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[§38.6] Kant starts out from Humean skepticism.  He notes that universality and necessity do not exist in sense perception or sensory consciousness, and so must be found elsewhere.  It is presupposed in the critical philosophy that these determinations of universality and necessity are present.  They are not to be found in sense perception, but they are there.  So goes the critical philosophy.  These determinations [not found in sense perception,] must then be found in thinking.  Thinking is their source.  Whatever we know we ourselves have affixed [to the thing in itself].  This is the philosophy that brought forth a revolution in Germany, the philosophy that changed the standpoint [of all German philosophy], and from it all further development has proceeded.  This philosophy remains the basis of philosophizing today, so that the result of the Kantian philosophy has thoroughly penetrated education [in Germany].  

[§38.7] With this advance what is called “thinking for oneself” is associated, consisting in the fact that every individual wants to produce something peculiar to himself.  It has thus come to pass, and continues to occur, that ever since this Kantian philosophy has penetrated German education each individual wants to produce something new for himself.  Yet what one produces that is allegedly “new” is typically something very old that falls beneath the critical philosophy.  Often philosophical systems that are chronologically later than Kant contain nothing more than the Kantian philosophy itself, and what they contain that goes “further” [than Kant] is still for the most part a return to the old metaphysics. 

[§38.8] The great merit of the Kantian philosophy is to have directly called our attention to the fact that use of categories by thinking proceeds without ever even being noticed.  It is important to take cognizance of this Kantian standpoint, especially in order to realize that everything that gives itself out to be something beyond Kant is nothing but the Kantian philosophy itself contradictorily accompanied by neglect of the critical use of thought determinations.  

(§40[.1])  Within our knowledge there is a sensory content, and a general relation to such content.  The Kantian philosophy asserts that universality and necessity are as much a fact as sensory perception, and it is this fact that the Kantian philosophy seeks to explain.  Hume explained universality and necessity as habit.  In the Kantian philosophy, however, they are explained differently.  Our own consciousness is active in bringing forth these determinations.  All our determinations—such as ground and consequent, cause and effect—are determinations of universality.  In the Kantian philoso phy these determinations are taken to have their source in the I.  They belong to the spontaneity of thinking.  Not to the caprice of the I in particular, but to the spontaneity of the I in general.  They are, in other words, something of one’s own doing, something that determines the sensory material.  

[§40.2] I have before me a sensory perception, in fact many such perceptions.  One sensory perception I call ground, another effect.  It may occur to us that the fact that I posit these sensory perceptions and no others must ultimately be due to some outside cause.  But these determinations of cause and effect have their source in my own activity.  The fact that I apply these and no other determinations must have its ground outside the sense perceptions themselves.  This system of philosophy is known as subjective idealism.  If I say “Here are substances, subsisting essences,” the truth of my statement is purely ideal, something belonging to me, to my thinking.  There is nothing real in this statement that could be set in opposition to idealism.  According to subjective idealism I am the one doing this.  To use the Fichtean term I am the source, I am the source. 

[§40.3] It seems as if I could “posit” at will, as if I one-sidedly produced for myself my own world.  In just such a manner is subjective idealism understood.  Yet my activity is [externally] caused to determine the world to be thus and not otherwise, or as Fichte tells us, there arises [in the world] a resistance [Anstoss].  I become conscious of thi s my own determining, of my positing of these relations, in a material whose ground lies outside me, in what has being in itself.  However, I know nothing of this external ground and resistance.  I only know of what is sensory, and of my own thought determinations.  Outside them, however, there is a beyond that I do not know, and that offers resistance to me.  That of which I do know is purely my own production, but that through which my production [of what I know] occurs is the unknown, it is what is in itself.


[§40.4] Within what is called experience, sensory [content] and thought determinations come to be distinguished. Upon seeing an electrical phenomenon I say it is an expression of a force. The force is a thought determination, it is what is objective in the sensory content. Beyond this thought determination is something completely singular non-universal, like the expanse in which the electrical spark becomes visible to me.  This singular localized expanse in sense experience is subjective.  What is objective is the universal force.  Thought determinations, “concepts of the understanding” as they are called, contain whatever is objective.

  
 (§41)  It is said that this objectivity of a force once again falls to the side of subjectivity.  The [objective] principle of my will is my own [subjective] practical reason.  To this extent the [objective] concepts of the understanding are [also] subjective.  What is objective, however, is whatever is universal and necessary, and yet even this is lodged in my own subjectivity.  To be “objective” means first of all only what is universal, true, ethically customary [sittlich ], and so on.


       What is objective is the concepts of the understanding, though they are at once in another sense subjective. These concepts have been subjected to criticism.  Stirring instinctively within us, they must be held fast, and we must come to know them.  It is in these concepts that we place the greatest worth.  However, they prove illusory until we have exact knowledge of them.  Kant’s critical philosophy seeks to uncover this knowledge.  Experience has, as Kant says, [two] components (the expression is poorly chosen): what is sensory and what is universal or objective, with the latter belonging once again to the thinking subject. 

              (§42[.1])  Three  stages are to be distinguished: a. theoretical [reason], b. practical reason, and c. the reflective power of judgment.  a. The theoretical faculty.  [1] Knowledge in general.  We have here something sensory and what is thought.  Whatever is sensory immediately belongs to feeling in general.  I feel something to be hard.  The determination of hardness affects me.  Or rather my eye is affected, and so it also goes with taste and smell.  It is quite the same with inner feelings, revenge, anger, inclination.  With the inner feelings there is no need to draw attention to the fact that we are dealing with sensation just as much as when we deal with external sensations.  Such affections make up what is subjective.  

               [§42.2] [2] A second stage [in knowledge] is intuition.  Whatever is contained in my feeling I intuit.  What I intuit is external to me, and it moreover consists in things that are external to one another, and in that respect the object of intuition is spatial.  What I intuit is also in time as well as space, since my feelings come one after another.  This successiveness is not immediate as I am affected by sensation, but holds separately from it.  Hardness affects me, and what is hard is then something spatial. Spatiality and temporality do not belong to the sensory content. They make up what Kant calls the form of whatever is sensory, the form of intuiting. He says they are a priori forms of intuiting. It is an active intuiting that introduces them. Or, to put it otherwise, what we are affected with by sensation comes to be tossed into the forms of space and time, but their being tossed into these forms is our doing. 


    [§42.3] Of whatever is hard it will be said that it is outside me.  In intuiting I already turn inward, since I posit this content of what is hard as external to me.  A metaphysical question then arises as to whether space and time are outside as well as within me, but we leave this question to the side.  Space and time are for Kant to be forms of intuition. Space and time bear upon themselves the very universality of forms of intuition. They are left to be filled with content no matter how that content may be determined. Space is universal continuity, the quiescent [state of] things side by side.  Time is also continuous.  That is one side of the matter.  We know our feeling to be immediately in space and time.  This immediate universality of space and time is supposed to be an a priori form.  


       [§42.4]  [3] Standing over against these spatial and temporal forms of intuition are the categories or concepts of the understanding [, the third stage of knowledge].  The forms of space and time exhibit abstract manifoldness itself.  Space lies in the fact of things being outside one another.  Time is simply a thing’s continuous passage beyond itself.  This manifoldness has being merely for me as a completely simple non-manifold being.  It is into this simple being of the I that the manifold of feeling and of space and time are tossed. I am thus what is simple, a self-identical I.  I am this being that relates itself only to itself.  This being of mine is at once the simple being of consciousness.  It follows from this, since the manifold must enter into me as simple, that the manifold will be forced together, compressed.  The manifold undergoes simplification, and this activity of simplifying it is thinking.  What is simple within my consciousness is the concept, the thought determination in general, the category.  To simplify is to bring things belonging to a manifold into relation with one another.  To relate the many means to bind them in a one.  And that is simply a story of my own doing, which is called “original binding.”  The binding is “original” because it is unconscious. 


[§42.5] I am this simple being.  Simplicity here means relation, a bond.  This relation is determined in manifold ways.  Different manners of simplification arise.  The determinate manners of simplification are the categories, the thought determinations, the self-concepts of the understanding.  It is of infinite importance to be alert to this, and awareness of it belongs to the most common of educations.  The determinate ground of the concepts of the understanding lies in the fact that cause and effect are inseparable, the one coming after the other in time.  If I say “This is the cause and that the effect” I posit the indivisible unity of both.  This inseparability [of cause and effect insofar as neither can be without the other] is, when positively expressed, their identity.  The ground for this is the original identity of the I, which is originally identical with itself.  

[§42.6] The I gives itself out to be the source of the categories.  As the I unconsciously acts on the sensory material, it is this totally simple being. That material comes to be viewed as an object that I have projected beyond myself.  If I say “elephant”, “cause and effect,” and so on, I give expression to this sensory material in objective form.  The activity of relating thus has two sides—the I and whatever is objective.  As I contemplate mind, I think of it as engaged in representing, in thinking. I grasp the determinations of mind in one or the other of these two ways, either from the perspective of the representing thinking self or with regard to its object. To consider mind as conscious is something quite different from viewing it merely as the thinking I [in general].  If I consider my mind as conscious I am conscious of an object.  Consciousness lies in the fact that it is a conscious relation of me, of my activity, to something else, to the object.  

[§42.7] The different relations that I entertain with objects are the Kantian categories. There are, as stated, two things here, my activity and the fact that the objects as such have being for me [in my consciousness].  The Kantian exposition describes the course of knowing, but it at once takes in the different relations of thinking, and of mind as conscious. In other words, his exposition comes to included mind as conscious.  What we call “concepts of the understanding” were construed by Aristotle as if they derived from what is objective [rather than from my activity].  According to Aristotle a category is what is said of whatever is.  [With Aristotle] we imagine whatever is to be external, but it is already a [unconsciously] thought. The determinations of whatever is that follow are further determinations of thought.  Here in Kant’s critical philosophy, however, thought comes to be represented [consciously] as a relation to what appears as objective. 

       
[§42.8] We must on the whole hold to the claim that knowing is a thinking in its determination of feeling, of intuiting.  Categories are thought determinations, and are manifold.  The I is totally simple, entirely lacking in [objectively given sensory] determinations.  It is taken in a totally abstract fashion, in its indeterminateness.  The categories, however, are determinate thoughts, determinate modes of activity, but we have [within ourselves] the indeterminate I understood as the source of whatever is determinate.  Yet the question now becomes: how do I pass from the indeterminate to the determinate?  How does this transition make its way from the universal to the particular?  To ask  “How does the animal [in general] come to determine itself as a totally particular animal?” is to ask that very same sort of question.   It is just so with the I.  This question is of infinite importance.  

[§40.9] In the Kantian philosophy the answer to this question could not be easier.  Kant in fact passes over the question, since the determinations of thinking are taken empirically from the different forms of judgment as they present themselves in [classical] logic.  To judge is, to be sure, to determine.  The determinate manner of judging is determinate thinking.  Yet what Kant found ready at hand [in the table of judgments] was taken purely from observation.  The Fichtean philosophy proceeds from the I, as in actual fact the Kantian philosophy does also.  Yet the Fichtean philosophy does so deductively, so that the necessity [of the transitions] by which thinking goes through the series of determinations is exhibited.  Fichte’s philosophy rises to the immense challenge of coming to know the necessity of the progression. Kant brought his categories together externally.  The Kantian philosophy also demands proofs, but it leaves proofs already by the wayside in its first beginnings. 

[§42.10] One speaks of transcendental [deduction]. Thought determinations come forth in consciousness, bearing their respective names.  The artificial terminology that in fact comes forth in the Kantian philosophy is of course dispensible.  We find in Kant the transcendental unity of consciousness. What is transcendent is whatever goes beyond consciousness, beyond, for example, the understanding in its determinateness.  Thus mathematics is transcendent if it goes beyond pure mathematics in its immediate form, where objects are left in the realm of the finite.  Transcendent mathematics goes beyond the understanding, as for example when the circle, the curved line, is observed to consist in infinitely many straight lines, which are at once infinitely short in length.  Yet however these short lines may be represented, as straight lines they remain essentially different from curved lines [that define a circle].  What is transcendent is thus totally contradictory. 

[§40.11] In metaphysics what is “transcendent” is what goes beyond the finite, as when, in [dogmatic] metaphysics, reason passes onto infinite objects about which it can say nothing.  What is “transcendental,” as the term was used by Schelling in calling a branch of his philosophy “transcendental idealism,” is [contrary to what is transcendent] what can in fact be reached by transcending the finite. The possibility of transcending the finite lies is provided by the I itself in the unity of consciousness.  The Kantian philosophy passes on to a [transcendental] infinite. The source of this [transcendental, objective] infinite lies in the I, pure unity, a [subjective] infinite, a pure equality of self with self in which all difference is absent, hence which comes to an end in no limit, in no relation to an other.  The I, directed to apprehending something objective that is at once infinite, is thus the true source of that infinite [as an objectified expression of itself].  If what is objective is now to be apprehended as the infinite, it is allegedly demonstrable that nothing remains in it to require a further ground.  This is what was meant by Kant when he called his philosophy “transcendental”.  Designating his philosophy in this way has the purported result that one ought not to attempt transcendence by going after [unknowable transcendent] objects of reason.  For the [infinite] I is the source from which such transcending [of the finite], in order to reach the infinite, springs.  


(§43[.1]) The categories belong to thinking as such.  Mere sense perception is raised to the level of what Kant calls experience by the categories, which make up what is objective in experience [over against the variable subjective content of sense perception].  Regarding the categories taken for themselves, the criticism comes to be made that such concepts belong to the subject, but that within the subject itself they require some material content in order to have any value, so that consciousness may be filled with some content. When the categories are taken merely for themselves, thinking and its determinations become empty.  The categories are objective, but what is objective in them belongs to thinking, and so has objectivity only within the subject.  It will be readily recognized that whatever is “objective” in this sense belongs to thinking.  Such idealism lies in asserting that whatever is objective, since it is found in our consciousness, is ideal.  

[§43.2] Yet whatever constitutes what is real in experience is only a determination of feeling, and is at once admitted to be itself subjective.  This yields subjective idealism.  We can thus say that whatever is real proceeds within the limits of such [subjective] knowing [as resulting from the application of the categories to sensory material]. The chief question is whether such “knowing” is true knowledge. The answer to this question [in the critical philosophy] is that experience, in such subjective knowing, does not provide us with the truth.  We do not know, in such knowing, what is insofar as it is in and for itself.  Rather, we have only subjective knowledge. Whether the categories exhibit upon themselves truth [for us to directly know] is not investigated by Kant [as it will be investigated in the science of logic].  In the Kantian philosophy thinking cannot get to the truth, since the thought determinations are only finite.  What is known by them is purely finite.  In the science of logic we shall be leaving the [Kantian] opposition of objectivity and subjectivity entirely to the side.  It remains the firm conviction of humankind that by thinking the truth can be known.  To be sure, such thinking [as lays hold of truth] is itself subjective, but it also penetrates to the very heart of the matter, insofar as thinking does not stay put and behave in a finite mode.


(§44[.1])  The categories [according to Kant] cannot be determinations of the absolute.  Yet the absolute ought to be known.  To really know [erkennen] is to scientifically know [wissen] something as it is in its own determinateness, according to the necessary connections it has in itself, according to the necessity of those interconnections. It is in this that determinate scientific knowing consists. By the [Kantian] categories we fail to apprehend the absolute, but there are two interpretations to this failure.  Either the absolute cannot be apprehended in thought through anything finite, or—as comes to be conceded by some [e.g., Jacobi] in connection with Kant—[the absolute can be apprehended in pure thought through what is finite because] sense perception falls within thinking. The absolute, however, is simply not the sort of thing that can come to be perceived [by the senses], and this is why the Kantian categories [which apply only to sense perception] do not suffice to apprehend it.  Beyond the subject there remains, in total abstraction from it, the [unknown] object [the thing in itself] simply as such, since what we know about it are in part only feelings and in part categories, which are all determinate and which all belong to the subject.  The indeterminate being which remains yonder is the thing in itself, which allegedly cannot be known.  How this other is constituted [in itself] is unknown, for how it is constituted [for me] is my doing.  

[§44.2] Let us agree with Kant that, over against the subject, there stands an other.  Yet nothing is in fact easier than to know what the thing in itself is .  It is something objective, it is not the I, it is something different from me, but in all this it remains empty of all determination in itself, it is totally abstract.  Moreover, this abstract thing is totally universal, where whatever is universal is understood to be a product of thinking.  This worthless residue [caput mortuum] of a thing in itself is thus a creation of my own reflection, something still left over after all determinate objectivity has been subtracted from it.  The thing in itself is the universal, it is what is abstract.  We may say that it cannot be known.  For to really know is to know an object scientifically [wissen] according to its own determinate content.  If the thing in itself is to be indeterminate, if it is to lack all determinate content for me, I can know it no more than I can see color on a totally white wall.  We shall see later [in the science of logic] that what lies in the background of what is beyond the finite, what lies beyond the finite, is itself determinate.  But there is nothing in the thing in itself for human reason to ferret out.  It is untruth, it is not the truth we seek.  This is what emerges at the present stage in the Kantian philosophy, in which everything is laid out as subjective.  Yonder is something in itself, a beyond, something totally empty.  We shall show how empirical knowledge fails to be true, not because it is subjective, but because of quite another reason. For [the Kantian] categories [of such knowledge] are merely categories of what is finite[, not of the infinite as in the science of logic]. 


(§45[.1]) The [Kantian] categories are finite thought determinations.  They require material, and are in themselves empty.  It is with this requirement of a material stuff that their finitude is posited.  These categories make up what is generally called [in the critical philosophy] “the understanding.”  Here a definite distinction between the understanding and reason arises.  Reason is the capacity for [grasping] the infinite, for the unconditioned.  (Whatever is finite relates itself to something else and is thereby conditioned).  This view of reason is, on the whole, correct.  Put negatively, reason lies in thinking what is non-finite.  It has the infinite for its object.  It is activity, indeed infinite activity, and its object is likewise the infinite.  

[§45.2] What is the “the infinite”? The “unconditioned,” “the non-determined.”  It is whatever is identical with itself, whatever is equal to itself.  Whatever is simple is in this sense [abstractly] “infinite”, since it is related to nothing other than itself.  What is infinite in this abstract sense relates itself to nothing that is other than itself.  This [self-]identity is the original unity of consciousness.  This self-identical being comes to be cast in relief [in Kant’s critical philosophy].  It is said that this self-identical abstractly infinite being is no longer contained in determinate categories, that it no longer has any sensory material for its object.  Rather, thinking wills for itself an infinite object, it makes itself into this object, into the end.  For this object is to be equal to itself, to be the infinite and not to be anything determinate.  This self-Identity is in truth affirmation, and is at once an abstract negation, in which all determinateness is negated.  This  standpoint, which [in the critical philosophy] goes by the name of “reason”, must now be held fast. What is unconditioned is taken [by reason] to be what is essential or truly absolute.  Empirical knowledge, from its side, is valid only for appearances. The content of experience fails to be adequate to the I, to abstract self-identity, since empirical knowledge is always determinate. The thing in itself is made [by reason] into the object. 


(§46[.1]) Yet a need to know the thing in itself asserts itself.  As soon as the thing in itself becomes determinate through the categories we think it in a determinate manner.  The categories are subjective.  The thing in itself, however, is once and for all external to the categories, placed beyond and outside them.  Should I wish to determine it, that determination belongs to me.  The determination does not belong out there to the thing in itself.


[§46.2] The above contradiction arising in the attempt to know the thing in itself may now be seen in a more precise application.  Representation has hold of objects, not merely the thing in itself, but more determinate universal objects such as the soul, the world, and God.  The question for knowledge is now: what are these objects in themselves, in their truth?  We have empirical knowledge of the activities of the soul, we have sensory perception of the soul.  But what is the soul in itself?  We have already seen that [an answer to] this question is rendered impossible by the presupposition that what is in itself is indeterminate.  Yet we have here [in the soul, the world, and God] determinate objects, and with that determination is present.  This is a totally abstract contradiction.  One wants to know something as it is in itself, but that is a contradictory demand, for what is in itself is indeterminate.  This contradiction pervades the entire exposition.  To be sure the contradiction does not come to be stated this abstractly, but it is still at the basis of the whole exposition.


(§47[.1])  The consideration of the world [in the critical philosophy] is of special importance—consideration of the antinomies.  But let us first attend to the soul.  The soul has been taken up by metaphysics under rational psychology.  It was first pointed out, in rational psychology, that I already find myself as conscious in my own consciousness.  This conscious being, which I find myself to be, I transform into thought determinations.  Such is the procedure of the former [dogmatic] metaphysics.  But now the critical philosophy asserts, regarding this metaphysics, that experience itself affords thought determinations.  Yet we have no right to translate or transform this experiencing into [pure] thoughts.  By the soul we understand  a thing which is really mind in an embodied form.12  Human beings and the animals have souls.  Yet human beings also have mind, but mind assuming the form of natural life is the soul.  The soul is subject to natural conditions.  Mind, however, is not in nature, but is the activity of self-abstraction from nature.  The soul is mind in its immediate being.  

[§47.2] In consciousness I find myself, it is claimed [§47], in these four empirically given forms. [1] I find myself as the determining subject.  I am the ground, I am the concrete one who wills, who is active.  (2) I also find myself as something singular, something abstractly simple.  This simple I is the foundation of all my manifold determinations.  (3)  I also find myself in experience as self-identically as one and the same in every manifold of which I am conscious.  I have, prior to any given time, done that, said that, sensed that.  All this belongs to me.  I am one and the same in all such manifolds.  I behave as seer, as thinker, as one who represents.  I am always one and the same—just so do I find myself.  (4) I find myself to be a thinking being distinguishing myself from the natural things outside me.  Already my own body is outside me, outside my abstract self.  I—this I which singly sets itself over against its bodily being as also over against external sensory things—relates itself to itself ?? by the four just-stated points.  To be sure, we can know these four determinations from sense perception.  Classical metaphysics, however, has not stood still with these forms as forms of sense perception, but has rather transformed them into categories.  Upon closer examination, the subject falls under the category of singularity, etc.  Singularity is a metaphysical category, but we may leave this aside and first take singularity as given in sense experiences.  From such empirical knowledge one is to infer pure thought determinations that subsist for themselves, and that is what the former metaphysics did.  

[§47.3] [1.] The first principle [of rational psychology] is that the soul is a substance that corresponds to what I find in experience.  I know myself to be an active subject.  (2)  The soul is a simple substance, it is singular, the abstract relating of self to self. (3) I am one and the same in all manifolds.  I am numerically[self-]identical, numerically one, having remained the same throughout.  (4) The soul differentiates itself, isolates itself within itself, but at once stands in relation to what is spatial.  All that has remained more or less unchanged [throughout dogmatic rational psychology].  

[§47.4] It is unjustified, Kant now says, to substitute these four just cited metaphysical categories in the [presumed] place of the proceeding four empirical determinations.  Precisely this was already Hume’ s observation as regards empiricism in general, namely, that categories are not really encountered in sense perception, and to this extent the critical philosophy holds no further special interest.  Yet to the critical philosophy goes the merit of having freed [speculative metaphysical] philosophy from the metaphysical use of the categories of the understanding regarding the soul—from the categories of simplicity, immateriality, and so forth.  Whatever is simple is dead, not self-moving, whereas spirit is full of rich content, infinitely active.  Abstractions like simplicity applied to the soul fail to contain the fullness of spirit. Spirit is essentially whatever is active. This activity essentially falls on the empirical side, and yet the different activities must be taken in their interconnection.  Spirit is within itself a system.  Its manifold activities must be brought back to unity, but this unity must not be the merely abstract unity of simplicity.  

[§47.5] This simplicity has been connected with the immortality of the soul.  It has been said that only what is composite is exposed to destruction. What is composite can fall apart, as when I dissolve a musical piece into individual notes from which the harmony of the whole is absent.  What is simple, however, cannot be destroyed.  Kant, on the other hand, appealed to an [empirically] present simplicity, a simplicity subject to modification. For example, degree (temperature) is a simple determination, but is subject to the greatest variation.  Red is simple, but can become more or less intense.  It is always this same simple red.  Accordingly, as Kant tells us, if the soul or consciousness is laid out as something simple that is no proof of the immortality of the soul.  Consciousness can be subject to variations [in intensity] and can sink into unconsciousness, as in sleep.  The sensation we have of the remaining [amputated] stubs of members still qualifies as consciousness, but in degree is only one step removed from consciousness at its very weakest.  Such simplicity is a good counter-example to the [classical metaphysical] category of simplicity.  The real interest of the immortality of the soul goes quite beyond merely abstract simplicity.  Spirit is more concrete in its simplicity.13  The main point is that such abstract metaphysical categories [corresponding to the Kantian categories of the understanding] are one-sided, and are insufficient to grasp anything true, precisely because there is no truth to them.  Such simplicity is an abstraction without activity—a one-sided and untrue determination.  

     
(§48[.1])  At this point Kant’s critical philosophy takes an interesting turn.  If reason now takes the world to be its object and moreover wishes to know it, it knows it only by the fact that it thinks it.  Yet, in this thinking, reason falls into contradictions.  For the thought determinations [when taken as determinations of the world as a whole] contradict one another.  These determinations, however, remain absolutely necessary [to the world insofar as it is thought as a whole].  Kant might well have viewed rational psychology in the same manner [in which he viewed rational cosmology], for it is important to show how the abstract determinations of the understanding fall into contradiction, how in fact they negate themselves.  Kant called the contradictions that arise as we think the world antinomies.  The contradictions consist for him in opposite assertions about one and the same object.  From such opposite assertions Kant concludes that the content of the world in thought cannot belong to the world as it is in itself, that the world insofar as it has this content is mere appearance.  He thus presupposes that the world in itself is free of contradiction. Yet the human mind can [in thinking the world] fall into contradiction.  Contradictions do in fact belong to it.  Yet mind, spirit is infinitely higher than the world, so that if contradiction should be a defect something lower than spirit, spirit must bear its own responsibility for it.  In the realm of spirit the categories themselves bring with them contradiction.  The categories are upon themselves defective. Kant traced the defectiveness of categories to the fact that they are subjective, that they fail to reach the thing in itself.  However, here [in the science of logic] the opposition of categories is no longer apprehended as a subjective opposition to being in itself.  This opposition is instead apprehended so that the categories stand over against one another [rather than over against being in itself], and indeed so that each category contradicts itself.  Here we first enter into the quick of the matter.  This insight into the [self-]contradiction marks an essential advance.  Such an insight is lacking in the [former dogmatic] metaphysics [critiqued by Kant]. 

[§48.2] Kant proceeds by unmasking [dogmatic metaphysical] statements with respect to the world.  He exhibits different sides of the matter at hand, and shows the contradictions that arise when one thinks these different sides of the matter.  He has brought forward four antinomies.  Yet such contradiction is not limited to these four items.  For, as the ancient Skeptics already showed, contradiction can be exhibited in everything.  Contradiction is to be seen in every logical category.  It is in themselves that the categories each come to the end of their rope, meet up with their finitude.  They each meet with a negation by which they are cancelled and raised to a higher level.  

[§48.3] We cannot go into any closer detail regarding the antinomies.  We point out only the following: the world is in space and time.  It at once it impresses itself on thinking that either the world has had a beginning [in space and time] and will have an end or it is infinite in space and time.  Further [for things to exist in] space consists in [their being] abstractly outside one another.  Matter consists of the many, and thus consists in [many beings] outside of one another.  Yet now one may ask whether matter is divisible to infinity or not.  If not, we get to the atoms.  If matter is infinitely divisible, everything material that we come up with is composite.  As often as I divide a material object, the simple one is [again] negated in that object, so that the thought determination of composition is taken as foundational.  

[§48.4] We can also ask whether space consists of spatial points, and time of temporal points?  In each case the same pair of opposite replies arises.  We can further ask whether there is freedom in the world.  Persons exist who [in each of their actions] make an absolute beginning, who are absolutely free [Freiheit], and so on. Yet Kant says that both sides [both free will and universal causality] are necessary.  Just so does the world as much have a beginning as it has no beginning.  It can as easily be proven that matter is divisible to infinity as that its ultimate principle is the atom.  Kant carries out his proofs in his own way.  He says these are no courtroom “proofs” here by which, through circumstantial grounds, one would lend onoy plausibility to a conclusion.  The proofs here are not the kind of sophistry in which a ground exists that dissipates when posited over against another ground.  A proof within one antinomy quite generally contains nothing illusory, but rather is party to a necessary opposition.  

[§48.5] Yet Kant’s proofs here are contorted apagogical [indirect] proofs. The one [opposed] determination is as necessary as the other.  We say of space and time that they contain points.  We willy-nilly suppose limits in space, and a limit in time is also a point.  Like the now, the point is, as a limit, completely simple.  So there are limits in space.  That is the one assertion.  The other assertion is that the [ever present] now is limitless, that it is continuity.  I have in space a point, hence the negation of continuity.  The point is in space, and yet is itself at once something spatial.  For it is connected [e.g., as near or far] with other points in space.  The point constitutes no absolute [non-spatial] abyss in space.  The skeptics said that the point is a false representation, that it is nothing.  To be sure, the point is only something supposed by the understanding.  No one can show a point to anyone, though it is in space, and therefore is spatial.  It is by the inability to exhibit points that the skeptics evidenced contradiction in geometrical definitions.  The point is difference, it makes for a border, but it is at once no difference, no border at all.  Extension cannot be separated from points, since once extension is separated from them they make no sense at all. 

[§48.6] The same is true with the now.   As soon as I say “now’ it is no more, it has become something other than itself, a flowing line.  The same is true of the beginning of the world.  A beginning is a limit in time.  To be sure. I can posit a limit, as when I say “a hundred years from now,” and so on.  Yet time is absolutely hangs together as a continuity.  We also suppose limits in space.  The end [to which something comes in space] is a limit, but space is limitless. The two opposed [thought-]determinations are necessary to each other,14 and that is an important thought-determination in its own right. Every opposed determination lifts itself into its other, into the determination opposite to it.  Every concept is something concrete that contains within itself diverse determinations, and thus contains an antinomy.  

[§48.7] The ancient Eleatic dialectic concerned itself in particular with matter, space and time regardless of whether they are limited or not limited.  Space and time are continuities, but continuities in which there are always [discrete] differences.  The two determinations [both limitless continuity and discreteness line segments] are inseparable, which is a contradiction.  Yet we know that spatiality and matter exist, whereas a contradiction cannot exist, or so says the critical philosophy.  Purportedly this contradiction falls within our subjective thinking.  Here we run up against the fundamental law according to which what is contradictory not only cannot be but likewise cannot even be thought.  

[§48.8] Yet what is allegedly impossible here, namely, thinking contradiction, is exactly what turns out to be the case.  We think contradictory [determinations] as lying within one [being].  Mutually exclusive determinations are present in one being.  Discreteness and continuity belong to space, to time, to matter.  Insofar as such opposite determinations belong to one and the same thing, contradictions indeed exists.  But such contradiction falls only within thought, Kant tells us, not within the world.  The world cannot contradict itself.  

[§48.9] Yet how can we contradict ourselves? Would not our self-contradiction refute any claim of mind, spirit, to being higher than nature?  In any case, self-contradiction is not resolved by the fact that it is in the mind.  The self-contradiction is still in the mind, and it would be of far greater interest to really resolve it there in the mind than in nature.  The true resolution of contradiction in the mind is the dialectical moment.  The contradiction consists in ever resolving itself [dialectically],15 but at once in always arising anew.16  

[§48.10] Every drive, every longing, every [act of] willing by the mind is a contradiction.  I have a need, I am in need.  That is negation and at once a contradiction.  Everything I do is directed to resolving that contradiction, to reestablishing peace of mind.  The satisfaction of need is the resolution of the contradiction.17  What is dead contains no contradiction.  But the critical philosophy contains no resolution of this contradiction

            (§49[.1])  The third object of reason is God, who should be known and thought.  Proofs of the existence of God have been offered.  As human beings we have faith in God.  We think, and we think our relation to God.  We want to know the necessity [of this relation].  Human beings want to ground their faith.  Whatever could be known through the natural light of reason was allegedly taught by natural theology.  Yet natural theology did not get very far, since in thinking our relation to God it assumed the standpoint of the understanding.  Here is how thinking [guided by the understanding] has proceeded.  We represent God to ourselves, but cannot say that God is perceived or intuited.  And so must it rather first be proven that he exists.  

             [§49.2] The standard used in judging a representation [merely as such] is that it not contradict itself.  It will thus first be proven, therefore, that our representation of God is not in itself contradictory.  In representation God passes for being what is most high, but height is but an expression of quantity. God passes, further, [in the usual ontological argument] for the most perfect being, a being without defect, containing no negation within itself.  So there is no contradiction in him.  Rather, since contradiction is absent, in God there is only harmony with itself, pure reality, no limitation.  That is what the understanding makes of God.  God is pure reality, i.e., limitless and at once indeterminate.  Yet “being indeterminate” is nothing but abstract [self-]identity.  God is the highest essence.  Yet if that is where we remain stuck, his essence is but a matter of indeterminateness.  


               [§49.3] Finite things each have a finite essence.  The [divine] essence of essences is totally abstract, a worthless residue [caput mortuum].  Yet natural theology goes on nonetheless to say that this essence includes everything.  The essence is to be concrete, to include everything, but that turns out to mean that it includes everything only in its [infinite] truth.  For if it included finitude as such it would include negation.  For negation is finitude.  

              [§49.4] Beyond that, God has attributes.  He is good, all-powerful, wise.  Yet that is already a limitation [in God].  The decrees of divine justice are lifted through divine goodness, through grace.  Abstract justice consists in the fact that whatever is finite [das Endliche , whatever is contradictory] comes to an end [ein Ende].  What is finite deservedly goes under.  Goodness [mercy] is the contrary [of abstract justice], since it upholds what is finite even though it ought to go under.  Those divine attributes are already in themselves diverse.  Each is a particular attribute.  What is more, they limit one another.  In order to put these divine attributes at a distance [from God in himself], since God is supposed to be what is most real [and thus is supposed to be free of contradiction], it is said [e.g., by Leibniz] that we must take such attributes only in the eminent sense, e.g., not as human justice, but as totally real justice.  Yet such justice then becomes totally abstract.  When these determinations of justice and goodness are taken determinately, each is what it is.  The eminent sense of “justice” is the nebulous sense, indeterminate sense.  This criticism [of natural theology] was never stated by Kant.  Being stands opposed to possibility.  God is a thought object, and ought not to be something merely subjective.  He ought to have independent being for himself on his own account.  The issue comes down to one of thinking and being.  What is to be effected is the unification of both.  But in this second Kantian position of thinking [in relation to] to objectivity presently under consideration, it is the separation of the two that is laid out.

         (§50[.1])  There are two paths to unification.  Thought as pure thought is the thought of God.  One can pass over from being to thinking or from thinking to being, and this gives two paths of for the unification of being and thinking.  [In natural theology] the beginning is first made with being.  There are two sorts of proof of God's existence: on the one hand, the cosmological and teleological proofs, and, on the other hand, in the third place, the proof evidencing the second type of unification, transition from thinking to being, i.e., the ontological proof.  These proofs are now widely rejected and clearly are defective.  Yet it is easier to know that something is defective than to know what is true.  However, when we recognize the defect with any definiteness we also come to recognize therein what is true.  Here [in the introduction to the science of logic] it is only possible to stress to what is most important.  For the science of logic in all its branches is nothing but the process of the above transitions, the transition from objectivity to subjectivity and back again to objectivity.  The transitions themselves essentially fall within the science of logic itself.

               ([§50.1], Note)  Sound common sense will never allow any transition from what is empirical to thinking to succeed.  If we start with being, the world stretches out before our eyes, and from the world thinking would make a transition to God, to pure thought, to the fact that God comes to be taken up beyond the world, over on the side of thought.  This transition comes to be made thinkingly, and constitutes a conclusion.  So from the world God is inferred.  These arguments have come to be criticized.  We have an intuitive acquaintance with the world.  The world assumes in our consciousness the shape of an aggregate of accidental determinations.  Further, we so determine the world as to recognize purposes in it with regard to living beings, since a living being needs air, water, food to survive.  

[§50.2] Yet the satisfaction of such needs is not at once posited along with the positing of a living being.  These necessities belong to the living being, to the very concept of such a being, to its very nature, but they do not exist merely through the existence of that nature, they are [in their contingent existence] independent of that concept or nature.  Yet these independent existents [of air, food, etc.] go together [with a living being’s own survival].  The world is so constituted that human beings, animals, and plants in fact do survive n it.  That is the teleological relationship [of the world to a supernatural designer].  A living being requires the necessities of life, and life necessities (in order to be such necessities) need living livings [for whom life necessities are necessities], but neither has necessary being through the other.  Therefore there must be a third element.  Ordinary common sense thus raises itself up to [the recognition of] a higher divine essence that has instituted [this teleological relation of the world to the satisfaction of need].  This is the usual teleological proof attempted by commonsense.  The proofs of God's existence are nothing but descriptions of common sense trying to raise itself up beyond from the world, or thoughtful pointers for doing so.  

 [§50.3] From finite being infinite being is inferred.  Yet it is said that there is no bridge between the finite and the infinite, that there is rather an abyss between them.  From either of the two it will be said that it is impossible to infer the other.   We might say that there is a leap in going from the finite to absolute existence.  That is the main criticism that the Kantian philosophy gives [of the theistic proofs].   In the Kantian philosophy it is observed that one climbs up to God in the theistic proofs from our empirical representation of the world.  Starting out from the world, one then concludes that an absolute divine essence is in and for itself necessary.  Against this inference it is alleged [by Kant] that we are not entitled to grant that absolute essence to which we move.  For what we have before us is but a collection of finite beings.  Reason thus becomes transcendent, advancing on ground where there is no longer any solid sensory perception beneath it.  It leaves all solid ground behind.  There is no pure thought to be found in sensory perceptions.  But something else is made out of such perceptions than what they in fact are. Yet, according to the theistic proofs, it is only by transforming sense perceptions into thoughts that we get at the truth.  The critical philosophy asserts that whatever is made out of sense perceptions [while leaving them behind] is not proven by them.  [In the theistic proofs] truth always lies in what is thought insofar as differs from objects of sense perception.  Yet merely for itself [apart from objects of sense perception], what is thought lacks all validity.

[§50.4] The world leaves us unsatisfied. Nothing temporal satisfies.  For whatever is temporal is mutable, accidental, and absolutely dependent.  Thought demands a fixed point, and in this world there is none.  So we climb out of this accidental [sphere] to thought, to necessity possessed of a being in and for itself.  Human beings will simply not allow themselves to be robbed of this ascent, this passage beyond the world, to be taken away from them by the Kantian critical philosophy.  Let the critical philosophy bring whatever objections it will against this ascent.  To think God is to pass beyond the world.  To apprehend this act of passing beyond the world is still something else.  The apprehension of it is to be attained by what are known as proofs of God's existence.  But it is furthermore a fact that, in such expositions of passage beyond the world, the passage itself, as it actually exists in the mind, is not given an entirely correct exposition. The form under which the passage is brought is not correctly laid out.  The understanding infers the one thing from the other, where both exist.  It is said: “This line is equal to a second line, and the second is equal to a third,” and one then concludes regarding the first and third lines that they are also equal.  Just this sort of deductive inference is what is expressed by the theistic proofs.  It is a matter of saying that, because the accidental world exists, God therefore also exists.  But this obliges us to concede being in our proof to the accidental world.  

[§50.5] We thus have two beings, the finite and the infinite.  Insofar as we leave behind the world as it is, it is said (as Jacobi also says) that the finite world lays the foundation ([Encyclopaedia of 1830] p. 59 bottom).18  God’s existence is portrayed in the theistic proofs as being justified by the sensory world, and as dependent in its justification upon it.  Such is the position, twisted all out of shape, which we encounter [in the cosmological and teleological arguments].  For in fact it is God that is the absolute ground.  To be sure, [in the science of logic] the matter will eventually lay itself out in this sense.  What will be said in the sequel is that raising [the finite relative ground into the absolute ground] corrects the false stance [of grounding God in the presupposed being of the sensory world].  So we start out from the being of the world of accidents in the theistic arguments and infer another world.  We ourselves say, however, that God is the true being, the ground of all.  The relationship between the finite and infinite worlds is thus immediately inverted in the science of logic. In this new transition the false, twisted show of this very appearance of the sensory world the ground thus vanishes.  If we start out from the world of accidents and infer [another world], our manner of proceeding can be expressed as follows: because the accidental world is, God is.  Yet that means that the accidental world by itself, the world that has fallen to our lot, the world as it appears, a world that is in and for itself null, in no way belongs to true being.  This world is a being that is as much non-being as being.  We thus quite simply state that its being is purely and wholly one-sided, and that its value in no way exceeds that of non-being.

            [§50.6] Whatever is necessary must be.  In lifting [the finite world up into infinite being] the self-negation of the finite world is essential, but this self-negation does not appear in the classical theistic proofs.  Insofar as this accidental world is, we have in this world only its affirmative side of being and not its self-negation, and that is what one-sided in the classical proofs. The real conclusion to be drawn is that what is accidental does not have its ground in itself, but has it solely in something else.  The mere fact of its being there [Dasein] is but a nullity, and this nullity presupposes another being, a necessary being.19
[§50.7] The transition [beyond this world] is thus not from something affirmative to something equally affirmative, but rather is a transition from something in and for itself null. That is the true sense of this transition, which contains the negation of its starting point.  In Spinozism the same misunderstanding arises.  It is said that Spinozism embodies both pantheism and atheism.  According to Spinoza there is but one substance, and everything worldly is purely accidental.  Truth is substantial.  Of course that will not be enough for us, since God is a substantial subject, the substantial spirit, substance as spirit.  We imagine that Spinoza confuses God with a finite natural object, since he says that the substance of the world is God.  On the one hand, that statement is quite correct, since God is present in the world—God is omnipresent in the world.  But if what is worldly contains what is substantial, God is made out to be finite. But the same false conclusion, that God is finite, can be extracted from the proposition that he is omnipresent, since he is thus also present in whatever is finite.20  The same one-sidedness of thinking here recurs.  If we say God is outside us, that he is outside the world, and that he lets the world subsist as a real and actual world, we to be sure end up with a finite God.  Yet the sense of Spinozism is that whatever is worldly is mere appearance out there for our sensory perception, but such perception is not true thinking.  If God is in the world, his power is also in it: God is what negates the finite.  In God what is finite falls to the ground, but what falls to the ground passes into its ground, and in its ground it is raised up again.  This worldly being as being outside one another is merely negated, and thought in its one-sidedness is also raised up in this unity of the finite and the infinite.

[§50.8] In Spinoza’s system God, alone is.  What is other than God is a being that that once is not a being, and so is show.  Thus it cannot be said that Spinozism is atheism.  It is rather the exact contrary of atheism, namely, acosmism.  The world is no true being, there is no world.  Rather, God and God alone is.  It is not to their credit that people say that Spinozism is atheism.  In the unity of God with the world the world is thought of as not true being.  Those who say that Spinozism is atheism find it less off-putting to say that God has no being than to say that the world is not.  They rigidly continue to insist that the world has a reality, that a finite being is a true absolute being. 

[§50.9] [So beyond the form of the theistic proofs—cf. §50.4], the critical philosophy concerns, in the second place, the content of their starting point. Here the question concerns our starting point. From the accidental world we either proceed in the [cosmological] theistic proof to necessary being in and for itself or [in the teleological proof] we start from adaptation to an end in the arrangements of nature.  The world is an aggregate of accidental existents. Yet adaptation to an end also occurs in the world, and is laid out in individual detail.  Raising the finite up to the infinite therefore has the sense of laying hold of activity as activity directed to universal ends. But here the critical philosophy remarks that, although we do note in the world adaptation to an end, but we also note much that is not adapted to any end.  If, for example, we posit a living being to be an end, over against it stands an infinitely great extent of non-adaptation to any end.  In other words, countless many living beings evincing life in seed perish without ever having attained their end!  The entire misery of the world is likewise a non-adaptation to the end of self-preservation and of the good. Such is the testimony of experience.  Yet the true conclusion of the [true teleological] argument will nonetheless go after a divine essence that is active by the [provident] pursuit of an end.  But what is contained in this true conclusion is different from what was contained in the [assumed] starting point of the subsistent being of the world, which is now laid to rest. The raising of the finite into the infinite now acquires a quite different sense: it is the raising of the finite up into thinking, which goes after what is universal. 

[§50.10] However, this content according to which God is in and for himself necessary being, that he is the cause, that he directs everything according to ends, does not yet correspond to what we [in Christianity] represent to ourselves as “God”.  Further determinations are necessary to complete the representation we have.  From the side of our experience [of God] these theistic determinations remain incomplete.  In point of content there is a limitation in these determinations [of God in the classical theistic arguments], a defect. We would really have to make up for the defect by asserting a world of spirits, and that an absolute, infinite spirit.  Thus truth, spirit scattered as an endlessly as light is scattered throughout all heavenly bodies, would be the true starting point, while the raising [of the finite to the infinite] would then be the truth of these countless spirits which, as many, are at once each finite and limited.  This truth is the one and absolute spirit.  One would thus already have had spirit as the starting point, but only as limited spirit. However, this true transition [from finite spirit to absolute spirit] finds a place in philosophy.  The truth of ends in the finite sphere is the absolute final end.  As active, as end, this raising up [of the finite into the infinite] thus begins with the finite but goes on to the universal insofar as this universal strips away the initial forms of mere finitude and thus becomes [manifest in] immediate being.  

(§51[.1])  The other path is the reverse, the so-called ontological proof: the beginning is made with the thought of God, with a subsequent transition to his being.  In the first path being is common to both sides [both the accidental world and God].  What is stripped away in this being [as not belonging to God] is only its limitation, its finitude.  What we have now, however, is the more abstract contrast, not of being to being, but of thinking to being.  I have an abstract concept in my head, and now the question is whether it contains any truth.  Being is the worst of abstractions.  Thinking is also an abstraction, since it lies only within a subject of thinking.  It is in the thinking subject that thinking is actual.  What is actual is thinking by the subject.  But given the abstraction of both thinking and being, there is much that can be said back and forth.  The representation of God is alleged not only to be a representation, but to be a representation of abeing that is independent of our thinking.  

[§51.2] This path of the ontological proof was unknown to the ancients, but has been introduced by Anselm of Canterbury, by the Scholastics.  The simple criticism raised by Kant is that thinking and being are different. From the fact that I have a representation of something finite it does not yet follow that it has being.  But Kant’s observation is quite trivial, and was doubtlessly already well known to all philosophers. And, insofar as it was already well known, it can be the ground of no new objection to the philosophical principle [that the infinite self-concept includes its abstract being]. A representation or concept is finite should being stand over against it, since it is something particular, meeting up with its end in being.  As has always been well known, merely given my representation to myself that I have a hundred Thalers in my pocket, it does not follow that a hundred dollars are in my pocket.  That is no doubt correct, just as it is also correct that there is no difference in content[, as contrasted to form, between an infinite concrete concept and its abstract being].  Kant says that being adds something that is not already contained in the [finite] concept. ?? Yet a finite representation, its finite content, loses its one-sidedness if being corresponds to it. If I say “a hundred Thalers”, they are a mere abstract representation. It is a further fact, lying beyond that abstract representation, that the hundred dollars exist.  Thinking and being are different [in form, but not in content, within the infinite concept,] but insofar as something is known to be merely represented it is finite. Yet it is not, in the science of logic, a question of the finite concept, which is already well known to differ from its being, but of the true infinite concept.  

[§51.3] Anselm, Spinoza, Descartes have said that God remains identical whether in concept or in being.  God is what is most perfect, and only what is most complete contains this unity [of the infinite concept and its being] in total fullness.  It is this unity [in its fullness] that is what is most perfect.  However, this thought of God has also a defect, which is that it is represented as a presupposition [rather than being dialectically constructed by the science of logic].  It is said that we represent God to ourselves as the most perfect being.  Yet this most perfect being is at once the self-concept [treated in the third branch of the science of logic].  Whatever is most perfect must include being within it.  If it did not include being, we could posit an even more perfect being that would include it.  What is further at issue is to show that the self-concept bears upon itself is the self-movement by which it raises its own one-sidedness up beyond itself [into unity with being], that the self-concept determines itself as being, and thus that being itself lies in raising up its own one-sidedness and passing over into the self-concept.  The self-concept thus reveals itself to be the truth of being, just as it in turn shows its truth to lie in the idea, i.e., in the unity of reality and the self-concept.  Whatever is bad in the world fails to correspond to the self-concept of the world, and so is finite. Yet to be God is to be infinite.  

[§51.4] Being, however, is a poor abstraction.  It is the poorest of them all, the simple relation of self to self, immediate and immutable.  It is possible to have an equally bad representation of the self-concept, but it still will be our belief that that being belongs to the self-concept [without being formally identical with it].  The self-concept contains the oneness of itself with self, which is the moment of its immediacy.  That moment also belongs to being, except that the self-concept is not limited to the one-sidedness [of the immediacy of being].  With regard to Kant’s criticism [of the ontological argument], it is essential to hold on to what it does and does not accomplish.  It fails to be shown in this criticism that there is any truth to thinking in itself.  Insofar as thinking and being are different [in content], thinking is not true.  The Kantian critique of our intuition of the world possesses the great interest of claiming to exhibit the nullity and finitude present in thinking by itself, but it is really only the nullity of the categories [of the understanding] that is exhibited.  Thinking indeed shows itself to be contradictory, but thinking itself is the resolution of these same contradictions, though this resolution is not shown by the Kantian critique.

     (§52[.1])  The result of the critical philosophy is that thinking never gets beyond abstract thinking.  The form of abstract thinking is abstract identity.  Thinking for Kant posits itself as something objective, something perceived, determined through and through with sensory material.  Yet beyond this sensory content, which is known as experience, nothing exists but the abstract identity of a thinking that [in the critical philosophy] is reason, the unity of the self-consciousness.  Thinking, therefore, merely unifies the material provided by experience.  This application of the self-identity of thinking is nothing but the ordering of such material.  This order is a relationship, a unity, an external unity of things.  This oneness of thinking with itself falls within us, and changes nothing in the things themselves that come to be ordered.  This oneness concerns in no way the content of objects, but establishes a purely external relationship between them. Such a systematisation of experiences is what reason is supposed to be.  It is supposed to consist in those very compositions as are found in our contemplation of nature.  Its business is one of classification.  The sensory manifold is to be brought into unity.  

     
[§52.2] Yet the further this unification of content proceeds, the paltrier its content becomes.  A further more general universality beyond humanity is the animal, still further is the realm of all living beings, while the most abstract unity is then the thing.  Reason should lead to ever greater unity. Yet the more this unity corresponds to what [in the critical philosophy] is called reason, the emptier it is. This is what Kant’s philosophy regards as reason. One may simplify the laws of nature by saying, for example, that they are all cases of natural attraction. Planets, like the rest, are nothing else but the unification [of different observations under the same law of attraction].  Yet the positing the planets in their unity is empty, since everything can be posited in such a unity.  It is precisely particularization, which is what is at stake here, that is lacking.  One sort of attraction is that by which a stone falls back again to the ground, and another sort is that by which plants attracts the moisture of air.  Everything that is living in spirit is likewise [an activity of] attraction.  Learning is appropriation, hence attraction.  So attraction is the one universal law.  Yet precisely for this reason, it is totally empty.  Reason as understood in the critical philosophy cannot ever become the organon of truth.  Rather, reason is only the canon, the law, the rule. The [Kantian] claim that reason is forthwith incapable of knowledge holds fast to the contrast between concept and reality [made by Kant in the above critique of the ontological argument], concept and actuality. All representing that lacks actuality is finite thinking, just as likewise whatever being fails to correspond to its concept is finite being. What is true is what is actual, and what is actual corresponds to the self-concept.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

     
(§53[.1]). [b.] Practical Reason.  It was especially through Kant that practical reason gained access [to current German philosophy].  Practical reason concerns the will, which is laid out in contradistinction to intelligence.  Yet to will is still to think.  The will is driven by what is universal.  Law [Recht], ethical life, is the universal. Yet the will as a natural will is a finite, particular will, i.e., desire [Begierde].  If what I will is property, legal property, I will the universal, since the law is the universal.  May practical reason lay down objective laws for freedom, for being self-determining!  This is what distinguishes practical from theoretical reason.  The pinnacle of what is theoretical, the I, is taken to be empty of determination.  What for Kant is said to follow, should reason try to think the infinite, we have already seen.  Practical reason is said to determine itself objectively, and in such self-determination freedom lies.  That reason in its practical function can be self-determining is accepted as valid.  It is commonly accepted as valid because experience shows that to be a human being is to be free in this sense, as confirmed by our own inner perception.  This claim can be allowed, but it is a further fact that the will is the universal, that desire proves to be finite and allows itself to be led back to the universal will in and for itself as its ground.  

[§53.2] The principle according to which I as will am self-determining in myself makes a human being conscious that he or she is free, that there is no law for one to recognize other than the law one knows be a determination of one’s own will.  The Kantian philosophy won general assent to this principle by which the will is in itself ??? absolute.  In prior [medieval] philosophising, the vocation of humankind was in principle stated to be blessedness, but an ambiguity remained as to what blessedness was supposed to be.  What it was did not depend on me.  It was claimed that we ought to have such and such inclinations towards blessedness, and so on, and that was how morality was established.  Our inclinations entered into opposition with one another, and the satisfaction of them depended on a divine will external to them. 

[§53.3] Against this view of the human vocation, the one great principle established by Kant] is that man is free.  A human being is capable of renouncing everything, and so never can be compelled.  Thus a human being’s highest satisfaction must lie in freedom, and it is to this that we cling whenever subjected to external force.  Freedom is always within a human being’s power, and whatever is offered to a human being in whatever respect can only be offered in a manner consistent with this freedom.  A human being must find in whatever is presented a determination of his or her own will.  This principle quite deservedly won widespread assent to the Kantian philosophy.  

[§53.4] If one explores consciousness for something to become the vocation of one’s life, what one comes up with is variable and accidental.  Yet in freedom, as the vocation I discover for myself, I find a fixed point of attachment within myself that no one else can overpower.  In this freedom within me find absolute satisfaction, a formal satisfaction that spirit finds within itself.  I am identical with myself, but in this identity I am self-determining, and these determinations are the laws of my freedom, they are my own self-determinations. This principle is of infinite importance. Yet if the truth of the principle comes to be based on experience, on my consciousness.  There are, however, enormously many experiences, and many people by the experiences they have know nothing at all of freedom.  To them it remains to be to be proven [with Kant] that the truth is other than what their experiences tell them.

       (§54[.1])  However, the question now shifts: I determine myself, and with that there enters a content, but what now is the further determining principle [by which I determine myself]?  Or, to put it otherwise, what is my duty?  What is moral, what is the [law of] right [das Recht]?  The answer to this question depends on the following development: either we lack any criterion of what is moral at all, or that criterion is only [as given by Kant in the categorical imperative] that what is to be regarded by us as moral ought to contain no contradiction.  Yet such a criterion is once again abstract self-identity [A=A], so I am once more on abstract ground.  

      [§54.2]  It is said that one ought to do one’s duty merely for the sake of duty.  But the question is: what is one’s duty?  What is the law of right and wrong [das Recht], what is the moral law?  Here we find [in Kant] abstract self-identity, and over against this abstract identity lies all that is particular.  It will now be said, for example, that that we should return property belonging to another person when that property has been entrusted to us.  If I do not accept this duty and thus return the property, I contradict the initial presupposition that it is the other’s property. Yet contradicting that first presupposition by disowning the duty and not returning anything [e.g., stealing] entirely depends on maintaining the presupposition that the property in question is even now the other’s property.21  However, just how is this further presupposition grounded?  And, quite generally, how is [the whole institution of] property to be grounded?  The alternative presupposition that no property should exist at all contains no contradiction.  So the principle [the moral law] remains formal, in that self-identity is alone to be the criterion of what is moral, is alone to be the determining ground [of the obligation to return property].  However, any particular determination [such as property] is absent from mere self-identity, which thus can afford no ground at all.

    (§55[.1]) Kant, proceeding as by sure instinct, introduced [beyond theoretical and practical reason] the third side of matters, the reflective power of judgment.  It is called the intuitive understanding.  In everything that is theoretical the understanding has been at work [according to Kant], but in that sphere the understanding has presupposed experience.  What we have now, in the reflective power of judgment, is an understanding that is at once by itself intuitive, a self-realizing concept. This new determination [of the object] is contradictory in that the determining is now intuitive [as producing its own object]. Particularization, singularization, is given out to be something called forth merely by thinking, through the understanding. The self-concept is now self-realizing, bringing forth a reality in correspondence with it.  This Kant called the power of reflective judgment, in contradistinction to the power of subsuming judgment where a rule is laid down as the basis and I subsume the particular given object under it. 

        [§55.2] The reflective power of judgment is a power that does not merely subsume.  Rather, what it encounters is its own law standing over against itself[, reflected in the object]. The object is thus to be contemplated in such a way that the particular determination proceeds from the understanding itself, so that the reality of the determination is made to correspond to the understanding.  In the power of subsuming judgment, the particular is added externally to the rule: it is a subordination of the particular under the universal rule. The determination comes to the object, to the particular, externally.  That is how mechanism universally works.  A weight is lifted, something is set in motion.  That is an external relation —the universal, whatever is determining, is comes externally to what is determined.  

    [§55.3] In the power of reflective judgment, by contrast, the universal produces the particular out of itself.  It does so in fact, according to Kant, in the organic realm and in art.  In the organic realm, in the circulation of blood, for example, a mechanical model has been adopted [cf. William Harvey].  Yet a living organism is not driven mechanically [§57].  Whatever is organic is self-determined. It makes something else of whatever impinges on it [Anstoss].  The organs, for example, make foods into blood.  In any living organism there is an enlivening soul that awaits our knowledge of it, soul that is itself self-knowing.  The principle of movement proceeds from oneself.  Just so with the process of life.  The reproduction of the members is a living process.  The members inwardly determine themselves out of themselves.  

   [§55.4] Determining and coming to be determined here cease to be two different things.  Their unity is the soul.  In this way mechanical circumstances become free, every part is ensouled, in each part the universal life is present. These limbs, these guts, are the very means of life, but the living soul is active in them as well.  All members of the body are continuously regenerated insofar as they preserve themselves.  Yet these products are at once productive.  Through the parts the whole is brought forth.  But this whole is the living soul, and is at once itself productive. Such activity, such conduct, is “purposive activity.”  We have here a determination by ends.  The living organism is its own end. Forever producing itself, it realizes this end which it itself is.  Everything is purpose, everything means.  The guts are the means, but they also contain the end. The distinction between coming to be produced and producing falls by the wayside, as does the distinction between end and means, cause and effect. 

   [§55.5] Kant saw that the understanding does not suffice for the apprehension of living beings, and with that we reach the self-concept of the intuitive understanding.  [For Kant] the intuitive understanding is the [regulative] idea of reason.  So in the case of what is organic the [non-intuitive] understanding [encountering an external object] does not suffice.  The other realm in which Kant proved this insufficiency of this understanding is art, the aesthetic realm.  In a work or art a thought is present.  The work of art is the universal that realizes itself in these [technical] forms, in these features.  In these forms we see the soul, its character, we see what the artist represented to himself, but it is the forms themselves that give expression to that soul.  Here content and form are inseparably united.  Matters are different here from what we find in mechanical artefacts, or in architecture.  The line and angle are forms of the understanding.  In the [artist as] subject, however, there exists something genial, the capacity for artistic ideas [§56].  The artist reflects, and this or that representation makes up the foundation of his work, but thinking for the artist is an exercise of the power of imagination. The artist builds his thoughts into something sensory which no longer has validity for itself [as sensory], but whose meaning rests upon the artist himself.  The [artist’s] meaning can be no longer something merely inner, but is out [in the open], entirely invested in the sensory form, in reality.  Here is the absolute unity [of content and form]. 

   [§55.6] Many, and notably Schiller, have found in the idea of artistic beauty a way out of the [Kantian] philosophy of the understanding.  Schiller's great soul took its fill of philosophical ideas.  But Kantian abstractions were not enough for him.  The good, the true, essentially received for him the determination that it be present, and indeed should be present, as the beautiful, i.e., that it should have being and should be present in reality, in its identity with actuality.  To this Schiller gives expression in many a work, at once vents himself accordingly.  These, then, are the two sensory appearances [the organic and the artistic] in which an experience of the unity of the particular and the universal is present, in which the living soul penetrates through and through what is material.  The greatness of the Kantian philosophy is that he reached through the intuitive understanding the idea [as regulative]. Yet he did not yet know that the unity of the particular and the universal is not only a truth present in these two particular [organic and artistic] appearances, but that it is the truth in and for itself, and that within thought, as the idea, it is the one and only truth. [§58].

    [§55.7] That far Kant did not get.  To know this would imply that one realizes that theoretical and practical reason both exhibit one-sidedness, that they are only abstractions, only moments of the truth.  Kant said that artificial products as also natural products are to be judged to be each a unity. But that is our judging, we reflect on them in this way, this is how we apprehend them.  It is doubtless true that this is how we consider them once we are no longer stuck in the mechanical culture of the understanding.  But the further question is whether viewing matters this way is or is not the truth in and for itself.  If we know it to be the in and for itself, the subjective standpoint according to which we merely reflect on something external falls by the wayside.  We come to know that the two sides, thought and being, do not stand so absolutely over against each other. 

   (§59)  This unity was then extended even further. The good is to determine me, my will.  But the perennial disunity of the two is also represented.  The good as the universal [the moral law], as the rule, does not have its opposite in my will as the universal will, but rather in nature, in the [particular] will that determines by natural instinct.  The good as universal [moral law] is the opposition of the good and the world in general.  If we now apprehend the representation of inner unity by which the universal lays itself out as realized in the particular, we also apprehend the thought of the opposition of the good and the world being lifted. The good then functions as the rule for the whole world.  Yet if the world has being for itself on its own account, it fails to conform to the good.  Everything has its own laws.  But now it is represented to us that this disharmony ought to be lifted, that the good should be realized, and that it is God who is to bring about the harmony.  As much as this unity is present to our senses in living beings in the natural world, and as much as it is also present in works of art, the same unity is present to thought, in which the good rules as the final end of the world over both living beings and artworks. The Kantian philosophy also reached this highest form of the idea, of the unity of thinking and being, but it then reduced that form of the idea to a purely subjective manner of taking things. 

     (§60[.1])  For “the good” for Kant means nothing but our good, the moral law of our own practical reason.  We have found this moral law, duty, to be purely formal.  Lying within it is a contradiction.  On the one hand, it is said that what is true is the unity by which the good realizes itself in the world, by which the world is powerless in the face of the good, while on the other hand it is said that this harmony is subjective, something merely represented, something that only should be, an impotent rule that can accomplish nothing.  It is said that this unity of the good and the world is the truth, but that it is a unity that is not, that it only should be—and here lies the incongruity.  The absolutely final end is absolutely realized in the world, and yet is only realized as something that should be, it is only a subjective faith.  Yet what that means is that the unity is not, that it does not exist.  But it is still the truth. This unity expresses itself in the form of  infinite progress.  The end is realized, but is not completely realized, which means that it is not realized. That is the contradiction. 

[§60.2] We have seen this unity of the good with the world exist in subordinate limited spheres, in the living organism in nature and in artistic beauty.  But it then comes to be said that viewing matters this way is only a matter of our opinion.  In the highest spheres, it is explained, this unity is true, but this unity is never a fully present unity—it is forever incomplete, so that the opposition between the end and the world never goes away.  Virtue, the good understood as the good of this particular individual in the sphere of finitude, is in ceaseless struggle with oneself [with inclination].  In the realm of finitude, virtue is admittedly a struggle, admittedly a matter of what merely should be. What holds in and for itself is still something else again. It will be said [in the critical philosophy] that that the unity of the good and the world is only a postulate of practical reason, which is to say that it only should be.  

[§60.3] A contradiction surely arises when all is not good going with the good.  It is said that reason does not know the good to be united with the world.  But reason, divine providence, rules the world—in divine providence no externalities and contingencies are to be seen.  The absolute final end of the world is not so powerless as to not to realize itself.  It is true, as we said, that we cannot perceive the end’s worldly self-realization [by the senses], and yet the end is not so impotent as to not realize itself.  As we look out upon world history [rationally], just so does history look back at us.  To be sure, there are particular ends and demands [e.g., of justice] that fail to be satisfied in the course of history.  To be sure, one can always withdraw [e.g., from the world’s injustice] into one’s own subjectivity.  Yet it still must be recognized that what is rational is the unity of the final end with the world. 

 
[§60.4] We have considered this second [skeptical, Kantian] position [of thought toward objectivity] at greater length because it has completely penetrated the culture of the present age and, moreover, in part still holds its place within it. The forms and shapes assumed by the Kantian philosophy come at us from all sides.  As we have explained above, they have their ground in the most abstract of oppositions.  What is most interesting are the points where Kant reaches beyond himself.  Yet he no sooner gets beyond himself than he reverts back to what we have already explained as untrue.
