proceeds, later in “For the Sixtieth
Anniversary of Hegel's Death,” to play off historical materialism against
a feature of Hegel’s 1821 preface closely related to this “child of his time,”
namely, the (in)famous Owl of Minerva. Following Engels especially,
Plekhanov protests that post-Hegelian historical materialism, unlike
Hegelian philosophy and contrary to Hegel's assertions embodied by the
Owl of Minerva, enjoys a foresight with predictive power as regards the
future.*

Not only does Plekhanov (as does Lenin too) take over from Engels
the narrative about the history of philosophy being organized around the
battle lines between the “two great camps” of idealism and materialism—
he likewise knowingly inherits Engels’s ambivalence about Hegel, an
ambivalence manifest in placements of Hegel’s philosophy as straddling
the contested border between idealist and materialist territories. As
does Engels, so too does Plekhanov repeatedly deploy variations on
Marx’s distinction between “the rational kernel” and “the mystical shell”
within Hegelianism.® Echoing Ludwig Feuerbach and the Outcome of
Classical German Philosophy in particular,’ he asserts that, “As long as
Hegel remains true to the dialectical method, he is a highly progressive
thinker”” and that, “The dialectical method is the most powerful scientific
weapon bequeathed by German idealism to its successor, modern

2 Plekhanov 1974, p. 457

3 Hegel 1991, p. 21

4 Plekhanov 1974, pp. 475, 478-479; Johnston 2017 [forthcoming]
5Wetter 1958, p. 397

6 Engels 1941, pp. 11-13, 24)

7 Plekhanov 1974, p. 477
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materialism.”® Once “freed from its mystic wrappings,”® the Hegelian
dialectic, in and through historical and dialectical materialism, can and
does realize its revolutionary potential (with both Engels and Plekhanov
equating, as regards Hegel's philosophy, dialectics with this philosophy’s
rational kernel and its purported idealism with its mystical shell).

Plekhanov, while paying Hegel the backhanded compliment of being
the most systematic of idealists, nonetheless contends that, despite
Hegel's impressive systematicity, his idealism still remains plagued
by inconsistencies.” In Plekhanov's view, these inconsistencies are
symptomatic of that fact that, “materialism is the truth of idealism.""
However, this leads him to an immanent critique of Hegel according
to which Hegel’s alleged idealist inconsistencies are such as to lead
into this idealism’s auto-dialectical, self-sublating transformation into
Marxian materialism.

A few other features of Plekhanov’s materialist evaluations
of Hegel in “For the Sixtieth Anniversary of Hegel’s Death” warrant
notice here. First of all, Plekhanov displays an acute awareness of the
significant difference, often overlooked by Hegel’s critics, between
subjective and objective/absolute idealisms (so too does the Lenin
of the Philosophical Notebooks, as will be observed below shortly).
He stresses that the idealism of Hegel is not, by contrast with that of
Immanuel Kant, subjectivist.” Likewise, and in relation to the infamous
“Doppelsatz” from the preface to 1821's Elements of the Philosophy of
Right—this is the notorious thesis according to which “What is rational
is actual; and what is actual is rational” (Was verniiftig ist, das ist wirlich;
und was wirklich ist, das ist verniinftig)'*—Plekhanov praises Hegel for
rendering die Vernunft immanent to die Wirklichkeit, with this realism
of reason proposing that human history as well as material nature are
knowable thanks to being objectively structured in rational ways in and of
themselves."”

Additionally, this Plekhanov of 1891 endorses certain features of

8 Ibid., p. 477)
9 Ibid., p. 478)
10 Ibid., p. 463)
11 Ibid., p. 468)
12 Ibid., p. 468
13 Ibid., p. 473
14 Hegel 1970, p. 24; Hegel 1991, p. 20

15 Plekhanov 1974, p. 482
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the historical and economic dimensions of Hegel's Geistesphilosophie.
He approvingly highlights the recognition by Hegel of the problems and
challenges posed by the “rabble” (Pébel)."® Moreover, he maintains
that Hegel's recourses to economics (i.e., “political economy”) help
open up paths towards historical materialism proper (Plekhanov here
foreshadows the Georg Lukacs of 1938’s The Young Hegel).
Two points in “For the Sixtieth Anniversary of Hegel's Death”
recur in Fundamental Problems of Marxism. First, both texts credit
Hegel—"For the Sixtieth Anniversary of Hegel's Death” also credits
Schelling with this too—with forging a compatibilist resolution of
the freedom-determinism antinomy as subsequently taken up by
Engels in particular’ (I have dealt with Engels’s supposedly Hegelian
compatibilism elsewhere™). Second, Plekhanov, in both 1891 and 1908,
contrasts Hegelian models of historical development with the (pseudo-)
evolutionist gradualisms associated, within turn-of-the-century Marxism,
with the Second International and Menshevism. Basing himself on the
Hegelian logical dialectics of quality and quantity (as does Engels before
him and Lenin after him), he reasonably argues that, for Hegel, there is
revolution qua sudden and abrupt leaps as well as evolution qua slow and
steady progress™ (incidentally, this argument of Plekhanov’s indicates
he is not quite so guilty of the total neglect of Hegel’s logical dialectics
with which Lenin sometimes charges him®). In the notes on Fundamental
Problems of Marxism taken by Lenin, he places a “NB" (nota bene) next to
Plekhanov’s stressing of the revolutionary in addition to the evolutionary.”
Planty-Bonjour, speaking of Plekhanov and Lenin,? suggests that, “The
opposition between the two men is more political than philosophical.”?
Fundamental Problems of Marxism also maintains that the
combination of Hegel with Ludwig Feuerbach is the key to understanding
Marx and Engels.?* For Plekhanov, Feuerbach'’s prioritization of being

16 Ibid., p. 471-472; Hegel 2002, p. 99; Hegel 1979, pp. 170-171; Hegel 1991, §244-246 pp. 266-268], §248 pp.
I2-|6:g‘jel 1999, pp. 255-256; Johnston 2017.

17 Plekhanov 1974, pp. 476-477; Plekhanov 1969, pp. 90-92, 143-144, 146

18 Johnston 2017.

19 Plekhanov 1974, p. 480; Plekhanov 1969, p. 45

20 Lenin 1976, pp. 357, 360

21 Ibid., p. 404

22 Planty-Bonjour 1974, pp. 272-273

23 Ibid., p. 273

24 Plekhanov 1969, p. 25
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over thinking in his critique of Hegel's allegedly idealist privileging of
thought is a crucial precondition for Marxist post-Hegelian materialism®
(likewise, in his notes on Engels’s Ludwig Feuerbach and the Outcome of
Classical German Philosophy, he appeals to the histories of pre-human
and pre-organic nature so as to argue, long before Quentin Meillassoux,
that, “ldealism says: without a subject there is no object. The history of
the earth shows that the object existed long before the subject appeared,
i.e., long before any organism appeared which had any perceptible
degree of consciousness”?). On Plekhanov’s assessment, not only is
this specific Feuerbachian criticism fully justified—he adds a reiteration
of the old charge of teleology according to which Hegelian “Universal
Spirit” dictates that reality conform to a (quasi-)secular theodicy.
Plekhanov contrasts this to a non-teleological “modern dialectical
materialism.”?

However, both implicitly and explicitly, this same Plekhanov of
1908 continues to praise Hegel despite objections raised to his absolute
idealism. Hegelian dialectics permits a proper appreciation and grasp
of the complex reciprocal interactions and immanent antagonistic
negativities within societies between their infrastructures and
superstructures® (Plekhanov is here anything but a crude mechanical
economic reductionist). Additionally, Hegel’s dialectical philosophy
facilitates navigating between the opposed one-sided extremes of
theories of history emphasizing the agency of either “great men”
or anonymous structures.?® Furthermore, Plekhanov characterizes
Kantianisms as “the principal bulwark in the struggle against
materialism.”® Hence, Hegel's devastating critiques of Kant can and
should be enlisted in the service of the struggle for materialism.?" Finally,
Fundamental Problems of Marxism voices historical materialist approval
of Hegel’s acknowledgment (at the end of the introduction to his lectures
on the Philosophy of World History®) of the importance of geographical
forces and factors at the contingent, factical basis of the trajectories of

25 Feuerbach 2012, p. 168; Plekhanov 1969, pp. 28, 30-31, 45, 83
26 Plekhanov 1974, p. 519

27 Plekhanov 1969, p. 110

28 lbid., pp. 52, 64, 71; Plekhanov 1974, pp. 488-439

29 Plekhanov 1969, p. 149; Plekhanov 1974, p. 525

30 Plekhanov 1969, p. 90, 97

31 Plekhanov 1974, pp. 512-514

32 Hegel 1956, pp. 79-102
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human history.%

Consistent with Planty-Bonjour’'s above-quoted assertion of
philosophical proximity, despite political distance, between Plekhanov
and Lenin, | would contend that the former’s Engelsian synthesis of
Hegelian absolute idealism with Marxian historical materialism is the
direct Russian forerunner of Leninist dialectical materialism.* Standard
Soviet wisdom came to have it that Lenin’s materialism is to be found
in 1908's Materialism and Empirio-Criticism and his dialectics in the
Philosophical Notebooks of 1914.% Indeed, and as | will show in what
follows, texts by Lenin directly addressing philosophical concerns from
1913 onward reveal that the Soviet construal of his dialectical materialism
is not inaccurate.

However, a number of non-Soviet Marxists/leftists have challenged
the official Soviet equation according to which Lenin’s dialectical
materialist philosophy equals Materialism and Empirio-Criticism plus the
Philosophical Notebooks. One of Western Marxism'’s trademark tactics
is to play off a good Marx against a bad Engels (with these maneuvers
often resembling the psychoanalytic defense mechanism of “splitting”

a la Kleinian object-relations theory). In line with this tactical template,
many Western Marxists likewise separate a bad Materialism and Empirio-
Criticism (guilty of the crudeness of Engelsian-Plekhanovite materialism
and naturalism) from a good Philosophical Notebooks (perceived as
closer to the [quasi- or pseudo-]Hegelianisms of non-Marxist theoretical
currents on the European Continent of the twentieth century). Regarding
the Lenin of Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, Helena Sheehan remarks,
“Not surprisingly, most of the authors hostile to Engels are equally hostile
to Lenin and speak of him in the very same terms.””*®

Planty-Bonjour detects tensions between Lenin’s key philosophical
texts of 1908 and 1914.% Other non/anti-Soviet authors go further. The
Maurice Merleau-Ponty of Adventures of the Dialectic issues an early-
Lukacs-inspired condemnation of Materialism and Empirio-Criticism®
(the later Lukacs, in 1947’s Existentialisme or marxisme?, already objects
to the narrative according to which Lenin’s emphases on materialism

33 Plekhanov 1969, p. 49

34 Jordan 1967, p. 208

35 Bukharin 2005, pp. 307, 328, 337, 372; Planty-Bonjour 1967, pp. 29, 79, 91, 98
36 Sheehan 1993, p. 141

37 Planty-Bonjour 1974, p. 317

38 Merleau-Ponty 1973, pp. 59-65, 67
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eclipse dialectics in his thinking*—and this in addition to his public
damning of Merleau-Ponty following the publication, in 1955, of
Adventures of the Dialectic®®). Henri Lefebvre advocates abandoning
Materialism and Empirio-Criticism in favor of the Philosophical Notebooks
alone.*' Michael Lowy tries to stress philosophical as well as political
differences between Plekhanov and a later Lenin said to have left behind
the allegedly “stupid materialism” of 1908 under the beneficial influence
of “intelligent” dialectical idealism* (with, more recently, Stathis
Kouvelakis echoing some of LOwy’s assertions along these lines*). And,
Raya Dunayevskaya and her student Kevin Anderson devote gallons

of ink to driving a wedge repeatedly between a supposedly deplorable,
vulgar Materialism and Empirio-Criticism and a laudable, sophisticated
Philosophical Notebooks.** An author less invested in these disputes,
historian David Joravsky, speaks of “a greater emphasis on dialectics”

in Lenin’s notes on Hegel's Science of Logic “than one can find in
Materialism and Empirio-criticism.'® Gustav Wetter similarly judges that,
“Lenin’s Philosophical Notebooks... represent an advance, philosophically
speaking, on his Materialism and Empirio-Criticism and show how
thoroughly he had grasped the nature of dialectic.”*

Lefebvre, L6wy, Kouvelakis, Dunayevskaya, Anderson et a/, in
playing off the Philosophical Notebooks against Materialism and Empirio-
Criticism, presuppose that the absolute idealism of Hegelian dialectical-
speculative philosophy is anti-realist and anti-naturalist. They also posit
that 1914 marks a sharp break in Lenin’s philosophical itinerary (akin to
the thesis of the alleged 1845 break in Marx's development associated
with classical, mid-1960s Althusserianism*’). Treatments by me of Hegel
elsewhere® already go a long way towards fundamentally undermining
the picture of Hegelian thought presupposed by Lefebvre and company

39 Lukacs 1961, pp. 251-252

40 Lukécs 1956, pp. 158-159

41 Lefebvre 1971, p. 229

42 Lowy 1973, pp. 132-133, 139-140, 142; Lowy 1973, pp. 151, 153-154
43 Kouvelakis 2007, pp. 173-175, 187-189

44 Dunayevskaya 1973, pp. 95-120, 204; Dunayevskaya 2002, pp. 50, 69, 105, 167, 214-215, 217, 251;
Anderson, 1995, pp. 4, 14, 23, 40, 42, 58-60, 64-65, 78-81, 95, 102-103, 174-175; Anderson 2007, pp. 125-127

45 Joravsky 1961, p. 20
46 Wetter 1958, pp. 130-131
47 Johnston , 2018

48 Johnston 2017; Johnston 2018
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(as well as many, many others). Apropos the positing of the Philosophical
Notebooks as a sharp, abrupt rupture with Lenin’s pre-1914 philosophical
positions, | can begin by referring to Dominique Lecourt, one of Louis
Althusser’s students. After glossing Lecourt’s work on this topic, |

then will add further criticisms of attempts to quarantine Materialism

and Empirio-Criticism in relation to the Philosophical Notebooks and
associated later texts by Lenin.

Lecourt, in his 1973 study Une crise et son enjeu: Essai sur la
position de Lénine en philosophie (published in Althusser’s Theorie series
at Francois Maspero), adamantly opposes the by-then commonplace
splitting of Lenin into crude materialist (1908) and subtle dialectician
(1914). On Lecourt’s reading of Lenin’s philosophical writings, the
primacy/priority of being over thinking, a thesis central to Materialism
and Empirio-Criticism,*® remains the ultimate load-bearing tenet of
Lenin’s materialist philosophy throughout the entire rest of his career.>
According to Lecourt, a key aspect of Hegel valued by the later, 1914-and-
after Lenin (as well as valued by Engels®) is the sustained, multi-
pronged assault on the anti-realist subjectivism of Kant's transcendental
idealism.%® That is to say, Lenin, in the Philosophical Notebooks and
elsewhere, is interested in a specifically materialist harnessing of
the Hegelian problematization of Kantian subjectivist anti-realism.*

By Lecourt’s lights, scientific “crises” of the sort motivating Lenin’s
1908 philosophical intervention—as is well known, Materialism and
Empirio-Criticism is a response to the overthrow of Newtonian physics
and idealist attempts to capitalize philosophically on this scientific
upheaval—are the underlying root catalysts for Lenin’s recourse to
Hegelian dialectics.”® Relatedly, Lecourt maintains that dialectics
always and invariably remains subordinated to materialism—this is

a materialism, moreover, indebted to and informed by the empirical,
experimental sciences of knowable natural objectivities—in Leninist
dialectical materialism.%

49 Lecourt 1973, pp. 14-15

50 Lenin 1972, pp. 38-39, 50-51, 78-79, 86, 106, 167-168, 220, 270-272

51 Lecourt 1973, pp. 31-33; Pannekoek 2003, pp. 109-110; Graham 1972, p. 402
52 Engels 1975, p. 14

53 Lecourt 1973, p. 51, 55, 57-58, 61-62, 65-67

54 Wetter 1968, p. 121

55 Lecourt 1973, p. 98-102, 107

56 Ibid., p. 48
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Incidentally, a younger, more traditionally Marxist Lefebvre (1957)
even goes so far as to defend Lenin’s “reflection theory,” one of the
elements of Materialism and Empirio-Criticism most despised by those
pitting the Philosophical Notebooks against this 1908 treatise. On
Lefebvre's interpretation, the thesis that thinking “reflects” being is an
essential axiom for materialism as involving anti-dualist immanentism,
an immanentism according to which thinking is internal to and a moment
of being.%” Lefebvre's then-comrade, French Communist Party (PCF)
philosopher Roger Garaudy, contemporaneously (1956) offers the same
defense of Leninist reflection® (with a similar point already being alluded
to, also in the French Marxist context, by Tran Duc Thao [1951] apropos
dialectical materialism generally®). This 1957 Lefebvre also anticipates
certain of Lecourt’s points, especially those pertaining to the anti-
subjectivist objectivity of the dialectics of Hegel's absolute idealism as a
foreshadowing of full-fledged materialism.®

Lecourt’s arguments against those who divide Lenin’s philosophical
works by setting the Philosophical Notebooks against Materialism
and Empirio-Criticism so as to dismiss the latter can and should be
supplemented by additional assertions. To begin with, whereas the post-
1914 Lenin has Materialism and Empirio-Criticism widely distributed in
official published form, he never sees fit to publish the Philosophical
Notebooks. This is not at all to say that what the later Lenin indeed does
publish disavows or shows no ties to the content of his 1914 commentary
on Hegel's Science of Logic.

Instead, and as | will demonstrate below shortly, Lenin’s published
philosophy-related writings both contemporaneous with and subsequent
to the Philosophical Notebooks fuse the Engelsian-Plekhanovite, science-
shaped materialism of Materialism and Empirio-Criticism with Hegelian
dialectics. This runs contrary to the claims of Lowy, Dunayevskaya,
and associates, who, as noted above, contend that a break occurs
resulting in 1908's materialism being jettisoned altogether in favor of
1914’s dialectics. | think the textual evidence suggests otherwise. As
Lenin himself indicates, the position he defends is called “dialectical
materialism” with good reason.®

Lenin, like Marx, Engels, and Plekhanov before him, knowingly takes

57 Lefebvre 1957, p. 130

58 Garaudy 1956, pp. 50, 60
59Tran DucThao 1986, p. 172
60 Lefebvre 1957, p. 181, 183-185

61 Lenin 1972, p. 284
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over and absorbs elements of pre-Marxian materialism.% For all four of
these militant materialists, although philosophical materialisms from the
ancient Greek atomists through Feuerbach problematically are lacking in
historical and dialectical sensibilities, these materialisms nonetheless
are crucial precursors making possible what eventually arises in the
mid-to-late nineteenth century as historical/dialectical materialism
proper. Moreover—this again contests the thesis of a 1914 rupture

with the materialism of 1908—the later Lenin encourages his comrades
to immerse themselves in close study of Plekhanov’s philosophical
writings.®

I turn now to some of Lenin’s texts themselves. My focus in
what follows will be on facets of what could be called a “dialectical
naturalism” operative within Lenin’s materialist philosophy. | already
deal with Materialism and Empirio-Criticism along similar lines in the first
volume of my Prolegomena to Any Future Materialism.%* Here, | will offer
selective interpretations of four particular texts by Lenin: “TheThree
Sources and Three Component Parts of Marxism” (1913), “Conspectus
of Hegel's The Science of Logic” (1914), “On the Question of Dialectics”
(1915), and “On the Significance of Militant Materialism” (1922).

As is well known, the triad referred to in the title “TheThree
Sources and Three Component Parts of Marxism” is none other than
“German philosophy, English political economy and French socialism.”®
This essay, roughly contemporaneous with the Philosophical Notebooks,
promptly goes on to insist that the philosophical core of Marxism is
a materialism indebted to its historical predecessors (including the
mechanical materialists of eighteenth-century France).% For this Lenin,
Marx’s main philosophical accomplishment is the synthesis of pre-
Marxian materialism with Hegel-inspired dialectics.” What is more, this
1913 essay continues to invoke the motif of the two opposed, struggling
camps of idealism and materialism as per Engels, Plekhanov, and
Materialism and Empirio-Criticism.® Herein, Lenin associates idealism

62 Pannekoek 2003, p. 129

63 Lenin 1971, p. 27; Lenin 1975, p. 658; Lenin 1971, p. 660; Lenin 1922
64 Johnston 2013, pp. 13-38

65 Lenin 1975, p. 641

66 Ibid., pp. 641-642

67 Ibid., p. 641

68 Sheehan 1993, pp. 126-129
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with religion and materialism with science.®® Hence, a mere year before
the Philosophical Notebooks, Lenin continues to insist that Marxist

philosophy is, first and foremost, a natural-science-informed materialism.

But, what about the Philosophical Notebooks of 1914? As | already
indicated, my gloss upon these incredibly rich set of reflections on and
responses to Hegel by Lenin will be highly selective. Given my precise
purposes in the current context, | am interested particularly in the
place of naturalism in Lenin’s serious materialist engagement with the
speculative dialectics of the Science of Logic.

However, before turning to the naturalist dimensions of the
dialectical materialism characterizing the Philosophical Notebooks, |
once again feel compelled to highlight some additional details further
problematizing the thesis of Dunayevskaya et a/ positing a 1914 break by
Lenin with his pre-1914 philosophical positions (as espoused primarily
in Materialism and Empirio-Criticism). Those maintaining the existence
of this purported rupture consider Lenin circa 1908 as too wedded to
ostensibly “bad” qua crude/vulgar Engelsian and Plekhanovite ideas.
As | noted a short while ago, partisans of this supposed break rely upon
contentious assumptions about discontinuities between Hegel, on the
one hand, and both Engels and Plekhanov, on the other hand.

But, what is more, Dunayevskaya and her ilk, in holding up Lenin’s
Philosophical Notebooks as amounting to a purported split with his prior
Engelsian and Plekhanovite commitments, tend to ignore the obvious
continuities and overlaps between how Engels, Plekhanov, and Lenin
all critically yet sympathetically read Hegel. That is to say, Lenin’s
appreciations of Hegelian dialectics in 1914 partly echo those already
articulated by these two Marxist predecessors of his. Examples along
these lines in the Philosophical Notebooks include: approval of Hegel's
emphasis on immanent self-development™; endorsement of absolute
idealism’s critique of Kant’s anti-realist subjectivism specifically and
subjective idealisms generally™; praise of the Hegelian dialectic for
its multidimensional fluidity and nimble dynamism™; agreement with
Hegel’s criticism according to which Kant, in his excessive “tenderness
for things,”” refuses to recognize the ontological objectivity of

69 Lenin 1975, p. 641

70 Lenin 1976, p. 89

71 Ibid., pp. 91-93, 130, 168, 175, 183, 194, 196-197, 207
72 Ibid.,. pp.100, 110, 141, 224)

73 Hegel 1969, p. 237; Hegel 1991, §48 p. 92; Hegel 1955, p. 451
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kinetic contradictions within real beings an sich™; reiteration that
comprehending Marx requires comprehending Hegel™; and, crediting
Hegel with anticipating and making possible historical materialism.™
Insofar as the Hegel of the Philosophical Notebooks bears multiple
resemblances to the Hegel of Engels and Plekhanov, this Lenin does
anything but cleanly and completely separate himself here from the
Engelsian and Plekhanovite influences shaping his thinking prior to 1914,
Immediately before turning to Hegel’s treatment of the category of
appearance in “The Doctrine of Essence” (i.e., the second of the three
major divisions of Hegelian Logik), Lenin declares, “Continuation of the
work of Hegel and Marx must consist in the dialectical elaboration of the
history of human thought, science and technique.””” Asin 1908, so too
in 1914: Science remains a crucial component of Leninist materialism,
which seeks, following in Engels’s footsteps, to dialecticize (the study
of) nature as well as the domains of humanity’s ideas and activities
(similarly, this Lenin of 1914 audibly echoes the Engels of Dialectics of
Nature, for better or worse, when he writes of “not things, but the laws
of their movement, materialistically”™). Soon after this just-quoted
declaration, Lenin’s naturalism begins to emerge even more explicitly
in the Philosophical Notebooks with his exclamation, “Down with Gott,
there remains Natur."” What is left after sweeping away narratives about
transcendent, top-down divine creation ex nihilo—a little earlier in the
Philosophical Notebooks, Lenin insists that all emergences are out of

something instead of nothing®—is immanent, bottom-up genesis starting

from the brute givenness of mere, sheer natural being(s) ultimately prior
to all sentience and sapience.?

Lenin’s agreement with Engels’s and Plekhanov’s praise for the
robust realism of Hegelian absolute idealism already involves Lenin
repeatedly recognizing that, for Hegel, logical categories are as much a

matter of objective-natural being as of subjective-human thinking.22 What
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is more, the Philosophical Notebooks, despite the focus on the Science
of Logic, make a number of references to Hegel's Naturphilosophie as
represented in the second volume of the Encyclopedia, the portion of
the System immediately succeeding Logic. On a single page, Lenin
emphasizes the “Closeness to materialism” of both this Philosophy of
Nature as well as the general Hegelian conception of substance as per
the movement from substantiality to subjectivity.®® And, despite Lenin’s
reservations regarding what he sees as the anti-materialist aspects of the
Hegelian narrative of the passing over from Logik to Naturphilosophie—
Lenin even derides (“Ha-ha!”) what he takes to be Hegel’s account of the
transition from the logical Idea to real-philosophical Nature**—Hegel’s
Logic-concluding identification of the Idea with Nature strikes Lenin as a
gesture that “brings one within a hand’s grasp of materialism.”®
Additionally, the Philosophical Notebooks express an appreciation
for the opposition of a speculative dialectics “full of content and
concrete”® to empty “formalism.”® Admittedly, this perhaps represents
an implicit criticism of an Engels who sometimes lapses into formalizing
generalizations about purportedly universal “laws of dialectics.”
Nonetheless, this Lenin of 1914 does not, for all that, abandon the
science-informed naturalism of Engelsian dialectical materialism (and,
behind that, Hegelian Naturphilosophie). Although he turns Hegel's anti-
Schellingian denouncements of pseudo-mathematical formalisms in the
Philosophy of Nature against him,® Lenin, like Hegel, denounces only
abstractly formalized Naturphilosophie, not Naturphilosophie tout court.
Materialism and Empirio-Criticism recurrently insists, in a good
naturalist-materialist manner, that the human central nervous system
is the highly organized matter forming the necessary natural basis for
consciousness, mindedness, etc.®® This 1908 insistence subsequently
is echoed in 1914 by a proposed inversion of what Lenin takes Hegel’s
views to be—"Should be inverted: concepts are the highest product
of the brain, the highest product of matter.”® | will put aside questions
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regarding the accuracy of Lenin's construal of Hegel here. That said,
Lenin, in both 1908 and 1914, avoids lapsing into crudely reductive
materialism by adding to his neurobiological naturalism (as per his
emphasis on the centrality of the central nervous system) what amounts
to a greater emphasis on the dialectics of real abstractions. How so?

At one point, the Philosophical Notebooks sharply contrast Kantian
and Hegelian abstractions in favor of the latter." Soon after, Lenin
remarks in relation to Hegel’s introductory framing of the Science of Logic:

Is not the thought here that semblance also is objective,
for it contains one of the aspects of the objective world? Not only
Wesen, but Schein, too, is objective. There is a difference between
the subjective and the objective, BUT IT,TOO, HAS ITS LIMITS.*

A subsequent passage from the Philosophical Notebooks reinforces
this:

The thought of the ideal passing into the real is profound:
very important for history. But also in the personal life of man it is
clear that this contains much truth. Against vulgar materialism.
NB. The difference of the ideal from the material is also not
unconditional, not tiberschwenglich.%®

Through implicit recourse to the Hegelian-Schellingian dialectical-
speculative motif of the identity of identity and difference,* Lenin
identifies nature as precisely the substantial identity between the
different dimensions of, on the one hand, ideal subjectivity (als Schein)
as “abstract,” “phenomenon,” and “moment,” and, on the other hand,
real objectivity (als Wesen) as “concrete,” “essence,” and “relation.”®
Very much in line with Hegel’s interrelated substance-also-as-subject
thesis and his Naturphilosophie, the Philosophical Notebooks posits a
substantial natural being that sunders itself into itself as objective nature
and its intimate other as subjective more-than-nature. Further—this
would be Lenin’s dialectics of real abstractions to which | referred a
moment ago—Lenin hypothesizes that substance-generated subjects
can and do really react back upon their generative substance. As per
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“vulgar materialism,” appearances are mere appearances, with a one-way
trajectory of causality running from a material real to an epiphenomenal
ideal. As per dialectical materialism, by contrast, appearances are
themselves actual beings too, with a two-way dynamic of reciprocal
influences flowing back-and-forth between objective realities and
subjective idealities. For instance, brain-mind relations, by the lights of
Lenin's dialectical materialism, are such that, although the mind (as ideal
subject) has as a necessary condition for its very existence the being of
the brain (as real object), the former can and does affect and shape the
latter.

Thanks to 1914’s immersion in the work of Hegel, dialectical
themes and notions obviously are quite prominent in Lenin’s notes on
the Science of Logic.*®* However, these themes and notions hardly are
new. Prior to the Philosophical Notebooks, Materialism and Empirio-
Criticism: One, opposes “vulgar materialism” in the name of properly
dialectical materialism®; Two, insists on the irreducible, full-fledged
ontological status of the ideal as well as the real®®; And, three, advocates
dialecticizing the natural sciences, rather than trusting them to their
own non-dialectical devices.® Lenin’s materialism in 1908 already is
dialectical (as is Engels’s in, for example, Ludwig Feuerbach and the
Outcome of Classical German Philosophy,'® from which Lenin draws so
much inspiration). Lenin’s dialectic in 1914 still is materialist. Although
materialism is to the fore in Materialism and Empirio-Criticism and
dialectic to the fore in the Philosophical Notebooks, this amounts to a
difference of emphasis rather than a shift of position. Before, during, and
after both 1908 and 1914, Lenin remains an Engels-inspired dialectical
materialist.

No fundamental rupture, including a sharp break with Engelsian
Naturdialektik, is inaugurated by the Philosophical Notebooks. The
thesis of a 1914 volte face, popular amongst Western Marxists, does not
hold water. If the contrasting Eastern/Soviet thesis, according to which
Lenin’s dialectical materialism equals Materialism and Empirio-Criticism
plus the Philosophical Notebooks, needs correcting, its flaw is that it risks
misleadingly suggesting that there is no dialectics in the first work and
no materialism in the second work. Of course, this (perhaps inadvertent)
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suggestion sets the stage for and plays into the hands of Dunayevskaya
and company, whose disparagement of Lenin’s 1908 materialism and
celebration of Lenin’s 1914 dialectics leads to a “dialectical materialism”
materialist in name only, being really devoid of any traces of materialism
(as itself involving both naturalism and realism).

At this juncture, | succinctly can address as a pair two of Lenin’s
post-1914 texts, namely, 1915’s “On the Question of Dialectics” and
1922's “On the Significance of Militant Materialism.” The first of these
essays contains audible echoes of the Philosophical Notebooks, coming
only a year after the latter. In 1915, Lenin continues both: one, to stress
the ubiquity of dialectics (qua struggles between opposites') in an
inherently, objectively dialectical nature-in-itself as well as in and
between human beings'? and, two, to advance a dialectics giving pride
of place to “leaps” (a /a Hegel's dialectics of quantity and quality'®) and
discord over gradualness and harmony.'

Along related lines, “On the Question of Dialectics” attributes
the materialist universalization of Hegelian dialectics to Marx himself,
claiming that, “with Marx the dialectics of bourgeois society is only a
particular case of dialectics.”'® Of course, this is tantamount, in line with
Plekhanov, to crediting Marx, apart from Engels, with forging a dialectical
materialism (implicitly including a potential Naturdialektik) as the general
theory of which historical materialism, as deployed in the capitalist-
era critique of political economy, is a special instance or application'®
(in “On the Significance of Militant Materialism” Lenin hints again at
this same crediting'). Lastly, Lenin, in this 1915 piece, declares that,
“Philosophical idealism is only nonsense from the standpoint of crude,
simple, metaphysical materialism.”'® Essentially, this amounts to a
reminder of the central thrust of the first of Marx's eleven “Theses on
Feuerbach,” withThesis One’s distinction between contemplative (as
ahistorical, crude, eliminative, mechanical, metaphysical, reductive,
simple, vulgar, etc.) and non-contemplative (i.e., historical and/or

101 Lenin 1976, p. 222; Wetter 158, p. 120; Graham 1972, p. 58-59
102 Lenin 1976, p. 357-358, 360
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105 Ibid., p. 359
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dialectical) materialisms.”™ Both Marx and Lenin lambast contemplative
materialisms without, for all that, ultimately endorsing those idealisms
contesting such flawed, limited materialisms. Although these idealisms’
basic resistance is correct, these idealisms themselves are not. Put

in Lenin’s own phrasing, when it comes to idealism or contemplative
materialism, “Both are worse!”

1922's “On the Significance of Militant Materialism,” one of Lenin’s
final pronouncement on matters philosophical, seems further to vindicate
my preceding assertions about a consistent dialectical materialist
stance running from Materialism and Empirio-Criticism through the
Philosophical Notebooks and beyond (indeed, up through the last years
of Lenin’s life). As in both Materialism and Empirio-Criticism and 1913's
“TheThree Sources and Three Component Parts of Marxism,” the Lenin
of 1922 once again invokes the conflict between science and religion, with
the Engelsian-Plekhanovite motif of the perennial war between the “two
camps” of materialism and idealism palpable in the background. For this
Lenin still, staunch materialism necessarily entails “militant atheism.”""°

Moreover, “On the Significance of Militant Materialism” manifestly
returns to the main topic of central concern to the Lenin of Materialism
and Empirio-Criticism specifically: the rapport between the natural
sciences and philosophy, especially cases in which scientific crises and
upheavals are exploitatively capitalized on by idealisms in their perpetual
campaigns against materialisms. As in 1908, so too in 1922: Lenin
warns that rapid advances in and radical transformations of the natural
sciences threaten to inspire idealist philosophical efforts to undermine
materialist views, including the spontaneous materialism of practicing
natural scientists themselves."" On the later Lenin’s evaluation, both
science and materialism need philosophical support in order to stand
up to and fend off reactionary idealist/spiritualist misappropriations
of scientific revolutions."? Lenin associates the militant materialism
providing this vital support “under the banner of Marxism” (as per
the title of the journal, Pod Znamenem Marksizma, whose intellectual
and ideological mission is being addressed in “On the Significance of
Militant Materialism’) with a “Society of Materialist Friends of Hegelian
Dialectics.”"® But, again, instead of 1908's materialism or 1914’s
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dialectics, Leninism, in 1908, 1914, and 1922, sticks to dialectics and/with
materialism, no more, no less.

I come now to the tragic figure of Bukharin. In particular, my
concern will be with him at the very height of his tragedy, namely, with
his Philosophical Arabesques, a 1937 text written in a prison cell by an
already-condemned man awaiting execution. Bukharin, writing to his
wife Anna Larina, says about Philosophical Arabesques that, “The most
important thing is that the philosophical work not be lost. | worked on
it for a long time and put a great deal into it; it is a very mature work in
comparison to my earlier writings, and, in contrast to them, dialectical
from beginning to end.”"*

The self-assessment contained in Bukharin’s just-quoted remarks
about Philosophical Arabesques arguably is quite accurate. Specifically,
his prior theoretical magnum opus, 1921°’s Historical Materialism, indeed
is far from thoroughly dialectical. In fact, this earlier work presents a
rather non-dialectical codification of historical materialism bringing
the Bukharin of this period into association with a “mechanist” faction
of Soviet philosophy opposed to Abram Moiseyevich Deborin and his
followers (the Deborinites championing their version of Hegel as the
key to all the philosophical issues of concern in the Soviet context of the
1920s)." In relation to the mechanist-Deborinite split—varying accounts
of this split can be found in, for instance, Wetter’s Dialectical Materialism,
Joravsky's Soviet Marxism and Natural Science, Jordan’s The Evolution
of Dialectical Materialism, and Sheehan’s Marxism and the Philosophy
of Science—Bukharin's Historical Materialism indeed puts forward
a mechanistic rendition of Marxist materialism as a thoroughgoing
determinism of iron laws of causality completely governing non-human
nature and human social history alike.!®

The Bukarin of 1937's Philosophical Arabesques clearly is a thinker
of significantly greater dialectical finesse than the 1920s fellow traveller
of the anti-Deborinite mechanists. Although | reject dividing the earlier
(circa 1908) from the later (circa 1914) Lenin, | affirm just such a division
between the earlier (circa 1921) and the later (circa 1937) Bukharin. My
treatment of Philosophical Arabesques first will highlight the continuities
between Lenin’s dialectical materialism and Bukharin’s final theoretical
positions. | then will underscore the conceptual innovations introduced
by Bukharin on the eve of his execution.

To begin with the topic of realist materialism (i.e., the top priority
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of Lenin in 1908), Philosophical Arabesques emphasizes multiple times
that life, sentience, and sapience are all later emergent phenomena
preceded by an already-long-existent Real of inorganic, non-conscious
Natur an sich." Similarly, the naturalist dimension of Leninist dialectical
materialism shines through in Bukharin's prison treatise. Lenin’s anti-
idealist, neurobiological emphasis on the brain as the material seat of
subjectivity (albeit subjectivity as dependent on but different from the
highly organized matter of the central nervous system) is echoed by
Philosophical Arabesques.'®

Moreover, Bukharin observes, apropos the difference between
subjectivity and objectivity, that, “This opposition to realité arose
historically when nature created and singled out from itself a new
quality, the human being, the subject, the historico-social subject.”"®
In other words, natural history immanently generates out of itself, in a
dialectical dynamic involving the Hegelian logic of quantity and quality,
the distinction between objective nature and subjective history/society'®
(one of Bukharin's descriptions of this process even audibly anticipates
contemporary talk about the “anthropocene,” with Burkarin speaking of
“the ‘anthropozoic period’ of the planet earth”'?'). Bukharin’s natural
substance, like that of Hegel, Marx, and Engels, is self-sundering as
partially auto-denaturalizing. | say “partially” here because Bukharin, in
line with Engelsian-Leninist (qualified) naturalism, is careful to stipulate
that socio-historical mediations, although profoundly transforming
human nature and humanity’s relations with non-human nature, never
bring about total denaturalization qua exhaustive liquidation of anything
and everything natural.'

In a chapter of Philosophical Arabesques devoted to the topic of
“Teleology,” Bukharin provides additional clarifications in connection
with what | just underlined. He states therein:

In humanity, nature undergoes a bifurcation; the subject,
which has arisen historically, stands counterposed to the object.
The object is transformed into matter, into the object of knowledge
and of practical mastering. A human being, however, represents
a contradiction, a dialectical contradiction; he or she is at one
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and the same time both an ‘anti-member’... that is, a subject
counterposed to nature, and a part of this nature, incapable of
being torn out of this universal,

all-natural, dialectical relationship. When Hegel introduced
his trinomial division into mechanism, ‘chemism,’ and teleology,
he in essence used idealist language to formulate (that is, if we
read him materialistically, as Lenin advised) the historical stages
of development, of real development.'®

Bukharin ends in this passage with a qualified endorsement of the
fundamental categories (i.e., “mechanism, ‘chemism,’ and teleology”)
of Hegel’s strong-emergentist Naturphilosophie construed as stages of
natural history, of a nature exhibiting a historical series of categorial
emergences.'” Putting aside for the moment Bukharin’s relations with
Hegel and Lenin’s (quasi-)Hegelianism—I will address these shortly—
the rest of the above quotation essentially suggests a dialectical
convergence of identities and differences between the natural and
the human. On the next page of the same chapter of Philosophical
Arabesques, Bukharin adds:

Dialectical materialism does not treat human beings as
machines; it does not deny special qualities, does not deny goals,
just as it does not deny reason. But dialectical materialism views
these special qualities as a link in the chain of natural necessity;
it views human beings in their contradictory duality as antagonists
of nature and as part of nature, as both subject and object, while
viewing the specific teleological principle as an aspect of the
principle of

necessity.'®

As evidence elsewhere in this 1937 manuscript corroborates,'®
Bukharin’s invocations of “necessity” here are of a piece with an
endorsement of Engels’s purportedly Hegelian compatibilism'™ according
to which, as Bukharin himself puts it (in connection with an appeal to
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Francis Bacon's New Organon'®), “Freedom is cognized necessity.”'*
Plekhanov too, before Bukharin, already reaffirms this same Engelsian
compatibilism™ (I have critiqued this Engels on properly Hegelian
grounds elsewhere™'). Additionally, Bukharin's “principle of necessity”
arguably resonates specifically with the theme of causal lawfulness so
central to his earlier, 1920s version of Marxist materialism.

In addition to repeating Engels’s pseudo-Hegelian compatibilism,
Bukharin also repeats a somewhat serious mistake made by Engels. The
latter at one point regrettably equates materialism with nominalism'®
(thereby regressing to a Hobbesian ontology—a couple pages later in
the same text, Engels refers to the British empiricists Bacon, Thomas
Hobbes, and John Locke as inspirations for the eighteenth-century
French materialism itself in turn inspiring Marx and himself too'®).
Philosophical Arabesques likewise mentions a connection between
Marxism and nominalism.'*

However, Bukharin, fortunately but inconsistently, also upholds
the anti-nominalist doctrine of real abstractions advanced by both
Marx and Lenin. Two echoes of Lenin’s version of this doctrine can be
heard in his 1937 text: one, “theory is also a force when it seizes hold of
the masses”'®; and, two, “the subjective cannot be treated as merely
subjective.”™® These two statements can be rephrased respectively
as follows: One, the ideality of conceptual abstractions are non-
epiphenomenal qua causally efficacious in reality; Two, the realm of
the ideal is not simply unreal. For a nominalist ontology, the only true
existents are the perceptible immediacies of concrete spatio-temporal
particulars as irreducibly unique “x”s, as absolutely individuated
singularities; any categorial and conceptual generalities over and
above such “x"s are dismissed as mere names, as inefficacious, sterile
linguistic constructs and conventions lacking any real ontological
status or weight. For dialectical materialism (as well as transcendental
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materialism'¥), categorial and conceptual generalities are far from
epiphenomenal, instead being endowed with actual causal efficacy vis-a-
vis nominalism'’s particulars.

Picking back up the thread of the continuities between Lenin’s
dialectical materialism and the late Bukharin, several more links between
these two Bolsheviks surface in Philosophical Arabesques. In line with
the Engelsian-Plekhanovite-Leninist motif of the recurrent struggles
between religious idealism and atheistic materialism, Bukharin speaks
of sweeping away religion and its “dualist fetters.”'® He also endorses
Lenin’s account according to which: First, dialectical materialism is the
general theory behind Marx’s historical materialism as an application
of this theory to social formations'®; and, second, Marx’s dialectical
materialism is itself a synthesis of mechanistic materialism (from the
Greek atomists, through the French materialists, and up to Feuerbach)
with dialectical idealism (as embodied by Hegelian philosophy)™® (with
the Lukacs of 1954’s The Destruction of Reason echoing this rendition of
Marx's dialectical materialism'').

I turn now to observing briefly the overlaps between Lenin and
Bukharin specifically apropos Hegel. An appreciation of Lenin’s
Philosophical Notebooks is largely responsible for Bukharin’'s belated
conversion from a more mechanistic to a more dialectical materialism.'?
Accordingly, endorsements and reiterations of this Lenin (and, implicitly
behind him, Plekhanov) abound throughout Philosophical Arabesques:
The realist-objective (i.e., anti-subjectivist) side of Hegelian absolute
idealism places it in close proximity to materialism'3;, The speculative
dialectics of absolute idealism must be taken as ontological and not
merely epistemological'; Various aspects of Hegel’s corpus distinguish
him as a proto-historical-materialist™; And, in line with a long-standing
tradition amongst Russian Hegelians and Marxists, there is celebration of
the dialectical dynamics of quantities and qualities, with their “leaps,” as

137Johnston2014a,pp 57-61, 65-66, 73-78, 85, 96-97, 100-102, 123-124
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140 Ibid., p. 328
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crystallizing “the algebra of revolution” (Herzen).®

But, what, if any, are the novel contributions made to the tradition of
dialectical materialism by Philosophical Arabesques? | discern several
in this text. To begin with, Bukharin tempers the apparent ahistoricism
of Engels’s laws of Naturdialektik by stipulating that these laws are
historical, albeit on the longer time-scale of natural history.”” Hence,
these laws seem ahistorical only relative to the comparatively shorter
time-scales of human history.

Bukharin also addresses Hegel's Naturphilosophie directly. He
faults Hegel for allegedly having regressed back behind Kant into a pre-
modern vision of nature as ahistorical (i.e., eternal, unchanging, static,
etc.)."® Bukharin charges that, in Hegel's Philosophy of Nature, idealism
(as conservative and reactionary) sadly wins out over dialectics (as
progressive and revolutionary).™ Although | fundamentally disagree with
Bukharin’s characterization of Hegelian Naturphilosophie,™ Bukharin
admittedly is right to suggest that ongoing scientific developments
from Hegel’s time onward demand revising and reworking multiple
components of Hegel's original Philosophy of Nature. Indeed, | agree
that transforming Naturphilosophie in response to the sciences is
an important process of recurrent theoretical labor for dialectical
materialism. But, Bukharin is wrong to suggest that Hegel himself would
be unready, unwilling, and/or unable to carry out such transformations
were he to be confronted with these scientific developments.

Apropos the natural sciences, Philosophical Arabesques makes
a couple of points worth noting. First of all, Bukharin denounces as
“stupid, obtuse, and narrow-minded” the gesture of reducing the sciences
to being social constructions through and through.”™ Of course, there
are plenty of non-Marxist permutations of this maneuver. However,
he understandably is concerned with its Marxist variants, according
to which, on the basis of an economistic assumption about one-way
determination of superstructure by infrastructure, the sciences are
superstructural outgrowths of the economic base. Therefore, they are
peculiar to given social formations and, moreover, likely entangled with
the ideologies permeating superstructural phenomena. Precisely as
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a materialist, Bukharin cannot stomach the anti-naturalism and anti-
realism of such a pseudo-Marxist philosophy of science.

Also apropos the empirical, experimental sciences of nature,
Philosophical Arabesques ventures a tentative prediction about further
development to come. Bukharin muses:

...in the future a whole series of solid conquests of science
will be taken in different connections, considered from different
points of view, once these points of view have been developed; it
is absurd to think that in millions of years thought will be the same
as it is now. But a great deal of today’s science will remain alive,
as solid, eternal, and absolute acquisitions.®

The crucial upshot of Bukharin’s reflections here is that one can
acknowledge the shifting claims and findings of the sciences without, for
all that, succumbing to an anti-realist skepticism about the entirety of
their contents past and present. That is to say, just because the sciences
have changed and will change does not mean that each and every
determinate result put forward by them is doomed to total nullification
sooner or later in the future. For Bukharin, dialectical materialism proper
must shun such anti-naturalist epistemological pessimism as speciously
justifying deliberate neglect of the sciences.

Finally, Philosophical Arabesques contains an important warning
about the abuses of dialectics, a warning with which Hegel would
agree™ (even if Bukharin is unaware of this agreement). Bukharin
cautions that dialectics cannot and should not carelessly be generalized
into an unqualified “theory of everything,” namely, a circumscribed
set of universal laws equally applicable to even the smallest, most
commonplace things under the sun (he gives as examples of the
latter buttons, knives, forks, and steel ingots, ridiculing the notion of
a “dialectic of buttons,” for instance).’ Bukharin’s essential point is
that dialectics, accurately understood, does not dialecticize everything
without reserve or remainder. In other words, dialectics itself recognizes
differences between the dialectical and the non-dialectical, admitting
the existence of the latter (for Hegel, such non-dialectical dimensions as
Verstand and mechanical physics indeed are realities to be recognized as
such'™). The Bukharin of 1937 ought to be recognized as perspicuously

152 Ibid., p. 281
153 Johnston 2017.
154 Bukharin 2005, p. 337

155 Johnston 2017
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discerning the need for a (meta-)dialectical balancing between the
dialectical and the non-dialectical.

Immediately on the heels of Philosophical Arabesques, Stalin
publishes in 1938, just months after having executed Bukharin, his
codification of Marxist philosophy. Stalin’s Dialectical and Historical
Materialism, articulating his diamat, promptly is imposed as official
doctrine within the Soviet spheres of Really Existing Socialism. Just
as Stalin’s liquidation of Bukharin is one of the incarnations of a
terrifying political Thermidor, so too is the succession of Philosophical
Arabesques by Dialectical and Historical Materialism a manifestation of a
philosophical Thermidor.

As is well known, Stalin eliminates Engels’s dialectical law of
the negation of the negation. Of course, this specific elimination is a
theoretical symptom of the practical fact of the entrenchment of the
Stalinist bureaucratic state apparatus (with this dictatorship, as a [post-]
revolutionary “negation” of the tsarist state, refusing to contemplate
the possibility of itself being “negated” in turn by further revolutionary
developments).” Stalin, in his last major philosophical statement
(on the topic of language and linguistics) from the start of the 1950s,
similarly adds caveats to the Hegelian-Engelsian dialectics of quantity
and quality. Implicitly at odds with Lenin’s (and Bukharin’s) emphatic
Bolshevik celebrations of the “leaps” of Hegel's speculative-logical
“algebra of revolution,” Stalin argues against cumulative quantitative
changes always sooner or later catalyzing leap-like “explosions.” More
specifically, he suggests that, in terms of social transformations in
classless societies (with the Soviet Union circa 1950 largely having
achieved, according to Stalinist propaganda, the dissolution of classes),
the continuity of evolutions rather than the discontinuity of revolutions
will be the rule.”” Once again, the message is clear: There will be no
future explosive revolutionary negations of the status quo in the U.S.S.R.;
Stalinism is here to stay.

However, as per the cliché “even a broken clock is right at least
twice a day,” Stalin’s rendition of Marxist materialism is not entirely
without its (admittedly unoriginal) merits qua select concurrences with
the prior philosophical efforts of Engels, Plekhanov, and Lenin. To begin
with, Stalin’s 1924 lectures on The Foundations of Leninism stress the
importance of theory (against anti-intellectualism, spontaneism, and the
like) and, in connection with this, indicate that theoretical concepts can
and do function as real abstractions by galvanizing and guiding mass-
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scale socio-political projects (as practices, movements, revolutions,
etc.)."® 1938'’s Dialectical and Historical Materialism likewise implicitly
relies at points on the notion of real abstractions.” Other features of
diamat also echo the dialectical materialism of Stalin’s predecessors
as discussed by me in the preceding: Both natural and human histories
indeed are punctuated by sudden revolutions in addition to gradual
evolutions'; The matter of Natur exists prior to and independently of
the Geist of humanity''; Marxism, with its materialism (especially as
carried forward by Engels and the Lenin of Materialism and Empirio-
Criticism), involves a Hegel-inspired scientific realism'™2 And, against
mechanistic economism and related deviations, superstructures react
back upon infrastructures' (an anti-deterministic thesis central to
Western Marxists from Lukacs and Antonio Gramsci onward). Evidently,
Stalin even resisted Trofim Denisovich Lysenko’s attempted tethering of
sciences to classes, rebutting that mathematics and Darwinism, in their
scientific universality, are independent of class bases™ (a point likewise
central to Stalin’s later rebuking of linguist Nicolai Marr’s thesis that
languages are components of specific social superstructures').

Yet, even these philosophical virtues borrowed by Stalin from
his Marxist predecessors manage to be perverted by him into political
vices. In particular, the theories of real abstractions and the downward
causation of superstructure vis-a-vis infrastructure are pressed into the
service of rationalizing a voluntarism, one in tension with core aspects
of historical materialism, of top-down governance by the enlightened
consciousnesses of the Party and its Leader.’® In general, Stalinist
diamat somehow manages the lamentable feat of a non-dialectical,
contradictory sandwiching together of a teleological determinism (as
per the combined laws of nature and history inexorably progressing
toward specific ends) with a spiritualistic voluntarism (as per exceptional
individuals, “great men,” playing guiding roles in various processes). |

158 Stalm,TheFoundat/ons of Leninism, Peking: Foreign Languages Press, 1975, pg. 19-23
159. Stalin 1940, pp. 22-23, 43-44

160 Ibid., pp. 8-9, 11-13

161 Ibid., pg. 15-16, 20

162 Stalin 1975, pp. 20-21; Stalin 1940, p. 17

163 Stalin 1940, pp. 22-23, 43-44

164 Pollock 2006, pp. 56-57, 59, 134

165 Stalin 1972, pp. 5-9, 25; Stalin 1972, pp. 33-35; Pollock 2006, pp. 104-135

166 Wetter 1958, pp. 216-217, 219-220
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neither pretend nor would be inclined to try to sort out the muddle of
conflicting theoretical elements forced together under the ferocious
pressure of Stalin’s unprincipled political opportunism.

As | noted a short while ago, the deletion of the negation of the
negation and the limitation of the dialectics of quantity and quality are
two hallmark philosophical features of the StalinistThermidor. Two other
such features, the first of which | refer to immediately above, surface
in Dialectical and Historical Materialism: one, the necessary, inevitable
progress of natural and social developments over the course of historical
time in an inexorable “onward and upward movement”'®; two, the
association of dialectics with a perspective according to which, starting
with nature-in-itself, material realities are envisioned as continuously
evolving organic wholes of thoroughly interconnected parts.'® The
Stalinist (per)version of dialectical materialism promotes the necessities
of strong Nature and strong History as, taken together, a teleological
big Other or One-All (to resort to a hybrid of Lacanian and Badiouian
phrasings). By sharp contrast, transcendental materialism puts forward
the contingencies of weak nature and weak history as, taken together, an
aleatory barred Other or not-One/non-All. This difference comes down to
that between totalizing organicist (w)holism and its negation.

| want at this juncture to leave Stalin behind and circumnavigate
back to Marx and Lenin so as to bring the present intervention to a
fitting close. Apropos Marx and Lenin, Planty-Bonjour acknowledges
that both are committed to an ultimately naturalist basis for historical
and/or dialectical materialism.'™ However, he expresses some worries
and reservations about this naturalism. In his book The Categories of
Dialectical Materialism, Planty-Bonjour remarks:

...although human activity explains the dialectical bond
between man and nature, it says nothing about the origins of
nature. It is too easy to say that Marx did not take the question
up. Do we not find in Marx the famous text on the rejection of the
idea of creation? And it is precisely there that he takes an openly
naturalist position to defend and justify the ontological primacy
of material being, in order to invalidate a recourse to God the
creator.’

167 Stalin 1940, pp. 8-9, 11-13
168 lbid. pp. 7-8
169 Planty-Bonjour 1967, p. 96; Planty-Bonjour 1974, p. 288

170 Planty-Bonjour 1967, p. 96
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Several things ought to be said in response to these comments. To
begin with, insofar as Marxist materialism insists upon the chronological
as well as ontological priority of being over thinking, it would not and
could not have any intention of trying to account for the origin of nature
via human praxis. For Marx, as both a materialist and an admirer of
Charles Darwin, any attempt along these lines would be an idealist
inversion of reality, since, in fact, humanity emerges from nature and
not vice versa. The human and humanizing dialectics of laboring arises
out of a physical, chemical, and organic nature as a relatively recent
development in evolutionary history.

Furthermore, not only is there a close link between materialism and
naturalism, including for Marxist materialism(s)—naturalist materialism
also is intimately associated with atheism too. To state the obvious,
as a materialist, one must exclude the possibility of an immaterial,
transcendent cause for real existence (such as a monotheistic God).
And, as a naturalist materialist, one also must exclude the possibility of
humans creating nature (insisting instead upon the opposite). Hence,
Marx (and those following him, such as Engels, Plekhanov, Lenin, and
Bukharin) is compelled to deny that either divine or anthropomorphic
agency constitutes “the origins of nature,” as Planty-Bonjour puts it in
the above quotation.

Planty-Bonjour’s observation that Marx “says nothing” about these
origins, regardless of his intentions, should not be counted as a critical
point. My argument here is that Marx, aware of Engels’s efforts apropos
Naturdialektik,'" assumes, like Engels, that the problem of “the origins
of nature” is best left to empirical, experimental science. To usurp such
aposteriori science through an apriori armchair adjudication of this
problem, even if such armchair adjudication is performed by someone
identified and/or self-identifying as a materialist, would be tantamount
to a methodological relapse into an idealism pretending to be able to
reconstruct all of reality, nature included, from within the concepts of a
thinking detached from the percepts of being(s). Marx, Engels, Lenin, and
their dialectical materialist fellow travelers, given their appreciation of
the natural sciences and the histories of these disciplines, are well aware
of the incomplete, in-progress status of scientific investigations into,
among other matters, the initial, primordial genesis of Natur iiberhaput
(with this issue continuing to be far from fully resolved by today’s
sciences). However, dialectical materialists would rather gamble on
having faith in the potential of scientific explanations for this and other
puzzles than impatiently and preemptively explain things away through

171 Johnston 2018
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hasty recourse to the illusory dogmatic certainties of religious and other
non-naturalist notions. Marx and his dialectical materialist comrades
deliberately leave open the question of the origins of nature precisely
because, as materialists, they understand it as primarily the jurisdiction
of sciences, sciences for which the genesis of the physical universe (or
universes) indeed remains an open question.'

Planty-Bonjour's study of Russian Hegelianism up to and
including Lenin’s readings of Hegel similarly voices misgivings about
the naturalism of Leninist dialectical materialism. Planty-Bonjour
recognizes that, “For Lenin, the first foundation is the becoming of
nature.”’™ Not long after this acknowledgement, he characterizes Lenin’s
Hegel-inspired positing of an anthropogenetic gradual “detachment from
nature” as “audacious” for a materialist, insinuating that this audacity
might represent a backsliding into outright idealism."™ Planty-Bonjour’s
reaction can be rephrased as a question: How, if at all, can one formulate
a thoroughly materialist account of the immanent natural emergence of
(self-)denaturalizing human beings out of pre/non-human nature? Of
course, this is a key, defining question for transcendental materialism
with its dialectical naturalism.

Planty-Bonjour evidently assumes that Hegel's manner of asking
and answering this query is thoroughly idealist qua anti-realist and
anti-materialist (an assumption | attempt to demolish elsewhere'?).
Additionally, Planty-Bonjour’s perplexed response to Lenin’s invocation
of areal-dialectical liberation from nature—more precisely, this would
be the self-liberation of (a part of) nature, namely, nature’s auto-
denaturalization in and through the activities of minded and like-minded
organisms of a peculiar type—is quite strange given the former’s
knowledge of the history of dialectical materialism. One of the red
threads of Hegelian origins running through the materialist musings
of Marx, Engels, Lenin, Bukharin, and various others is the conception
according to which praxis, as human laboring broadly construed, indeed
involves a nature-catalyzed and nature-immanent “detachment from
nature.”

But, perhaps Planty-Bonjour’s critical point is that traditional
dialectical materialism fails to elaborate a satisfactorily detailed account
of pre/non-human nature at the level of a sort of Naturphilosophie

172 Johnston 2014b, pp. 222-224
173 Planty-Bonjour 1974, p. 283
174 lbid., p. 310

175 Johnston 2017 & 2018
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providing a required but missing theoretical foundation for both
dialectical and historical materialism. If this in fact is his claim, | am
partially sympathetic to it. Less sympathetically, | try to show on another
occasion that various Marxist figures, especially when appropriately
situated vis-a-vis a certain Hegel, already furnish much of what is
requisite for such a general theory of nature.'””™ More sympathetically,

| admittedly have to engage, on this other occasion, in a great deal of
exegetically charitable reconstruction work in order to extract and (re)
assemble a cohesive model of Natur an sich from the texts of Marx and
friends.” | also might be in agreement with Planty-Bonjour in judging
that Marxist materialists (such as Engels and Lenin at certain moments
and Stalin unwaveringly) sometimes have recourse to an image of nature
as a “strong” totality qua deterministic and lawful organic whole—an
image of nature in relation to which, as per Planty-Bonjour’s criticism, it
truly is difficult to conceive of any actual real “detachment” in monistic-
materialist (rather than dualistic-idealist) terms.

Transcendental materialism’s main philosophical contribution to
the tradition of dialectical materialism is nothing other than its idea of
“weak nature” at stake across the entire arc of the second volume of my
Prolegomena to Any Future Materialism. This idea, | maintain, uniquely
enables the formulation of what Planty-Bonjour worries Lenin wants
but cannot have: a nature-based materialism allowing and accounting
for “detachment from nature.” In this respect, | leave it open whether
transcendental materialism, with its dialectical naturalism, amounts to
positing the presuppositions of dialectical materialism or represents a
movement of surpassing it. Maybe, considering Hegel’'s Aufhebung, this is
a false dilemma.

176 Johnston 2018
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The hypothesis | wish to explore here is that Hegel's philosophy,
and in particular his doctrine of objective spirit, provides an appropriate
basis for current philosophy of normativity; that is to say, for philosophy
of law, moral philosophy, social and political philosophy, as well as for the
philosophy of action. The main argument is that with the broad concept
of ethicity (Sittlichkeit) Hegel came up with a way of reducing the various
modes of practical rationality to a fundamental and unitary structure,
without erasing the specific bonds they establish between norms and
actions. If a separation of law and morality is a characteristic feature
of the contemporary understanding of normativity — this is the position
commonly attributed to legal positivism —then the way in which Hegel
conceives practical rationality, as a complex assemblage of subjective
normative expectations and objective networks of institutionalized
norms, might well open up a productive perspective for overcoming such
a separation. Yet the Hegelian perspective does not entail denying the
differentiation of normative systems, a key characteristic of modernity.
The Hegelian theory of objective spirit recognizes the specificity of
moral and legal normativity whilst grasping them as “abstract” and non-
autonomous components of a fundamental “ethical” structure.

Of (“abstract”) law and rights

At first sight it may seem odd to look for Hegel's contemporary
relevance in the domain of law, since he does not seem to prize law and
its “abstraction”. Nevertheless there are two reasons for this choice.
First of all, Hegel’s attitude towards what he called abstract law (that
is, civil law) is far more nuanced than is often believed: despite the fact

195 Normative Rationality: Hegelian Drive




that the word “abstract” generally has negative connotations in his
work, the “abstraction” of legal determinations plays a positive role in
the construction of the doctrine of objective spirit. Law’s “formalism” is
powerful because it guarantees a real universality for legal norms and
principles.'This can be verified with the example of juridical personhood,
which constitutes in Hegel's eyes the first fundamental objectification of
freedom, freedom being the foundational determination of spiritin so far
as it is opposed to nature.?

Subsequently, and this is my second reason, abstract/civil law plays
an important role in the structuring of Sitt/ichkeit because in a certain
manner it makes up the infrastructure of what Hegel, giving an old term a
new meaning, calls civil or bourgeois society (birgerliche Gesellschaft).
Despite being “the system of ethicity, lost in its extremes” ® due to the
tensions that run through it, civil society can be described in ethical
terms. Such a “ethicization” is possible thanks to the “unconscious
necessity” of the market, to the political regulation of social tensions
(which Hegel, in obsolete terminology, terms the “police”), and last but
not least to the legal framing of social action. Note that such ethicization
of civil society would require a hard battle against the incivility and
conflict concealed within it, since it contains “the remnants of the state of
nature”.* Hegel notes that within what he calls the system of needs, that
is, the system of production and exchange regulated by the market, “law
becomes externally necessary as a protection for particular interests”,
as a safety net given the abuses of economic competition. In this manner,
“even if its source is the concept, law comes into existence only because
it is useful in relation to needs.”®This apparently “materialist” approach
to law leads to the following conclusion with regard to the relationship
between law and the market:

Only after human beings have invented numerous needs for
themselves, and the acquisition of these needs has become entwined
with their satisfaction, is it possible for laws to be made.®

1 See on this point. Kervégan 2008, p. 59-66.

2 PM, § 502, p.248. Hegel, Enzyklopédie der philosophischen Wissenschaften, 1986, p. 311: “The real fact
is that the whole law and its every article are based on free personality alone — on self-determination
or autonomy, which is the very contrary of determination by nature.”

3EPR, § 184, p.221 (RPh, p. 184).

4 EPR, §200, p.234 (RPh, p. 354).

5 EPR, §209 Addition, p.240, modified (RPh, p. 361).

6 Ibid., (ibid.).
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Civil/abstract law’s capacity to be something “universally
recognized, known and willed” " is thus certainly insufficient but it is a
necessary condition of modern ethicity. It constitutes the objective basis
of human rights, understood as the rights of the social individual (which
Hegel names, in line with Rousseau and Kant, the ‘bourgeois’). The
Hegelian theory of legally “constituted”® civil society can be described
as a critical or dialectical theory of what will be later termed the state
of law (Rechtsstaat) The following hypothesis can thus be advanced: for
Hegel, “the state of law” is not yet a State in the full (political) sense
of the term, but rather a legal constituted civil society. For Hegel, as for
Marx later, human rights are the rights of the bourgeois rather than those
of the citizen, as indicated in the Remark after §190 of the Elements.° What
is lacking from civil society —a merely “external” State —in order to be
a genuine State is the strictly political dimension of “union as such”," of
living together, which thanks to a combination of subjective and objective
elements makes the (political) State “the actuality of the ethical idea”."
As such the Hegelian conception of the political clearly has no relation
to the contemporary notion of a bureaucratic apparatus that overlooks
(or overburdens) society. Nor does it have anything to do with community
understood in legal terms alone: the Hegelian state would not exist if it
were not sustained by its citizens’ subjective ethos, by what Hegel calls
their “political disposition”.”® On the one hand we need to recognize the
role played by the law in the constitution of ethicity; and on the other
hand we need to recognize the impossibility of a solely legal definition of
the political bond.

Itis the case that Hegel’s contribution to the understanding of
“abstract” law and its social realization has not received much attention.
In contrast to Kant, who no doubt correctly is placed alongside Locke
as the precursor of the theme of the state of law, and whose efforts
at distinguishing legal normativity from moral normativity (in Kant’s

7EPR, §209, p.240 (RPh, p. 360).

8 See EPR, § 157, P. 198 (RPh, p. 306), where it is a question of the “legal constitution”
(Rechtsverfassung) of civil society.

9 See EPR, § 190, p. 228, modified (RPh, p. 348): “In law the object is the person; at the level of morality,
it is the subject, in the family, the family-member, and in civil society in general, the citizen (in the
sense of bourgeois).”

10 PM §523, p. 257 (Enzyklopédie, § 523, p. 321).

11 EPR, § 258, p.276 (RPh, p. 399).

12 EPR, § 257, p.275 (RPh, p. 398).

13 See EPR, § 268, p.288 (RPh, p. 413-14).
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terminology, law and ethics) still arouse much interest today,’ Hegel has
always been suspected of being a defender of power-State (Machtstaat),
and as an adversary of the rule of law. Whether this suspicion is justified
or not makes no difference. Apart from a few exceptions, amongst whom
Jeremy Waldron should be mentioned, Hegel is rarely cited never mind
discussed in current research in the philosophy of law.” If we take the
most influential works in this field in the twentieth century, Kelsen’s Pure
Theory of Law, and Herbert Hart's Concept of Law, Hegel is named only
once in the first and not at all in the second. In the Oxford Handbook of
Jurisprudence and Philosophy of Law, Hegel is named six times, much
less that Ronald Dworkin or Herbert Hart, and far less than other classic
authors such as Aristotle, Bentham, Hobbes, Hume, Kant and Plato.

We can go some way to explaining this phenomenon: for the most part /
contemporary philosophy of law is of English-speaking provenance,

and the philosophical tradition to which it belongs is generally that of
empiricism and utilitarianism rather than German idealism. In such
atradition Hegel is viewed with suspicion if not completely ignored.
However | am convinced that the philosophy of law could benefit
considerably from the Hegelian approach. Evidently it is not a question

of repeating word for word Hegel’s concepts and solutions: for one,
certain presuppositions of Hegel’s logic and metaphysics have become
incomprehensible in the era of “post-metaphysical thought”."® Nor is it my
intention to defend the richness of ‘post-metaphysical’ readings of Hegel:
| have tried to do that elsewhere."” But | do consider that the philosophy
of law, and more generally normative philosophy, would make significant
gains if Hegelian analyses were properly taken into account. This is the
case, for example, when it comes to the question of rights.

If | had had to translate Grundlinien der Philosophie des Rechts into
English rather than French, | would have probably translated Philosophie
des Rechts by “philosophy of law”, and not by “philosophy of right”, as in
the existing English translations (that of Knox, revised by Houlgate, and
that of Nisbet-Wood). Hegel repeatedly attempts to dismiss a ‘subjective’
understanding of law that could give rise to a moral if not moralizing
interpretation of the law; much like Kant and Fichte Hegel wishes to
forearm himself against such an interpretation. In paragraph §29 of
Elements, law is defined as follows:
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14 See Hoffe 1999; Kersting 2004; Korsgaard 1996; O'Neill 1989 & 2013; Timmons (Ed.) 2004.

15 See Waldron 1988. In his discussion of the concept of private property, Waldron takes Hegelian
arguments for and against into consideration, and at length.

16 See Habermas 1994 & 2012.

17 See Kervégan 2008, p. 7-15; Kervégan 2012, p. 283-309.
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Right [law?] is any existence [Dasein] in general which is the
existence of the free will. Right [law?] is therefore in general freedom, as
Idea.®™

At first sight this definition seems to run along the lines of a
‘subjective’ interpretation since it makes a reference to ‘free will'.
However, the rest of this paragraph disqualifies such an interpretation
by indicating that the will that constitutes the “substantial basis” of law
is not the “will of the single person” but “rational will which has being in
itself and for itself”." Thus the concept of will which is the basis for the
objective system of law is not that of subjective will, but that of a “free
substantial will”, or that of an “objective will”.®This concept of law as
objective will leads to the thesis of the inseparability of subjective rights
and objective law: the actualization of each person’s legal capacity, that |
is their legal freedom, takes place according to universally obligatory
legal norms.

The result of this examination of the two significations of the word
‘law’, the subjective (right) and the objective (law), is that the relation
between rights and the duties instituted by the legal norms should not
be understood as one of reciprocity but rather as identity: “duty and
right coincide”.? However, this identity of right and obligation cannot be
directly established in the domain of abstract/civil law, but only on the
basis of a supra-legal standpoint, that of ethicity (Sitt/lichkeit). It then
becomes evident that human beings “[have] rights in so far as [they] have
duties, and duties in so far as [they have] rights”.?2 In civil law there is a
primacy of duties, thus of objective norms, over rights. At first sight, this
thesis seems paradoxical with regard to the common theory that assigns
an original and foundational character to rights. But Hegel considers that
the very structure of abstract/civil law implies a logical priority of duty,
and not of right. This can be explained in the following way: from the point
of view of a description of the manner in which legal relationships appear
to those at concern, “the law” signifies first of all a series of duties and
restrictions to which the rights of persons are subordinate; hence the
representation according to which rights and duties would be placed
somehow opposite each other:

In the phenomenal range right and duty are correlata, at least in the
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18 EPR, § 29, p.58 (RPh, p. 80).

19 EPR, § 29, p.58 (RPh, p. 80-81).

20 PM, § 486, p.242 (Enzyklopéadie, p. 304).
21 EPR, §155, p.197 (RPh, p. 304).

22 Ibid., (ibid.).
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sense that to a right on my part corresponds a duty in someone else.®

In other words, the civil law relationship, in its basic configuration,
corresponds to what has been described since Hohfeld by the term claim-
right.2 However, for Hegel, this is only valid from the perspective of a
phenomenology of legal consciousness. Besides, we should note that the
eviction (or at least relativization) of the model of reciprocity is confirmed
in contemporary systems theory. Niklas Luhmann, for example, explains
that the modern promotion of rights corresponds to a replacement
of the traditional symmetrical model of reciprocity, which came from
Roman law, with an asymmetrical model of complementarity.? However
we should also note that Hegel does not speak of complementarity as
Luhmann does, but of identity; and this is because he does not deal with
the problem of rights and duties from the standpoint of legal (“abstract”)
rationality alone, but from the standpoint of the “supra-legal” rationality
of ethicity.

If adopt the latter standpoint, we have to account — following Hegel’s
suggestion — for the fact that one and the same legal situation must be
simultaneously described in terms of duties and rights: it is no longer a
case of reciprocity or complementarity, but of a genuine identity of right
and duty. The same thing that appears to me as a duty is, objectively
speaking, my ‘right’, at least if one understands by this word not only
that for which | am qualified, or that which | can claim from another,
but in a general manner that which is owing to me, “my due”, including
responsibilities, even a punishment. For example, when | am the owner of
something, not only do | have a right of usus and abusus over it, but | also
have a duty to confirm that formal legal property by my effective usage
of the thing. Furthermore, this expanded conception of a right as a legal
situation which is owed to a person —a conception in agreement with the
Roman concept of jus —that even the sentence imposed on a criminal is
“his right”.®The punishment is what is due to the criminal; that is, it is
the latter’s “right” in so far as it confirms the autonomy of the subject of
law, its responsibility with regard to its acts, and even reestablishes its
dignity by “reconciling” it with its own free personality as well as with the
objective legal order. It is well known that Hegel draws a controversial
conclusion from this argument — a justification of capital punishment.
Besides this, what we should retain from this original approach to right

23 PM, § 486, p.242 (Enzyklopéddie, p. 304).
24 See Hohfeld 1964, p. 36-38.

25 See Luhmann 1981, p. 364-365. Also see Luhmann 1991, p. 483, and Luhmann 2004. And especially
Luhmann 1993.

26 EPR, § 100, p.126 (RPh, p. 190).
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is that the latter is not only a freedom from x or a freedom to y, but an
assemblage of positive and negative determinations, of rights and duties.

However under close examination the correspondence between
right and duty turns out not to have the same meaning in the different
spheres of objective spirit. In the first two spheres, especially that of
abstract/civil law, there reigns “an appearance of diversity” of rights
and duties.? Hegel thus shares the common opinion that given my right
to own something there is a corresponding duty on the part of others to
respect its inviolability. But for Hegel this correspondence holds solely
at a descriptive level and within the limits of civil law and its kind of
normativity. Indeed, “according to the concept”, “my right” contains a
duty for myself: in legal exchanges with others | must fulfill the conditions
which are those of personality in general — at base, this is a very Lockean
thesis. Then, within the sphere of morality, there can be a discord between
the right claimed by subjectivity (its “purpose” or “intention” in Hegel's
terms) and the Good as objective norm to which action in general must
be submitted. On the other hand, within the ethical sphere “these two
parts have reached their truth, their absolute unity”, despite a continuing
“appearance of diversity” between the two.®2This is why ethical subjects
(the “citizens”, Biirger, who are also “bourgeois”) have indissociable
rights and duties: by fulfilling the duties that correspond to their legal
and social position, they endow their claims with objective validity, thus
turning them into rights.

However, Hegel's main thesis, the “absolute identity of duty and of
right”,”® does not entail that the rights and duties inherent in a particular
legal situation are identical in their content, although their functional
correlation does proceed from one and the same legal relationship. Let’s
take an example: within the family children have duties (to obey their
parents) and rights (to receive an education); these duties and rights do
not have the same content but they correspond. The same occurs with
the citizen: the duty of paying taxes corresponds to the right to receive
certain services. In fact, it is especially in “the realms of civil law and
morality” that egalitarian formalism reigns.® Formally any legal person,
any moral subject, has rights and duties which correspond to duties
and rights on the part of other persons. But ethical kind of relationships
bring about their institutional differentiation. The rights and duties of

27 PM, §486, p.243(Enzyklopddie, p. 304).
28 lbid., p.242-3 (Enzyklopddie, p. 304).
29 EPR, § 261, p.284 (RPh, p. 408).

30 Ibid., (ibid.).
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the member of the family, of the “bourgeois” and of the citizen are not
identical; but in each of these cases their institutional position defines
the pertinent right and duties. Moreover it is important, and Hegel
emphasizes this point, that every legal situation, including that of the
citizen, not only implies duties but also rights:

In the process of fulfilling his duty, the individual must somehow
attain his own interest and satisfaction or settle his own account, and
from his situation within the state, a right must accrue to him whereby
the universal cause becomes his own particular cause. Particular
interests should certainly not be set aside, let alone suppressed; on the
contrary, they should be harmonized with the universal, so that they both
themselves and the universal are preserved.®!

It would thus be quite correct to see in Hegel a precursor of the
doctrine of “subjective public rights” as developed at the end of the 19"
century by the jurist Georg Jellinek.

To summarize: the phenomenological reciprocity of rights and
duties (to A’s duty corresponds B'’s right) masks a conceptual correlation
(A’s subjective rights are bound to A’s duties), which can itself be
interpreted as a fundamental identity. This identity of right and duty is
only fully manifest when the formalism of legal and moral relations is
surmounted by the normatively guided relations of social subjects and
socio-political institutions. However, this correlation itself presupposes
the liberty of the modern legal person, without which there can be neither
duties nor rights: “there is a single principle for both duty and right,
namely the personal freedom of human beings”.®2 Hence the modern
conviction, which Hegel adopts: “he who has no rights has no duties and
vice versa”.® But Hegel provides a non-trivial basis for this conviction:
only an ethical and institutional approach can conceive the correlation
of rights and duties as a consequence of one and the same relation.

A natural law approach to the law, including “subjective rights”, is not
capable of such a conception. In my view this approach could make a
productive contribution to the contemporary theory of rights, which
generally depends on a model of simple reciprocity.

Legal and moral normativity: from Kant to Hegel and beyond

The question of the relation between legal and ethical norms
is under debate today just as it was in the time of Hegel. And here
again it seems to me that the Hegelian position is worthy of attention.

31 EPR, § 261, p.284-5 (RPh, p. 409).
32 Ibid., p.284.

33 PM, §486, p.243 (Enzyklopddie, p. 304).
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In contemporary philosophy responses to this question come in two
opposite orientations. On the one hand, it is claimed that legal norms
require a (direct or indirect) moral justification, since the ultimate
principles to which these norms are subordinated are moral. | shall term
this the “subordination thesis”, a thesis whose representatives include
Lon Fuller, Joel Feinberg, Ronald Dworkin and Jlirgen Habermas (at least
in the 1986 Tanner lectures).® On the other hand, we have philosophers
who defend the “separation thesis”, which is often based on a variant

of legal positivism.The latter argue that legal normativity should be
conceived independently of moral norms presumed to be universal; such
a presumption is quite risky in an era characterized by a “polytheism of
values” (Max Weber). Law must be held apart from moral controversies
and possess its own principles. However there are two variations of this
separation thesis. The ‘hard positivism’ professed by Kelsen or Joseph
Raz (contemporary scholarship also speaks of ‘exclusive positivism’,
‘incorporationism’, etc.) pleads for a strict separation of the legal and
moral spheres, whereas Hart’s or Jules Coleman’s ‘soft positivism’ (also
called ‘inclusive’ or ‘normative positivism’) allows for the existence of

a certain overlap between the two spheres.® In Hart this leads to the
theory that a certain number of “moral truisms” are inevitably presumed
by any positive legal system; and within the framework of a soft and non-
dogmatic positivism this leads him to allow the existence of a “minimal
content of natural law”.3%

Such questions were equally present in classical German
philosophy. In the post-revolutionary period, and in part in reaction to
the overt moralism of the French Jacobins’ politics, Kant and Fichte for
example insisted on the necessity of maintaining a strict distinction
between ethical and legal normativity: “the philosophical doctrine
of law”, writes Fichte in 1796, is not “a chapter of morality”, but “a
distinct and autonomous science”.¥ For his part, in the first Appendix to
“Perpetual Peace” Kant asserts that “true politics can therefore not take
a step without having already paid homage to morals”, but in the second
Appendix he qualifies this statement adding that it is a matter of morals
“as doctrine of law”, that is, morals considered as a common genre of

34 See Fuller 1964; Feinberg 1978; Habermas 1992 and 1998.

35 All of these labels are used in various contributions to the volume edited by Coleman 2001. See in
particular Raz, Coleman, Leiter, Perry and Waldron's articles. See also A. Marmor (“Exclusive legal
positivism”) and K. E. Himma's articles (“Inclusive legal positivism”) in J. Coleman & S. Shapiro
(eds) 2002, p. 104f. et 125f.

36 Hart 1994, p.193.

37 Fichte 1991, p.10.
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which law and ethics are the two species.® One should note that in Kant
as in Fichte’s work the strict distinction of moral and legal normativity is
founded on a “strong” and unitary theory of practical reason. Apart from
rare exceptions (such as J. Raz, who is however a representative of ‘hard
positivism’), such a strong justification is missing in the work of most of
the contemporary representatives of legal positivism.This is precisely
what makes the position of ‘exclusive legal positivism’ weaker than that
of Fichte or Kant since the statement “legal validity is exhausted by
reference to the conventional sources of law”¥ is only valid if one has
also advanced at least the hypothesis that law as a social convention
possesses a minimum of rationality. Of course, Kant explained that even
a population of devils would need laws; though of course this supposes
that they are rational devils....Yet such a hypothesis would no doubt
presuppose an entire theory of institutional rationality and perhaps (here
| come back to Hegel) a theory of objective spirit.

In Hegel, the problem of the relation between legal and moral
normativity is framed in a different manner than in Kant and Fichte. He
too considers that a strict distinction should be established between
morality and law. But the justification he gives for this position is quite
original. In Kant the difference between law and ethics (in Hegel's terms:
morals) lies in legal norms defining external duties whilst ethical/moral
norms define “ends that are also duties”.** Consequently the distinction
between law and ethics does not concern the content of norms but
rather the “kind of obligation”.* But then a problem arises: how can
one simultaneously affirm the unity of practical reason and the strict
distinction between legal and ethical normativity without making law
and ethics into domains that are materially differentiated (i.e. at the level
of the content of the norms they each contain). Kant is quite aware that
a material differentiation of law and ethics is unsatisfactory; moreover
there are many cases in which the two types of norms overlap. He also
abandons the ancient but weak distinction between forum externum et
forum internum. He then meets with difficulties that are summed up in the
following phrase:

Ethical lawgiving...is that which cannot be external; legal legislation
is that which can also be external.*?

38 Kant 1991, p.125, p.127 (Zum ewigen Frieden, p. 347, 350).
39 Marmor 2002, p.104.

40 Kant 1991, p. 514 (Metaphysik der Sitten, p. 511).

41 Ibid, p. 385 (Metaphysik der Sitten, p. 326)

42 lbid, p. 384 (Metaphysik der Sitten, p. 326).
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In a similar way the idea that law prescribes rules for actions
whilst ethics prescribes the maxims (the subjective projects) of actions
is unsatisfactory, just as the distinction between the more or less
“wide"” or “narrow” nature of the two kinds of obligation.® In the end
Kant's recourse to lex permissiva to pinpoint the specificity of legal with
regard to ethical lawgiving is not very clear.* It even awakens lawgiving
suspicion that the entire Kantian reconstruction of the law (at least of
civil law) has as its sole and unique goal the justification of the existing
de facto distribution of what is mine and thine, as clearly suggested by
the well-known formula of his Doctrine of Law: “Happy is he who is in
possession (Beati possidentes)!"*

In my opinion these difficulties are due to the fact that Kant
should have revised the theory of rational normativity presented in the
Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals and the Critique of Practical
Reason in order to justify the recognition of the equal dignity of law and
ethics that occurs in the later texts, especially in The Metaphysics of
Morals.®*The conception of practical reason laid out in the first two works
is of course harmonious with the presentation of ethical normativity (or in
Hegel's terms, of morality) but not with that of /egal/ normativity, such as
the latter is presented in the Doctrine of Law. Kant should have explicitly
reworked this conception so as to justify the elevation of “simple legality
to the same level as morality in the Metaphysics of Morals. Moreover it
can be shown that in this last work the distinction between legality and
morality acquires a different signification to the one it has in the Critique
of Practical Reason: from that point onwards legality is no longer said
to be an inferior, extra-moral, kind of normativity. In other words, the
recognition that there is also a legal categorical imperative should have
entailed an explicit revision of the theory of moral normativity presented
in the Critique of Practical Reason. Such a revision would have led to an
expanded theory of normativity which would have founded in a unified
manner morality (ethics) and the doctrine of law without neglecting the
specificities of either.

Hegel constructs precisely such an expanded theory when he
conceives of the articulation of law and morality on the basis of a broad
theory of ethical rationality. (Here | open a terminological parenthesis:
from this point onwards, ‘ethics’ and ‘ethical’ must be understood in

43 Ibid, p. 521 (Metaphysik der Sitten, p. 520)
44 bid., p. 406 (Metaphysik der Sitten, p. 354)
45 Ibid., p. 410 (Metaphysik der Sitten, p. 367).

46 This argument is developed in Chapters 2 and 3 of Kervégan 2015.
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a strictly Hegelian and non-Kantian sense. In Kant's work, the word
‘ethicity’ (Sittlichkeit) has roughly the same meaning as the term Moralitét
in Hegel. In the latter’s work, the terms morality and ethicity are strictly
distinguished and placed in a hierarchy. Ethicity in Hegel's sense does not
have any equivalent, in his eyes, in Kant’s philosophy. Hegel declares that
the practical principles of Kantian philosophy “render the point of view
of ethics impossible and in fact expressly [infringe] and [destroy] it".*
However one could argue that the Hegelian theory of Sitt/ichkeit plays a
role analogous to that of the Kantian metaphysics of morals as a “system
of principles” of practical reason,* given that it covers the entire range of
normativity, including the domains of those legal and moral norms which
are “actualized” within it. End of parenthesis.)

What is the basis in Hegel for both the kinship and the difference
of legal and moral normativity? The difference is based on the fact that
moral norms (the “Good”) defining and limiting the subject’s sphere of
liberty,* whilst legal norms stricto sensu (abstract/civil law) organize
the person’s sphere of liberty and his/her actions,? without restricting
that liberty — in contrast to Kant.5' This is not a purely verbal distinction.
The law is the normative framework for trade between persons, and their
liberty is incarnated and sometimes reified in external goods and things,
as shown in the example of property. Legal normativity has thus nothing
to do with “subjectivity” and its maxims and attitudes; it only concerns
the materiality of acts that can be legally determined. For their part, moral
norms (which are summed up in the idea of the Good) define the subject’s
legitimate field of action; and for this reason the subject is “the series of
its actions”.® In contrast to the law here it is clearly impossible to dismiss
the pertinence of subjectivity: on the contrary, in the moral sphere
subjectivity is “ground... [of] freedom”, and as such the “moral point of
view” expresses “the right of the subjective will” to “self-determination”
(to autonomy).%

Despite this difference (between the legal person and the moral
subject), there is a certain parallel to be found in the development of
law and morality within Hegel's reconstruction. In Hegel’s description

47 EPR, , § 33, p.63 (RPh, p. 88).

48 Kant 1999, p. 370 (Metaphysik der Sitten, p. 319).
49 EPD, § 105, p.135 (RPh, p. 203).

50 EPD, § 35, p.67-8 (RPh, p. 93).

51 See EPD, § 29, p. 58 (RPh, p. 80-1).

52 EPD, § 124, p. 151 (RPh, p. 233).

53 EPD, § 106-107, p. 135-6 (RPh, p. 204-205).
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the development of civil law leads to the introduction of subjectivity
within the legal sphere, a sphere which is initially understood in a purely
objective manner. This occurs through the figure of the subjectivity of the
criminal, who in one manner or another must be reconciled with itself
through the punishment that s/he incurs. Hegel writes, “the action of the
criminal involves...the individual’s volition. In so far as the punishment
which this entails is seen as embodying the criminal’s own right, the
criminal is honoured as a rational being.”* Let’s leave aside what, from a
contemporary standpoint, is morally shocking about this justification of
punishment, and focus on the structural signification. Punishment leads
the criminal to reappropriate his or her subjectivity, whilst his or her act,
as a material refusal of the law, annihilates that subjectivity or condemns
it to alienation.The logic of abstract law thus leads to the emergence of
subjectivity within objective spirit. Reciprocally, morality is the terrain of
a process of objectification whereby the subject is required to recognize
the “objectivity that is in and for itself” of moral norms and submits to
them.The intersection of these two processes —the subjectification of
abstract law and the objectification of abstract morality — is none other
than Sittlichkeit, which thus turns out to be the keystone of the Hegelian
theory of normativity.

Consequently, between legal and ethical normativity there is no
subordination but parity. Given that both one and the other are “stages
of the development of the concept of freedom”, each possesses “its
distinctive right”, and “the realm of actualized freedom”, that is to say,
Sittlichkeit, needs these two incomplete modalities of the normative
structuring of social action so as not to remain an empty requirement.®
What is common to both law and morality is the abstraction of the kind
of actualization of freedom that they respectively guarantee, at least
inasmuch as they are understood as separate, if not potentially opposed,
forms of normativity. In the end, their abstraction is due to the fact that
moral and legal norms not containing their principle of efficacy within
themselves. According to Hegel the actualization of the law is not a legal
but a social question: it is solely inside a living civil society and thanks to
social exchange that law receives “the power of actuality” and is in this
manner liberated from its intrinsic abstraction; an abstraction reflected
in the separation of the person and its “external sphere of freedom” (i.e.
its property).%® For their part, the errors (to be perpetually feared) and
contradictions of “the right of the subjective will”, which in itself is fully

54 EPD, § 100, p. 126 (RPh, p. 191).
55 EPR, §30, §4, p.59, p. 35 (RPh, W 7, p. 83, p.46).

56 EPR, § 210, §41, p.240, p. 73 (RPh, p. 361, p.102).
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justified, lead to the replacement of “formal [moral] conscience” by the
“true [moral] conscience” of the ethical individual, who is both bourgeois
and citizen. In short, law and morality have the common property

of being abstract normative expressions of that freedom which only
becomes effective, concrete freedom as ethical freedom (that is to say,
according to the structures of the doctrine of ethicity, as familial, social
and political freedom).

Ethicity as the basis of a dynamic normativity

The richness of the Hegelian concept of ethicity is often underlined,
in particular by Axel Honneth in his recent contribution to a theory
of ‘democratic ethicity”.® According to Honneth the value of Hegel's
contribution lies, amongst other things, in the fact that he does not
provide an abstractly normative theory of justice, such as that of Rawls
for example; rather his theory is one that constantly concerned with
the conditions of efficacy of legal, moral, social and political norms.
Honneth considers (and quite rightly, in my opinion) that after Hegel the
question formulated by Rousseau and Kant of rational self-determination
and of the “autonomous” normative moral order that it generates can
only satisfyingly be posed within the framework of institutionalized
ethico-political configurations. As such ethicity becomes the condition
of normativity and not the reverse. For my part | wish to underline two
aspects of the Hegelian theory of Sittlichkeit that could enrich the
contemporary theory of normativity, and in particular the philosophy of
law.

Ethicity, such as Hegel conceives it, is a complex of objective
structures (institutions) and subjective attitudes (dispositions, ethos), of
social being and of individual and collective conscience. (In the context
of this article | can only briefly mention the rich discussion provoked by
the idea of collective intentionality or the existence of We-Intentions,
from Hegel, Durkheim to Margaret Gilbert, Raimo Tuomela, Philip Pettit
and Ronald Searle).® Hegelian ethicity is thus a social reality that is both
subjective and objective:

Ethicity is the /dea of freedom as the living good which has
its knowledge and volition in self-consciousness, and its actuality

57 EPR, § 132, §137, p.158, 164 (RPh, p.245, p.256).

58 See Honneth 2014.

59 Apart from Hegel, who lies at the source of this kind of enquiry, and Durkheim, who pursued it
(Durkheim 2010, chap.V ; Durkheim 2013a, I. ll1, chap. Il; Durkheim 2014, chap. I; Durkheim 2013b), see

especially in the contemporary literature: Gilbert 1989, 1996, 2014. Pettit 1996, 2004; Pettit & List 2011;
Schmid 2009, 2012; Searle 1995, 2010; Tuomela & Miller 1988; Tuomela 2005, 2007.
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through self-conscious action. Similarly, it is in ethical being that self-
consciousness has its motivating end and a foundation which has being
in and for itself. Ethicity is accordingly the concept of freedom which
has become the existing [vorhandenen] world and the nature of self-
consciousness.®

Just like the Good in the sphere of morality, Sitt/ichkeit brings
together classes of norms to which individual action is submitted. But
here in contrast to what happens in the sphere of morality, there is no
distortion between the objectivity of the norm and the subjectivity of
the agent. The Good (here the ethical norm) is now “the living Good”
because, in a manner of speaking, it configures or in-forms subjectivity,
such that individual action is in a kind of pre-established harmony with
that norm.®" Reciprocally, the ethical “self-consciousness” of the “citizen-
bourgeois” is the touchstone for the efficacy of ethico-socio-political
norms, which are only valid when they can be consciously approved
of and applied by the individuals and groups in question. Hegelian
Sittlichkeit is thus quite different to any “process without a subject”: it
only gains objectivity, it only participates in the construction of objective
spirit, if its norms are consciously put to work in individual and collective
action. One could consider Bourdieu's concept of habitus as a kind of
actualization of Hegelian Sittlichkeit. Indeed, Bourdieu attempts to
combat both the “subjectivist” and the “objectivist” visions of the social
world with his use of this concept. Like Hegel, Bourdieu conceives of
social practice as a “system of structured and structuring attitudes which
are constituted within and by practice and which are always orientated
towards practice”.%2 Moreover Bourdieu's definition of habitus could
be quite easily used to characterize what Hegel names in general “the
ethical disposition”, and then in a more precise manner “the political
disposition”.%® Habitus, Bourdieu writes, are

Systems of lasting and transposable dispositions, structured
structures that are predisposed to function as structuring structures;
that is to say, as principles that generate and organize practices and
representations which can be objectively adapted to their goal without
necessarily supposing a conscious vision of objectives nor a purposeful

60 EPR, § 142, p.189 (RPh, p. 292).
61 Ibid., ibid.
62 Bourdieu 1980, p. 87.

63 See various occurrences of these expressions: EPR, §137, §141, §207, §268, p. 165, 186, 238, 288-9
(RPh, p. 256, p.287 , p.359, p.413-414)
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mastery of the operations necessary to attain such ends.®

Just like “practice” in Bourdieu’s work, Hegelian Sittlichkeit
throws into question the division of the subjective and the objective that
organizes our spontaneous perception of the social world.

Now for the second aspect of the Hegelian concept of ethicity, its
institutional character. Institutionalist thinking has a bad reputation,
in particular amongst those who lay claim to the “critical” dimension
of theoretical work. It is all the more suspect in that some of its chief
adherents, from Carl Schmitt to Arnold Gehlen, became mired in muddy
waters... | believe, however, that there is a productive usage to be made of
the institutionalist problematic: Hegel offers a good example. It is often
wrongly believed that institutions stifle the creativity and spontaneity of
individuals and groups. Hegel helps us to combat this prejudice. First of
all itis an illusion to believe that an individual on his or her own, coming
up with his or her own rules for action, would be “freer” than an individual
whose action is framed by an adequate institution. On the contrary, the
former is more likely to be prey to “blind necessity”, such as that of the
system of needs (the market economy), whose logic, if not framed by
institutions, prohibits individuals from “rising above” such necessity
towards an authentic social and political liberty.% It is only thanks to
social and political institutions (which, moreover, must be constantly
transformed) that individuals and social groups are capable of escaping
the “blind necessity” of social reproduction. It should also be noted
that the usual understanding of institutions is too narrow. By institution
what is often understood is what Maurice Hauriou, the great French
representative of institutionalism, called “institution-persons”, those that
can be personified in one manner or another; that is, social or political
institutions that Hauriou groups under the term corporative institutions.%
But apart from these personified institutions (which are precisely “moral
persons”), there are also what Hauriou names “institution-things”, and
these play a major role in the structuring of social action, inasmuch
as the latter takes place in a universe of “institutional facts”, as John
Searle puts it.®” | think one can argue that Hauriou’s institution-things
or Searle’s institutional facts coincide with what Hegel, after Aristotle,
named the “second nature” of socialized individuals; it is the "“all-

64 Bourdieu 1980, p. 88.
65 PM, § 532, p.262 (Enzyklopddie, p. 328).
66 See Hauriou 1925, pp. 96-97.

67 See Searle 2010.
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pervading soul, significance and actuality of individual existence.”® Such
“small” institutions, acting on our practices and our representations
without our awareness (think of language, but also of the mass of social
habits that we inherit), not only make social interaction possible, but
they also contribute in a decisive manner to social change because they
help individuals and groups distinguish between stable and unstable
social intuitions and collective beliefs. Of course, Hegel did not explicitly
make such a claim, and it is quite probable that he had a conservative
perspective on the ethical work of institutions. However the conceptual
construction that establishes his doctrine of objective spirit proposes
productive orientations to any philosophy paying attention to the
movement of society.

Translation: Oliver Feltham

68 EPR, § 151, p.195 (RPh, p. 301).
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In the Preface to the Phenomenology of Spirit Hegel makes the
famous programmatic declaration:

In my view, which must be justified only by the exposition
of the system itself, everything depends on comprehending and
expressing the true not [merely] as substance, but also equally as
subject.

The declaration — shorthanded into the slogan: Substance is
subject — has acquired a special status in the scholarly tradition. Hegel
was extremely cautious in using first person singular and rarely spoke
of what his philosophical intentions were. Moreover, the statement was
made in a unique historical conjunction, at the moment as Hegel, under
utterly insecure personal conditions and in the middle of deep theoretical
hesitations, just completed the composition of the Phenomenology and
realised for the first time that he was in possession of a system of his
own. It is a place of strategic importance marking, as it were, the endpoint
of Hegel’s development. And since the Preface was intended not for the
Phenomenology specifically, but for the entire System of Science which
was supposed to follow, it strangely serves as an opening to a work that
has never been written. It may well be the sole point offering a fresh, self-
confident view over Hegel’s philosophical system as a whole.

Hegel's declaration is of course so general that it lends itselfto a
variety of interpretations. Indeed, its openness seems to be deliberate,

1 Hegel 1977c, p. 9-10. — Hegel translations are occasionally modified without particular indication.

215 Substance Subjectivized




forin the very same Preface Hegel himself provides several readings,

all of them equally convincing, including the one that refers to the
standard S-P sentence form. As if Hegel — the supreme joker, who
reputedly stressed that philosophical insights cannot be reduced to
general formulas and yet proved to be extremely skilful precisely in
inventing formulas for general use, as if Hegel wanted to illustrate his
other thesis how it is only through the effort of concept that a thought
acquires a definite content. Or, as is if he wanted to show once more that
every real event in philosophy comes about as a combined result of many
simultaneous strands of thoughts. In this sense, while many lines of
interpretation can be considered correct at the same time, none of them
is by itself sufficient to provide a complete explanation.

However, there is one line of interpretation that clearly stands
apart: the one that reads Hegel’s declaration with reference to Spinoza. It
was Spinoza after all who was renown as the philosopher of substance.?
It is therefore only natural to read Hegel's statement with reference
to his treatment of substance in the Science of Logic, or to rely on his
presentation of Spinoza in the Lectures on the History of Philosophy —
especially since both references appear to comply almost perfectly with
it. In the Science of Logic, for instance, the substance stands for the last
and the highest thought-determination before Objective logic passes into
Subjective logic. And in retrospect Hegel offers a description that strictly
corresponds to our programmatic declaration:

The only possible refutation of Spinozism can only consist,
therefore, in first acknowledging its standpoint as essential
and necessary and then raising it to a higher standpoint on the
strength of its own resources. ... The exposition in the preceding
Book of substance as leading to the concept is, therefore, the one
and only true refutation of Spinozism.®

In a very similar vein, Hegel presents the situation in his History of
Philosophy:

The general point to notice here is that thinking, or the spirit,
has to place itself at the standpoint of Spinozism. This idea of
Spinoza’s has to be acknowledged to be true and well-grounded.

2 Cf. Hegel 2010a, p. 511: “The philosophy that assumes its position at the standpoint of substance and
stops there is the system of Spinoza.”

3 Hegel 2010a, p. 512.
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There is an absolute substance, and it is what is true. But it is not
yet the whole truth, for the substance must be thought of inwardly
active and alive.*

Note that in both instances, the standpoint of substance is
acknowledged to be true and necessary, it is deficient merely to the extent
that it lacks activity or subjectivity. Therefore, so Hegel's argument would
go, when one begins to philosophise one has to start by being Spinozist;
yet it is of even greater importance that in philosophising one does not
stop at this standpoint of mere substance: instead, one has to produce
a true refutation of Spinozism and, by doing so, to conceive the true as
subject as well.

As we can see, this line of interpretation fits nicely into Hegel’s
project and is textually well-supported. Indeed, it has been able to
produce numerous valuable insights, for instance by Sandkaulen and, in a
somehow different respect, Bowman, to mention just the two.*Yet without
any intention of discarding their relevance in what follows we are going to
propose a somehow different reading. Hegel's confrontation with Spinoza
is often presented at the level of doctrinal content where the main thrust
of his critique is supposed to be directed against the non-existence of
independent personality in Spinoza’s system, or against the presumed
indeterminateness of his one substance.® Instead, we are going to claim
that in his programmatic declaration in the Preface Hegel has a different
image of Spinoza in mind —an image that was basically shaped by the so
called Pantheism Controversy, portraying him as the iconic proponent of a
certain way of thinking, of a specific finite conceptual regime which Hegel
interchangeably called representation [Vorstellung], understanding, or
reflection. Read in this way Hegel’s programmatic declaration would
basically boil down to a demand that we should — in agreement with what
was vigorously advocated by Horstmann’ - start to “think differently”,

4 Hegel 1990, p. 154.
5 Cf. Sandkaulen 2008; Bowman 2012.

6 It may be added that any presentation of Hegel's refutation of Spinoza is considerably complicated
by Hegel's habit of conflating the doctrine actually defended by Spinoza with the views taken by his
“friends”, in particular Jacobi and Schelling. For instance, when Hegel comments on the absolute
“abyss” that all determinate being is thrown into, he is first and foremost referring to Philosophy of
Identity defended by Schelling. And while it may well be true that Spinoza’s substance necessarily
leads to Schelling’s Absolute, so that they prove to be inseparable after all, it is still reasonable to
distinguish them.

7 Cf. Horstmann 2006, p. 73: “Whatever one makes of the details of Hegel's philosophy, we should
always remember that it is principally concerned with inaugurating a new conception of rationality,
with grounding and elaborating a new kinf of philosophical thinking.” Cf. Horstmann 1999, p. 278, and
Horstmann 1991.
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change our “paradigm of rationality”.

In the paper, we will first try to decipher the passage in question
by putting it in perspective of the philosophical debate of the time,
including Hegel’s earlier writings; in the second part, Hegel's declaration
is presented as the ultimate answer to Spinozism, this time understood
against Schelling and as a defence of consequent thinking; at the end,
some general implications are briefly considered.

I
Let us now take a closer look at Hegel’s declaration:

In my view, which must be justified only by the exposition
of the system itself, everything depends on comprehending and
expressing the true not [merely] as substance, but also equally as
subject. At the same time, it is to be observed that substantiality
comprises within itself the universal, or the immediacy of
knowledge, as well as that [immediacy] which is being or
immediacy for knowledge. — If the conception of God as the one
substance shocked the age in which it was proclaimed, the reason
for this was on the one hand an instinctive awareness that in such
a view self-consciousness merely perishes and is not preserved.
However, on the other hand, the opposite view, which clings to
thought as thought, to universality, is the very same simplicity, is
undifferentiated, unmoved substantiality. And if, thirdly, thought
does unite itself with the being of substance as such, and grasps
immediacy or intuition as thinking, it still depends on that whether
this intellectual intuition does not again fall back into inert
simplicity, and does not present actuality itself in a non-actual
manner.®

The main lines of Hegel’s picture seem rather obvious. After
making the programmatic declaration, he draws a portrait of recent
history of philosophy, starting with Spinoza, the philosopher of the one
substance who shocked the opinions of his time to such an extent that
he draw upon himself un excommunication from the Jewish community;
and ending most probably with Schelling who indeed acknowledged
the virtues of intellectual intuition, yet nevertheless fell back into the
same inert simplicity where according to Hegel all cows are black. But
why does Hegel feel a special need to stress that there are two different
modes of immediacy in Spinoza, in correspondence to the two attributes

8 Hegel 1977¢, p. 9-10.
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of extension and thought? In what sense does the introduction of
intellectual intuition represent a breakthrough? In relation to what? And
to whom does the middle term in this three-stage story refer to?

If we start by answering the last question, the first name that comes
to mind is of course Fichte, the philosopher of subjectivity® —in particular
since he explicitly defended his doctrine of science as the only possible
alternative to Spinozist dogmatism.”® And as we will see, in a sense, it is
Fichte. We have to remind ourselves, however, that Fichte himself never
clung to “thought as thought” (or perhaps “thinking as thinking”) used
here as a paradigmatic description for the so called opposite position. In
fact, the collocation “Denken as Denken” was the trademark of rational
realism presented by Gottfried Christoff Bardili in his Outline of the First
Logic in 1800. Why Bardili, then?

The details of Bardili's Logic can be left aside, for it is not certain
if Hegel even read the book." But he was familiar with Reinhold, who
after yet another conversion enthusiastically defended Bardili's views in
his many volumes of the Contributions to an Easier Overview of the State
of Philosophy at he Beginning of 19" Century. In the preface to the first
volume Reinhold sketches out the development of philosophy after Kant,
claiming that through recent contributions to Transcendental Idealism its
“cycle [Kreislauf] is fully completed” (mark the words!).”?With Fichte and
Schelling it has gone full circle only to find itself trapped in the bounds
of subjectivity: so a new move is needed now, not a step forward, but
“an essential step backwards”, namely towards the analysis of “thinking
itself” where the main obstacle of philosophy is supposed to com