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INTRODUCTION

1. A standard argument against any ‘pragmatist and semanticist’, or better: conceptual and
analytic reading of Hegel's logic claims that what Hegel is attempting, under the allegedly
misleading label “Science of Logic”, is, according to his own words, just (a revival of) meta-
physics. But there is obviously some ambiguity or obscurity, perhaps due to ignorance, in our
present day understanding of the word “metaphysics”. This has to be removed first, before we
can use the word in any such argument. In its usual readings, metaphysical claims are ‘inde-
pendent’ of ‘empirical experience’, referring in an ‘a priori’ way to some world ‘beyond all
appearances’, as a prayer of Gregor Nazianzenos addresses God. And, in fact, Hegel, like
Descartes, Spinoza, and Leibniz frequently talks about God. He does so, for example, when
characterizing the topic of logic as the ‘thoughts of God before creating the world’. It may be
important to notice the fine irony in this phrase, especially in view of the fact that Hegel deeply
mistrusts Kant’s attempt to explain the finitude of human life and knowledge in contrast to the
infinity of God’s almighty power and all-knowing intelligence. Our picture of such a God is
already all too human and all too obscure than to be able to serve as a good foil for any
understanding of ourselves. In another context Hegel declares that the very topic of metaphy-
sics are ‘God, Spirit, and Freedon’, just as Kant had named ‘God, Freedom, and Immortality’ as
the topics of philosophy. The question now should be why God, Spirit, and Freedom are the
themes of philosophy and how any knowledge about these things can be developed and

understood in something like a science of logic.

In a very first step we better remember that Aristotle’s metaphysics originally stood under the
title “first science”. | would urgently propose to translate “proté philosophia” in this way. Its very
meaning is the ‘system of (conceptual) foundations of any (scientific) knowledge’. If we under-
stand metaphysics in this way, it is obviously just the opposite of any ‘belief philosophy’ claiming
or teaching dogmatically some alleged ‘non-empirical knowledge’ about transcendent objects
beyond inner-worldly experiences, be them as divine as God or as corrupted as the human soul.
The same holds, of course, for transcendent states of affairs like the creation of the world or the

ending of all things.

For more than 23 centuries, the word “philosophy” had been, indeed, a label for any form of
theoretical science or explicit knowledge — as Hegel also reminds us at the beginning of his
Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences. This third main work of Hegel has a demanding
and, again, slightly ironical title. Just like the title “Phenomenology of Spirit” implicitly claims to

be the first book to bring human sapience, understanding and reason into an immanent view of
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a phenomenology, despite all seemingly grand sentences about what spirit does and does not,
the title “Science of Logic” expresses the intention to turn logic scientific. The title “Encyclo-

paedia of the philosophical sciences”, in turn, boasts to stand over all really scientific sciences.

Anyway, what we today count as philosophy, in its pure and theoretical sense of an academic
discipline, almost totally coincides with “prima philosophia”, i.e. ‘metaphysics, or so | claim. The
topics of what we call philosophy are indeed those of traditional metaphysics — if we put the
‘applications’ in what Hegel calls ‘Realphilosophie’ into brackets. We today rather follow a pro-
posal of Kant and view ‘Practical Philosophy’ as if it were somehow independent of ‘theoretical
philosophy’ or ‘metaphysics’ This and the almost infinite differentiations of special applied
philosophy, from philosophy of culture via philosophy of the human body or of sports to

something like neuro-philosophy, do not yield all too good results.

It is, however, no small thing to see that metaphysics just is the deep and wide enough
discipline of logical and conceptual analysis. This includes the insight that logics cannot be
reduced to a handful of schematic rules governing the use of singular words like “and”, “for all”,
“not” in regimented sentences — added by “it is possible” and “it is necessary” when we already
do modal logic. Such ‘formal’ logic turns logic into a sub- or better side-discipline of mathe-
matics. In its wider sense, logic should at least include the investigation of the peculiarity of the
strongly regimented sentences of mathematics, the all too special logical form of ideal truths
expresses mathematical sentences and the formal resp. purely schematic inferences made
possible in this science only by corresponding syntacto-semantic regimentations. Moreover, we
need to understand the contrast to all other fields of knowledge and to all other forms of
conceptual content and inferences. All this gets lost in the prejudice that ‘formal logic’ already
was ‘general logic’. For understanding Hegel, it is therefore absolutely crucial to see that and
why it his basic insight and not his basic mistake to separate general logic from formal logic —
such that, for example, Adolf Trendelenburg’s highly influential attack on Hegel and his return to
a formal understanding of syllogisms and his defence of Leibnizian formalisms is no step
forward but a fall-back into pre-critical dogmatism and rationalism. Until today it is difficult to
leave merely formal logic behind and understand that the topics of general logic are the different
forms of conceptual inferences and the different ways to use words and sentences in different
domains of discourse and on different levels of thinking. There might be, indeed, different forms
of expressing contents that do not allow for a schematic deductive logic at all, be it of the limited

Aristotelian form or of some post-Fregean tradition as in contemporary analytic philosophy.
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In any case, Hegel does not support Kant’'s view of the relation of general logic and domain-
specific logic. For Kant, general logic is just some formal logic which is picked up from a given
tradition of teaching formal logic, be it the ‘Aristotelian’ tradition of formal mereological
syllogisms together with its development in the famous ‘logic of Port Royal’ or, as today, Frege’s
mathematical logic. This logic was developed for a mathematical language in order to make the
logical form of mathematical thoughts explicit. The way Frege proceeds is well known, namely
by developing a system of syntactically regimented sentences and a system of rules or schemes
of deducing sentences form sentences in such a way that the deductions fit to an underlying
‘semantic’ but still formal system of truth-evaluation. The general fitting condition is that the
deductions should be such that they lead from sentences that are formally evaluated as ‘true’ to
‘true’ sentences. We are often inclined to add that they should not lead from true premises to
false conclusions. But talking about falsehood is ambivalent. It may at least sometimes too
hastily presuppose that we have only two values for the sentences, the value ‘true’ (called by
Frege “the True”) and the value ‘false’ (resp. “the False”). These ‘truth’ conditions for deduction
or schematic inferences are merely formal, just as the difference between a value 1 (‘the true’)
and 0 (‘the false’) is only formal. As such, they are independent from any possible non-formal
meaning of the underlying evaluation of sentences ‘as true’ or ‘having the value 1’. This formal
feature of deductive logic does not make this logic general. The reason for this claim, which may
seem outrageous to all friends of Frege’s and post-Fregean logic, is this: The rules of deduction,
for example in Frege’s predicate calculus, are reliable only as long as we move only inside a
mathematical set sentences that already have the syntacto-semantic form that is necessary for
applying the rules with good reason. In the same vein, the rules of formal syllogistics are reliable
only as long as we move in already well-defined mereological taxonomies as envisaged by

Avristotle.

Philosophers and scientist wish until today that ‘precise’ languages and ‘precise’ definitions fulfil
the conditions that make it possible to calculate with the formal inference rules of Aristotelian
resp. (post-)Fregean deductive logic. What is overlooked in this form of ‘argument’ is the
presumption that only such a language is clear and well-understood that is already formally
regimented in the corresponding way. The misleading result of this view is that, in the end, only
mathematical thinking appears as logically ‘clear’ and ‘exact’. Moreover, it is not even known

how ‘mathematical’, hence ‘idealistic’, already Aristotle’s taxonomical syllogistic is.



stekeler-weithofer Seite 6 31.05.2011

The real task of general logic is to rescue non-formal rigour of strictly scientific thinking from
idealist or wishful thinking and the corresponding prejudice in the all-too general identification of

rigor with exactitude, i.e. of rigorously logical thinking with merely formal calculation.

With respect to logic, Kant himself thinks quite formally and supports a kind of two-partite
system. It consists of general logic which is identified with the formal logic of the given tradition
on the one side, a special applied logic, Kant’s transcendental logic on the other side. Formal
logic is still viewed as general logic. The specific transcendental logic, resulting from a tran-
scendental analytic, wants to make the form of our way of talking about real objective things
explicit as we use it in our empirical experiences in which we deal with physical objects, or
rather, with ‘middle sized dry goods’, as we should say slightly ironically from the outset. For we
talk about much more ‘things’ (objects, entities, topics) than merely mathematic objects like
numbers and physical objects like stones, mountains and stars. We talk, for example, about
qualities and relations, use mass terms like “water” or “gold” that do not behave in the same way
as ‘sortal predicates’ like “even number” or “female animal’ do. In the latter case, we must
already presuppose a domain of individuals in which we can sort some individuals out. Of
course, we do this in the case of chemical stuff also, but only with respect to different stuff or
matter. Moreover, we talk generically about ‘man’ or ‘tiger’ as in geometry about ‘the circle’ and
‘the straight line’, without already talking about each singular man or individual straight lines.
This way of speaking about man in a generic sense may or may not already silently exclude
females, just as Locke’s use of the word “man” or the use in the American constitution according
to which ‘all men are born equal’ already have silently excluded slaves, indians or servants and
only referred to British subjects or American citizens which belonged to a kind of ‘middle class’

that already has owned some property or land.

The complicated and perhaps dangerous form of generic sentences shows up when we talk
about ‘the German’ and ‘the French’ or about ‘males’ and ‘females’ In such cases, we do not talk
about each singular German or singular males, just as we do not talk about the many different,
and differently well drawn, empirical realizations of circles when talking about ‘pure’ circles. Even
inside ideal geometry we distinguish between the ‘one and the many’ with respect to a
geometrical forms, as Plato already had seen. And it is no small matter to understand that there
is, indeed, only one (generic, ideal) circle or straight line as such, even though there are many
pure circles (even of different sizes) and many purely straight lines (even of different directions),
namely as subforms of a complex geometrical forms. The important question of ‘unity’ of an

object of thought thus turns into the question of how to understand pure or generic ways of
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talking about them. The ancient example of geometry is crucial here. For as a form, generically,
there is only one circle which does not have any size; it is size-independent. And there is only
one straight line, which does not have a direction or a breadth or a position in actual space. All
this sounds strange at first. But it is part of our logic of generic talk, which, of course, is not easy
to understand and might be even extremely dangerous, as we can see, for example, when we

think of uses of generic sentence about ‘the German’ or ‘the Jew'.

The point to make here is only to see that we actually often use generic ways of speaking,
without already saying something to the effect that we should do so or that we better replace
generic ways of speaking by the seemingly ‘more precise’ way of talking about ‘many or all’
singular things in some sortal domain of objects — like, for example, about ‘all humans’ or ‘some

mountain lions’, about all or some numbers or all or some points in space.

In order to understand now more clearly what metaphysics is, it might be helpful to insist,
however, already now that we cannot just dispense with generic ways of making thoughts and
forms of inferences explicit. If we see this, we also might see that the topics of metaphysics and
general logic turn out to be the same. They are, all in all, conceptual, but also already material,
generic, but not only formal forms of inferences as they are presupposed in understanding the
very contents of our own words. As such, they function as preconditions of any articulated ‘em-
pirical’ knowledge, for example about the specific objects in the different sciences. A particular
theme we have to address is, however, the special question why and how talking of God and the
soul, of Spirit and ‘the absolute’ belongs to the very topic of general logic or general

metaphysics.

2. My second main claim then is that, in his logic, Hegel connects an Aristotelian understanding
of metaphysics or ‘purely theoretical philosophy’ with a radicalization of Kant’'s critical
epistemology and ontology. He does so in a stepwise analysis of categorical and material,
though still conceptual, presuppositions of articulated human knowledge and sciences with their

specific domains of objectives and methods.

If we look at the overall structure of these steps, we already now can say (in an extreme dense
and ‘speculative’ way, of course) that Hegel’s logical or conceptual form of metaphysics starts
with the most abstract and general distinction between being and not being, as it must be
founded in present Dasein, which, in turn, presupposes some general pre-knowledge about the
basic fact that any real thing is finite in the following sense: It changes its appearances in many

ways, it changes its relative movements with respect to other things (and ourselves) and its very
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existence is temporally finite, i.e. it has a beginning and an end. We shall see, indeed, that the
recognition of, and reconciliation with, the finiteness of any real existence is not only one of the
goals of Hegel’'s analysis but, at the same time, an absolutely basic conceptual truism. Without
its acknowledgment we will never develop conceptual self-consciousness or authentic under-
standing. One of the tasks of his philosophy is, in the end, to make this very fact explicit. Insofar,
Hegel is, according to my reading, the philosopher of finitude. This might be astonishing for all
who believe about themselves to know what Hegel's philosophy is about. But we shall see that

and why or rather in which sense this is really true.

In contrast to the basic fact that any (finite and fallible) knowledge of (finite and ‘inner-worldly’)
things always already is relational and perspectival, there is, however, also some ‘absolute’, i.e.
non-relative, knowledge, namely practical knowledge. Practical knowledge is, as such, a kind of
self-knowledge. But it proves itself as knowledge not in ‘saying’ or ‘claiming’, but in doing things.
This is, as | would propose, the deep kernel of Hegel's pragmatism. It is an analytic or logical
pragmatism because it contains a kind of argumentative ‘proof’ that ‘absolute knowledge’ is
‘practical knowledge’ and ‘practical knowledge’ consists in actually performing actions on the
ground of some ‘rational faculty’ or ‘competence’ that shows itself in our actual acts. | must
hasten to add, however, that ‘absolute’ practical knowledge as it shows up in action does not
(necessarily) involve that it already is of the form that ‘Il know what | do'. It is, rather, of the form
that, whatever | do, | do it in some sense independently of the ‘only relative’ truth of what | think

or believe or judge what | do.

Hegel’s talk about ‘the absolute’ has always mystified his readers, especially those form a self-
declared ‘analytical’ camp that traditionally defines itself by taking part in an ‘Anti-Hegelian
movement’ as it stands in the tradition of Bertrand Russell and G.E. Moore. It is therefore crucial
to notice from the beginning that “the absolute” refers to the identity of subject and object in
practical knowledge, even if this can be ‘proven’ only at the end of Hegel's long and twisted
argument he produces in the logic. If this result is correct, the usual idea that Hegel was hea-
ding for some ‘absolute knowledge’ about some ‘transcendent absolute world’ is utterly mis-
leading. | claim, indeed, that it is wrong from the start; at least it does not give credit to Hegel's
arguments and thoughts in the context of his considerations but just picks some sentences out

of the contexts.

If we should learn anything by reading Hegel’s logic then it must be this: Sentences have their
meanings and truths only in specific contexts and domains of discourses with their specific

topics, distinctions, inferences and argumentative needs and commitments. This does not mean
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that we do not understand the sentences at all if we take them out of context. But it means that
we usually do not understand them well enough. Hence, the ‘anti-Hegelian’ argument of Rus-
sell’s or Wittgenstein’s ‘logical atomism’ which claims it impossible that knowledge of whole texts
could precede the understanding of singular sentences that make up the text is by far not as
good as it seems to be at first sight. Just as the meanings of words depend on the use of the
sentences in which they play a differential role, as Frege and Wittgenstein have seen, the
meaning of many sentences is not independent of the context. We must always understand the

local differential function the sentence plays, for example in contrast to its negation.

Moreover, Hegel’s insight into the absoluteness of performing acts or actions must be under-
stood as a revised version of Fichte’s claim that there is a primacy of being an actor over being
a theoretical thinker and of actions over the objects of thought or theoretical, as such mainly
verbal, knowledge. The performance of a role of actor in actions is always already presupposed
in any actual act of knowing something theoretically, whatever the object or objective of this
knowledge is, something in world, the world itself as such or | myself. This insight into the
‘absoluteness’ of the performing | and the ‘role’ or form of action’ | am about to perform
obviously corresponds in some way to the Cartesian thinking | and to Kant's ‘principle of
transcendental apperception’, as we shall see more clearly below. Here, we must be content
with some general hints: The peculiar status of practical knowledge, though not under the title of
‘the Absolute’, has been rediscovered by the Elizabeth Margaret Anscombe in continuation of
the insights developed by the late Wittgenstein. It might not be without interest to see that
Hegel’s logic ends, indeed, in a kind of ‘proof’ of this logical primacy of our performative forms of
actions and practices as they are presupposed in any allegedly true claims about the real world,
referring to singular empirical objects or to generic principles or ‘laws’ of nature, which, in the

end, turn out to be conceptual laws of thinking about nature.

All in all, this ultra-short sketch already could help us to interpret another deep and difficult no-
tion in Hegel’s logic, the ‘speculative’ notion “the idea”. For it can be now also already ‘seen’ that
this title-word labels the constitutive forms of our practices, including the practices of our
sciences, as guiding principles for good human action and true human knowledge. The overar-
ching label “the idea” corresponds, in fact, in a certain way to the parallel label “the concept” or
“the notion”, which refers to the system of generic, i.e. time-general, knowledge of material infe-
rences that always already are conceptually presupposed in our object-level understanding of
what we perceive and what we hear or read. Insofar, the notion is nothing else than the whole

set of implicit normative criteria that are presupposed in any attempt of ‘understanding’ whatever
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is said, perceived, held true or judged as good and beautiful. Insofar, the notion is the normative

precondition of any possibility of proper and correct thinking and thought.

Since thinking as an access to thought and thought as produced in thinking together mark the
difference between the mode of being a human person and the mode of merely living an ani-
mal’s life, the logic of the notion is, at the same time, an analysis of what thinking and thought is
and an enterprise in ‘differential anthropology’ — of we understand it as a conceptual investiga-
tion of the general, or rather: generic pre-conditions of taking part in what Hegel calls “Spirit”.
Spirit is, then, nothing else than the we-subject in our own practice of using and developing
thinking, language, understanding, knowledge, science, and all other ‘institutions’ that make up
our joint human form of life, irrespective to ethnic and ethnological differences or peculiar
cultures. One of the deepest logical insight then is that nobody can even meaningfully say “I” or
consider himself as a ‘person’ or ‘thinking subject’ without reference to this generic ‘we’, which
carries the label “Spirit”. In fact, there is logically no “I” without a “You” or “Thou” and no ‘I and
You’ without a ‘we’, irrespective of how different languages express these personal pronouns.
More importantly, there is always a distinction between a ‘distributive we’ (as in: “we all learn to
write” which obviously means that each of us learn to write) and a ‘generic we’ (as in ‘we know
that there is no actual god’ which obviously means that some of us know this about the

complicated usage of the words “god”, “there is” and “actual”).

To say that a logical or conceptual analysis of thinking and thought is a piece of differential an-
thropology now obviously refers to the difference between mere animals and humans, not to the
difference between the forms of practices in different ethnic or political communities, even
though such differences can come back into view when we reflect on different levels of de-
velopment. Whereas rationality or understanding (Verstand) then consists in a proper grasp of
‘the concept, i.e. in the ability to use or ‘follow’ pre-given norms properly, reason (Vernunft) con-
sists in participation at our practical form of a good joint development of ‘the concept, i.e. of the
generic truths or laws of the sciences, or, to be more precise, of the whole system of human
institutions. It is clear that and how reason presupposes rational understanding, just as technical

invention presupposes some technical skill.

One important step in a reasonable development of institutions, especially in the fields of scien-
tific knowledge and linguistic articulation, is to make implicit norms of some practice explicit.
This can happen in one way or another, by mere labels or by expressly articulated rules or
schemes of action. In either way, we can improve the institutional forms of cooperation im-

mensely. Other steps can follow, for example those that reduce all kinds of generic in-con-
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sistencies, systematic misunderstandings or mistakes that can hamper already merely individual
goal-orientations or ‘strategic’ rationality and even more so successful communication and

cooperation.

If we now ask what all of these reflections on the real institutional status of knowledge, science
and knowledge-backed understanding of conceptual content amounts to, we might give a short
answer: Hegel develops here the one and only philosophy of freedom that does not sacrifice
intelligence. Such sacrifice is still common. Its first version consists until today in subscribing to
the belief that either God or some overall system of natural laws is such that all things that
happen in the actual world are pre-determined from the very beginning. As a result, Augustinian
or Calvinist predestination and materialist or physicalist predetermination are very close rela-
tives. It is not our task here to dwell on the sophisticated subtleties by which the theological
believers in an all-pre-knowing God or an all-mighty system of ‘natural causes’ try to conceal the
incoherence of their beliefs with the fact that we can perfectly well distinguish between a domain
of ‘natural’ events that happen without any interference of human actions, including occurrences
or happenings in or at our own body for which we are not responsible, on one side, free acts as
more or less self-consciously controlled actualizations of possible action-schemes or generic
acts on the other. To deny this difference is not so much a sceptical act against some allegedly
mysterious ‘free will’ but a step back into an archaic self-misunderstanding on an arbitrary high
level of scientism. The term “scientism” is used her for a deeply incoherent attitude that can be
defined as ‘believing in what the sciences say’. To show the incoherence of this attitude, if
compared to a really scientific understanding of scientific knowledge and its logic, is the very
task of Hegel's science of logic. It is, therefore, metaphysics only as far as we can read it as an
enterprise of meta-level conceptual reflection on our object-level verbal knowledge about the

physical world and on our practical knowledge or competence in the physical world.

The ‘real’ opponent of Hegel's logical analysis of what there is and what we know is neither
rationalistic materialism nor theological rationalism. These positions are, in a sense, already
outdated, at least for those who see the impact of Hume’s powerful empiricist attacks against
any transcendent belief in divine pre-knowledge and natural causation. These attacks have, as

he himself famously says, awakened Kant from his ‘dogmatic’, i.e. rationalist ‘slumber’.

Hegel's opponent is now, in fact, Kant with his compatibilist theory of free action and free will.
This is not to say that Hegel does not appreciate Kant’'s attempt to make the idea of natural
science as the overall criterion for what there really is coherent wit the idea of free responsible

action. Indeed, Kant overcomes the incoherence in Hume’s declaration that each of us ‘knows’
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only as much of the world as she has experienced by her senses — just as animals do. Not only
Newton’s physics, as Kant's prototype for any decent natural science, but already any form of
joint human knowledge surpasses this hidden subjectivism in the Humean idea of ‘empirical
knowledge’ by far. The problem of Kant is, however, that in his account the problem of
subjectivism reappears on some higher level. In short, Kant is turning the individualist subjecti-
vism of Hume into a kind of generic inter-subjectivism, expressed by generic sentences about
the form of apperception of the knowing person. In fact, the ‘transcendental I’ and its faculty of
‘intuition’ and ‘understanding’ must already be understood as a generic | or as generic person.
As a consequence of this reading, causality in Kant's approach appears as a categorical
‘moment’, as we could say with Hegel, in the very constitution of possibly objective knowledge
about real things in the real world. In order to see that Kant's transcendental | already is a
transcendental ‘We’, we do not have to go far beyond Kant. The sociality of reason and
knowledge therefore is not really the issue. Locke and Hume, not Kant, claim to know
something about how the individual subject (or his brain) processes sense-data, i.e. bodily
sensations, ‘perceptions’ and ‘impressions’. Kant rather reflects, as Hegel clearly knows,

generically on the way we refer to things in the world by talking about them.

Kant’s main problem, however, remains this: He wants to make space for a kind of ‘belief in
freedom’ by restricting the domain of validity of ‘the causal law’ to the realm of ‘merely empirical
appearances’. At the same time, he claims that we cannot know anything about how the world is
in itself (as a holistic ‘Ding an sich’). And he uses this claim for his ‘compatibilist proof’ if not of
the reality of free actions so at least of their possibility in his Critique of Pure Reason. The reality
of free will and action follows, according to Kant, (only) from the necessities of practical philo-
sophy, i.e. of moral and legal judgments. The ominous form of proof runs under the familiar

quotation “thou shall, hence you can” (du kannst, denn du sollst).

It is now not difficult to see the intellectual sacrifice Kant expects us to commit. The very first is
this: As Gerold Prauss already had noticed’, the direction of proof should rather lead us from
what we can do to what we should do than the other way around. The leading principle is “ultra
posse nemo obligatur”, i.e. nobody is obliged to do what he cannot do. This principle marks the
difference between a civilised or reasonable practice of laws, morality, and sanctions on the one
side, a still ‘barbaric’ practice of ‘retaliation’ on the other. As long as only the ‘causes’ for bad
consequences are eradicated or ‘punished’, one does not make a difference between, say, an

animated or ‘divine’ Bosporus destroying the bridge of Xerxes, a woman who steps on the foot

! Gerold Prauss, Kants Handlungstheorie.
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of the Grand King by accident, a messenger of bad news and a deliberate and free warrior
fighting against his throne or person. Non-barbaric ethics and laws must distinguish these
cases. This distinction must be accessible, even with some contested intermediary cases,

before we can reasonably determine | what a person ought to do.

Kant does not seem to take this order of things as seriously as he should. He cannot just ‘prove’
the faculty of free action by a given practice of moral and legal law. For any such law must be
already ‘non-barbaric’. That is, it must already be thus that we can obey it. Every other
methodological order would be a petitio principii. Of course, Kant appeals to our conviction that
even in a case in which a person is tortured or threatened by death if he does not commit trea-
son with respect to his friend(s), the person is still free not to comply. But this case, though true,
nevertheless begs the question. For the question does not concern our actual convictions or
form of judgments. It concerns if our convictions, or differentiations, are, or are not, threatened
by the ‘principle of causality’ or ‘sufficiently pre-determining causes’ which says, in short, that
any event is the necessary consequence of preceding events and some causal laws. Kant
certainly wants to answer this question also, namely by distinguishing between a ‘determination’
of an action (e.g. by some ‘causality of freedom’, if the action is willed) and the (alleged) ‘pre-
determination’ of the happenings in and around our body while performing the action. On Kant’s
account, reason and free will belong to the ‘noumenal causes’ that determine the action. The
problem is how such a merely ‘intelligible’ causality out of freedom (Kausalitat aus Freiheit)
should be compatible and co-exist with the further idea that any empirical event in the physical
world, including the results of our bodily behavior, movements and doings, ‘could be in principle’
explained by preceding events and causal laws, if we only knew enough. If it would be true that
the whole realm of appearances is pre-determined in this way, everything is pre-determined.
Hence, Kant’s attempt to ‘limit knowledge in order to make space for belief (for example in free
will) or ‘faith’ (for example in God) cannot work. In fact, | agree with Hegel’s irony that we should
marvel at anybody who holds compatibilist views: he just does not realize that they are
incompatible, or rather incoherent. This is the real reason why Hegel attacks any belief-and-
faith-philosophy so fiercely, especially in Jacobi and in the camp of a so called ‘popular
philosophy’ (Popularphilosophie) which was mainly Humean or empiricist, but also when it is put

forward by post-Kantians like Reinhold, Fichte and their followers.

It should be obvious now that we can solve the problem of (post-)Kantian compatibilism only if
we start again a thorough enough reflection on the status of causality and causal laws, on the

status of scientific knowledge with respect to reality and truth, on the methodological and logical
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order of action and theoretical knowledge and, altogether, on the very notions of ‘being’ or ‘what
there (really) is’, including the notion of possibility and necessity. In precisely this sense, philoso-

phy is systematic or it is no real philosophy but mere — belief.

The importance of the consideration seems to be clear: The task is to limit the scope of science
to its proper domain, to avoid ‘transcendent’ or ‘sweeping’ conclusions and beliefs about what
science allegedly teaches us and to (re-)gain self-conscious control over what can really count

as a true and reliable orientation and what are mere assurances.

A most important further point is this: Even though the whole consideration seems to be obscure
(Hegel himself ironically uses the word “abstrus” for it) it is not a question of subtle distinctions
and consequences but of saving or vindicating coarse and general distinctions and conse-
guences against all too subtle arguments. The overall logical situation is well known since an-
tiquity: Just as there is no sharp and situation-independent borderline between what can count
as yellow and green or already as a heap of beans instead of only an assembly of beans, there
is no sharp and situation-independent borderline between ‘mere behavior’ and more or less free,
responsible, and ‘self-consciously controlled’ action. But to conclude from this fact that there
were no differences between yellow and green, heaps and non-heaps, animal behavior and
human action, animal perception and human knowledge is obviously nonsense. The world is, in
most respects, continuous. We have to impose on it schematic distinctions that are not just self-
understood or trivial, just as, to name some analogies, mathematizations and digitalizations are
not. These differentiations are, at bottom, qualitative, and develop into quantitative distinctions

and conclusions.

To use the continuity of ‘nature’ as such as an argument against (‘the truth of’) our (always
practical and somehow self-interested) differentiations, as, for example, Nietzsche famously
does, is in the end as ‘barbaric’ or all too crude, just as to return to Xerxes and his focusing on
the pleasant or unpleasant results for him, accompanied by a refusal to distinguish between a
storm in the Bosporus, non-controllable behavior, accidental occurrences or freely responsible

human actions.

3. The first Chapter explains now the relation between logic and metaphysics and argues
against the confusion of critical metaphysics and metaphysical assurance. It shows that we can
understand Hegel’s ‘oracular’ texts only in view of the basic problems that are dealt with, which
all relate to a controlled or self-conscious understanding of what it means to claim that some-

thing is true or to be entitled to say that one ‘knows’ something. A special problem is the
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difference between the finiteness of any actual truth-claim and the ‘infinite’, ‘ideal’ and, as such,
only abstract form in which we reflect on the conditions of ‘absolute’ fulfiiment and talk about
truth and knowledge instead of claiming to have some knowledge or assert something as true.
In such ‘speculative’ or high-level talk about ‘absolute’ fulfilment or truth we always transcend, by
the very form of this reflection, the perspectival finitude of any real judgment and control. In spe-
culative sentences we talk ‘sidewise on’ and ‘by a view from nowhere’ about our own idea of
‘absolute’ truth. But then we better distinguish between what we talk about here and what is
really ‘absolute’, namely our actual judgments and actual actions. In order to understand all this
we need to see what it means to making performative forms of action explicit. More special
problems concern the reference to the real world by intuition and by linguistic or other forms of
representations and the overall plan of Hegel’s critical analysis. It starts with the wrong ideas of
immediate references to real and abstract things in the logic of being, followed by a criticism of
mystified essences, grounds, forces, or causes in the logic of essence(s) to the insights into the
logical form of conceptual frameworks and the onto-logical structures of practices in an overall

form of life, called ‘the idea’.

In the second chapter, the need of systematic thinking in philosophy is justified by the core pro-
blem of modern philosophy after the rise of the mathematicized natural sciences, namely how to
understand the relation between freedom and determinism in a self-conscious way correctly.
Like other ‘dogmatic’ philosophical ‘theories’, Kant’'s compatilism still make intellectual sacrifices,
as the following chapters will show in more detail. Hegel sees that there is no satisfying answer
to the problem without a logical map that determines the real place of our knowledge about the
world and about ourselves as it is developed in the natural sciences in relation to other forms of
knowledge that transcend the methods of mathematical articulation as well as of ‘empirical’ (ob-
servational, experimental) proof or disproof just because of its conceptual generality and pre-
suppositional status in the logical order of scientific knowledge and the corresponding

conceptual framework.

In a sense, Hegel supports Fichte’ radically pragmatic philosophy of freedom, but without buying
his preachy dogmatism which remains, in the end belief-philosophy or ‘Weltanschauungs-
philosophie’, just as (Schopenhauer’s) Humeanism and related forms of a new ‘empiricism’ and
‘metaphysics’ in contemporary analytical philosophy. To change this impasse, we need, as the
third chapter shows, a kind of meta-critical development of Kant’s critical philosophy and of his
transcendental logic. The central point is not, as it is often believed, the insight that conceptual

frameworks change in time, but that science itself is nothing but a collective work on ‘the
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concept’. In the sciences, we — more or less consciously — develop our conceptual frameworks
for understanding the words we use in further communicative acts and cooperative practices.
This includes any act and practice of understanding ourselves. Such a scientific development of
‘the notion’ or work on ‘the concept’ is reasonable only if it has a certain form, namely when it
improves our intellectual and practical competence on the individual level of instrumental
thinking as well as on the collective level of communication and cooperation. Merely singular
empirical knowledge or merely historical narratives are never good enough reasons, especially
because empirical knowledge implicitly presupposes all kinds of conceptual pre-knowledge. The
dangers of logical incoherence in empiricism are therefore to be compared with sawing on the

stem or tree on which we and our understandings sit.

In the fourth chapter, we come back to Kant’s idea to distinguish the two ‘moments’ of percep-
tual intuition and conceptual understanding as foundations of objective knowledge. Beyond the
development of terminology, the ambivalence of spontaneity is an issue, followed by the
important transcendental principle of apperception, i.e. the logical status of the ‘I think’ which

must possibly accompany any representation and the concept of pure forms.

In chapter five, Hegel’s logic is presented as a critical theory of meaning which does not explain
in details the techniques of conceptual understanding — something we might expect from a
‘grammatical’ theory of linguistic semantics — but develops a methodological order of general
principles and ‘moments’ in our conceptual reference to the real world and our judgments about
possibilities in the real world. A first step consists in a critique of any ‘Platonist’ misunderstanding
of abstract objects. Any ‘ontic hypostazation’ of abstract or ideal ‘entities’ we refer to in pure
thinking just do not understand the logico-linguistic or techno-conceptual constitution of abstract,
pure, ideal or mathematical ways of talking or writing. The real place of such pure ‘objects’ are
speculative reflections on semantic or theoretical forms in the process of making generic forms
explicit which we use in empirical or object-level judgments and inference. In all cases in which
understanding is not just applying schematic schemes or ‘calculations’ of some sort, we need
‘charity’ and ‘trust’ as the main two ethical conditions of communication, cooperation, and
interpretation. Charity and trust are, so to speak, ethical presuppositions for any good

understanding and judgment as readers or hearers.

In chapter six, the topic is the peculiar role of logical thinking about concepts, as they are used
in empirical statements. It demands that it takes place, so to speak, on a meta-meta-level of
reflecting on contents and concepts, the level of ‘speculative’ thinking, as Hegel calls it. The

corresponding speculative sentences have a peculiar form, which can be tentatively
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characterized as oracular syntacto-semantic metaphors. Some such metaphors as, for example,
the expression “contextual holism” characterizes Hegel’s insight, that we understand sentences
(as linguistic forms, with which we can articulate different propositions) only in relation to
contexts, never context-free. This middle range ‘contextualism’ denies all versions of logical
atomism (Bertrand Russell) as well as sweeping holism (Jacques Derrida). But it entails the
insight that names and predicates have their meaning only in the context of corresponding
sentences, as Frege and Wittgenstein later also see. Moreover, the ‘natures’ or ‘essences’ by
which we explain appearances are, in fact, posited by us as ‘best scientific explanations’
available. As the ‘subjective’ logic of the notion shows, the corresponding theories play the role

of frameworks for any conceptual inference and content understanding.

The seventh chapter analyzes different forms of generic truths that support non-monotonic de-
fault norms or rules of inference. Such inferences are ‘intensional’ insofar as they do not only
depend on classifications corresponding to conceptual differentiations but also on the articulated
paradigm cases or generic types that function as ‘essential semantic forms’. Communicating
empirical information presupposes, in addition, a kind of dialogical semantics according to which
a speaker must give notice of relevant differences from the default standards of the concrete
case(s) she talks about. Already according to Kant, possibility or necessity cannot be under-
stood via talking about mystical possible worlds but only via modal acts. The same holds for

causal explanations.

This leads us, in the eighth chapter, back to Hegel’s analysis of reality as a modal notion and the
narrow relations between the logical form of a speech act in which we evaluate an explanation
as reasonable and a speech act in which we declare something about real causes. Any talk
about reality on the object level is already constituted on the ground of reflective evaluation of
causal claims and does not immediately correspond to a concept- and judgment-free ‘objective’
world in itself. Objectivity is evaluated inter-subjectivity. Kant’s insights into the conceptual as the
formative form and structure of the subject therefore must be the result of an argument and
cannot remain an assurance as in Kant’s very beginning of his transcendental ‘analytic’ which is,
as such, no ‘analysis’ at all but a synthetic construction that already presupposes the most
crucial claims, namely that the basic forms of the world, its spatial, temporal, and ‘causal’
structure, are forms of our subjective intuition and understanding. Hegel shows that there is no
knowledge about structural forms of the real world and there is no reference to any possibility or
necessity, to grounds or causal forces if not via our own conceptual framework. That is, without

some sacrifice of our intellect we cannot coherently understand claims or arguments that
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presuppose any ‘immediate’ reference to the world or to a system of possible worlds as if there
existence was ‘given’ independently of their conceptual determinations. In other words, talking
about the ‘reality’ of actual facts or even of dispositions and causal forces never can abstract
totally from the ‘expressivist’ reading of such modalities, despite the fact that we in fact are all
‘modal realists’ in the sense that we distinguish between what we as an arbitrary group of
person judge as possible and real and what is possible and real independently of ‘our’
judgments — this “our” referring again to a limited we-group. However, to say that p is real or that
g really is possible is still the same as saying that we, taken generically, should take p as real or

really possible.

The last, ninth, chapter looks back to the logic of being and Hegel’s critical analysis of mathe-
matical entities and structural propositions. This reconstruction is crucial insofar as it proves that
Hegel had a deep understanding of what it means to constitute abstract objects or theoretical
entities by logico-linguistic techniques of abstraction and ideation. In order to hold the threshold
of formality in the main consideration as low as possible in order to make it possible to follow the
main arguments without all too deep mathematical pre-knowledge, | have put these considera-
tions in a kind of appendix that gives a short introduction into Hegel’s philosophy of mathematics
and formal abstraction. One most important result of this analysis is that any belief in
‘infinitesimal forces’ is just misreading our mathematical techniques of representing accelerated
movements by curves and functions and to use calculus for characterizing the curves or func-
tions locally (in differentiations) and globally (in integrals) in an ontic, mystifying, and transcen-
dent way. Without a proper philosophy of mathematics there is no enlightenment that could lead
us from scientism with its almost religious, in the end however only still Pythagorean or
Platonist, belief in an alleged overwhelming power mathematicized knowledge to a more prag-
matic and all in all immanent and finite understanding of what we do when we use mathematical
theories by expressing generic knowledge. What are the limits of formalizations? What does it
mean to think rigorously scientific? And why are only formally exact deduction not enough? The
point is that they always start with belief-philosophical axioms. Even if there are assurances of
their alleged ‘pragmatic utility’, these assertions frequently are not rigorously enough controlled.
On the other hand, Hegel does not think that a mathematician who believes in Platonism
makes, with necessity, a mathematical mistake. Just as the Christian believer does not make a
religious mistake in his worship of God and his liturgical celebrations, the physicist does not
make a mistake as a physicist when he believes in the reality of all his stuff and matter, particles
and forces, expressed by mathematical functions in some theoretical framework. In all these

cases, at least more often than not, the problem of the ‘realist’ attitude of believers is not her
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practice but what she says about it. This is the reason why critical philosophy can and must, at
least in wide respects, leave the practice it analyzes intact. Insofar, philosophy leaves the world
as it is, as Ludwig Wittgenstein famously has said, and is ‘quietist’ about ‘revolutions’. It might,
therefore, be of some interest to see that Marx’ criticism of philosophy that it only ‘interprets’ the
world and does not change it characterizes Hegel's own version of quietism fairly correctly. To
preach revolutions is not the task of philosophy. People are willing to revolutionize their
institutions all too willingly. All this can also throw some bright light on John McDowell’s
Wittgensteinian quietism. For it is part of the method of understanding a practice not to jump all
too fast into proposals of reformations and revolutions but first try to understand and ‘supersede’
or ‘sublate’ prima facie criticisms by ‘saving’ well-functioning practices as long as they are
functioning. Hegel's notorious appeal to ‘reconciliation’ between the philosophical critic and the
scientific or religious believer has precisely this meaning: The problem is most often not the
practice and the practical content of the belief, but a lack of self-consciousness, if the belief is

still all too naive.
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CHAPTER 1: CRITICAL METAPHYSICS VS. METAPHYSICAL BELIEF-PHILOSOPHY

1.1 PROBLEMS OF PHILOSOPHICAL INTERPRETATION

After beginning the introduction with the main results of the whole argumentative journey on
which Hegel leads us in his Science of Logic, we better take some time to reflect on how to read
his difficult texts. Immediate or ‘philological’ interpretations of philosophical texts frequently un-
derestimate how much pre-knowledge is required in order to dive, so to speak, into the syste-
matic topics and arguments, just as one had, according to Socrates, to dive for the pearls in
Heraclitus’ aphorism. The problem already starts when we think, for example, of how to under-
stand the advice of the god of Delphi ‘to know oneself’ and the way Socrates tried to follow it.
Knowing oneself does not consist in (subjective) introspective or ‘intuitive’ reflections but, rather,
in questioning the general forms and ideas of given practices and their usual explications. Ac-
cordingly, already Plato and Aristotle widen the focus from (informal) individual ethics, the topic
of Socrates, to a good understanding and reasonable joint development of human institutions
and the corresponding forms of practice and action. Special interest is given to a (new) foun-
dation of the institution of science named ‘philosophy’. It is understood as a system of di-
sciplines as mathematics (mainly geometry), music (together with the notations of tones and
harmonies), writing and speaking (grammar, formal semantics or ‘logic and dialectics’, style and
rhetoric), Plato’s newly founded political science and ethical psychology, Aristotle’s zoology and
Theophratos’s plant biology, just to name the most important examples of beginning science. In
his political science, Plato tries to make the constitutional forms of a well established republic
explicit. In the biological sciences, Aristotle and Theophrastos produe write about the forms of
life of animals and plants fitting to a taxonomical classification into species and families, as it
later was developed by Linné in our times. In these newly developed approaches, Plato and
Aristotle go far beyond early Pythagorean mathematics and Eleatic or Megarian logics. And they
reflect on the very form of such a science as ‘a theoria’: Its task is always to make the most
relevant general forms or generic structures explicit, not just to produce merely empirical nar-
ratives about singular things and merely contingent events as in a ‘historia’. | refrain from calling
generic description of life forms in biology “natural history”, as Michael Thompson does,
because this form of taxonomical and ethological science is already really science and theoria,
even a conceptually foundational one, and not just ‘historia’. It is, therefore, rather a sign of con-
ceptual confusion if modern post-Darwinisms or evolutionary and genetic biology views

ethological taxonomies as a kind of pre-science. What is true is this: Modern evolutionary
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biology and genetics are biological sciences or theories on a logically higher level that
ethological taxonomy. For they presuppose indeed quite some taxonomical pre-knowledge
without which our evolutional narratives of the phylo-genesis of present day species (as they are
mostly dying out) and other species (that already have died out) cannot be conceptually under-
stood.? Ironically, evolutionary theory is in much closer sense merely ‘natural history’ than
ethological taxonomy, which is a science that relies on present day observation. Therefore,
ethological taxonomy produces in a more fundamental sense a ‘scientific theoria’ than our
reconstructions of the historical genesis of species, just as terrestrial experimental and
observational physics produces, after all, still more fundamental theories than the astronomical

histories about the genesis of the universe.

But coming back to Plato, his main topic is, indeed, the ‘idea’ of a republic, i.e. the form of a
good constitution of a political society of civil persons, which includes the question of how to
educate the ‘souls’ of the persons, i.e. to form the character of a good citizen. The main topic of
Aristotle is the normal and good life of animals. His successor, Theophrastos, then develops an
ethological taxonomy of plants. But notice that all three philosophers are also already concerned
with the differential form of being a human person whose life has to be understood in its basic

difference to merely animal life and of animal life in comparison to ‘lower’ life-forms.

We now can make a big further step (namely to the very end of Hegel’s science of logic, as it
were) and say that any scientific or theoretical knowledge tries to make a central idea (Idee)
explicit. But then we must understand this word “idea” in a peculiar Hegelian sense. Such an
idea is, as | would like to put it, a performative form of being. It is the life-form of animals or
plants if our topic is the form of life of animals or plants. When we return our interest to us
humans, the idea is, accordingly, our performative form of being, namely human life. The crucial
insight then is that we (can) make an idea or the idea explicit (only) by turning it into an object of
reflection. Such a reflection is called ‘speculative’ when it is of some high level, including some
forms of reflection on the very notion of reflection. In any such reflection, we use ‘generic
descriptions’ which, in turn, are in the end the same as a conceptual articulation of the per-
formative form of being in its genericity or ‘as such’, at least if we succeed in our attempt of
making things explicit. But saying this is, again, looking back on Hegel’s text from the end of his

analysis.

We have, as we hopefully see now clearly, to cope with three problems, which are, in fact,

Hegel’'s own. The first is the problem of ordering and beginning the argumentative journey of or

2 Michael Thompson, Forms of life
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in Hegel’s logic; the second has to do with a proper understanding of the ‘speculative sentences’
that constitute the argumentative line of thought, together with the ‘categorical labels’ that work
as sign posts; a third refers to dialectics as a method of analysis in relation to formal logics and

its synthetic method of formal definitions and deductive inferences.

In order to appreciate the first point, we have to understand that and why Hegel cannot start with
any of the ‘results’ named above. He cannot do so because he wants to prove that there is no
other alternative to understanding the objects of the sciences, the truth of scientific explanations
and the reality expressed by scientific laws or scientific explanations. Hegel's whole ‘system’ is
nothing but an attempt to avoid any mere assurance as we find it in dogmatic belief-philosophy
and naive readings of what the sciences allegedly know about what is really true and how they
want to distinguish their own ‘really scientific’ knowledge from what (allegedly) only ‘appears or
seems to be real or true’. This task explains why and how Hegel’s critical journey in the science
of logic begins with a criticism of any naive ‘idea’ or ‘belief theory’ of being and truth as in so-
called correspondence theories or some assurances of the positive sciences as the measure of
all real truth and real existence which assert, just as theological sciences before modernity, to

know something about some underlying reality which the normal person does not know.

Hegel's radical criticism of all belief philosophy and, at the same time, of a naive ‘scientia
mensura’ thesis in mere assurances of the positive sciences leads us, first to a criticism of any
version of so called Platonism. It is followed by a reflection on the very constitution of abstract
objects and theoretical entities in his ‘logic of being’ to a ‘logic of essence(s)’. There we find a
reflection on generic ‘natures’ of things by which we explain singular appearances and empirical
experiences. The final insight of the ‘logic of the notion’ is, then, that the very concept of an

essence or a reality that explains an appearance also already has a ‘conceptual constitution’.

As a result of the whole argument, Fichte’s claim of the primacy of (scientific) practice does not
remain a mere assurance or belief. It is vindicated without reasonable alternative in the sense
that whoever still believes that a mere ‘natural science’ is the measure of all things (if they exist
or do not exist, as Sellars and Brandom happily say), commits the same sacrifice of his intellect
as those who still believe that a real ontic god has created the world and is the master of truth,

beauty and the good.

With respect to the so called ‘speculative sentences’ in Hegel's high-level logic, as for example
“the truth of mechanism is teleology”, it is crucial to see that they are, in a sense, similar to

oracles or Heraclitean riddles. Like for oracles, we have to find the right context in order to un-
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derstand them properly. If we change the context, the negation of the oracle can also turn out to
be (somehow) ‘true’. This very fact explains, why Hegel can say, for example, that freedom is
the truth of necessity and, on the other hand, that freedom is ‘inner’ necessity. The first sen-
tence means that any proposition or rule that we evaluate as necessary counts as necessary
only by mediation of our free evaluation. If we read the second oracle in the right way, is says:
Freedom of action always already is a consequence of some ‘inner’ necessity, namely of ra-
tional thinking — which is just the opposite to ‘arbitrary’ and, as such, ‘merely contingent’ free

choice.

This leads us to a more reasonable reading of Hegel's ominous dialectics as most of his friends
and foes seem to propose. Dialectics is, altogether, the art or technique of dealing with seeming
and real conceptual inconsistency and incoherence in the right way. Hegel does not, as is fre-
guently believed, ‘accept’ incoherence without further ado. But he denies any a priori assump-
tion that says something like the following: Our conceptual system is already in such a good
shape as to exclude all possible inconsistencies, inferential dead ends (‘aporia’), misunder-
standings or systematic mistakes. In his opposition against a naive, ‘Platonist’, belief in a pre-
established heaven of divine ideas or ideal concepts that already are freed of any possible in-
coherence and inconsistency, Hegel does not deny that, ideally, we hope and strive for con-
sistency and coherence. On the contrary. But we have to admit that any real system of con-
ceptual norms and material inferences that govern our real understanding is and always will be

finite and limited.

A first result of this ‘realist’ and ‘pragmatist’ recognition of finiteness in our very practice of using
language and concepts (taken as meaningful words, sentences, images or just distinctions) is
the further acceptance of the fact that there always remain many ‘possibilities’ of real
incoherence that necessarily have to be removed if we want to make progress in our joint
understanding. We remove them, hopefully, by jointly developing our system(s) of generic,

canonical, knowledge.

A second result is that finding out about such inconsistencies, incoherent inferences, systematic
misunderstandings and generic falsities is the very motor of making progress in our deve-
lopment of scientific knowledge, which is, at the same time, a development of our conceptual
system of making generic distinctions and corresponding default inferences. Contradictions
always show that we have something to do, namely ‘supersede’ or ‘sublate’ them either by new,
more adequate but still generic conceptual distinctions or by new theoretical frameworks that

solve the newly found problems without destroying older achievements as, for example, we
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happen to have succeeded in Newton’s mechanics in comparison to Aristotle’s or Ptolemaeic
theories of ballistic movements on earth or in the skies. It is often not seen that dialectical
‘sublation’ in its easiest form is, since Plato and Aristotle, an absolutely well known method of
logical analysis, namely the method of disambiguating words and other expressions by making
finer conceptual distinctions somehow explicit in such a way that the new generic distinctions fit
better to a set of generic inferences that are attached to the conceptual, i.e. ‘intensional’

articulation of the distinction.

A third point is already named in Plato’s account, namely that we never should use the rules of
formal logics without checking if the conditions of their sound application are (sufficiently) ful-
filled. To do so requires more logic than an ‘eristic sophist’ has, i.e. a logician who does not
know or care about free dialectical judgments about the applicability of merely formal logical
schemes. Such schemes hold, in the end, only for pure ideas and ideals. To know and ap-
preciate this is the hidden truth of any decent ‘idealism’ which should never be confused with the
Berkeleyan or empiricist claim that the only things that can be said to really or actually exist are

those entities that are more or less immediate ‘objects’ of perception.

If and how far Hume’s scepticism, Kant’'s ‘transcendental idealism’, and finally Fichte’s and
Schelling’s later so called ‘German’ idealism are distinct from Berkeleyan empiricism is still a
topic to be discussed in more detail — together with the question what Hegel wants to overwrite
and subscribe to when he talks of “absolute idealism” in characterizing his own position. Only
one precautious hint should be allowed already now. Hegel most probably wants to say that in
any knowledge claim we presuppose ‘the notion’ in the sense of the contemporary system of the
best available generic scientific knowledge as defining the content of our words and sentences
by the material conceptual inferences corresponding to proper differentiations. Moreover, we
presuppose ‘the idea’ or ‘Spirit’, which is nothing else as the implicit life form of being a human
person. It is this idea that can be identified with the very faculty of making rational and rea-
sonable judgments. In performing this faculty (more or less correctly), any person ‘takes part’ in
‘the idea’. In additional reflective acts as we can see them exemplified in religion, art and philo-
sophy, the person identifies herself explicitly with the human life form or Spirit. In doing so, she

takes part in a practice of ‘absolute Spirit’.

Now we can, and must, also already say something about the difference between ideas in He-
gel's sense of the word “idea (to agathou)”, the English word “idea” in the sense of “mental
representation”, fitting more or less to the German word “Vorstellung” and the talk about ‘ideals’

or ‘ideal principles’. Whereas the English translation of the Platonic word “eidos” by ‘(conceptual
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or structural) form’ is very helpful indeed, we still need a distinction between being a form of me-
ta-level talk or being a form-in-use, a ‘performative form’ or ‘Vollzugsform’ as | would like to say.
If a form is already an ‘inner form’, we may call it “content” or “meaning” or “concept”. In a high-
level (meta-level) context of reflecting on meanings, contents or concepts they appear as ‘ob-
jects’ of ‘speculative’ talk and are, as such, objects of semantic, conceptual or structural reflec-
tion. Their ‘real’ existence, however, are the forms and norms that actively govern the perfor-
mances of our actions in practices. Hence, Hegel's ‘idea’ as the system of performative practi-
ces is the real mode of being of forms and norms — for all forms and norms that are objects of
(self-)reflection, from syntactical or other ‘outer’ forms via meanings and contents as ‘inner’

forms to alls sorts of formed institutions.

In a sense, Heidegger’s famous talk about the ontological difference between being taken an
object of thinking or perception (German: Seiendes, Greek: to on) and being in a performative
process or practice (German: Sein, Greek: einai) is a kind of re-invention or re-cognition of
Hegel’s distinction between ‘the notion’ as an object(-domain) of reflection and ‘the idea’ as the
whole of performative forms as they (hopefully) show up in our conceptually and, hence, scien-
tifically informed personal life. “Spirit” then is the alternative title of ‘the generic we’ at which we
take part when we ‘think’, i.e. speak, judge resp. infer judgments in rational understanding or
more or less reasonable proposals. In this sense, Spirit, or for that matter, its form, The Idea, is,
as such, not (just) an object of reflection’ but a (if you wish: a hidden) subject in any of our
individual thoughts, judgments and conclusions. Whoever says that language speaks through

us (Heidegger), or that, with respect to the content of a sentence p, not | say that p but “p” says

that p (Wittgenstein) expresses essentially the same insight.

It is now only a short step to see in which sense Hegel interprets religious talk about God as a
still metaphorical way of reflecting on Spirit as the performative form of practice which makes us
into thinking persons if we take proper part in it, that is, if we let ‘Notion’ and good judgment
reign over our individual actions and collective practices. Praying to God or praising God now
turns out as a practical attitude of humility and thankfulness, perhaps accompanied by joy and
bliss, with respect to the very basic and ‘absolute’ fact that we exist as human beings or thinking
persons. This radical secularization of the very concept of God and the Soul is one of the many

agendas in Hegel’s logic, which explains why God is a recurrent theme in this text.

In contradistinction to The Idea as a whole of performative forms, an ideal is a specific means of
articulating generic orientations. ldeals cannot and must not be used directly as criteria or

fulfilment conditions for actual things or actions in the real world. Hence, ideal knowledge is, by
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definition, utopian and inaccessible. Actual knowledge is always finite, limited, fallible. It is
nevertheless often good enough for the corresponding individual or joint purposes. Any use of
any ideal (theory or sentence, structure or image) needs non-schematic experienced judgment
(sophrosyne and phronesis) as Plato and Aristotle already know. This is the practical faculty of
‘projecting’ ideal forms onto the real world, for example when we say that particular cases can
count as paradigms for the application of ‘ideal forms’. This application is also called ‘parti-
cipation (in form).” The corresponding Platonic words are “metalambanein” and “metechein”,

resp. “methexis”.

In order to articulate the form of judgments about form-participation and other forms in our prac-
tices or institutions, including our ideal and generic way of talking about them, we obviously
have to overcome some deep logical problems. Any deeper understanding of other philoso-
phical protagonists, like, for example, Heraclitus, Parmenides, and Plato, or Kant, Fichte, and
Heidegger rests on knowing about these problems. In fact, the reception of these philosophers
more often than not turns their logical insights into the opposite of what they really are. One of
the main reasons for this is that their sentences are read as object-level claims about a world as
such. But they must read be as meta-level reflections on our conceptual and perceptual access
to the real world or even as meta-meta-level or ‘speculative’ reflections on the very constitution

of ‘the concept’ as a system of meanings and ‘the idea’ as a system of practices.

1.2 THE QUESTIONS OF METAPHYSICS

Like Kant, Hegel does not just criticize the empiricist tradition but dwells on it. But Kant’s tran-
scendental analysis somehow wavers between a merely subjective reflection on what | can
know and how to express presupposed criteria of truth and knowledge. Hegel sees much more
clearly the cooperative feature of knowledge, content, thought, and language which is the
source of normative truth and validity: Science and knowledge must be always understood as
(the result of) joint investigative work. Traditional epistemology focuses on the (‘Cartesian’)
guest for subjective certainty. Instead, we should ask: What is it to properly participate in a joint
practice of joint knowledge? And how should we understand the tensions and relations between
our own ideals of perfect knowledge and our real knowledge? These questions are not just epi-
stemic, but onto-logical, if you wish to use this word (hopefully hyphenated), namely in the
double sense of giving an account of what it means to attribute being or reality to an object of
thought (which might be a whole system of thoughts or propositions) and what it means to be in

the first place.
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In contradistinction to what empiricist minded authors like Hobbes, Hume, or Russell think and
say, metaphysics, properly understood, now reappears as critical analysis of what there is. As
such, it contains reflections on the meaning of “being” and “truth”, on the formal and practical
constitution and the pragmatic significance of the distinction between being and non-being, truth
and falsity, and on the notion of self and self-knowledge. Ironically, the very avoidance of such a

critical metaphysics leads to ‘dogmatic metaphysics’ which | call here mere ‘belief-philosophy’.

Belief philosophy starts, uncritically, with mere assumptions, contentions, or (self-)assurances.
This is the very reason why Hegel says that a human world without critical metaphysics is a de-
plorable state of affairs. By this, he does not deplore that people have lost their religious or
otherwise metaphysical faith. The problem is, on the contrary, a lack of explicit reflections on the
very concepts of being and truth, rationality and reason, self-consciousness and spirit. The pro-
blem is that people use all these terms in a fairly naive way — or, if they do not use them at all,
they already have stopped to strive for knowledge about themselves. This holds for traditional
systems of beliefs governed by positive religions through their few books and many preachers
as well as for political correct public opinions in a secular society or for belief-science. The
deepest problem is, in fact, scientism, since it is turning the results of the sciences into a mere
belief-philosophy or, as we could also say, an ‘ideology’ in the sense of German ‘Welt-
anschauung’ — such that ‘scientism’ coincides with the ‘wissenschaftliche Weltanschauung’ or

scientific ideology of the Vienna Circle.

In consequence, one of the tasks of critical metaphysics or non-belief-onto-logy is making the
different conditions for existence and identity of objects in different domains of discourse and
the different criteria for the validity or ‘truth’ of corresponding assertions explicit. Any knowledge
claim has such logical preconditions. Dogmatic contentions or ‘metaphysical’ beliefs always
somehow forget (to reflect upon) these presuppositions — which results in a lack of clear under-
standing of the very content of the beliefs, the very meaning of holding something true. One
sign for this lack are unclear criteria of truth and knowledge, another insufficient control of their

fulfilment.

In the following, | try to say something about Hegel’s first logical turn of the metaphysical que-
stion what there is into what “being” means. His second turn is a return from the concept of what
something is to an ‘absolute’ understanding of being in life practices and its performative forms.

By this, | try to sketch the main argumentative structure of Hegel’s Science of Logic.
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1.3 MAKING FORMS OF INTUITION AND UNDERSTANDING EXPLICIT

It may be helpful to begin with Kant’s distinction between a sensible world of appearances (mun-
dus sensibilis) and a world of things of mere thought (mundus intelligibilis). Kant’s claim or basic
assurance is this: The only things that ‘really exist’ are things, which can be experienced, that is,
objects in the sensible world. To this world of appearances we have access by so called Intuition
(Anschauung), which | already take (perhaps too charitably) to be something like joint obser-
vation of present things including present movements of or changes of gestalts and colours of
things. The consequence of such a robust reading of Intuition as referring to present objects by
making use of our senses is this: On of the two main differences between Kant and the empiri-
cists consists in Kant’s distinction between (animal) sensation as a merely subjective motive for
(animal) behavior or self-movement, as described in Alva Noé&’s notion of an ‘enactive
perception’ and jointly formed (human) Intuition. The latter already is an action that must be
understood as part of a joint human practice which consists in a spatial ordering of things that
results, in the end, in 'one’ space, and a time-ordering of movements that results, in the end, in
one time. Unfortunately, Kant uses in his analysis the linguistic form of talking about a generic |
or transcendental subject when he tries to make these forms of actions that constitute the unity
of ‘our’ space and time explicit. Therefore, he does not have the verbal resources to explicate on
the meta-level the change of perspective involved in all cases in which | refer to the same thing
from my point of perception as you do from yours and someone else from his point of view — as

we need it when we produce the unity of reference and the unity of space.

On the object level, linguistic means of describing the thing of reference ‘conceptually’ are
certainly extremely helpful to secure perspective-invariant reference on present objects. But in
present Intuition, they may not always be necessary as they certainly are when we refer to non-
present things. Furthermore, we should limit our notion of the conceptual at least in a strict
reading of Kant to verbalized concepts and nit include merely practical or behavioral inferences
into the notion of the ‘conceptual’ as it is usually done, with the result that the forms of Intuitions
must already be called “conceptual” and Kant’s attempt to separate the moment of Intuition from
the moment of Understanding must fail. But Kant is right to distinguish between the forms and
norms constituting our practice of present reference to present object (with or without object
description) from our practice to produce ‘spontaneously’, i.e. at will, linguistic representations of
(possible) objects. Unfortunately, Kant uses ‘material’ language and talks on the semantic level
when he analyzes the latter as ‘thinking’ and ‘thought’. The title ‘synthetic unity of apperception’
then names the unifying act of identifying an object of Intuition in a perception of an actual thing

with thinking or describing the selfsame thing. Hence, in apperception, if we take the expression
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shorthand for ‘apperceptive Intuition’ we already refer to the same present object by Intuition

and by thinking or describing it.

In a next step, Kant focuses on the function of pure geometry resp. pure arithmetic. He makes
their role tentatively explicit by saying that in geometry we represent the overall form or structure
of outer, i.e. spatial, Intuition. In arithmetic we represent the form of ‘inner’ Intuition as it appears
when we count a sequence of different events as for example time-beats like those of our heart
or of clock. In counting, we always compare such or other sequences with our own production of
a sequence of number terms. ‘Pure Intuition’ is then nothing but the Intuition used when doing
mathematics by dealing with geometrical drawings, with sequences of numerals or arithmetical

equations.

Anything ‘beyond present appearance’ is, in this picture, always an object of ‘mere’ thought.
Important examples for such mere things of thought are (for us and for Kant) numbers (as we
use them for example in time measurements) and geometrical forms. We cannot observe these
abstract entities as such. And we cannot evaluate the truths of pure number theory or of pure
geometry merely by empirical observation. Nevertheless, the truths of geometry play an impor-
tant role in empirical judgments about the non-pure gestalts of bodies or other spatial relations.
The arithmetical truths tell us something about sets of elements that can be counted or, in
higher arithmetics, about pure magnitudes or real numbers. Therefore, we cannot ‘define’ these
things by arbitrarily chosen axioms — such that mathematics altogether is not just an ‘analytical’
science if analyticity is understood in Kant’s terms, whatever empiricist or logicist critics of Kant

later might say.

It is of some interest to notice already now that Hegel uses the word “analytic” in a wider sense,
such that all arithmetical truths turn analytic, just because they are consequences of our defini-

tional ‘positing’ the truth values of arithmetical sentences.

As a further result of these terminological considerations, we must distinguish between different
uses of the expression “there is an ‘object’ or ‘entity’ x with the property A” (or “such that A(x)").
Its general meaning is expressed by the famous phrase of W. V. Q. Quine: To be is to be the
value of a variable. Quine forgets, however, to reflect on the fact that there are always only local
domains of such values. There is no universe of discourse and there are no unrestricted quan-
tifiers. In fact, we always must distinguish different ontological domains for the corresponding
propositions and objects of discourse. Quine, like Frege before him, underestimates this. We

might refer to real things in the real world of sensible objects, which even can be named indi-
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vidually (like “le tour Eiffel a Paris”). Or we might refer to abstract and ideal entities or to merely
fictional entities. For we can say, with some good sense, that in Conan Doyle’s novels there is a

friend of Sherlock Holmes with the name “Dr. Watson”.

Since Pegasus and Jupiter belong, as fictional entities, to the world of mere thought, the task is
to figure out which entities in the mundus intelligibilis are merely verbal constructions, and which
of them have a certain function in making implicit forms of a real practice explicit. Kant's own
central example for this difference is, again, arithmetic and geometry, as it is today in analytic
philosophy. He sees, at least vaguely and in general, that mathematical truths relate to a
practice of counting real things in the real word of appearances and of forming solid bodies or of
positing things in a temporal and spatial order of things. All this amounts to a deep and difficult
insight: The ideal forms that are made verbally explicit in pure mathematics correspond to some
formed practice. Such a practice exists in the corresponding individual actions of individual
persons. Insofar as these actions fit to the form, the form functions as a norm for proper or
correct action, for example of calculating or of forming plane surfaces.® In a sense, it is the im-
plicit form, not just its ideal explication (e.g. by so called principles), that ‘explains’ how we act
when we (intend to) act according to the form. Or, as | would like to say, it is the empractical *
form of a practice which is the ‘normative reason’ for acting in a certain way, namely according
to our joint cooperative practice, rather than in another way that does not lead to successful co-
operation. But, of course, we frequently must still count with external causes for mishaps, unin-
tended behavior or failing cooperation and communication. > There are no absolutely fool-proof
cooperative forms. On the other side, any norm of correctness according to which we can act
‘properly’ in one way or another corresponds to a form of joint action or cooperative practice.
Thus, forms of actions and practices and normativity are just two sides of one coin. Any
‘Humean’ attempt to develop ‘norms’ out of merely successful satisfaction of desires just
overlooks the conceptual gulf between action and behavior, truth and success, normative

correctness and subjective satisfaction of desires.®

In actual use, pure forms always turn into empractical forms. Such an empractical form is a
“form-in-performance” (a “Vollzugsform”) as | have said and will say in the following. The que-

stion is how a certain generic or pure “form-in-reflection” (Bezugsform) corresponds to an em-

% The practical forms of joint reference to an object in common space and time are made explicit in geometry and
kinematics by talking about purely mathematical forms. The domain of such pure forms is the domain of pure
intuition.

* This very useful term “empractical” goes back to Karl Bihler, a student of Husserl.

° By the way, we should always remain aware of the difference between unintended behavior and unintended
consequences of an action.
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practical form. As an abstract object of talk, it is already transposed into a merely ‘intelligible’
entity as such or an sich — as Hegel would say. The classical example is, of course, the relation
between the practice of producing plane surfaces and the talk about ideal geometrical form of a
plane, or between an empractical form of language use and a corresponding linguistic form,

norm or rule as it is made explicit in a grammar-book.

The domain (or ‘world’) an sich (per se, as such) is now, according to my reading of Hegel’s ter-
minology, a mere realm of generic meanings of names, predicates and sentences. Such an ab-
stract realm must be distinguished from a world fur sich (pro se, for itself). The latter is, more or
less, the realm of possible appearances. In an actual appearance of an underlying ‘real’ thing or

event we refer to the thing or event that appears as ‘in and for itself’, ‘an und fur sich’.

In a sense, a thing as such or an sich is an object of conceptual thought. A thing for itself is an
object as it appears to us in (ap)perceptive Intuition. The thing in and for itself is a proper refe-
rence to the thing in the world, either by thinking something true of it or by perceiving it truly. In a
sense, Hegel’s three-partite differentiation replaces Kant's distinction between an object of con-
ceptual thought, an object of mere perceptive Intuition, and an object of conceptually informed
perception or apperceptive Intuition resp. of empirically backed thinking. Hegel’'s distinction
between an ‘object of discourse’ an sich, the mode of being of the object referred to fiir sich and
our reference to it an und flr sich replaces, in a sense, Kant's distinctions, but it does so by
turning it into a distinction of general logic and avoiding the very notion of Intuition. This has the
advantage that we can get rid of all the obscurities that abound in Kant's Transcendental
Aesthetics. It has the further advantage that we do not have to bother about the question if
perceptual reference to a physical object at present, in the mode of Dasein, is or is mot already
‘conceptually informed’ (Terry Pinkard) ’. It usually is, as John Mc Dowell is right to stress. But it
also has some disadvantages. One of them is that until today in colloquial English resp. German
expressions like “in and for itself” or “an und fir sich”, “for itself” or “fir sich” are usually also

used in the same sense as Hegel wants to use only “in itself”, “as such” or “an sich”, which, in

turn, is all too often confused with Kant’s use of the expression.

The central logical principle of ‘formal existence’ is expressed today by Quine’s formula “there is

no entity without identity”. The principle includes the insight that the world as a whole does not

® Cf. in contrast to this the Humean attempts of Peter Stemmer in Normativitat ... to define normative situations so
called without any appeal to cooperative forms and trans-subjective norms.
" Cf. Terry Pincard ... in: Angelica Nuzzo, ...
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present itself without further ado as a sortal domain® of distinct objects for which, by their natu-
res, so to speak, identities and differences are defined independently of our criteria which we
use in our identifications and differentiations of these objects. Only higher animals present them-
selves as individuals through their whole life-span. This means that we cannot cut them into hal-
ves. Therefore, their ‘Firsichsein’ or ontological identity as individuals seems to be fairly in-
dependent of our criteria for identification. But already plants need some ‘conventional’ criteria of
identity and difference, not to speak of mountains, ships or states, or, for that matter, species,
despite the limits of actual cross-fertilization. The same holds for signs and other institution-de-
pendent ‘entities’. More precisely, the identity-conditions of any of these objects are highly
dependent on our conceptual practices. Any ‘ontology’ that denies this is in a profound sense
‘pre-critical’, which is to say that it commits, hopefully unconsciously, an intellectual sacrifice that

excludes it from self-conscious critical thinking.

If we consider a practice or an institution like a republic or a university as a complex paradigm
for the distinction between an sich, fiir sich and an-und-fir sich, the following gets clear: The
republic or state an sich is what a (good) state (usually) should be. Judgments in the logical mo-
de of the ‘an sich’ tell us what we (should) agree to when (we succeed in) making the normative
condition for a (good) state explicit. In the same vein, when we talk about an animal per se, let
us say a mountain lion as such, we produce generic sentences about the way of being and good
life of mountain lions. In such cases, we do not tell narrative stories about singular mountain
lions.® Sentences about mountain lions as such have a peculiar logical status of genericity (All-
gemeinheit) — in contradistinction to sentences with the status of singularity (Einzelheit) in which
we talk about few, many or all individual elements in a sortal domain. It is not yet the place here
to explicate in more detail the application of generical statements to singular cases via filters of
particularity (Besonderheit). But any object of objective experience must be conceptually deter-
mined in its identity an sich and, at the same token, exist fur sich in such a way that it can ap-

pear to us as the object ‘an und fur sich’.

If we understand the Flrsichsein of an object as that moment of its being or existence that is
thought to be independent from our access to it, it is clear that this concept is intrinsically inco-
herent: We cannot remove the access relation from the object without turning it into nothing. At
least, there can be no immediate access to the Firsichsein or identity of the objects we refer to,

neither in mere thinking or speaking nor in perception or intuition. This is so because our access

® In a sortal domain X, equalities of the form x=y and inequalities x#y are defined, and some predicates of the forms
A(x) such that quantifications like “there is an x such that A(x) make good sense in X.
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to reality is always mediated by conceptual determination an sich and conceptually informed

observations of ’its’ appearance.

The things an und fur sich in the real world are the ‘objects’ of concrete knowledge (Erfah-
rung)'®. In such knowledge, our joint conceptual distinctions and our joint perceptual and prac-
tical access to the object already are ‘grown together’ (con-cretum). Thus, real knowledge al-
ways is mediated: either by conceptually informed perception (or rather intuition: Anschauung),
as Kant seems to say, or by perceptually and experimentally informed thought, as | would like to
add with Hegel.

Using the terminology developed above, we now can make Kant’'s widely misunderstood claim
more perspicuous that there are synthetic a priori or conceptual truths presupposed in empirical
sentences: Conceptual truths express criterial or transcendental preconditions of conceptually
articulated world-related knowledge. They make empractical forms or norms of our joint practice
of intuition and of the inferential commitments and entitlements of empirical judgments explicit.**
Kant's ‘Transcendental Analytic’ thus turns into a logical or structural analysis of meaning and
truth in the realm of generic experience or not only subjective or merely sensual Erfahrung, i.e.

of sentences and statements with empirical content.

But when we now turn to the three fundamental questions of traditional metaphysica specialis,
the following question is still open: Can we say, and what does it mean to say that free will, an

immortal soul, or God exist?

It is clear from the outset that all three ‘entities’, the will, the soul and God, belong to the world of
mere thought. By definition, they all cannot be observed as such. They are no empirical things.
They do not belong to Kant’s mundus sensibilis. They are no ‘finite’ things in Hegel's sense. As
a result, we better look out for the difference between the possible mode of existence of the hu-
man soul, free will, or even God in possible contrast to the mode of inexistence of Pegasus or
Jupiter. The basic question is if “soul” and “will” are mere metaphors without ‘real’ content and if

“God” also is just a word in the end.

°cf. M. Thompson, “The Representation of Life”, in: Rosalind Hursthouse et al. (Hg.), Virtues and Reasons: Philippa
Foot and Moral Theory, 1995 Oxford. S. 247-296.

191t is fairly crucial here not to translate Kant's word “Erfahrung” as “experience”. The word “experience” has with its
all too subjective and empiricist connotations in the English language not only of philosophy. In the same vein, we
should distinguish merely individual cognition and joint knowledge.

' R.B. Brandom has famously developed these thoughts including the importance of normativity. My approach
departs from his in stressing the trans-subjective, ‘generic’ and ‘historical’, mode of existence of institutions or other
forms of cooperative practices as the real ground for all normativity — far beyond merely individual score-keeping and
singular sanctioning of defection in dialogical language games (David Lewis) or in the context of other forms of
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In some respect, Kant and Hegel agree in the following: The soul is the ‘essence’ of man (das
Wesen des Menschen). Free will is the ‘essence’ of action. But both, soul and will ‘exist’ only in
our way to reflect on our actual human life and actions. Moreover, the very existence of an ‘es-
sence’ consists in ‘its appearances’. By stressing this, Hegel brings the relation between will and
action into an analogy to the relation between force and movement. This is, logically, the same

sort of relation as between energy and the actual changes produced by it.

Hegel's basic insight now seems to be this: Any understanding presupposes some mastery of
schematic differentiations and inference. Rationality and understanding consists in the compe-
tence of following norms or rules properly, just as Kant says. But the schemes of rationality do
not remain ‘unmoved’ and ‘unchanged’. In the course of our joint development of joint know-
ledge and our joint practices, we develop the forms or norms of our practices — including our
linguistic practices. In contradistinction to the (‘conservative’ or rather ‘student-like’) rationality of
more or less schematic rule-following, reason is a joint practice of (‘experienced’) evaluation and
development of (the constitutive forms and norms of) practices. There always is some need for
such developments. This is so because merely schematic rule-following always will produce
some (more or less important) practical ‘contradictions’ that have to be removed without
destroying the achievements of the traditional practice. In other words, reason as the form of
resolving such practical contradictions is ‘dialectical’ insofar as the successful forms of a
traditional joint practice have to be saved and an all too schematic understanding has to be
improved. Only if this condition for a good development of a practice is fulfilled, we can call the

development “reasonable”.

Dialectical reason thus consists in a shift from an implicit joint acknowledgement of a less
reasonable practice and its constitutive norms and forms to a conscious explication and
practical acknowledgement of a more reasonable one. Moreover, it is just a truism that we never
can avoid ‘all possible contradictions’ because of the finite nature of all our practices, forms and
rules. They are more or less schematic forms of cooperation which, as such, never will solve all

problems of cooperation. Therefore, they always can be improved.

Real contradictions consist, according to this reconstruction, in some breakdown of joint
understanding or some insufficiency of cooperation and communication and not just in the
formal fact that one person says ‘p’ and she herself or another person says ‘non-p’. But if the

latter case appears, some possible ‘material’ contradiction has to be resolved, if only by an

cooperation. | fully agree, however, that scorekeeping, praise, criticism, and even threats of punishment play
important structural roles in keeping up our joint forms of practices.
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explicit disambiguation of language use, i.e. of different forms or norms of distinction and

inference for the same expressions in different contexts or situations.

1.4 THE PROBLEM OF INTELLECTUAL INTUITION

A most difficult challenge to any anti-metaphysical reading of Hegel is this: Hegel seems to
claim that thinking has the power of proving the existence of real (wirklich) things (as ‘essen-
ces’) even without the help of actual Intuition or Anschauung. But Kant had shown that ‘intel-
lectual intuition’ is an empty concept: In reality, only such things exist that can be, could be, or
could have been ‘observed’ or ‘perceived’, if somebody is, would be, or could have been in a
proper position of observation. Mere thinking or speaking as spontaneous re-presentation of
possible objects does not produce the represented objects for receptive observation. What they

produce are mere symbols or signs.

Kant had already made clear that the ‘direction of fit' of empirical knowledge (“Erfahrung”) is
opposite to that of spontaneous production (poiesis) of signs or other things in (planned) ac-
tions. In the first case, the description is true if the world is such as the description says. In the
second case, we produce something that fulfils some satisfaction conditions or falls under a
‘description’ (articulation) of the intended goal. Being a mere object of thought is not enough for
empirical existence. Only God is imagined to be able to ‘produce’ the whole world, including the

sun and the stars, animals and men, just by calling them into being.

My claim now is that Fichte’s and Hegel’'s defence of non-empty ‘intellectual intuition’ does not
really, or better: not at all, contradict this analysis, despite the contrary assumption of their
critics, down to Friedrich Albert Lange. They rather point to another important aspect which | al-
ready have mentioned, namely the contrast between knowing things by doing (or in action) to
knowing things by observation (perception, Intuition). The point is that we can practically know
our mental faculties through their actualizations like thinking and reasoning, intending and doing
without self-observation, without mirroring our own behavior, for example, and even without
describing ourselves or attributing properties to ourselves. The paradigm case certainly is that |
know who to do something like riding a bicycle and even know that | know how to do this without
self-observation and without representing what | am doing (in details and in another act), for

example by words.

Hegel, at least, is clear about this: ‘Introspective intuition’ is a totally impossible ‘method’ of
coming to know something about myself. If | close my eyes and try to look into myself, | do not

see anything, just a black hole, says Hegel ironically. Introspection is indeed a wooden iron, a
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self-contradicting concept. The same holds for ‘inner intuition’, taken literally. Unfortunately, The
English “intuition” and the German “Anschauung” are most frequently confused or identified with
introspection or mantic fantasy. This is the very reason why Hegel tries to avoid the concept in

his own analysis and more or less only comments on the usages of others.

Unfortunately, our mental vocabulary is altogether full of similar contradictions. Or rather, we use
metaphors that always are in need of filtering out non-intended or inappropriate inferences and
connotations. This holds already for our talk about rational faculties like (self-)consciousness
and (inner) understanding. The general problem is this: Inner faculties, so called, exist only in
virtue of their actual performances. The object of self-consciousness is neither the self nor
consciousness, it is the whole world we actually live in — including the institutional world which

gives us the opportunities to think and act freely in a certain realm of freedom.

Understanding is also no ‘inner process’. It shows itself only in an outer action and practice. Tal-
king about my (inner) reason (Vernunft) is misleading, too. Reason is always, if we view it gene-
rically or as a form, already a joint enterprise. It is an institution, rather than a merely subjective
faculty. The same holds for knowledge. Talking about ‘my reason’ or ‘my knowledge’ at best ex-
presses my affiliation to joint reason or joint knowledge. Hegel's Phenomenology of Spirit thus

guestions our usual mental vocabulary.

Hegel does not agree, moreover, with the merely ‘negative solutions’ in Kant’s Transcendental
Dialectics, e.g. in the chapter on the ‘paralogisms’ of the soul. Hegel rather aims at a more
positive, but still critical, analysis of consciousness and self-consciousness, and at an analysis
of the very constitution of human sapience or spirit by the institutions of our social and cultural

life.

1.5 PROVING THE EXISTENCE OF THINGS BY MERE THINKING

One of Hegel’s crucial insights is that generic knowledge expressed by basal principles of mate-
rial truths and inferences in a domain of discourse or experience and the conceptual framework
of the domain are one and the same. In other words, if we understand the notion of a concept
properly, it is the institution of science in which we develop our concepts. We do so by develop-
ing generic knowledge and canonical forms of inferences. We use such canons of knowledge
and inferences in our very understanding of the content of empirical statements about singular
things and events. In a sense, therefore, the canon of generic knowledge and (‘conceptually
proper’) inferences defines ‘the notion’ or ‘the concept, i.e. the content of ‘all’ linguistic acts that

can be understood. We make this content explicit in the form of ‘conceptual’ judgments.



stekeler-weithofer Seite 37 31.05.2011

As a result, a concept is not just a linguistic expression together with some merely ‘analytical’
rules or merely formal logical inferences — resulting from merely conventional (‘stipulative’) defi-
nitions. A concept, rather, consists in a functional role of an expression or (symbolic) image in
the context of a whole system of expressions together with its use that is governed by a canon
of learned ‘generic knowledge’ about proper differentiation and differential inference. The ex-
pressions or symbolic images thus function (always already) as ‘labels’ for a whole domain of
generic knowledge: Their very content consists in the corresponding system of conceptual

distinctions and conceptual inferences.

Here we find the key for Hegel's only seemingly ‘idealistic’ and ‘metaphysical’ claim that we can
learn something about the ‘real world’ by ‘mere thinking’. Any reader who finds this outrageous
should remember, again, that Hegel’'s concept of thinking is not to be confused with producing
arbitrary assumptions about possible states of affairs. It is rather an application of generic
knowledge (however faulty) or, if it is itself accurately controlled as far as possible from the
standpoint of a speaker, a participation in a meta-level practice of reflecting on our real con-
cepts, i.e., on the corresponding generic knowledge. In any empirical use of concepts, such
knowledge is always already practically presupposed. If someone says, for example, that what
he has seen yesterday or what he is hearing now or what | would or will be able to meet at a
certain place is a deer, she does not only presuppose that we are able to jointly differentiate
deer, say, from antelope, but that we also know what we can rightly express that deer normally
do, how they live, look like, sound, mate and so on. Without these inferences, the information
given above would be almost empty: we are never interested in mere classifications of things if
not in view of relevant inferences. Moreover, we almost always need and use an additional
logical form of making a distinction between a ‘real’ X and a merely ‘seeming X’ explicit, as when
we distinguish between real gold and something that only seems to be gold, or between a real
scientist and a merely seeming one. It is no small matter to see that it is precisely the last

distinction Plato articulates by the words “philosopher” and “sophist”.

Socrates and Plato also already see that there always are implicit or better empractical criteria
for classifying things, especially with respect to the difference between a real or a true or a good
and a merely apparent or seeming X. The same holds for inferences. It frequently can help all
lot of we make such criteria or inferential norms verbally explicit when we want to stabilize or

develop joint understanding and individual competence. Therefore, we have some interests in

articulating some inferential norms by explicit rules of the form “X= Y” which may say that we

can (normally, generically) expect that any X is a Y, or that it X prevails, Y prevails also, and if a
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speaker knows that this generic rule does not apply, he must inform us. If you, for example,
know that an animal over there is dead, you might be obliged to say: “What you see there is a
cat but it is dead. You might not be entitled to say ‘it is a cat’. The same dialogical or dialectical
rule holds for any distinction between a real and a merely apparent X. If one says, for example,
that Gorgias is a great logician, one should, perhaps, add, as Socrates proposes: But Gorgias
abuses formal logics in sometimes merely rhetorical, sometimes merely eristic arguments and is
therefore a sophist, not a real logician. A real logician like any real scientist knows about the

limits in proper use of his techniques.

In order to get a more accurate idea of how to make an implicit or practical differential and infe-
rential content of object-level use explicit on a meta-level of ‘speculative’ reflection, we now may
again consider the example of pure numbers. Practically, we seem to know already what num-
bers or magnitudes are. And this means that we know how to calculate ‘with numbers’ correctly
and how to prove arithmetical truths. But this is not yet self-conscious theoretical knowledge.
Knowing what pure numbers are includes explicit knowledge about their constitution and the li-
mits of their use. Such a theoretical knowledge is always a result of what Hegel calls a logical
development, i.e. of a kind of speculative, i.e. logically reflecting, analysis of the very concept of
a pure number or, what is the same, of pure arithmetic. The task is to develop the concept, i.e.
not to produce and prove true arithmetic statements, but to produce and demonstrate ‘true sta-
tements’ about the concept of (natural and real) number or, what turns out to be the same,

about our whole practice of pure arithmetic.

In such a logical analysis or development we usually run through seemingly self-contradicting
statements like the following: A pure number is some abstract thing. As such, it cannot be per-
ceived. But a thing that cannot be perceived does not exist for us, or so it seems if we use an
empiricist criterion of existence. But then it would be nothing, at least for us. Hence, we do not
know anything about pure numbers: All our knowledge starts with empirical perception. But what
we perceive in the case of arithmetic are not the numbers, rather our signs and symbols. We do
not even perceive ‘sets’, rather heaps of things. Already a set of things is an abstract object that
cannot be perceived as such. This is so because of the abstract notion of set-identity (or set-
equivalence, respectively) defined by an abstract member-ship relation and not just by per-
ceiving an assembly of things. Therefore, the ‘truth of the pure numbers’, as we may say
shorthand for any truth in pure arithmetics, seems to lie in the form of use of the numerical
signs. But signs or numerical expressions are no numbers. Signs refer to numbers. They stand

for numbers. So we arrive at the following contradiction: Pure numbers are what numerical signs
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refer to. But they cannot refer to anything, because we cannot refer to things that do not exist.
So how do the numerical signs and the numbers relate? In which sense do numbers exist? How
can we know any truth about numbers? And what do we do, when we presuppose the truth of

arithmetical sentences?

The only possible and, hence, correct answer seems to turn conventional wisdom upside down.
According to it, philosophers (now in the sense of those who take part in a Socratic practice of
reflecting dialectics) seem to walk on their heads, as Hegel nicely says, in contradistinction to
the ‘Platonist’ mathematician or the ‘scientist’ who believes in a pre-established world of
mathematical or physical truths. But in reality it is the (dialectical) philosopher who remains
sober, because she is looking at the concrete form of existence of the objects of our talk. In our
case of numbers the result is this: We determine what pure numbers are and what arithmetical
truth is. We do so in our arithmetical practice. Part of this practice is a form in which we evaluate
arithmetical sentences as true, or by which we would evaluate them as ‘true’ according to cer-
tain conditions of formal truth established by our own norms or rule.*® Mathematical knowledge
comes, therefore, in two steps: The first step consists in knowing how to calculate correctly and
to produce sufficient proofs for mathematical truths (truth-claims). The second step consists in
learning how we had determined the criteria for correct calculations and how we have laid down
formal truth conditions before we have developed some means to control their fulfilment, which
often surpass schematic methods that could lead to a decision for a given sentence in finitely

many steps.

1.6 THE NEED OF ASYSTEM IN A DEFENCE OF FREEDOM

We now can turn back to Hegel's main problem which is, in the end, the main problem of
traditional metaphysics. It is the problem of free will vs. the belief in causal pre-determinism, or
rather, the tension between the point of view of practical action and of theoretical knowledge
about the world. Fichte, famously, had thought it were clear that we have to make a primordial
decision between a ‘dogmatic’ position of ‘believing in scientism’ and a ‘philosophical insight’ into
a presupposed freedom of acting and willing. Fichte attacks the metaphysical assumption of
materialism and physicalism. He defends a transcendental pre-knowledge of rational faculties
and know-how-to-act-freely. Hegel is unhappy with Fichte not with respect to his result but to the
way he wants us to persuade of his view. Fichte is a mere preacher of freedom and subijectivity.

As a result, the ‘Fichteans’, as we could call his romantic followers in Jena, especially Novalis

12 |f we wish, we can call this insight “objective idealism”. | would rather omit this label.



stekeler-weithofer Seite 40 31.05.2011

and Friedrich Schlegel, adhere to a mere belief-philosophy. What Fichte teaches us is not yet

truth that we have to accept necessarily if we only understand its content.

On the other hand, Fichte is, in a sense, the first to develop a crucial distinction that can be al-
ready found in Kant, but only in an implicit form, namely the differentiation between pre-
supposed forms-in-performance (Vollzugsformen) and forms-in-reflection (Bezugsformen) as
‘objects’ we talk about when we make empractical forms in actions or practices explicit on a new
level of speculative reflection. Fichte is also the first to claim the conceptual priority of practice
or the empractical, long before Wittgenstein’s later reflections on rule following lead us to a si-
milar path of thought.™ But Fichte could not make his arguments well understood. His problem
is almost obvious: The appeal to a basic decision between being a ‘dogmatic materialist’ as
someone who believes in causal determinism and being a ‘philosopher’ as someone who
believes in free will and free action turns the whole business into a question of basic ‘meta-
physical contentions’. In both cases, the result of such a ‘basic choice’ would be just the op-

posite of critical metaphysics or logical analysis.

Hence, the task is to show that, in fact, we have no choice. Or rather, we need an argument that
there is only one correct view of the matter which cannot be a result of some arbitrary choice. It
must follow from our understanding and analysis of the problem and its resolution. Indepen-
dently of the question if Hegel succeeds, | am sure that he thinks that his Science of Logic in
fact resolves Fichte’s problem. Moreover, he is convinced that he also resolves the antinomies

of Kant’s Transcendental Dialectics.

Hegel’'s general claim | this: If we understand the arguments brought forward in the Science of
Logic, all belief-philosophy and all traditional metaphysical assumptions can be shown as incon-
sistent or superficial. They are just signs for not understanding the logical connections and
presuppositional relations between different part of our knowledge, practical or theoretical, and
different parts or aspects of our conceptual framework, which lies at the ground of our
knowledge. In particular, Platonisms, mentalism, empiricism, solipsistic idealism, behavioristic or
phrenological cognitvism, materialism, naturalism, and last but not least Newtonian and post-
Newtonian physicalism are all metaphysical belief-systems that start with some set of axioms or
confessions, like other religious beliefs. To proceed this way is the opposite of doing philosophy,
despite all subtle arguments that want to show the alleged inner consistency of the system.

Formal consistency as such is still of very low value here, especially because the content of a

3 Cf. Liitterfelds, Fichte & Wittgenstein.
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belief and the chance of being true and valid beyond subjective preferences does not improve at

all if we bring its expressive articulation into a mathematical or deductive form.

Most readers seem to think that Hegel, too, like Fichte, just proposes ‘his own’ belief-system as
an alternative to the dogmatic systems listed above. But this is not so. To see this, we have to
read Hegel's arguments for a scientific ‘system’ of philosophy and a ‘science of logic’ such:
Precisely because we need a watertight argument supporting the insights of Kant and Fichte,
which, in Kant’'s writing, are presented as seemingly ‘best’ solutions to dialectical dilemmas, in
Fichte’s writing as an allegedly non-dogmatic ‘position’ and, hence, in both cases still as mere
beliefs, we need another approach. All axiomatic theories or systems of the deductive sort turn
into dogmatic beliefs at one point or another, starting their deductions with more or less

arbitrary, unproven, sometimes not even well understood sentences or claims.

1.7 FROM BEING TO ESSENCE

But what could an unproblematic beginning be that avoids the obvious problems of axiomatic
theories and deductive arguments? A first sketch of the main structure of the program of Hegel’s
Science of Logic could show the leading idea: Altogether, logical analysis is, for Hegel and,
hopefully, for all of us, a method of gaining self-consciousness about concepts in their practical
use, about their role in thinking and about the very notion of truth and reality, including the
notions of valid inference and argument. If we use the word “being” as a title for all valid pro-
positions, as the whole philosophical tradition since the times of Parmenides have done, we can
make things short and say, somehow mnemotechnically, that logic is reflection on the notion of
pure being. The word “pure” signals her only that the object of reflection is the generic form of
distinguishing between being and not being. As such, it is a form-in-practice (Vollzugsform)
expressed by meta-level form-in-reflection (Bezugsform). In other words, the difference between
being and pure being is analogous to the difference between (the use of) numerals (as in “5

meter”) and (the use of terms for) pure numbers.

The question of how to begin the science of logic as a meta-level logical analysis of logical ana-
lysis or meta-logic then gets the following answer: Let us start with a notion which is general
enough to embrace the whole domain of ‘the logical’. Only then we can be sure that the ana-
lyzed notions do not turn out to be too parochial or regional. If we would identify the topic of logic
with the investigation of the schematic rules of inference according to which we use the three
words “not”, “and” and “for all” in logically complex sentences about sortal domains, as modern
predicate logic does, the scope of logic and logical analysis would be narrowed down to merely

mathematical logic, as in the tradition of Frege’s logic and the formal branch of modern ana-
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lytical philosophy. It is obvious that such a definition of logic cannot yield a sufficient method for
an analysis of all the different notions of truth and existence relevant for critical metaphysics, i.e.
philosophy. To reduce logic to an investigation of the valid forms of deductive inferences of the
three words mentioned thus leads to an all too narrow method. It is in itself a ‘dogmatic’ be-
ginning. If we would proceed this way, we would define ‘the logical’ by an arbitrary choice of
certain words or certain schemes of formal inference. The question why these words and
schemes should define the whole domain of ‘the logical’ would remain unanswered. In fact, it re-
mains unanswered in Frege’s logic, even though Frege thinks that his logic is the (comprehen-
sive) science of ‘pure’ thinking and pure thought. He even would have been right — if he only
would have seen what it means that his idea of ‘pure’ thinking reduces to formal mathematical
thinking. That is, Frege’s logic is merely mathematical logic, i.e. it is merely pure logic of purely
mathematical thinking. It is no general logic. Using Frege’s calculus for proving sentences thus
already presupposes the constitution of a mathematical domain of discourse, as | have shown
elsewhere.** We cannot comprehend the projection of merely formal, e.g. mathematical, calculi
onto the real world if we only use formal logic: This much was already clear to Kant. It was the

rationale for his developing a ‘transcendental’ logic or analytic.

Hegel now says that he could have started his reflection also with the notion of a beginning, or
‘principle’ (arche). This is so because this notion also leads immediately to the differentiation
between being not yet there and coming into being — which is just the topic of Hegel's analysis.
But we better begin our reflection with the notion of being because this is what we want to know:
What does really exist and what is only seemingly true? So let us start with the question how to

distinguish between ‘(what there) is’ and ‘(what there) is not’.

Now we see why general logic and hyphenated onto-logy amount to be in the end the same.
Their main question is what it means that something (really or truly) exist, or that some

proposition is (really or truly) true.

In our times after Frege, there is no wonder, however, that the form of logical development
proposed by Hegel seems to be a rather outlandish way of doing logic: We got used to formal
logic as an enterprise to single out general syntactical forms of semanticly valid inferences.
Hegel starts, instead, with most general labels (or ‘categorial notions’) like “being” and “nothing”.
And he declares that these labels, or rather, the corresponding ‘concepts’ or ‘meanings’, already
‘conceptually contain each other’. This is in fact a strange claim. What does it mean to say that

‘being’ contains its contradiction ‘nothing’ — and vice versa? And what does it mean to say: This

¥ PSW Grundprobleme der Logik.
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contradiction is ‘superseded’ or ‘sublated’ (“aufgehoben”) by a new concept, namely “becoming”

(or “beginning to be”)?

Obviously, it is a terminological metaphor to say that a notion ‘contains its opposite’. It implicitly
refers to a well known and standard way of using the same words a subtitle and supertitle. We
do so in our use of “cat” as a super-title for she-cats and bob-cats such that we generically can
say that that ‘the cat’ contains the male and the female cat, which means that any singular cat is
male or female. In precisely this sense, “being” is a conceptual title for ‘being’ and ‘non-being’. In
the same sense, the notion of a beginning or becoming resp. coming into being ‘contains’ being
not yet there and then being there. Coming into being presupposes, in turn, the notion of being

then there or Dasein and its negation, namely not being here at present.

Another application of this observation is this: We distinguish in any domain labelled by “X” a
‘real’, ‘true’ or ‘perfect’ X and a ‘merely seeming X’ as the most interesting kind of being ‘non-X'.
We distinguish, for example, ‘real’ numbers from ‘imaginary’ numbers and ‘non-standard’ num-
bers or, as Hegel famously had seen. Correspondingly, we distinguish between real magnitudes
(as elements in Archimedian ordered sets) from non-standard ‘infinitesimal’ magnitudes ‘dx’,
which are no magnitudes at all as long as they lack identity conditions. At first at least they are

mere ‘moments’ in more complex expressions like dx/dy, as Hegel famously has seen.™

If we master the corresponding practices including our ways to comment on them we might now
also understand the difficult notion of determinate negation in a domain. Such a ‘negation’ is
nothing but a standard, i.e. well-defined, distinction between a predicative concept A(x) and its
negation non-A(x) in an already well established sortal domain X in which we can interpret the
variable x and the predicate negation non-A(x) as determining a complement set in X to the set
of those x that fulfil the condition A(x).

If we continue our path through Hegel’s logic, we now can see that “being” is a label for the ge-
neral domain of all existing things in some overall reality. We can also count all true assertions
or rather, what they say, to this domain. As such, being somehow already ‘contains’ the deter-
minate negation of being and non-being. This corresponds to the fact that saying yes does not
have meaning without the contrast of yes and no, or that that any claim of existence already

presupposes a proper distinction between existing and not existing things, as we are inclined to

> A precondition for any serious interpretation of Hegel’s arguments is a thorough understanding of Hegel's anti-
essentialist and anti-Platonist criticism of ‘infinitesimal’ magnitudes and ‘forces’: Infinitesimals do not exist because
there are no rules for identifying them by representations. Notice that Hegel's notion of pure magnitudes is the same
as our concept real numbers.
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say. But saying this obviously produces an apparent inner contradiction which cannot be solved
without admitting that we use the expression “thing” in two ways: as a label of ‘objects of
thought’ or possible objects as such and as a label for objects in a more or less well-determined
domain like the domain of real, not only possible, numbers or physical things. Hence we can
speak of ‘a largest number’ or about an ‘infinitesimal magnitude’ dx like about unicorns and say
that there ‘really’ are none. Without such a distinction, we would not know what truth or being is.
Hence, we must presuppose a realm in which this distinction takes place. Following an idea of
Spinoza, Hegel asks if there is an overarching domain in which we can make all our differences
according to the principle: determinatio est negatio. It says: Something is determined only if it is

negatively distinguished from other things.

When we strive at schematic inferences, we always prefer already well determined sortal do-
mains with well defined conditions for equalities x=y that define identity and individuality, and
with corresponding predicates A(x) that fulfil the nice principle that if y=x and A(x) then A(y),
which can be called the Leibniz-principle. This principle holds in any mathematically well-
constituted domain. But such domains do not come for granted. They usually must first be
constituted. And we must master the projection rules to the actual world. For the actual world
present itself as mostly continuous ‘appearances’. Only in extremely rare cases, as for example
in the case of higher animals, a domain of real things consists just by its nature of ‘atoms’ or
‘individuals’ that cannot be split in parts without destroying them. The domain of higher animals
might be the only ‘natural’ domain with a naturally defined identity of the individuals: It is not the
gestalt of a body, its form or its physical ‘matter’ but only its individual life that defines the
identity “=” for higher animals and the difference “#”, which also applies to humans — such that
we have an absolutely robust foundation for any question of ‘personal identity’ if we just stick to
basic facts of life and do not drift into science fiction stories or fables which we ironically still find
in the empiricist traditions of Locke and Hume. Notice already now that ‘being’ in the case of
animals is the same as ‘substantial being’ or ‘substance’ resp. substantia in the sense of the
English resp. Latin translation of Aristotle’s ‘ousia’. Until today, we use the word “being” in
referring to an individual in its bodily existence expresses as well as to its form of existence, its
life. Individuals are generically addressed as a topic in ancient Greek philosophy by the title ‘to
on’. Philosophical German translates this title by the neo-logistic expression “Seiendes”, as it is
widely used e.g. by Heidegger. Being as the form of existence is in Greek expressed by “eidos”
(or “idea”), which Hegel translates into his philosophical German by “Leben” (life) and “Idee”
(idea), which both refer to life-forms. The actualization of a life-form or of a form of being stands

under the Greek titles “eina” or “fo einai”, in German “Sein” and “das Sein”, which correspond
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somehow to the English infinitive “to be”, rather than to “being”, if we want to make the intended

differentiation in the tripartite use of “being” at least somehow explicit.

As a result of these perhaps already all too concrete and detailed examples in a most general
consideration, we arrive at two usages of the notion of being: Firstly, it stands for the whole
realm in which we make the distinction between being and not-being. Secondly, it stands for that
part of this distinction which is opposed to not-being. In other words, we must distinguish
between merely possible things an sich and real things fir sich, possible truth an sich and real

truth, possibility and reality, Ansichsein und Firsichsein.

But how do we distinguish between merely possible beings and beings that are there? Our first
and basic insight had been already that any claim about what really is must be understood
already in contrast to mere possibilities. As a result, being, reality, and existence all turn into
modal notions. The traditional identification of God with pure being such turns into an
identification of God with all possibilities (Leibniz) and, at the same time, with all actuality
(Spinoza). Moreover, God turns into the beginning or arche of all things, which contains as such

all being and non-being, in a sense ‘before the real creation of the actual world’.

But why should these dialectical steps of determinate negations inside such a ‘grand’ conceptual
label like “(pure) being” be interesting at all? What kind of development should lead us stepwise
from the qualitative distinctions in the domain of being there (which we can take as a kind of
replacement of the realm of Intuition or Anschauung in Kant’s approach) to quantities (like sortal
magnitudes), and, via a logic of essence, to a ‘subjective’ logic of ‘the concept’? l.e. what is the

systematic scheme of thinking behind Hegel’'s methodical development of a system of logic?

The following is a very general description of the whole road (met-hodos) upon which Hegel
leads us. The road starts in the book with the title ‘logic of being’, as we have seen, with the
most abstract and general distinction between being and not being, founded in present Dasein
and referring to real changes. It leads us via an analysis of qualitative distinctions in the realm of
present observations and the constitution of quantitative sets of things and schematized forms
of bodies and movements to explaining actual phenomena by underlying structures and models.
In the sciences, these structures and models count until today as the essences of the pheno-
mena. This very fact leads us to logic of essence. It is, as such, also the logical reflection on the

importance of judgment about relevance.

The step from the logic of being to the logic of essence can indeed be understood as a step

from mere descriptive talk about appearances (Erscheinungen) to explanations of their occur-
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rences by causes, forces or other underlying ‘essences’. Such ‘essences’ are said to ‘produce’
the appearances. Hegel's logic of essence shows, therefore, this: What we count as a real
(wirklich), with or without using the additional word “essence”, lies by conceptual necessity

somehow ‘behind’ or ‘below’ mere subjective phenomena or appearances.

There is a deep ambiguity, however, when we talk about essences, which gets especially clear
in comparison with related words in other languages, namely Greek “ousia” that translates into
Latin as “substantia” and also as “essentia” and into German “Wesen”, which can also stand for
an individual being or Aristotle’s ‘first ousia’ as for a generic form or essential mode of being
something of some sort or domain of beings, Aristotle’s ‘second ousia’. In any case, the topic of
the logic of essence is the deep logical fact that we never only refer to appearances but that we
always talk about appearances as appearances of some underlying essence that explains what
actually appears such and such but is, in fact, such and such. When we talk about reality and
say that something which appears or seems to be such and such really is this, we use this
logical form of confronting an apparent appearance with its essential or relevant explanation of

what is real.

In this context, Hegel’s basic insight will turn out to be Aristotelian and, but only to some degree,
anti-Kantian. A first Aristotelian theme is this: When | refer, for example, to an animal, we are
interested not only how the animal appears but how it really lives. The real life of the animal is its
life-form which explains how a singular animal and its behavior actually looks like and why it
actually behaves or moves as it does. When we explain the actual behavior by the competence
or character (Greek: psyche, ‘soul’) of the animal, we explain its empirically actual life by a

generic form.

But any ‘essence’ in the sense of a second ousia by which we explain the actual appearance or
behavior of some things is nothing but a generic form, which is often already an abstract
structure, represented by a theory. Hence, the topic of a logic of essence is also what it means
to ‘explain’ actual appearances in theories and what it means to use ‘theoretical entities’ in such
explanations. Theories as such tell us in a generic mode of language or thinking how things are
an sich. Therefore, it is obvious that theories refer to the actual world only via a proper
projection on the appearances. Nevertheless, we say that the real things are distinct from the
actual appearances. As a consequence, what we call reality or the real world, as such, is,
obviously, something generic, abstract, and ideal. To deny this fact is to deny actual use of
language and, hence, a sacrifice of our intellect. To say, we should not talk that way does not

help, for it makes incomprehensible what we do when we explain actual appearances by what is
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real and what it means to contrast in such a way merely phenomenal or empirical actuality to

some real reality by which we explain the corresponding actual appearances.

Hegel thus sees that when we talk about how something is as such or in itself (an sich) we refer
to our own theories. And when we declare, that what really exists is that which exists in itself, we
do not refer to some unknowable domain that somehow is situated behind our scientific know-
ledge but to a domain of generic forms or beings, of second ousia in Aristotle’s sense. Therefore
he can say, against Kant, that we do not know anything better that what a thing is in itself. We
know this because this is what we have learned about the type of thing we talk about. But this
means that a thing in itself is a generic thing, an ‘essence’ on the logical level of generality
(Hegel’s Allgemeinheit) which corresponds (hopefully in a proper way) to the individual thing we

actually (want to) refer to.

The real being of concrete things now always is of a form that Hegel labels by the expression
‘an und fur sich’, in-and-for-itself. A concrete thing really exists, in a sense, if we can explain by it
its corresponding actual appearances in a generically proper way. As a result, it is the practical
‘success’ that shows up in our experienced use of generic knowledge by which we can say that
the knowledge is really ‘true’. In other words, the real world to which we refer in our knowledge
claims is always already conceptually formed through and through, as John McDowell does not
get tired to repeat in his writings. The crucial point which Hegel adds is this: Conceptual
understanding and mastery of generic knowledge is one and the same thing. In consequence,
development of science is development of the concept, i.e. of the canonical framework of all
trans-subjective contents of possible articulation and representation of empirical, singular know-

ledge.

Rationality is the capacity to use this canonical knowledge, reason is the competence to take
properly part at its good development. l.e. rationality (or understanding: Verstand) is the
individual faculty of proper rule following, as Kant has said already. Reason (Vernunft) is the
form of a good joint development of ‘the concept’ taken as a whole system of human institutions.
Emphatic words like “essential”, “true” or “real” are often used in claims that a new proposal in
such a development is reasonable. In precisely this sense, but only in this sense, the real is

reasonable and the reasonable real.

It should be also clear now, however, that we must distinguish between the actuality of singular
empirical phenomena (in German: Realitat) and the reality (in German: Wirklichkeit) of the

objects or things, even of some theoretical ‘entities’ like gravitational force, that appear in our
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generic explanations of actual phenomena. Hegel sees that both, actuality and reality are modal
notions. But whereas actuality (in the sense of merely actual Dasein) belongs to the logic of
being as the realm of ‘possible’ objects of ‘real’ observation, reality (Wirklichkeit) already

belongs to the logic of essence of relevant modelling of recurrent forms of being and change.

This insight into the distinction and relation between real essences and actual appearances,
Wesen und Erscheinung, is, in the end, the deep truth of objective or absolute idealism. It in-

cludes the relation between force and movement, soul and body, intention and action etc.®

From his ‘logic of essence’, Hegel continues to a ‘logic of the concept’. This logic is called
‘subjective’ because its topic is the actual use of our rational capacities. It starts with acknow-
ledging the fact that what we call “reality” behind the phenomena is always already dependent at
least in part, as in the case of the characters or faculties of animals and humans, their ‘soul’ or
‘competence’ on what | would like to call conceptual ‘constructions’. We use such constructions
in verbally representations of the generic types by which we explain the actual phenomena with
respect to what they really are and how they really are to be explained — on a logical level or in
the logical form or mode of particularity (Hegel's Besonderheit). This is the logical form of

making generic knowledge concrete with respect to singular cases.

1.8 FROM CONCEPTS TO THE IDEA

From here it is only a small step to the ‘absolute’ presuppositions of the knowing | in the sense
of us as living persons taking actively part in joint practices. Hegel brings these practices, taken
as performative forms, under the overaching label “idea” (or, perhaps ‘effective form’). This ‘idea’
makes individual life and action possible and real, namely in actualisations of the corresponding
forms of life. Moreover, Hegel declares that ‘the concept’ is the real ‘substance’ of the whole
world as an object of our generic knowledge. It is the situation invariant conceptual framework
which gives content to singular empirical knowledge-claims. As such, generic knowledge is cate-
gorically distinguished from merely subjective appearances or how the world only seems to me

or you.

Obviously, Hegel uses the expression “the idea” in a kind of secular Platonic sense, perhaps at
the same time in direct relation to Plato’s ‘idea to agathou’ and to Kant’s notion of ‘Idee’ as a ‘re-

gulative’ form of talking about ‘life as a whole’. Like the word “concept’, it often appears in the

16 Everybody who does not grasp this part of Hegel's analysis must be counted to those who do not count any more
as serious thinkers about these matters, as we can say using a pun invented by Plato.
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logico-grammatical form of a singularis tantum. The use of this form of speech is similar to the

use of mass terms like ‘water’ or —ness- words like ‘goodness’.

The idea is the performative form of human life (Lebensvollzugsform). As such, it is the idea of
the good in Plato’s sense: It is the most general norm, i.e. the whole system of implicit criteria,
according to which we can judge in a not merely subjective and parochial way if a certain part or
a whole life is good — taking the particular situation into account: The idea (of the good) is the
(normative) form in which we evaluate a singular subject or person as a good one with respect

to some presupposed standard or paradigm.

It would be utterly misleading now to object that such an evaluation always is ‘dogmatic’. Rather,
we have to distinguish between the logical observation that we always proceed in this way, if we
notice it or not, and the equally correct additional observation that there always can be a dispute
about the quality of the standard or the relevance of the paradigm in question. On the other
hand, ‘the idea’ as the actually acknowledged set of normative forms has real power in our life.
And it has real reality, namely in the sense that it ‘explains’ the singular actions and judgments
not only with respect to their genesis, but to their teleology. It is important to see that here we
are not at all only interested in explanations of the form of efficient causes; but we shall come

back to this later.

In the end, the only ‘absolute’ knowledge consists in how we to do things. Or rather, the only
‘absolute’ being is performative being, either the being of an individual | or of a collective We.
This | that is a We with respect to the content of its competence and this We that exists through
the doings of the singular persons is ‘absolute’. It is absolute in the sense that its existence is
not dependent on (possibly misleading) observations or judgments. Actually leading our life is
presupposed in any intuition and judgment, even though judgments and drawing inferences
might be a very important aspect of human life. No appeal to some finite’ knowledge about fi-

nite’ objects of observation or thought can contradict this.

But how does all this show anything about our problem of freedom and determinism? And why
do we arrive here at a critical metaphysics in contradistinction to a belief-philosophy as a system

of metaphysical assumptions and contentions?

The answer is difficult and easy at the same time. Any content of any scientific claim must be
shown as valid and reliable in the performative course of our life. This is Fichte’s and Hegel's
pragmatism. And this primacy of the practical cannot be doubted if we only understand what

reasonable doubting is. In a sense, the argument is Cartesian. Or rather, it is a ‘transcendental’
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argument. But it does not lead to any claim of a res cogitans or thinking self, rather to the insight
that thinking is in itself already free action, just as, on the other side, all other free actions
depend on thinking. That is, in thinking and acting we take part in pre-given forms of human
practices, including joint developments of such forms. These forms make our individual rational
faculties possible. For example, reproducing generic knowledge and using the corresponding
forms of conceptual inferences properly is one of these faculties. It is the conservative rationality
of a ‘student’ which lies at the ground of linguistic communication, information and individual
empirical knowledge. In a sense, only after we master this level can we take part in a joint cul-
ture of reason, just as a composer of advanced music first has to master traditional forms of

composing.

The reason why the seeming possibility of so called determinism now looses any grip on us is
this: According to this argumentation, all possible laws of nature or principles of causality or
rules for predicting futures are justified only insofar as they fit to our performative Erfahrung.
Hence, they cannot deny this Erfahrung. And this includes the impossibility of denying the reality
of our distinction between free actions und mere behavior, not to speak of mere occurrences
(Widerfahrnisse). We cannot doubt the possibility and importance of this distinction, at least not
in general. In particular, the cases in which a generic causal explanation of some singular event
might, by chance, fail are not different from the singular cases in which a person might, by
chance, be mistaken about her free intention and her differentiation between her own free action
and some occurrences to her body, perhaps even produced from outside. In other words, the
truism of the finitude or ‘fallibility’ of our limited knowledge and abilities cannot be used at all for
arguing in favor of an alleged ‘possibility’ that free will and free action are mere illusions. If they
were, the actions by which we have produced the generic knowledge of the natural sciences

and the acts of belief of the determinist would be such illusions as well.

It is absolutely crucial, however, to see that the differentiation between free action and causally
determined occurrences is of a generic form, just as the distinction between the ability of a good
swimmer in contrast to the inability of a non-swimmer. A swimmer can swim at will, even though,
under certain conditions, even a good swimmer might drown. In the same vein, humans can
actualize many generic acts freely, even though, under certain conditions, they might be
mistaken about the range of the competence. But usually, we can show in repeated actions

what we can do freely and at will.

As a result, we arrive at a resolution of Kant’s third antinomy which is different from Kant’s own.

It is a resolution in which causal explanations are understood as finite attempts to explain
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reproducible and reproduced courses of events ‘in nature’. But this concept of ‘nature’ refers
only to those parts of the event that occur independently of human interference. In experiments,
we start the process. The start occurs on active interference and as such does not belong to
‘nature’ — in the sense explained above. The whole setting of the experiment is deliberately pro-
duced by us. As such, it belongs to what Hegel has labelled by the logical titles “Reason” and
“Spirit”, i.e. to the culture of our scientific practice. Of course, all this takes place in the only one

real world in which we life. But this is another matter.

In any case, the causal and non-teleological explanations of purely natural courses of events (in
our sense) are of a totally different logical form than the teleological explanations of actions by
‘reasons’. Not to see this is a standard weakness of our logical education today, especially in the
sciences, but also in modern philosophy. Moreover, there cannot be no doubt that we do not
have any positive knowledge about an alleged possibility of an ‘overall causal explanation’ of ‘all
actual events’, natural and cultural, as it is implicitly involved in the assumption that any event,
including our own action, is an ‘effect’ of some ‘natural’ cause, taken as forerunning ‘natural’

event.

The problem here is that it is not easy to see that not any formally consistent set of sentences
articulates a possibility, at least not a possibility that we should take into account in our
judgments and actions. From a logical point of view, believing in naturalism or the possibility of
determinism is of the same metaphysical status as believing in an eternal soul or a god as a
personal creator of the whole world: Nobody can be hindered to believe such things. This is so
because performative actions like claiming or believing always have a first person authority. But
precisely because this authority is limited to the performative expression of the belief, it is fre-
qguently neither clear what one believes (because all contents belong to a public domain) nor
why anybody else ‘should’ share this belief. As a result, we need a much more robust, i.e. more
down-to-earth and less sophisticated, differentiation between reasonable beliefs that pass the
filter of critical metaphysics on one side, the idle talk of metaphysical belief philosophy on the
other, which includes scientism as well as traditional theology, physicalism as well as mentalism,
naturalism as well as supernatural Platonism, with all their ‘smart’ arguments about an alleged

formal consistence of the system of belief.

After this first overview, we are already in a position to understand better how Hegel reacts on
the well know criticism of German Romantics like Novalis and Friedrich Schlegel against ‘philo-
sophical system-building’ in general, ‘Kant’s system’ in particular. Again, we have to distinguish

between traditional metaphysical theories, which transcend our immanent and always finite
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knowledge, and Hegel's encyclopedic system. This system is a topical ordering of categorically
different ontological realms of subject-matters, which ask for different conceptual forms of repre-
sentation and knowledge. Hegel’s distinctions between these conceptual forms of making things
explicit turn, moreover, into a systematic defense of Fichte’s doctrine on a primacy of us as
actors with respect to any knowledge claim or scientific theory. Fichte defends his doctrine in a
merely dogmatic way. l.e. he appeals to us to believe his assertions and proposals without
giving cogent reasons. Hegel's reflections on the status of the principle of causality and on the
possibility of using mathematical methods in science show, in fact, why any ‘compatibilist’ solu-
tion of Kant’s third antinomy is insufficient. Any clear analysis and synthetic reconstruction of
what it means to see to it that certain things are done has to admit the competence of free
action. l.e., nature as the object of the natural sciences is, by conceptual reasons, grounded on
a specific concept of experience that embraces only partial moments in the one and only world

we live in.
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CHAPTER 2: THE QUEST FOR THEORETICAL SYSTEMS

2.1 CRITICISM OF PHILOSOPHICAL THEORIES

Long before the late Wittgenstein criticized theory-building in philosophy, Friedrich Schlegel and
Novalis, romantic followers of Fichte in Jena, had launched their critique against philosophical
systems in their writings. Novalis says in a famous text with the working title ,Pollen” (,Blithen-
staub®) that all those who construct ready-made systems in philosophy do so in order to avoid
the difficult task of reflection. Furthermore he adds: The more narrow-minded a system is, the
more it will please the public. As examples, Novalis refers to the doctrines of Helvetius and of
Locke, which he calls “materialistic”’, and he says that Kant’'s system will always find more ad-

herents than Fichte’s."’

These quotations lead me immediately to a fairly general question: Why do certain philosophers
object to theories whereas others think that any philosophy worthy of its name must be syste-
matic ore even scientific? More or less the same question was posed by Dieter Henrich and Mi-
chael Dummett some time ago: Is systematic philosophy possible at all? And even if philosophy
can be systematic, should it be?'® In fact, we can distinguish a romantic type of philosophy from
a systematic type: The romantic philosophers argue in a subjective mode. They love aphorisms,
irony, local criticisms and destructive reflections. A systematic philosopher, on the other hand,
develops, or so it seems, inferentially well-ordered terminological systems and scientific, i.e.
formalized, theories (which, one hopes, are somehow deductively consistent), and tries to prove
his theses in such systems. At least at first sight, it seems fairly clear who belongs to the ro-
mantic type: We could begin with Montaigne and Pascal as romantics avant la lettre, go via the
German Fichteans to Kierkegaard and Nietzsche and end in the 20" century with Adorno and
Wittgenstein. It also seems clear that philosophers like Descartes, Spinoza, Kant and Hegel,
Frege and Carnap, David Lewis or Bob Brandom, just to end the list in the present age, belong
to the second type. There are obvious affinities within each group, as we can see, for example,
in Wittgenstein’s affinity to Kierkegaard or Brandom’s affinity to the entire second group. But it is

not clear whether the romantic or the systematic type of philosophy is more popular — contrary

7 Novalis writes: »Je bonirter ein System ist, desto mehr wird es den Weltklugen gefallen. So hat das System der
Materialisten, die Lehre des Helvetius und auch Locke den meisten Beyfall unter dieser Klasse erhalten. So wird
Kant jetzt immer noch mehr Anhénger als Fichte finden«: Athenaeum, ed. by Friedrich & August Schlegel, vol. 1,
1798, p. 106; cf. also p. 83.

18 «Can Analytical Philosophy be Systematic, and Should it Be?”, in: D. Henrich (ed.) Ist systematische Philosophie
moglich? Hegelstudien, Beiheft 17, Bonn 1977, pp. 305-326.
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to what Novalis maintained — nor what kind of systematic philosophy we need, if any at all. Other
guestions emerge: What could be the reason that Novalis places Fichte’s philosophy or the
Wissenschaftslehre over and above Kant’s allegedly more narrow minded system? And how
should we understand and evaluate Hegel's defense of system against romantic criticisms? In
fact, according to Hegel, we need more than merely aphoristic philosophizing — which Novalis,

by the way, sometimes, in a rather mysterious way, calls “Fichtisieren”.

One apparent problem of systematic doctrines in philosophy has to do with attributions and self-
attributions of terms like “idealism” and “materialism”, “dualism” and “monism”, “skepticism” and
“positivism”, “naturalism”, “compatibilism” or “incompatibilism”. Such titles sometimes serve
some sort of advertising and identifying purpose. But often they are also used in order to dis-
miss entire philosophical approaches. Under the heading “Inexpressive Reason. A farewell to
fully completed skepticism (Hegel's) in Brandom’s pragmatist positivism”, Prof. Dieter
Wandschneider from the University of Aachen says, for example, that Brandom’s idea of making
things explicit contradicts anything (at least according to Wandschneider’s view) essential to
Hegel’'s philosophy.™ I do not know what could count as ‘essential’ here independently of what
we attribute or accept as essential. And | say this only in order to show that it seems worthwhile
to reflect anew on the systematic impact of Hegel’s considerations as well as on the use of

general characterizations of philosophical doctrines.”

Hegel still has a fairly bad press not only in analytical philosophy, but in the natural and social
sciences, too. He is widely viewed as one of the last metaphysicians. Even Adorno®* and Haber-
mas®, who apparently defend a kind of Kantianism, follow this hearsay when they talk about the
final collapse of Hegel's system — a collapse without any chance of revival. But if we read the
texts of the period of classical German philosophy with some accuracy, we should instead rather
object to Kant’'s transcendental idealism, i.e. to a dualism between an objective world of
experience and a merely intelligible world of noumena, and even more so to Schopenhauer’s
sweeping metaphysics of an unconscious will-in-itself, just to name some relevant examples,
rather than with Hegel’s system.” In sharp contrast to these philosophers, Hegel avoids talking

about his own system in philosophy.

9 See also Angelica Nuzzo ...

20 See also Schnadelbach und Horstmann

2L Cf. e.g. the final passages of Theodor Adorno’s book Negative Dialektik, Frankfurt/Main (Suhrkamp) 1984.

%2 Cf. e.g. HABERMAS 1985 p. 33.

% Schopenhauer turns Fichte’s pragmatism upside down by praising the attitude of an uninterested, in the end
deedless, contemplative spectator. Unknowingly, Nietzsche turns back to Fichte by accepting, like the American
Pragmatists, that any knowledge and any science already is embedded in a practical and pragmatic context.
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In fact, Hegel’s original insights are rather opposed to what Dieter Henrich®* and his followers
claim to be the basic idea of classical German philosophy or so called ‘German Idealism’ — and
what Ernst Tugendhat® and Jiirgen Habermas® attack as an allegedly mere philosophy of sub-
jective consciousness: Hegel sees how empty any philosophy of merely subjective self-reflection
is. The same holds for the claim of an alleged irreducibility of the subjective 1.’ Hegel joins
Fichte in the basic idea that there is only one true, i.e. sufficiently professional, philosophy —
which determines at any given time what should count as a good philosophical argument and
what should count as an anachronistic belief. For Hegel, however, it does not suffice to say that
it is a matter of character whether such truths are seen or not. For Fichte, a true philosopher
accepts the primacy of the actor over the spectator and opposes allegedly wrong dogmas of
materialism and physicalism. But Hegel is not satisfied with Fichte’s rather preachy approach to
philosophy, nor with Schelling’s doctrine of ‘objective idealism’, which is a kind of pan-subjec-
tivist philosophy of nature. Therefore, when Hegel is attacked for identifying philosophy in ge-

neral with his version of philosophy, he is erroneously placed in the close company of Fichte.

For Hegel, philosophy is a general and joint enterprise of critical conceptual or logical analysis.
He himself certainly talks about his own contributions to such an analysis. But it is not by chance
that the later Hegel replaces the talk about a system in philosophy with talk of an encyclopedia
of the philosophical sciences, and that he uses Plato’s word “dialectics” as a title for his implicitly

dialogical form of logical analysis.

An encyclopedia is no system, at least not in a stronger sense of an axiomatic-deductive theory.
It is, rather, an ordered representation of different realms of knowledge and objects, aiming at a
kind of conceptual overview. As is well known, the later Schelling not only notices, but also cri-
ticizes, the fact that Hegel does not share his aspiration to build a formal metaphysical system.
In particular, Schelling is quite concerned that Hegel's approach does not allow for a sharp di-
stinction between knowledge about the world and conceptual truth. If we reflect on this criticism
today, we would be well advised to take Hegel’s side. In fact, for Hegel, the philosophical scien-
ces are meta-level conceptual reflections on object-level practices, for example in the sciences.
For these speculations, Hegel does not assume an absolute or ideal standpoint outside actual
knowledge. He argues from within. In fact, ‘speculation’ in Hegel’'s sense is analysis of the met-

hodological presuppositions as they appear in any well-determined human knowledge(-claim).

24 Cf. HENRICH 1982, pp 57 ff. (“Fichtes “Ich™).
% Cf. TUGENDHAT 1979/1986, Lectures 13 & 14.
% Cf. HABERMAS 1985 p. 79.

2T Cf. FRANK 1991, pp. 18ff, 94ff and 143.
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Such an analysis aims at an explicit account of different conceptual systems for different lan-
guage games and of how individual competence depends upon a generic cultural practice or a

whole form of human life.

In the end, Hegel turns Schelling’s holistic naturalism from a dogmatic thesis in a kind of insight
into the topical and holistic form of self-reflection: If relevant, we must potentially enlarge the
realm of things in focus when we want to make the meaning of a certain limited (linguistic)
practice clear and its place in real life explicit. Therefore, embedding a (linguistic) practice into a
larger realm is one of the important methods of presuppositional analysis. Hence, we should
read Hegel's so called speculative system as a topical ordering of different realms of philoso-
phical reflection. Only when we understand the leading ideas, relevant questions, and problems
that motivate the chosen order, will we appreciate the methodological difference between
Hegel's idea of systematic philosophy and that present in the systems of Kant, Fichte, or

Schelling.

A first hint of this difference is already present in the fact that Hegel avoids the use of words like
“a priori” and “transcendental’; i.e., Hegel does not find it too helpful to follow the Kantian
approach of classifying singular sentences as “empirical”’, “analytical” or “synthetic a priori”; nor
to follow the Kantian idea of transcendental deductions. Of course, such deductions are not, as
many readers still think, schematic derivations of sentences along logically valid rules of
inference. They are, as Kant says clearly enough, justifications of sentences and principles, by
which we make necessary conditions of a certain rational faculty explicit. Hegel agrees with the
idea of presuppositional analysis; but he criticizes Kant’s merely (inter)subjective, or, what

amounts to the same, merely epistemological, approach.

Kant starts, in a way similar as Descartes, by reflecting on the very concept of (articulated)
empirical knowledge, or rather, on our competence to know something by experience. (Later, he
reflects on the form of moral deliberation.) In doing so, Kant constructs a system of categories,
logical forms, and principles. Hegel agrees with Descartes, Kant and Fichte that logical reflec-
tion has to begin with the fact that any act of speaking or thinking, of assertion or skeptical
guestioning, must be understood as the performance of an individual subject in a first person
perspective. He also acknowledges that certain categories or principles are always already used
when the competence in question is performed in a proper way. But he sees that Kant’s trans-
cendental method expects too much from terminological constructions, considerations of formal
consistency and, especially, formal logics as it already then was closely related with

mathematical thinking. We rather have to analyze the objective preconditions for individual per-
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formances of intelligent acts of all different kinds. Hegel finds these preconditions in social
practices. These practices depend, in turn, on a corresponding historical development, which he
addresses as the (self-)development of Reason and Spirit with capital letters, which refers to
nothing else than our own development of our own human culture. The title “Reason” thus
stands for the general conditions that make individual intelligent judgment or action at a certain
time or in a certain epoch possible. The title “Spirit” stand for a generic we-subject, that is for ‘us
humans’ in the generic sense in which we in fact are the subject for all institutional acts, from the
acts of a state or a civil society to the acts of speaking, writing, reading and understanding in
knowledge and science. As a result, Hegel replaces Kant’s ‘ideal’ transcendental system by a
much more ‘realistic’ analysis of a methodological or presuppositional order in the development
of our intellectual competence. The aim is not merely to replace Kant’s dualism by Fichte’s ‘in-
sight’ into the primacy of action, the acting |, and the personal subject, but rather to give an
analytical account for this primacy together with its dependency on the real absolute I, the Spirit
as the generic We of our traditions of joint practices and of our developments of the idea of

being human, that is, of our human life form.
2.2 KANT'S SYSTEM

One of the central problems of philosophy at least since St. Augustine, Luther or Calvin in the
context of theology, of Hobbes and Descartes, Helvetius or Hume in the context of philosophy
is, in fact, the antinomy of free will and the causal pre-determinacy of actions and events. Kant’s
own system of transcendental idealism can and must be understood as a kind of masterplan for
a solution of this main dialectical problem, known as his third antinomy, together with related di-
lemmas in the areas of cosmology and psychology. Ultimately, Kant wants to convince us of a

certain kind of compatibilism. The basic idea is this.

The principle of causal connectedness, according to which any event has its sufficient reasons
in the Aristotelian sense of efficient causes — which produce the event with necessity — is, accor-
ding to Kant, neither a metaphysical law in a transcendent world of ‘ontic’ things in themselves
(in Kant’s sense), as rationalists like Leibniz presume, nor a merely subjective form of pragmatic
expectation that the future will somehow resemble the past, as Hume and his empiricist
followers claim. According to such a (sufficiently consequent) empiricism, causal explanations
have, in the end, only a stochastic and subjective form. This is a very nice assumption; for it
leads to a very easy and ‘clear’ philosophy: No categorical difference is needed and can be
formulated between subjective certainty, with which we expect some future behavior of, say, the

movements of the planets, of a cat or of a person, and knowledge. Hence, there is no
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categorical difference between believing and knowing and there is no categorical difference
between believing something about nature at large and about ourselves, i.e. about human
behavior. By this very clear vagueness, Hume also wants to solve the problem of freedom and
determinacy. He does so in a way which should not satisfy us, since he just gives up all signi-
ficant distinctions — such that, in the end, the original problem can no longer be formulated in the
first place. Whoever follows this course of arguments resembles just those who do not care for
the question at all. Such empiricism just is renouncing philosophical reflection and self-
consciousness altogether — the intellectual sacrifice of our time. However, Hume is correct in his
attack of any presupposed transcendent world of things in themselves (again in Kant’s reading
of the expression). But Hume goes much too far in his criticism when he assumes all too hastily,
together with all kinds of followers, that the very concepts of ‘cause’ and ‘freedom’ (of the will or
in action) both are ‘metaphysical’ in a bad sense of the word. What we would need here is not
just getting rid of the words but understanding the differentiation between natural events that
can be represented as consequences of efficient causes on the one hand, free and responsible

actions on the other hand.

Kant sees, therefore, that and why Humean empiricism fails to explain a reasonable notion of
necessity in the realm of objective experience, in contrast to merely subjective expectations.
Therefore, Hume does not give a sufficient account of the conceptual form of human know-
ledge, not to speak of the very idea of science. The problem we should have with Hume’s
empiricist skepticism is, in fact, that it levels down the difference between merely subjective
expectations and scientific explanations. Humeans ignore until today not only the categorical
difference between probabilities, fitting to hitherto well-observed sequences of events, and ob-
jective explanation by not just stochastic laws, but also between the stochastic and deterministic
models as we develop them together in our joint culture of scientific traditions and their proper
usage in particular and singular cases. Moreover, objective probabilities, as they are used, for
example, in thermodynamics and quantum physics, are often confused with subjective
probabilities of a Humean or ‘Bayesian’ kind — or, rather, the problem of the distinction is not ta-
ken seriously enough. In the end, Humeans cannot account at all for the difference between
sensation-guided orientation of animal behavior (or ‘enactive perception in the sense of Alva
Noé) and sapience-guided human actions that presuppose culturally mediated practices (in the
sense of an empractical competence of actualizing generic actions of some definite form

spontaneously in Kant's sense of spontaneity, i.e. at will.”®

%8 Cf. Brandom 1994, pp. 4-8 et passim.
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According to Kant’s transcendental reflection on our experience of objects, we do not just bring
some arbitrary subjective order into a given flow of individual sensations (or perceptions). We
use general laws in our objective experience with its object-related reference to the real world.
Therefore, the doctrine of the analogies of experience holds a prominent and foundational place
in Kant's account of these laws. These analogies are dynamical postulates. They refer
essentially to lawful changes of properties and relative movements of objective things or
physical bodies. The most general principle is this: »Experience is possible only through the
presentation of a necessary connection of perception.«* Accordingly, | read the three analogies

of experience, roughly, in the following way:

The first analogy says that the very concept of an empirical object in an empirical judgment pre-
supposes the identity of the object at different times and from different spatial perspectives; i.e.
the empirical object must be a substance — which means that the category of substance and the
corresponding presuppositions of space- and time-invariance apply in a sufficiently good way:
»In all variations on the part of appearance, substance is permanent and its quantum in nature

is neither increased nor decreased«.*

The second analogy runs as follows: »All changes occur according to the law of the connection
of cause and effect«.®" It tells us this: When we say that an empirical event e occurs or would
occur under the condition that another event e* should occur, we presuppose certain natural
laws that regulate the relation of cause and effect. The lawful relation of causation is, in a sense,
constitutive for an objective ordering of the time at which the events occur — in contrast to a
mere subjective ordering of our individual sensations. It is also constitutive for the very possi-
bility of identifying a body that leaves the realm of our observation and later returns back into
this realm. But it is nevertheless only a regulative principle. Kant calls the constitutive definition
of the identity of the body “mathematical”’. This obviously is a structural metaphor. It means that
whatever laws we actually use when we identify a substance, i.e. an empirical object or thing in
time, its identity is already defined by the ‘mathematical’ principle of continuity according to the
axioms of observation and the anticipation of sensation (or rather: of perception) — and not (yet)
by the dynamical laws of cause and effect.** In other words, the continuity of the movement of
things refers to the level of appearance at present: In present Dasein we must be able to follow

the path of the movement the thing takes. Causal explanation refers, in contrast to this, to a

 Cf. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason (=CRP) B 247 (and B 158).

% Cf. Kant CRP B 252. I do not comment here on the gross exaggeration in Kant’s formulation.

%L Cf. Kant CRP B 259.

% This distinction between identification and identity refers, in a sense, to the distinction between epistemology and
ontology.
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level of describing how things move outside the domain of observational control and of
explaining their course by causal laws and ‘forces’. The paradigm case is Newtonian mechanics

or dynamics.

The third analogy says, accordingly: »All substances, insofar as they can be perceived in space
as simultaneous, are in thoroughgoing interaction.«** When we say that an empirical state of
affairs s holds or would hold at the same time when another state of affair s* holds or should
hold, we presuppose a certain order of spatial coexistence, called »community«. The expression
»thoroughgoing interaction« refers to a general rule like the following: No two physical objects
can occupy the same place at the same time. This is a fairly general idealization of the (very
general, therefore only in a wide sense empirical) fact that physical objects always show some
resistance, for example when we want to remove them or when we just touch them. The maxim
of the sequence of time (2. analogy) has to be seen in narrow connection with the maxim of

reciprocal interaction or simultaneity (3. analogy).

The three analogies explicate, in a sense, what it means to classify the statement that every
bodily thing is heavy as synthetic a priori.** This is so because weight relates to mass and mass
relates to gravitational and other forces. Like Descartes, Kant counts the extension of res
extensa in three dimensions as a definitional or analytical property of being a body.** For both
philosophers, there are no merely logical or terminological reasons why there could not be
extended objects without weight or mass. Having weight means to be subject to gravitational

forces; and having mass means to be subject to the law of inertia.

All this seems very reasonable. But Hegel protests against this. The point is not that he
disagrees to the a priori form of our attributions of mass-numbers to bodies (measured by
weight or impulse). He rather criticizes Kant’s all too narrow idea of conceptual or analytical
truth.*® For Hegel, to be a body already means to be an object in our system of thing-related
experience. This system includes already conceptually relevant knowledge about typical generic

movements of bodies.®” Therefore, it is conceptually unintelligible that a real thing could disap-

% Kant, CRP, 276.

# The postulates of empirical thinking are the combined conditions of meaningful empirical knowledge-claims,
contemplations on empirical possibilities, assertions of empirical reality, or statements about universal empirical
truths. Kant distinguishes between an empirically possible state of affairs, actual empirical facts, and necessary con-
ditions which must be fulfilled when we want to refer successfully to a possible or to the actual world of objective
things and facts.

% Cf. GARVER 1969, p. 254.

% Hegel presents fairly similar arguments as Winch 1987, ch. 7.

3" For Kant, it is an ‘empirical fact’ that bodies move (see, for example, “Metaphysische Anfangsgriinde der Natur-
wissenschaften, 1. Hauptstlck, Erklarung 1, Anmerkung 2”). This is astonishing because matter is defined by its very
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pear from one second to another without any cause. Since all real bodies move with a certain
velocity and acceleration — if we compare them with other real bodies —, and since we have to
use the concepts of mass and weight in describing these relative movements (as Leibniz and
Newton realize against Descartes), every body has mass and weight. This is not just an em-
pirical property of bodies, nor is it a synthetic a priori statement in the sense of a transcendental
feature of our mental or scientific constructions; i.e. it is no merely subjective feature of our
system of knowledge about bodies. Having mass and moving about according to some laws is
at least no local or individual property of a body.*® Causation, too, is no local affair. A mechanical
cause for a dynamical effect can only be a certain distribution of material substance in space

together with at least some history of relative movements and processes in time.

We may be interested in local relations of cause and effect. But in reality, causation is always
global. It always refers to a whole state of affairs in the world. This insight, which can be attribu-
ted to Spinoza, follows from the fact that the state of movement of a body is not defined inde-
pendently from a reference system. This was already clear to Galileo. It is the very reason why
Hegel says that having mass and being prone to gravitational forces is an analytic property of
being a body. It is an empirical question how the bodies move, not that they move. As bodies,

they belong to a whole system of bodies.

In the same vein, a number as such belongs to a system of numbers. Therefore, long before
Frege and Carnap do so, Hegel claims, against Kant, that all arithmetical sentences are ana-
lytic: Something is a number named by a number-term only in the whole system of arithmetical

terms and sentences.

Kant assumes that the possibility of causal explanation of relative movements of things accor-
ding to generic laws is constitutive for any object-related knowledge claim. And he accepts at
least as much from Hume’s anti-metaphysical skepticism, insofar as he claims that these trans-
cendental conditions do not refer to things in themselves — about which we do not know
anything —, but to the realm of possible experience or phenomena — as they are controlled by us

in joint observation or Anschauung.® But, according to Hegel, Kant remains too dependent on

possibility of spatial movement, which should be understood as relative movements with reference to other bodies,
not to some ‘space’.

% When Hegel says that light is weightless (in his Encyclop. of Phil. Sciences, §§ 275 ff incl. supplements) he does
not only say that the propagation of light does not fall under the concepts of inertia and gravitation (which we today
consider as false). He claims that electricity, magnetism and light are physical phenomena that cannot be described
in the Kant-Newton-system of moving particles.

¥ we definitely should avoid the subjective connotations of the word “intuition”. Since the words “Anschauung” and
“observation” both presuppose (possibly joint) reference to the same object, | propose to translate the German word
“Anschauung” (at least as used by Kant, Schelling and Hegel) by “joint observations” — for lack of better alternatives.
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Hume and Descartes — such that, in the end, his merely epistemological system of transcend-

dental idealism or subjective criticism turns into an agnostic system of complete(d) skepticism.

Before we can say more to the effect why this is the case, we have to come back to the main
philosophical problem first, the problem of determinism, free decision or will and responsible
action. Actions should bring about changes in the world of experience. However, »all changes
occur according to the law of the connection of cause and effect«. If this should be so, how
could free choice (free will and free action) be possible? Kant’'s answers to this central problem
in the Critigue of Pure Reason somehow like this: When we talk about free choice or sponta-
neous will, we do not talk about a cause in the world of phenomena. Free will is a pure nou-
menon, only an ‘intelligible’ entity, constituted by thinking, which, by definition, is no object of
empirical investigation. According to Kant, it is, therefore, a mere tautology to say that we shall
never find anything like a free elective will by empirical research. The only thing Kant wants to
achieve in his Critique of Pure Reason is a proof that we can consistently think of, or talk about,
free choice or will or action. Kant thinks that in his resolution of the third antinomy he has

provided such a consistency proof.

It might be a good place to interrupt again our consideration of Kant's argument and throw
already now a short look on Hegel, since Hegel sees that the status of force as a determining
cause in our explanation of the course of movements of bodies in the natural sciences is just of
the same logical status as the notion of free decisions or will together with the chosen forms of
actions in explaining actual acts of humans. In other words, free will and causal force are, at
least at first, both theoretical entities by which we reflect on our very form of accounting for

human actions in one case, of natural, i.e. action-free, movements of bodies on the other side.

Coming back to Kant now, a positive deduction or justification of the reality of free will is not
given in the Critique of Pure Reason but rather in Kant's Critique of Practical Reason. The
argument runs like this: You can freely act according to certain normative principles (by which
you can justify subjective maxims as morally correct) because you ought to. Obviously, this ar-
gument is question begging. It presupposes that the normative law of duty does not ask me to
do what | cannot do. Kant seems to assume, as we already have seen, that there is a kind of
pre-established harmony between our moral duties and what we can do (ought implies can).
The problem is not, therefore, that Kant’s talk about a realm of noumena or a world of merely
intelligible entities, of objects of mere thought, is metaphysical or transcendent; it is not. The
problem is how any appeal to such a realm should solve the dilemma of free will in a satisfying

way. If the statement »all changes occur according to the law of the connection of cause and
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effect« were universally true — for whatever reason, transcendental or empirical —, how could we
avoid the conclusion that any talk of free choice and responsible action is just a paper tiger,
produced by a mere mode of speech. As a result, (neo-)Kantians like Vaihinger talk of a an ‘as-

if-philosophy’: We talk and judge as if there were something like free will.

Hegel's most basic point seems to be this: if we say that we only talk as if there was free will,
why not saying as well that we only talk as if there were causal forces? Both ways of talking are
of the same logical form. Hence, the reality of causal laws about forces and the reality of free

elective will are basically of the same logical form.

Lewis White Beck and many followers of Kant ascribe to Kant the doctrine of dual aspects.*
The doctrine goes, in a sense, back to Spinoza’s differentiation between natura naturans as the
realm of being-in-performance (think, for example, of living beings as-they-are-living) and natura
naturata as the realm of mere objects of (our) perception and knowledge. As long as we investi-
gate the behavior of men scientifically, as spectators, we are entitled to assume the principle of
causal connectedness. But as actors, in performing possible schemes of generic actions, we
have to assume the principle of freedom of will, namely in view of our moral duties or, more ge-
nerally, in view of the normativity of correct (true) judgments and right actions. That is, | have to
ascribe the correspondent responsibilities and, hence, possibilities of free decision to myself.
But again, is this self-ascription more than a paper tiger if we hold it against the light of the clai-
med possibility that we could, in principle, explain our behavior causally — if we only knew
enough? In other words, we need a much more rigorous and less rhetorical account for the rela-
tion between the first and the third person point of view. But what are the limitations of free elec-
tive will on one side, of causal explanations along the lines of Kant's three analogies on the

other?

Kant’s talk about a ‘causality of freedom’ shows the problem even more clearly. Causality was
explained only for processes in the empirical realm of phenomena. How could a merely intelli-
gible entity with a mode of existence outside of space and time, similar to the mode of existence
of abstract numbers, have any real causal effects? Schelling and Hegel see the problem clearly.
In the end they agree with what Peter Strawson later says as well, namely that a perspectivist
world-dualism of actors and spectators — or rather the corresponding parallelism of an intention-
nal stance and the realm of possible explanation — does not lead us out of this problem. There-
fore it is doubtful that the reality of free elective choice can be shown by transcendental

arguments at all, namely as a presupposition of the very fact of normative and moral judgments.
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Nevertheless, by making a distinction between the constitutive rules in the mathematical condi-
tions of objectivity and merely regulative norms for a framework of causal explanation,** Kant
clears the ground for Fichte’s next step and for Hegel’s solution to the problem of freedom: They
both defend the primacy of action and attack the dogmatic belief in an allegedly universal causal
nexus. For them, the very fact that we can distinguish between human actions and mere events

shows that there are gaps in causation.*
2.3 FICHTE'S FUNDAMENTAL INSIGHTS

Many things that later are attributed to other philosophers, especially to Nietzsche, already fol-
low from Fichte’s basic insights. These insights are twofold. The first could be labeled “per-
spectival pragmatism”. It can be sketched like this: Any reference to objects presupposes per-
formative acts and, hence, the perspective of the speaker or actor. The second insight concerns
the problem of the identity of subject and object in judgments of self-reference or self-know-
ledge. In such judgments, we distinguish between the performative subject or speaker who
judges and the object or grammatical subject of the judgment, and identify them at the same
time. Notwithstanding what Henrich says about Fichte’s account of the never-ending reflection

f43

of a subject already allegedly identical to herself,™ Fichte realizes that in judgments of the form

“I”

“I have the property E” the word “I” has two functions at once: It refers deictically to me as the
speaker, and it is also the syntactical subject, i.e. the semantic object | am talking about. In a
judgment about myself, | attribute properties to myself. Fichte expresses this fact by saying that
| as a performative subject make myself into the object of a judgment. Thus, | refer in judgments

about myself at the same time to some semantic object and to myself.

This whole reflection on the form of reflection on me is fairly formal. Nevertheless, a corollary to
its subject-object-structure should be acknowledged as a basic insight of the early German
Romantics, including Friedrich Schiller. 1t can be called the paradox of analysis with respect to
self-reflections or my statements about me. It says that it is systematically impossible to make
the implicit totality or pleroma of my performative and practial attitudes as a whole explicit. A
famous epigram by Friedrich Schiller expresses this indeterminacy of myself with respect to my

subjective states of mind in quite a nice way:

9 Cf. Beck 1975.

*1 To see how much Kant himself has achieved on this path of thought would need a longer treatment. Cf. Kant, CRP,
B 161.

*2 Cf. STEKELER-WEITHOFER 2003.

“3 Cf. HENRICH 1982, p. 61.
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“Why is it that the mind cannot appear to the mind? If the soul starts to speak, not the soul, alas,
v

is speaking any more.
In performances of generic actions, especially in performances of speech acts, the real subject
is not the individual body, but rather the | as a concrete personal subject who actualizes a
general form. Therefore, in any attempt to express myself, it is, so to speak, not a totally
singular | but already a general We who is, in a sense, the real subject who speaks.* Or rather,
not | say that p, if | express something by uttering a sentence S, but the sentence S uttered

says that p — as Wittgenstein says in the Tractatus.*® In precisely this sense, the word “I” refers
in any speech act at the same time to me as a singular speaker in a particular situation and to
any of us, to any possible speaker. This and only this is the reason why the content of what |
say, properly reconstructed, can be understood by anybody. In the same vein, Hegel says that
what | mean (in German: meine) and what is only mine (mein) is always the most unimportant
thing and not at all the most important thing, as Schiller’s verse and Dieter Henrich’s philosophy

make us believe.

It is true that we always have problems expressing ourselves. But it is only a sentimental idea to
deplore the conceptual limits of making ourselves understood because of the perspectivity, fini-
tude, and conceptual indeterminacy of our own being. Perspectivity is a necessary feature of
experience and understanding in its actualization as such. We must accept it as a brute and
basic fact. It is the reason why any attempt to have exactly the same feelings (sensations or
perceptions) as other subjects or creatures is futile. It is important to distinguish between the
conceptually impossible enterprise of having (exactly) the same feelings as other subjects and

the human practice of perspective-transformation in joint Anschauung.

Fichte’s idea of the primacy of the actor and speaker with respect to any object of knowledge
and judgment can be reconstructed as a kind of speech act theoretic transformation of Descar-
tes’ original insight into the primacy of the thinking subject, the res cogitans: Any performance of
a judgment or action presupposes a speaker as an actor. For Fichte and his followers, this
consideration gains its importance within the context of an anti-empiricist or anti-Humean
distinction between merely animal perception and human apperception. In fact, we can read
Kant’s transcendental principle of apperception thus: “For any Vorstellung (in the sense of a pre-

sentation of something in a possibly joint present observation (Intuition, Anschauung) or in a

* Cf. Friedrich Schiller, Nationalausgabe (Vol. 1, Weimar 1943) p. 302 (or vol. 2, p. 322). Cf. also W. Franzen,
,Spricht die Seele, so spricht ach! schon die Seele nicht mehr. Einige Erwagungen®, in: HOGREBE 1998, pp. 87-103.
“ This insight is, once again, also shared by Schelling.

“% Cf. Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, § 5.541 —5.5422.
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spontaneously produced symbolic representation of something) it must be possible that it is
accompanied by an “I think of it””. The word “apperception” just means a perception to which a
conceptual determination of that which is perceived is already or can be added. It is a
perception, presentation or representation that is or can be implicitly or already explicitly
accompanied by a corresponding concept by which we make (silently or publicly, in inner
thinking or overt speaking) explicit what it is that is perceived. Therefore, Kant says that the
principle is analytic, namely with respect to the very concept of apperception itself. It is
transcendental insofar as apperception is a necessary condition for actual observation or
Anschauung of already trans-subjectively well determined real objects in the real and actual

world.

Hegel shifts the focus from the apperceptive |, i.e. from the individual subject who perceives a
conceptually determined object, to the generic form of conceptual thinking and the generic form
of joint apperception or Anschauung. That is, Hegel does not stress, in this context, the
subjective and individual I. He rather sees that the | is the form of conceptual thinking and the
possibility of a change of perspective while referring to the same object that is responsible for
the categorical difference between animal perception and human Anschauung in the sense of
(possibly joint) observation of an object, a gestalt or thing or present process. This is a kind of

anti-Cartesian move that is also directed against Kant and Fichte.

According to Hegel, the I, as the subject of my (speech-)acts, is not a mysterious entity with
mysterious powers of individual thinking or inner intuitions. The | is, in a sense, nothing else
than my competence of taking part in a joint practice of Intuition and conceptual determination of
what is observed that makes all the difference between animal sensation and perception on one
hand, and human apperceptive Intuition in a present situation with its possibilities of demon-

stration or deictical showing and verbal labeling and describing on the other.*’
2.4 HEGEL'S IDEA OF CONCEPTUAL ANALYSIS

In a sense, Hegel joins the romantic criticism of individual subjectivism and theory building,
which | sketched above. He defends a philosophical method of purpose-related analysis as we
know it from the tradition of Ludwig Wittgenstein as it leads down to John McDowell's meta-
philosophical comments which also refer to his own accounts of the relation of mind and world.*®

Even though Hegel seems to appreciate the importance of Fichte’s insights into the primacy of

4 Hegel's word for Deixis is “Monstrieren”. Brandom gives an account of the two forms of language use, labeling and
describing, as they are only mentioned here without a more detailed analysis of the difference.
“8 John McDowell, Mind and World.
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the first person, the actor, he is not satisfied with the all too formal representation of Fichte’s
ideas.” Instead, Hegel goes back to the ancient method of analysis and synthesis as sketched
by Pappus. In order to understand this method correctly, we should not follow its axiomatic
interpretation, down to the book of Hintikka and Remes.*® The main point is this: The paradigm
case for analysis is not abduction in the sense of Charles Sanders Peirce, i.e. it is not a search
for axiomatic hypotheses and appropriate schematic rules of deductive inference, fitting to a
given set of theorems, which we can then ‘prove’ or ‘deduce’ from the axioms.” The paradigm
case for Hegel's method is the solution of elementary planimetric problems like, for example, the
construction of a pentagram by limited construction methods with circle and ruler. This method
of analysis proceeds in the following way: We start with a rough sketch of the problem and a
description of a possible or expected result. Then we consider necessary presuppositions for
arriving at a solution (‘superseding sublations’ or Aufhebungen) of the problem. That is, we
analyze the whole problem by splitting it up methodologically into steps and sub-problems. A
resolution is a final solution of such a sub-problem or of a whole series of sub-problems that
jointly lead to a solution of a complex problem. The final synthesis is, therefore, a final
construction or, if it is more complex, a theory, which does not have to be an axiomatic-
deductive theory, though it can be of this form. The synthetic resolution in such an analysis
obviously puts the (partial) solutions into an appropriate order. Insofar as theory- or system-
building as a final resolution in binding the results together stands at the end of the process, the
abductive reading of analysis obviously shows into the right direction. As far as the deductive
paradigm fits, we can agree with the analysis of ‘analysis’ in the book of Hintikka and Remes,

but only as far as it reaches.

For Plato in the dialogue Philebus, this procedure is a most general method of science. Hegel
refers to it in his critique of Newton and Kant for their merely synthetic or constructive pro-
cedure: Since they forget the corresponding analysis, especially in its relation to limited and
local problems, they loose sight of the proper place of the constructed theoretical model in a
solution of a well determined problem. As a result, the claims of their theories and systems turn

out to be all too sweeping and general.

Hegel’'s philosophical dialectic is not much more, and not less, than a general application of the

combined method of analysis and synthesis. It is used in the context of making different realms

9 The fact that Fichte’s way of speaking is too formal is nicely shown by the fact that Henrich’s representation of
Fichtean ideas is much too formal as well.

%0 Cf. HINTIKKA/REMES "The Method of Analysis. Its Geometrical Origin and Its General Significance" (Sythese lib.
Nr.75). 1975.
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of experience explicit: phenomena in nature as well as implicit forms of human practices. Its
most important feature is that it only answers to concrete, though fairly general, problems. The-
se problems and the corresponding judgments of relevance-dependent satisfaction conditions
must always be kept in mind. Therefore, no theory represents or explains the phenomena ‘in an
absolute way’, but always via some ideal ‘model-structures’. The ‘entities’ we talk about in such
structures are abstract or theoretical entities. Think, for example, of geometrical forms. They are
objects of ‘pure thought’ that allow a formal use of formal logic. The entities we talk about in this
mode of speech of pure mathematics do not exist in ‘actual reality’. They are objects of mere
thought. But they serve most important regulative purposes. They are means for making general
properties of spatial forms of real bodies explicit. We make use of them in forming bodies, i.e. in
techniques of shaping bodies and controlling the shapes or spatial forms of bodies, which are
not just visual shapes, as the word “Anschauung” in is sense of ‘visual perception’ misleadingly
suggests. We rather use geometry in making our practical orientations in and for our

reproducible practices explicit.

All in all, Hegel turns Kant’s constructive system into what it really is: He reads it as a presup-
positional analysis of forms and categories used in objective experience and in practical judg-
ments. Hegel proceeds the same way with Newton’s theory: He shows that Newton develops a
mathematical solution to the problem of combining Galileo with Kepler. But he also shows that
there are many mystifying interpretations of Newton’s success. One interpretation talks about
infinitesimal forces. But no such forces exist. Even in mathematics, infinitesimals do not exist.
Moreover, there are no non-accelerated movements in nature. Clocks are cultural products. The
same holds for the very idea of inert movements. We need clocks and the idea of inert or
straight lines in Newtonian space-time when we want to measure time and accelerations of
bodily movements — and when we want to give the results a mathematical treatment in analytic
representations of curved lines in an already mathematized space-time. Hence, our concept of
force, by which we explain the free movements of the planets around the sun, already depends
on our practice of measuring straight lengths and time; and it depends on our mathematical
practice of determining the lengths of curved lines by linear approximations. In other words, the
very concept of gravitational force is a result of our forms of doing mathematical kinematics and
dynamics. In other words, the force of gravitation does not explain the observed movements in
the sense of an efficient cause. But it is only part of our system for describing observed and

observable movements of bodies.

*! The word “deductive” in its modern meaning of formal derivation stands for what Hegel calls “apagogic” — in direct
reference to Plato and Aristotle.
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A map of a city does not give causal explanations. The only reason why it is natural to say that
(Newtionian) laws of nature explain bodily movements causally lies in the fact that their generic
descriptions support law-like (counterfactual) conditionals of the following form successfully: “If a
body moves thus ..., or is brought into this ... position of movement, then this ... will happen.” In
this sense, gravitation is, according to Hegel, analytically included in the very concept of a body,
which already must be understood as an element of a system of possibly moving objects. Hence
the sentence that any body has mass is not, as Kant says, synthetic, but it is — in Hegel’s holistic
sense — analytic: It articulates a certain kind of some partial conceptual necessity. It is the ne-
cessity that any body falls under the laws of gravitation and of those that are connected with

other physical ‘forces’.

Ultimately, Hegel provides a detailed argument for why it is unscientific to believe in ‘New-
tonianism’ as a version of ‘scientism’. In contrast to Newton’s physical mechanic, if it is applied
to the proper domain of phenomena, Newtonianism is unscientific. It confuses successful expla-
nations of specific things and events in the world by theoretical models with representations of
how the world allegedly really is as a whole. It is also unscientific because it does not see that
reality just is what shows itself in the success of our theories and actions. Hegel thus also shows
ex negativo that we do not just have to believe in Fichte’s idea of the primacy of action in

science. We rather can make explicit what this idea means and why it is true.

The early German Romantics had already criticized a latent scientism in Kant’s conceptual re-
construction of objective experience and knowledge. Kant claims, indeed, that a system of
knowledge is really scientific only insofar as it has been brought into a mathematical form. This
means that the paradigm case for real science is Newtonian physics. Insofar, Kant is a suppor-
ter of a corresponding idea of the unity of sciences. This unity is defended by an appeal to the

unity of the one and only objective world of experience.

Hegel joins Kant only in his criticism of Hume’s all too weak empiricist idea of a unity of know-
ledge in the context of perception and behavior. But he attacks Kant’s ‘too great love of physical
things’. Hereby he follows Schelling’s philosophy of nature. In fact, we can attribute the following
insight to Schelling, which can be seen, in turn, as a development of Spinoza’s ideas: There is
one world in which we live; but there are different domains or realms of objects of knowledge,
characterized by different forms of change, becoming and movement. Therefore, we need
different forms of representations in order to make explicit the different forms of being of, say,

bodily things, chemical substances, electromagnetic phenomena, plants, animals and humans.
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Hegel’s encyclopedic system is, then, at the same time, a topical mapping of onto-logical realms
of beings and of corresponding forms of human knowledge. The basic insight, which Hegel
adds, is this: Any realm of objects, properties, relations and processes already is, in a sense,
finite or limited. That is, there is no universe of discourse in which we can talk about all things
that really exist in objective experience, namely physical objects. Therefore there is no theory of
everything, not even in principle. The reason is not, as already Kant makes it appear, a matter of
our limited knowledge as humans. The reason is an (onto-)logical one, not an epistemological or
merely practical one. It lies in the fact that any meaningful reference to a possible sortal realm G

of objects of discourse presupposes the following things:

1. a domain of possible presentations and/or representation for possible objects in G;

@

2. a relevance-dependent equivalence relation which defines what are presentations

and representations of identical objects;

3. a corresponding set of properties, relations or typical processes (like movements) of the
objects. This set always is limited because it does not allow for distinctions finer than that of the
identity-defining equivalence-relation. The conceptual reason for this is given in Leibniz’'s

proposition, as Hegel calls the logical principle of substitution of equals.

This principle of Leibniz can be represented schematically as follows: If g=g* holds in G, we can
infer A(g*) form A(g) for all G-properties or G-differentiations A(x). It is this very principle, which
limits the expressive power of any well-established (and therefore finite) realm of discourse G. It
shows in which sense identity always must be seen as a relevance-dependent negation of
negation — meaning that we cannot make finer distinctions than those that the corresponding

equivalance-relation or Gleichgiiltigkeit allows.*

The same reasoning shows why we need different realms of objects when we want to articulate
different phenomena not only in different granularity, but in different settings of relevant differen-
tiation and orientation. Even when we sometimes ‘reduce’ the realms or domains, for example
when we re-incorporate electro-magnetism into a comprehensive system of physical dynamics,

we still have different realms or domains of experience.*

2 Whatever a ‘philological’ critic of Brandom'’s interpretation of Leibniz, Kant or Hegel says, without an investment of
all our knowledge about modern developments in logical, conceptual and structural analysis, we do not understand
Eshilosophy in its historical and systematic development at all.

Hegel is interested, like Aristotle, in the differences found in the conceptual forms of investigation and
representation that define the different realms of sciences. He sees that already with the conceptual framework we
have defined limits of possible expression.
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Hegel now adds a further point into the picture which he takes from Aristotle, namely, that any
reasonable understanding of nature and natural science presupposes some pre-knowledge
about categorical distinctions. These distinctions do not just refer to the different things and their
merely present spatial gestalts or forms, but also to their different forms of relative movement
and change (kinesis) and their different modes of being in time, i.e. to their different processes
of change, to different forms of movement and behavior. As a result, talking about human action
must be acknowledged as a special logical form, which presupposes a clear conceptual dif-
ferentiation with respect to mere animal behavior and inanimate processes and movements.
The first difference can be seen, roughly, from the fact that we refer to intentions and plans that
talk about the future when we give reasons for actions, whereas we have to explain animal
behavior by present motives. The second difference can be shown thus: A dead corpse still is an
object of physics and chemistry; but as a whole it is no longer an object of biology. Therefore,
natural science and philosophy have to differentiate not only between different things but also
between different processes, for example between purely mechanical, chemical and electro-
magnetic processes, on the one hand, and biological changes and developments, animal

perception and movements, and intentional actions, on the other.

Hegel’s further point is that when we come to the specific human forms of actions and practices,
we need a different concept of science. Actions and practices as such cannot be (fully) descry-
bed and explained in the methodological framework of the (natural and technical) sciences. The
basic reason is that the (natural and technical) sciences neither use, nor analyze, a full-fledged
concept of Vernunft (Reason with capital R) or Geist (Spirit with capital S).>* There is no use of
Reason in technical science as long as we only learn to use what is known and do not develop
knowledge. Merely ‘technical’ knowledge or rather, mere application of knowledge is, as such,
rational knowledge or a matter of mere Verstand, i.e. of scientific rationality. The paradigm
example is learning the techniques of basic arithmetic. Whoever cannot count and calculate with
decimal numbers and does not understand that the rule or function x+2, applied to numerals like
1000 and greater lead to the series 1000, 1002, 1004 rather than any other series like 1000,
1004, 1008, is not a deep thinker but must be sent back to school.

The reason for making a difference between Rationality (or rational Understanding: mere
Verstand) and Reason in Hegel’s terminological use of these words (which goes back to Kant) is

this: Reason should be used only when we reflect on or evaluate actual or possible changes of

4 Hegel's defense of a scientific investigation of ‘Spirit’ (Geist) sets up the task of a structural investigation of the
systematic presuppositions, historical preconditions and teleological reasons of human actions and practices against
a fairly weak backdrop of the idea of historical and literary education (Bildung) in the humanities.
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the forms of joint practices or of the norms of human cooperation. Such norms include all kinds

of object-level criteria of judgments about truths.

Now we can continue thus: There is no explicit analysis of Reason or Spirit in the natural
sciences, because any such analysis is heavily historical and philosophical. The very topic of an
analysis of Reason is the development of human practices. As such, it cannot be reduced to an
empirical investigation of individual competence or behavior. This shows why we obviously
cannot translate Vernunft without further ado by “reason” (without capitalizing); and why anyone
who translates Hegel's Geist with “spirit” should be aware of the fact that Hegel talks about
reasonable forms of human life in their development, and not about a merely subjective and
individual competence (here and now). In fact, there are many, quite different ways of giving and
asking for reasons. One important way is to ask for reasons why we can rely on certain as-
sertions as true. The speaker has to tell us, then, how he knows that his assertions fulfill already
established conditions of truth or satisfaction. Another way of asking for reasons expects an
answer to the question concerning why someone has acted in a certain way; a third asks why
we should act in this way or another, a fourth why we should change an established practice or

a system of norms according to some particular proposal (put forward by some proponents).

Hegel’'s account of the natural sciences as well as of the ‘humanities’ or ‘Geisteswissenschaften’
may seem fairly traditional today. This is so just because it had been so influential, down to our
days. It was indeed Hegel who had proposed the very idea of a science of logic as a general
reflection on the special performative form of human knowledge, which is essentially the same
as what Hegel calls ‘spirit’. And even though the word Geisteswissenschatft in the sense of a
‘science of the human spirit' was coined later, it was Hegel who developed the insight
concerning why we need categorical distinctions and different methods in different realms of
knowledge, in those, which refer to merely ‘natural’, action-free, events, and in those, which
refer to actions, practices, institutions and institutional developments.® Different forms of
investigation, reflection, argumentation, and presentation are needed because of the differences

in the modes of being in the world.

%5 R.B. Brandom talks of ‘histories’ where | prefer to speak of ‘developments’ and ‘traditions’, which are (the results
of) joint actions and practices. Then | can happily agree that the forms of human life are determined by traditions and
developments, whereas the forms of animal or, more general, organic life are determined by ‘evolution’. Unfortu-
nately, we do not have enough standard words such that we also speak of ‘the development’ of the universe or
physical world when we talk about its coming into being.
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2.5 MOMENTS OF PROCESSUAL BEING

Hegel sees also that not all ‘beings’ are just to be taken as ‘bodily objects’ or ’things’. Beings
must be understood in their mode or way to be. This is a most general ‘Aristotelian’ insight.
Think, for example, of the process of life in contrast to being a dead thing, or of the form of
human action in contrast to merely animal behavior. It was Spinoza who had helped us to mark
these (logically and onto-logically absolutely crucial) differences by the replacement of the word
“‘object” in the sense of natura naturata by “being” in the sense of natura naturans. If we un-
derstand this ontological difference (Heidegger), we might, in the end, see that and why the
different forms of being make different forms of investigation and different linguistic or theo-
retical forms necessary, hamely in representing the different processes, changes and move-
ments of the ‘substantial’ beings we talk about. We also need different forms of explaining them.

The same holds for making forms of human actions and practices explicit.

With respect to physics, we have already seen that Hegel puts some emphasis on the fact that
we should distinguish between the method of experiments (of un-free movements) in technical
mechanics and the method of observation (of free movements) in celestial mechanics. More-
over, electricity, magnetism and physiology are distinct realms of physics. We can wish to incor-
porate them into a satisfying general theory. And sometimes we are very successful, as the case
of statistical thermodynamics and post-Einsteinian dynamics show. The latter is a unified system
of Maxwell's electrodynamics and a mechanics of moved solid bodies. There is no a priori
ground that could make us sure that we will always succeed in fulfilling our wishes without any
loss of information or expressive power. The same holds for chemistry, biology or the physiology
of perception, e.g. of colors: Reductionism is in all these cases just wishful thinking, at least as
long as we do not evaluate the resulting reductive theories with respect to their explanatory

powers on one side, their limitations of proper use on the other.

In his critique of reductionism as a version of scientism, Hegel supports Goethe’s idea that the
apperception of colors already presupposes a culturally formed setting for color-concepts. They
include conceptual inferences in our orientation in the world. Therefore, a reduction of colors in
a Newtonian setting is one-sided, to say the least. It is at least misleading to say that in reality
color just is refraction of white light. Moreover, Hegel sees that we should accept a special
notion of teleological explanation of developments and movements of biological beings, plants
and animals, which has to be distinguished, on the one hand, from mechanical movements and
dynamical processes, and, on the other hand, from a notion of explaining individual actions and

collective practice by intentions and reasons. It is nevertheless not only a matter of conv-
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enience, not only a fagon de parler, if we connect life-processes with a special logical form of
teleological but non-intentional explanations. Explaining animal behavior teleologically is not just
a way of speaking in the mode as if, which could be reduced in principle to merely mechanical

explanations.*®

Philosophy of Spirit in Hegel's sense is, in the end, methodological reflection on the Gei-
steswissenschaften and topical analysis of their themes and realms at the same time. These
realms are the state and the law, history and education, human psychology and economy,
morality, religion, and the arts. Precisely because the topic of a philosophy of spirit is a meta-
level reflection on our knowledge about the world including ourselves and, in the latter regard,
about the implicit forms and norms of practices that make individual intentionality and action
possible, the methods of reflection become a central theme. This is the reason why there really
is a full circle in Hegel’s encyclopedia of the philosophical sciences: The general idea of logic as
the dialectical, i.e., analytic-synthetic method of critical reflection (or speculation) on basic pre-
suppositions of judgments and knowledge had been Hegel’s starting point. Now the whole prac-
tice of knowledge, including the practice of logical reflection becomes a partial topic of the philo-
sophy of spirit. In other words, the very method of making things explicit by conceptual analysis
and theoretical synthesis has to be understood in its role and importance as a part of human

practice. In a sense, therefore, we have to read the encyclopedia twice.

The quest of system in philosophy can now be turned into the following questions: Under which
conditions, and for which purposes, do we need an argumentative order of our logical
considerations, corresponding to a methodological order of presuppositions that have to be
made explicit. And how does this order relate to the order of topics or themes? What are, in the

end, philosophical arguments or even proofs?

With respect to the basic problem of determinism, the thesis that any event is causally pre-de-
termined on an ontic level of some world as it is in itself, we need only counter-arguments that
show in which sense the premises is a merely transcendent metaphysical assumption. This
might be counted as one of Kant’s insights, even though it presupposes already a fairly chari-
table reading of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. It is an insight which Hegel develops in more

detail.

The belief that for any event or change in the world there is an explanation of a basically

mechanistic form according to the basic idea of causa efficiens is the main issue. With Fichte,

% To this, cf. the fine and important texts THoMPsoN 1995 and RoeDL 2005.
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Hegel sees that any such belief is transcendent and dogmatic. There is no empirical or
transcendental proof for it. On the other hand, to say that any event is caused by other events is
true when it just means the following: Bodies usually move in some sense continuously in space
and time and corresponding events hang in many ways together in the one and only world there
is, namely the world in which we live and make experiences. To say more than this is more than
we have good reasons for. Of course, we can wish to explain all events in the framework of a
mechanically (i.e. dynamically) determined causa efficiens (the stochastic form of modern quan-
tum dynamics included). And we certainly are entitled to look for such explanations in singular
and particular cases. But physicalism as a version of scientism would say that such explanations
ought be always possible in principle and for all events, not only for partial aspects of what is
going on but as full, complete, explanations of the whole movement, behavior, or change of
things.

The inner contradiction of physicalism is concealed by the usual vivid admittance that there are
limits on our actual knowledge, which, perhaps, never will be surpassed. This is precisely a kind
of ‘Kantian’ retreat. The physicalist admits that we never will be able to really explain all actual
process, but that ‘in principle’ it is ‘really’ possible. l.e. ideal physics would be able to know about
the pre-determination of any actual event. Of course, nobody knows what ideal physics is if we
only view it as similar but different to or more perfect than our actual physical sciences, just as
nobody knows, what God is, if we assume that this objects of thought is similar to a human

person but only infinitely more powerful and wise.

For Hegel, and such infinite idealization is empty, at least in its naive understanding. In the same
vein, the expression ‘in principle’ looses any sense. The same holds for talking about what ought
to be possible. Such an ‘ought’ is always in great danger to be an empty ought, ein leeres
Sollen. It is, without precise limitation of its application to a proper domain of real possibilities a
dogmatic, totally arbitrary, judgment. As such, it merely verbally fulfils some (secret) wishes of
scientism and, at the same time, some (secret) fears of a depressed 19thcentury, as we can see
especially clearly if we look at followers of Schopenhauer. Moreover, any particular search for
causal explanations in the causa-efficiens sense presupposes judgments about the possibility of
finding such explanations. Ideally, such a claim should always be proved before the search. This
possibility should be more than verbal, that is, formal consistency is far from enough. And we
have to be utterly careful with respect to phrases such as, “in principle.” By using them we often

talk about utopian possibilities — which are, as such, just the same as impossibilities. In the
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same vein, a concept of pure being, without further hold in joint present observations of ongoing

changes and movements of things, would collapse into pure nothingness.

The problem is to distinguish between a concept of real possibility and a formalist concept of
merely formal possibility, that is, what is merely ‘terminologically possible’. In such a formalist
setting, we cannot rule out, for example, the ‘logical’ possibility that the world came into
existence 5 seconds ago and will end in a minute. In reality, to take such possibilities seriously is
utter nonsense. This is the deep reason why Hegel, who uses a much more robust and down to
earth notion of conceptual possibility and necessity, dismisses the idea that we could define a
reasonable concept of possibility merely on the ground of the empirically still wholly empty a
priori forms and rules, as Kant still thinks we can. According to Hegel, the relation between
generic knowledge about the world and conceptual truth is much more intricate and complicated
than Kant's picture leads us to believe, and as the mainstream tradition in philosophy and
science still thinks today. In fact, Kant knows only of an epistemic concept of possibility. But any
thick concept of free action needs a concept of real, not only epistemic, possibility with respect
to possible outcomes of our deeds: If we can see to it that something happens, this something
must be conceptually distinguished in a strict and rigorous way from what we can guess
regarding what may have happened, what may just happen or what will happen. In other words,
what we urgently need is a clarification of the conceptual or logical distinction between state-
ments of the form “e is possible because we do not know if e has happened or is happening
right now elsewhere or might happen in the future” and “it is possible that e might happen in the
future not only because we do not know if it will happen or not, but because the happening of e
depends on what we will do or see to it that it happens.” My (or our) actually seeing to it that e
cannot depend on our knowing ahead that e will be the case (or not). If we can know ahead that

e will be the case anyway, we cannot see to it that e.*’

Theories must save the phenomena. Scientific explanations cannot contradict actual and real
experience, as it is controlled in present Anschauung and our competence to act, i.e. to

reproduce forms