part i

Science of Logic
Preliminary conception

§ 19
Logic is the science of the pure idea, i.e. the idea in the abstract element of
thinking.
The same proviso that holds generally for the concepts prefacing the
philosophy – namely, that they are determinations drawn from and
subsequent to the survey of the whole – also holds for this as well as
other determinations contained in this preliminary conception.
It can indeed be said that logic is the science of thinking, of its
determinations and laws. However, thinking as such constitutes only
the universal determinateness or the element in which the idea exists
qua logical. The idea is thinking not insofar as the latter is formal,
but insofar as it is the self-developing totality of its distinctive
determinations and laws, which it gives itself and does not already
have and find within itself.
Logic is the most difficult science in that it has to do not with
intuitions – and not even with abstract sensory representations
as in geometry – but with pure abstractions. It requires a certain
strength and versatility to retreat into pure thought, to hold on to it
steadfastly and to move about in it. On the other hand, logic could
be considered the easiest science, because its content is nothing but
one’s own thinking and its familiar determinations, and these
are at once the simplest and the elementary sort of determinations.
They are also what is most familiar, namely being, nothing, etc.,
determinateness, magnitude, etc., being-in-itself, being-for-itself,
one, many, etc. This familiarity with them, however, makes the
study of logic even harder. On the one hand, it is readily held to be
not worth the effort to occupy oneself with such familiar things and,
on the other, the point is to become familiar with them in a way that
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is entirely different from, indeed even opposed to, the way one is
already.
The usefulness of logic concerns the relationship to the subject,
namely, the extent to which the subject [thereby] provides himself
with a certain education for other purposes. His education through
studying logic consists in acquiring practice in thinking, since this
science is a thinking of thinking, and in getting thoughts into his
head [precisely] as thoughts. – However, insofar as the logical
dimension [das Logische] constitutes the absolute form of the truth
and even more than that, the pure truth itself, it is something
completely different from anything merely useful. But just as the
most excellent, the freest and the most self-reliant things are also the
most useful, so logic, too, may be understood in this way. Seen in
this light, its usefulness must be deemed different from the merely
formal exercise of thinking.

Addition 1. The first question is, what is the object of our science? The simplest
and most intelligible answer to this question is that the truth is its object. Truth
is a grand word and an even grander thing. If someone’s spirit and mind are still
healthy, his heart must leap at once at the thought of this word. But then the
‘but’ immediately surfaces, namely whether we are capable of knowing the truth.
An incommensurability seems to obtain between us as imperfect humans and the
truth as it exists in and for itself, and the question arises as to the bridge between
the finite and the infinite. God is the truth; how are we to know him? The virtues
of humility and modesty seem to conflict with such an undertaking. – However,
one also asks whether the truth can be known, merely to find a justification for
trudging on in the banality of one’s finite ends. Such humility is not worth much.
Such language as ‘How am I, a poor earthly worm, to know the truth?’ is a thing
of the past. Its place has been taken by arrogance and smugness, and some have
fancied themselves to be immediately in possession of the truth. – Our youth
has been persuaded that they possess the truth (in religious and ethical matters)
without further ado. In particular, it has been said in this context that all adults
are wooden and fossilized and immersed in untruth. The dawn has appeared to
the young people, so they say, but the older world is stuck in the muddle and
morass of the everyday. In this context, the special sciences have been designated
something that must indeed be acquired, but only as a means for the external
purposes of life. Here, then, it is not modesty that holds off from knowledge and
from the study of the truth, but instead the conviction that one already possesses
the truth in and for itself. The older generation does indeed pin its hopes on the
young, for it is they who are supposed to keep the world and science advancing.
But this hope is conferred upon the young only insofar as they do not remain as
they are, but take on the bitter labour of the spirit.
There is yet another brand of modesty about the truth. This is the seeming
nobleness [Vornehmheit] towards the truth that we see in Pilate facing Jesus. Pilate
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asked ‘What is the truth?’ in the sense of someone finished with everything, for
whom nothing is of significance anymore – the sense in which Solomon says ‘All
is vanity’. – Here, there is nothing left but subjective vanity.
Timidity is a further impediment to knowing the truth. It is easy for the lethargic
mind to say that one did not really mean to be serious about philosophizing. One
also hears logic lectures, it is true, but this is supposed to leave us as we are. It
is believed that if thinking goes beyond the ordinary reach of representations it
moves into sinister territory, that one entrusts oneself there to a sea on which one
is tossed hither and thither by the waves of thought only to land eventually back
again on the sandbank of this temporal finitude that one had left for nothing at all.
The results of such views can be seen in the world. People may acquire many skills
and grow to be knowledgeable in many ways; one may become an accomplished
civil servant and be educated in preparation of whatever one’s particular purposes
may be. But it is something quite different to educate one’s mind for what is loftier
and to care about that. We may hope that in our times a demand for something
better has dawned on our youth and that they will not be content with the straw
of superficial knowledge.
Addition 2. Everyone is in agreement that thinking is the object of logic. Still,
one can have a very low and a very high opinion of thinking. Thus, on the one
hand, it is said: this is just a thought, meaning by that that the thought is merely
subjective, arbitrary and contingent, not the basic matter itself, not what is true
and actual. On the other hand, one may also have a very high opinion of thoughts
and understand them in such a way that they alone are able to reach the highest
truth, the nature of God, and that nothing can be known about God through
the senses. It is said that God is spirit and wishes to be worshipped in spirit and
in truth. But then we admit that what is felt and what is perceived by the senses
is not what is spiritual, and that thinking is instead the innermost part of spirit
and that only spirit is able to recognize spirit. Spirit may indeed also assume the
form of feeling, as in religion, for instance. But, in general, feeling as such, i.e. the
form of feeling, is one thing, while its content is quite another. Feeling as such is
generally the form of the sensory dimension [des Sinnlichen], something we share
with the rest of the animals. This form may indeed appropriate a concrete content,
and yet this content does not properly belong to this form. The form of feeling is
the lowest form for a spiritual content. Only in thinking and as thinking is this
content, God himself, in its truth. In this sense, then, thought is not just mere
thought, but rather the highest and, properly viewed, the only manner in which
it is possible to comprehend what is eternal and in and for itself [das an und f ür
sich Seiende].
Just as one can have a high and a low opinion of thinking, so also with the
science of thought. Anybody can think, it is believed, without the study of logic,
much as one can digest food without having studied physiology. And even if one
has studied logic, one thinks just as one did before, perhaps more methodically,
but otherwise with little difference, or so it seems. If logic had no other business
than to familiarize us with the activity of merely formal thinking, then it would
indeed produce nothing one would not have otherwise been doing just as well
all along. The earlier logic was in fact reduced to this position. Incidentally, even
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acquaintance with thinking as a merely subjective activity is honourable and of
interest to human beings. By knowing [wissen] who they are and what they are
doing, human beings distinguish themselves from animals. – On the other hand,
however, as the science of thinking, logic occupies an eminent position, insofar
as thought alone is capable of experiencing what is highest, namely the true. So
when the science of logic contemplates thinking in its activity and production (for
thinking is not an activity devoid of content, since it produces thoughts and the
thought), its content is a fortiori the supersensory world, and to occupy oneself
with it is to linger in this world. Mathematics deals with the abstractions of number
and space, which are, however, still something sensory, albeit something sensory
in an abstract sense without existence. Thought takes leave of even this ultimate
sensory element and is freely in communion with itself, renouncing internal and
external sensoriness, and removing all particular interests and inclinations. Insofar
as logic stands on such a ground, we should think of it in a more dignified way
than is usually the case.
Addition 3. The need to understand logic in a deeper sense than that of the
science of merely formal thinking is prompted by the interest we take in religion,
the state, the law and ethical life. In earlier times, people had no misgivings about
thinking; they engaged in it spontaneously and with a fresh mind. They thought
about God, nature, and the state and were convinced that it is only by means
of thought that one is able to know the truth, not by means of the senses or
coincidental representations and opinions. But while engaging in thinking in this
way it turned out that the highest relationships in life are thereby compromised.
Through thinking, the positive state of affairs was deprived of its power. State
constitutions became casualties of thought; religion was attacked by thought;
firm religious representations, once held to be valid unconditionally on the basis
of revelation, were undermined and the old faith was toppled in the minds of
many. Thus, for example, the Greek philosophers opposed the old religion and
destroyed the representations of it. This is why philosophers were exiled and killed
on the grounds that they overthrew religion and the state, which were essentially
connected to one another. In this way, thinking made its mark on actuality and had
the most awe-inspiring effect. People thus became aware of the power of thinking
and started to examine more closely its pretensions. They professed to finding
out that it claimed too much and could not achieve what it undertook. Instead
of coming to understand the essence of God, nature and spirit and in general
the truth, thinking had overthrown the state and religion. Hence, the demand
was made that thinking justify its results, and it is the examination of the nature
of thinking, and what it is entitled to, that has in large measure constituted the
interest of philosophy in more recent times.

§ 20
Taking up thinking as it presents itself most readily, it appears (a) at first
in its usual subjective meaning as one of the spirit’s activities or faculties
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alongside others such as the sensory dimension, intuiting, fantasy etc.,
desiring, willing and so on. Its product, namely the determinacy or form
of thought, is the universal, the abstract in general. Thinking as an activity
is thus the active universal and, more precisely, the universal that acts
upon itself in so far as its accomplishment, i.e. what it produces, is the
universal. Represented as a subject, thinking is a thinking being, and the
simple expression for a concretely existing [existierenden] subject that thinks
is I.
The determinations offered here and in the following sections are
not to be taken as assertions and as my opinions about thinking.
Since, however, in this preliminary exposition no derivation or
proof can be given, they may be regarded as facts such that in the
consciousness of anyone who has and contemplates thoughts it is
found empirically to be the case that the character of universality
and likewise the subsequent determinations are on hand in them.
To be sure, for the observation of the facts of one’s consciousness
and representations, it is prerequisite that one be already educated
in the tasks of paying attention and engaging in abstraction.
Already in such a preliminary exposition as this, the differences
among sensory dimension, representation, and thoughts come up.
They are crucial for grasping the nature and the types of knowing. It
will therefore serve our elucidation well to call attention to these
differences already at this point. – The sensory is initially explained
by reference to its external origin, i.e. the senses or instruments of
sensation. However, mention of the instrument does not by itself
afford a determination of what is meant by it. The difference
between the sensory and thought is to be located in the fact that
the determination of the former is its individualness, and insofar
as the individual (taken quite abstractly as an atom) also stands
in connection with other things, whatever is sensory is outsideof-something-else, the abstract forms of which are, more precisely,
those of being side-by-side and after one another. – Representation
has such sensory material [Stoff ] for its content, but posited in the
determination of being mine, i.e. the determination that such
content is in me, and of universality, the relation-to-self, simplicity. –
Yet representation also contains, in addition to that sensory material,
material that has originated from self-conscious thought, such as the
representations of what is right, ethical, religious, or even of thought
itself, and it is not easily noticed how the difference between such
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representations and the thoughts of such content is to be marked.
Here it is the case that the content is a thought and the form of
universality is present as well, which is inherent in a content’s being
in me and in being a representation at all. But even in this respect,
the distinctiveness of the representation is generally to be located in
the fact that in it such content at the same time remains isolated.
To be sure, the right, the just, and similar determinations do not
occupy the sensory [positions of] being-outside-of-one-another
proper to space. They may indeed appear to be somehow successive
in time, but their content as such is not represented as being
encumbered by time, as transient and alterable in it. Still, even
such intrinsically spiritual [an sich geistige] determinations stand
isolated on the wide terrain of the inner, abstract universality of
representing as such. In this isolation, they are simple; right, duty,
God. Now either representation remains at a standstill with the
determination that ‘right is right’ and ‘God is God’ or, if it is more
educated, it adds determinations, for instance, that God is the
creator of the world, all wise, omnipotent, etc. In this case, several
isolated simple determinations are similarly strung together,
remaining outside one another, despite the bond assigned to them
in the subject possessing them. Representation here meets with the
understanding which differs from the former only in that it posits
relationships of the universal and the particular or of cause and
effect, etc. It thus establishes relations of necessity among the
isolated determinations of representation, while representation
leaves them standing side-by-side in its indeterminate space,
connected only by the bare also. – The distinction between
representation and thoughts has a special significance, because it
can generally be said that philosophy does nothing but transform
representations into thoughts – and, indeed, beyond that, the mere
thought into the concept.
Incidentally, when it was said that the determinations of the
sensory are those of individuality and being-outside-of-one-another,
it can also be added that the latter, too, are in turn thoughts and
universals themselves. In the logic, it will be shown that thought and
the universal are just this, namely to be itself as well as its other, that
its reach extends over the other, and that nothing escapes from it.
Given that language is the product of thought, nothing that is not
universal can be expressed in it either. What I only mean, is mine,
belonging to me as this particular individual. If, however, language
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expresses only what is universal, then I cannot say what I mean only.
And the ineffable, feeling, sentiment are not what is most exquisite
and true, but instead the most insignificant and untrue. When I say
‘the individual’, ‘this individual’, ‘here’, ‘now’, then these are all
universalities. Anything and everything is an individual, a this, even
when it is sensory, just as much as a here, now. Similarly, when I say
‘I’ I mean to refer to myself as this one individual, excluding everyone
else. But what I say (namely, ‘I’) is precisely each and every one, the
I excluding everyone else. – Kant used the awkward expression that
the I accompanies all my representations as well as sentiments,
desires, actions, etc. This I is the universal in and for itself, and the
commonality is also a universal, albeit only an outer form of
universality. All other humans have it in common with me to be an
I, just as it is a common feature of all my sensations, representations,
etc. to be mine. ‘I’, however, taken abstractly and as such, is the pure
relationship to itself in which abstraction is made from representing,
sensing, indeed from every state as from every particularity of
nature, talent, experience, etc. I is in this respect the concrete
existence [Existenz] of the entirely abstract universality, the abstractly
free. This is why the I is thinking as a subject, and because I am at the
same time present in all my sensations, representations, and states,
etc., thought is present everywhere and permeates all these
determinations as a category.
Addition. When we speak of thinking, it appears initially to be a subjective
activity, one of several faculties possessed by us, such as memory, representation,
volition, and the like. If thinking were a merely subjective activity and as such the
object of logic, this science like any other would have its specific object. It could
then appear to be arbitrary to make thinking and not also the will, imagination,
and so forth the object of a particular science. That thinking should receive this
honour may well be due to the fact that we grant it a certain authority and that
we regard it as what is truly human, distinguishing humans from animals. – To
become familiar with thinking even as a merely subjective activity is not without
interest. Its more specific determinations would be the rules and laws with which
one becomes acquainted through experience. Thinking viewed in this way as
determined by laws makes up what usually otherwise constituted the content of
logic. Aristotle is the founder of this science. He possessed the strength to assign
to thinking what belongs to it per se. Our thinking is very concrete, but with
respect to its manifold content we need to sort out what belongs to thinking
or the abstract form of the activity. The activity of thinking, acting as a subtle
spiritual bond, connects all this content. It is this bond, this form itself, which
Aristotle highlighted and defined. To this day, the logic of Aristotle represents
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the logical [sphere], which has merely been made more elaborate, primarily by
the Scholastics of the Middle Ages. The Scholastics did not add to the material,
but merely developed it further. The work of more recent times with respect to
logic consists primarily in omitting many of the logical determinations spun out
further by Aristotle and the Scholastics, on the one hand, and in superimposing a
lot of psychological material [on the other]. The interest in this science lies with
becoming acquainted with the procedures of finite thinking, and the science is
correct when it corresponds to its presupposed object. To occupy oneself with
this kind of formal logic is no doubt useful. It clears the head, as they say.
One learns to concentrate, to abstract, whereas ordinary consciousness deals with
sensory representations which crisscross and get entangled. In the act of abstraction,
however, the mind is concentrated on a single point and, by this means, the habit
is acquired of preoccupying oneself with the interiority [of things]. One can use
the familiarity with the forms of finite thinking as a means towards educating
oneself in the empirical sciences that proceed in accordance with those forms.
In this sense, logic has indeed been called ‘instrumental logic’. To be sure, it is
possible to assume a more liberal stance and claim that logic is to be studied for
its own sake rather than for its usefulness, since excellent things should not be
sought out merely for their usefulness. Now in one sense, this is quite correct,
but in another that which is excellent is likewise what is most useful, for it is
substantive, something that stands fast for itself and is for that reason the bearer
of the particular ends which it furthers and brings to fruition. One must not view
the particular ends as primary, since that which is excellent promotes them as well.
Thus, for example, religion has its absolute value in itself. At the same time, other
ends are borne and upheld by it. Christ says: ‘Seek ye first the kingdom of God,
and all these things shall be added unto you’ [Matt. 6:33]. Particular ends can be
achieved only through attaining what is in and for itself [das Anundfürsichseiende].

§ 21
(b) When thinking is taken as active in relation to objects, as thinking over
something, the universal that is the product of such an activity contains
the value of the basic matter [Sache], the essential, the inner, the true.
In § 5 the old belief was mentioned that whatever is truthful in
objects, the constitutions [of things], or events is the inner, the
essential [dimension], the basic matter on which something hinges,
and this is not to be found immediately in consciousness; that it is
not what appearances first present and what first occurs to one; that
instead one must first think it over in order to arrive at the true
constitution of the object and that this is achieved through thinking
things over.
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Addition. Even children are instructed to think things over. For instance, they
are told to connect adjectives with substantives. Here they have to pay attention
and differentiate, remember a rule, and adjust the particular case to it. The rule
is nothing but a universal, and children are asked to make the particular conform
to the universal. – Furthermore, in life we have ends. We think over the ways
in which we can achieve them. The end here stands for the universal, the ruling
principle, and we have means and instruments whose operation we determine in
light of our end. – Thinking things over functions in a similar way in the context
of morality. To think things over here means to recall the right thing to do, one’s
duty, the universal that serves as the fixed rule in accordance with which we are to
orient our particular behaviour in the cases at hand. The universal determination
ought to be recognizable and inherent in our behaviour. – We find the same thing
in our attitude towards the phenomena of nature [Naturerscheinungen] as well. For
instance, we take note of thunder and lightning. This phenomenon is familiar to us
and we often perceive it. But human beings are not content with mere familiarity,
with the mere sensory phenomenon. Rather, they want to get behind it, they want
to know [wissen] what it is, they want to comprehend it. Hence, one thinks over
and wants to know [wissen] the cause as something distinct from the phenomenon
as such, the inner in its distinctness from the mere outer. The phenomenon is
accordingly made double, broken apart into the inner and the outer, force and
expression, cause and effect. Here, the inner, the force, is again the universal, that
which abides, not this or that flash of lightning, this or that plant, but instead that
which remains the same in all these things. The sensory is something individual,
ephemeral; by thinking it over, we become acquainted with what abides in it.
Nature shows us an infinite amount of individual shapes and phenomena. We
have a need to introduce unity into this manifoldness. Hence we compare and
seek to recognize the universal in each case. Individuals are born and pass away;
the genus is what abides in them, what recurs in all of them, and what is present
only for [those] thinking them over. The laws belong in this context as well, such
as, for example, the laws of motion of the celestial bodies. We see those bodies here
today and there tomorrow. This lack of order is something inappropriate for the
spirit, something it does not trust, for it believes in order, in a simple, constant,
and universal determination. Guided by this belief, spirit has applied its process
of thinking things over to the phenomena and has come to know their laws, has
laid down the motions of the celestial bodies in a universal manner, so that every
change of location can be determined and recognized on the basis of this law. – It
is the same with those powers that rule human action in its infinite manifoldness.
Here, too, human beings possess that belief in a prevailing universal. – From all
these examples, it is to be gathered that the process of thinking things over is
always seeking what is fixed, abiding, intrinsically determined, and governing the
particular. This universal is not to be grasped with the senses, and it counts as
what is essential and true. Thus, for example, duties and rights are the essence
of actions and the truth of the latter consists in being in conformity with those
universal determinations.
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By determining what is universal in this way, we find that it forms the opposite
of an other, and this other is the merely immediate, external, and individual over
against the mediated, inner, and universal. This universal does not exist concretely
as a universal outwardly, i.e. the genus as such cannot be perceived, and the laws of
motion of the celestial bodies are not inscribed in the sky. Thus, one does not hear
the universal and one does not see it; instead, it is only for the spirit. Religion leads
us to a universal that encompasses everything else in itself, an absolute through
which everything else has been generated, and this absolute is not for the senses
but only for the spirit and for thought.

§ 22
(g) Through the process of thinking something over, its content is altered
from the way it is in sensation, intuition, or representation initially. Thus,
it is only by means of [vermittels] an alteration that the true nature of the
object emerges in consciousness.
Addition. The result of thinking something over is a product of our thinking.
Thus, for instance, Solon created out of his head the laws that he gave the Athenians.
On the other hand, however, we also regard the universal, the laws, as the opposite
of something merely subjective and see in it what is essential, true, and objective in
things. In order to learn the true nature of things, mere attentiveness is not enough.
Rather, our subjective activity has to be involved, reshaping what is immediately on
hand. Now at first blush this seems to be quite misguided and contrary to the end
at stake in knowing. Nonetheless, it can be said that it has been the conviction of
all times that only by reworking the immediate, a reworking produced by thinking
things over, is something substantive attained. By contrast, it is primarily in recent
times alone that doubts have been raised and the distinction has been maintained
between the products of our thinking and things in and of themselves. It has been
said that the in-itself of things is something entirely different from what we make
of it. The standpoint in defence of this separation has been advocated particularly
by the Critical philosophy against the conviction of the whole previous world for
which the agreement of the basic matter and thought counted as something settled.
The interest of modern philosophy revolves around this opposition. However, it is
the natural belief of human beings that this opposition has no truth. In ordinary
life we think things over without the added reflection that this is how truth comes
about. In the firm belief in thought’s agreement with the basic matter, we think
without further ado and this belief is of the highest importance. It is the sickness
of our time that has led to the desperation that our knowing is merely subjective
and that this subjectivity is the last word. And yet, the truth is what is objective
and this ought to be the rule for everyone’s convictions, such that an individual’s
conviction is bad if it does not conform to this rule. According to the modern
viewpoint, by contrast, conviction as such, i.e. the mere form of being convinced,
is already a good thing – whatever the content, since no standard for its truth is
on hand. – When we said earlier that it is an old belief of human beings that it
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is the vocation of the spirit to know [wissen] the truth, it was implied that the
objects, the outer and the inner nature, and in general the object [Objekt] as it
is in itself, are just the way they are qua thought, and that thinking therefore is
the truth of what is objective [die Wahrheit des Gegenständlichen]. The business of
philosophy consists merely in bringing explicitly to consciousness what has been
valid for humanity since antiquity with respect to thinking. Philosophy thus does
not establish anything new. What we have brought out here by means of our
reflection is everybody’s immediate prejudice already.

§ 23
(d) Since in thinking things over their true nature emerges and since this
thinking is just as much my activity, that true nature is equally the product of
my spirit insofar as the latter is a thinking subject. It is mine in accordance
with my simple universality, i.e. as an I that is entirely with itself – it is the
product of my freedom.
One can often hear the expression ‘to think for oneself ’, as if
something significant is thereby said. In fact, nobody can think for
someone else, just as little as they can eat and drink for them. That
expression is thus a pleonasm. – Freedom is immediately entailed
by thinking because thinking is the activity of the universal, a
relating of itself to itself that is accordingly abstract, a subjectively
non-determinate being-with-itself [Beisichsein] that at the same
time, as far as its content is concerned, is only in the basic matter and
its determinations. If, therefore, there is talk of humility or modesty
or, alternatively, haughtiness in connection with philosophizing, and
if humility or modesty consists in ascribing to one’s subjectivity
nothing particular [nichts Besonderes] about one’s qualities and
actions, then philosophizing will at least have to be acquitted of
haughtiness. For thinking is true in terms of content only if it is
immersed in the basic matter at hand and in terms of form only if it
is not a particular instance of being or doing of the subject, but
instead is consciousness conducting itself precisely as an abstract ‘I’,
liberated from all the particularity [Partikularität] that attaches to
qualities and conditions otherwise, and only enacting the universal
through which it is identical with all individuals. – When Aristotle
calls upon us to think of ourselves as worthy of such behaviour, then
the worthiness which consciousness bestows upon itself consists
precisely in letting go of its particular beliefs and opinions and
letting the basic matter hold sway in itself.
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§ 24

In accordance with these determinations, thoughts may be called objective
thoughts. Also to be reckoned among them are those forms that are initially
examined in ordinary logic and are usually taken to be only forms of
conscious thought. Logic thus coincides with metaphysics, i.e. the science of
things captured in thoughts that have counted as expressing the essentialities
of things.
The relationship of such forms as concept, judgment, and syllogism
to others, e.g. causality and so forth, can emerge only within logic
itself. However, this much should be clear in a preliminary way,
that insofar as thought tries to come up with a concept of things,
this concept (and with that also its most immediate forms such as
judgment and syllogism) cannot be made up of determinations and
relationships which are alien and external to those things. Thinking
things over, as has been said above, directs us to the universal in
things, but the universal is itself one of the moments of the concept.
The fact that there is rhyme and reason [Verstand, Vernunft] to the
world conveys exactly what is contained in the expression ‘objective
thought’. To be sure, the latter expression is awkward because
thought is habitually used for something belonging to the mind
[Geist], i.e. to consciousness and what is objective is for the most
part attributed to what is not mental.
Addition 1. When it is said that thought as objective thought constitutes the
core [das Innere] of the world, it may seem as if, by this, consciousness is supposed
to be attributed to natural things. We feel a certain resistance to construing the
inner activity of things as thinking, since we say that human beings distinguish
themselves from all natural things through thinking. We would therefore have to
speak of nature as the system of unconscious thoughts, a ‘petrified intelligence’, as
Schelling puts it. Instead of using the expression thoughts, it would thus be better
to speak of thought-determinations, in order to avoid any misunderstanding. – In
general, from what has been said so far, the logical dimension is to be sought as a
system of thought-determinations for which the opposition of the subjective and
the objective (in its ordinary sense) falls away. This meaning of thinking and its
determinations is expressed more directly by the ancients when they say that noÓv
governs the world – or when we say that reason exists in the world and mean by it
that reason is the soul of the world, residing in it, immanent in it as its ownmost,
innermost nature, its universal. To take a more particular example, when we talk
about some specific animal we say that it is an animal. The animal as such cannot
be shown, only a specific animal can. The animal does not exist concretely [existiert
nicht] but is instead the universal nature of individual animals, and each concretely
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existing animal is much more concretely specific, something particularized. But
to be an animal, i.e. the genus that is the universal, belongs to the specific animal
and constitutes its specific essentiality. Take what it is to be an animal away from a
dog, and we would be at a loss to say what it is. In general, things have an abiding
inner nature as well as an external existence. They live and die, come to be and
pass away. The genus is their essentiality, their universality, and it is not to be
construed merely as some common feature.
Just as thinking makes up the substance of external things, so it is also the
universal substance of all things spiritual. Thinking is inherent in all human
intuiting. Similarly, thinking is the universal in all representations, memories,
and generally in every spiritual activity, in all willing, wishing, and so forth. The
latter are one and all merely further specifications of thinking. When we construe
thinking in this way, it appears in a different context from when we merely say that
among and alongside other faculties such as perception, representation, willing,
and so on we also possess the faculty of thinking. When we consider thinking as the
true universal in everything natural and everything spiritual as well, then it extends
over all of this and is the foundation of everything. We can use this conception
of thinking in its objective sense (as nous) as a starting-point for explaining what
thinking means in the subjective sense. To begin with, we say that humans think –
and yet at the same time we also say that they perceive, will, etc. Humans think,
and to be human is to be something universal. However, they think only insofar
as the universal exists for them. The animal, too, is in itself a universal, but the
universal does not exist as such for it; it is always only the individual thing that
does. The animal sees something individual, e.g. its food, a human being, and so
on. All this, however, is merely something individual for it. Similarly, sensation
is always involved with individual things alone (this pain, this pleasant taste, and
so forth). Nature does not bring nous to consciousness, only humans duplicate
themselves in such a way that the universal exists for the universal. This is already
the case when a human being knows [weiß] itself as ‘I’. When I say ‘I’, I mean
to refer to myself as this individual, indeed as this determinate person. Actually,
however, I do not thereby say anything specific about myself. Everybody else is ‘I’
as well, and although in denoting myself as ‘I’ I mean myself, this individual being,
I simultaneously utter something completely universal. ‘I’ is pure being-for-itself
in which all that is particular has been negated and sublated [aufgehoben]; it is
the ultimate, simple, and pure element of consciousness. We can say that ‘I’ and
thought are the same; or more specifically, ‘I’ is the thinking as someone thinking
[das Denken als Denkendes]. What I possess in my consciousness is for me. ‘I’ is
this void, the receptacle for anything and everything, that for which everything
exists and which stores everything within itself. Every human being is an entire
world of representations buried in the night of the ‘I’. The ‘I’ is thus the universal
in which abstraction is made from everything particular, but in which at the same
time everything lies shrouded. It is therefore not a merely abstract universality,
but a universality that contains everything within itself. We use ‘I’ at first in a
purely trivial way, and only through philosophical reflection does it come to be
an object of consideration. In the ‘I’ we possess the entirely pure thought in its
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presence. The animal cannot say ‘I’; only a human can do so because a human is
the thinking. In the ‘I’ there is inner and outer content of many different kinds,
and depending on the make-up of this content, we behave as someone perceiving
with the senses, representing, remembering, and so on. In every instance, however,
the ‘I’ is present, or rather, thinking is inherent in all of it. Thus, humans are
always thinking, even if they are only perceiving. When they consider something,
they always view it as something universal. If they zero in on an individual thing,
they pick it out, thereby turning their attention away from something else, and
take it as something abstract and universal, even if only as a universal in a formal
sense.
Regarding our representations, we have a twofold situation. Either the content
is a thought, but the form is not; or, conversely, the form belongs to thought, but
the content does not. For instance, when I say ‘anger’, ‘rose’, ‘hope’, then all these
things are familiar to me through sensation and feeling but I express this content
in a general way, i.e. in the form of thought. I have left out many particulars
and rendered only the content as something universal, but the content remains
sensory. Conversely, when I form a representation of God, the content is indeed
something purely thought, but the form is still sensory in the way in which I find
it immediately present in me. In the case of representations, then, the content
is not merely sensory, as when I look at things. Instead, the content is sensory
while the form belongs to thought or vice versa. In the former case, the matter
is given and the form belongs to thinking; in the latter thinking is the source of
the content, but by means of the form the content becomes something given that
thereby reaches spirit from the outside.
Addition 2. In logic we deal with pure thought or pure thought-determinations.
When we think of a thought in the ordinary sense, we always imagine something
that is not just a pure thought, for by it we mean a thought whose content is
something empirical. In logic, thoughts are considered in such a way that they
have no other content than that which belongs to and is generated by thought
itself. In this way, the thoughts are pure thoughts. Thus spirit relates purely to itself
and is therefore free, for freedom is precisely this: to be at home with oneself in
one’s other, to be dependent upon oneself, to be the determining factor for oneself.
In all my urges I start from something other than myself that is for me something
external. Here, then, we speak of dependence. Freedom exists only where there is
no other for me that I am not myself. The natural human being who is determined
only by his urges is not at home with himself. However self-willed he may be, the
content of his willing and believing is still not his own and his freedom is merely a
formal one. When I think, I give up my subjective particularity, immerse myself in
the basic matter and let thought follow its own course; and I think badly whenever
I add something of my own.
If, in keeping with what has been said up to now, we look at logic as a system of
pure thought-determinations, then by contrast the other philosophical sciences, the
philosophy of nature and the philosophy of spirit, appear as a kind of applied logic,
for logic is their animating soul. In this respect, these other sciences are concerned
simply with recognizing the logical forms in the formations of nature and of spirit,
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formations that are merely a particular manner of expression of the forms of pure
thinking. For instance, consider syllogism (not, indeed, in the meaning it has in
the old, formal logic but in its truth). It is that determination in virtue of which
the particular is supposed to be the middle that joins the extremes of the universal
and the individual together. This form of syllogistic inference is a universal form
of all things. Everything is something particular that joins itself as something
universal with the individual. The impotence of nature, however, brings with it
an inability to exhibit the logical forms in their purity. The magnet is an example
of that sort of impotent exhibition of the syllogism. It joins its poles together in
the middle, i.e. in the point of indifference, such that they are immediately one
in their distinctness. In physics, too, one becomes familiar with the universal, the
essence. The difference is merely that the philosophy of nature makes us aware of
the true forms of the concept in natural things. – Logic is thus the all-animating
spirit of all the sciences and the thought-determinations of logic are pure spirits.
They are what is innermost, and yet at the same time they are the very things
we utter all the time and which for that reason seem to be something perfectly
familiar. However, what is in this way familiar is usually what is most unfamiliar.
Thus, for instance, being is a pure determination of thought. And yet, it never
occurs to us to make the ‘is’ the object of our consideration. We typically believe
that the absolute must lie somewhere far yonder. But it is precisely that which is
wholly present and which we as thinking beings always carry with us and make use
of, even if without explicit consciousness of the fact. Such thought-determinations
are deposited first and foremost in language. Hence the instruction in grammar
that children receive is useful for drawing their attention to distinctions in thought
without their being conscious of it.
It is commonly said that logic deals with forms only and that it must take
its content from somewhere else. However, the logical thoughts are not some
accessory over against all this content. Rather, all this other content is merely an
accessory compared to the logical forms. They are the ground, existing in and for
itself, of everything. – A higher level of education is required for directing one’s
interest at such pure determinations. The contemplation, in and for itself, of these
determinations has, in addition, the sense that we derive these determinations from
thinking itself and, on the basis of them, see whether they are true determinations.
We do not pick them up in some external fashion and then define them or
demonstrate their value and their validity by comparing them to the way in which
they happen to surface in our consciousness. That would mean that we start from
observation and experience and then say, for instance, that we typically use ‘force’
for this and that. We then call a definition of this kind correct, if it agrees with
what we usually find in our ordinary consciousness of its object.
However, in such a way a concept is not being determined as it is in and for
itself, but determined in accordance with a presupposition that thus constitutes
the criterion, the standard of correctness. And yet, we do not have to use such
a standard but instead let these determinations, alive in themselves, count for
themselves. The question concerning the truth of the thought-determinations
must appear strange to ordinary consciousness for, after all, they seem to obtain
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their truth only from being applied to given objects. Consequently, it would make
no sense to inquire about their truth independently of such an application. This,
however, is exactly the point at issue. To be sure, one must first know [wissen]
what is to be understood by truth here. Usually we call truth the agreement of an
object with our representation of it. Thus we have an object as a presupposition,
and our representation is supposed to conform to it. – In the philosophical sense,
by contrast, truth means in general the agreement of a content with itself, to put
it abstractly. Consequently, this is a meaning of truth entirely different from the
one just mentioned. Incidentally, the deeper (i.e. philosophical) meaning of truth
can already be found to some extent in the ordinary use of language. Thus, for
instance, we speak of a true friend and mean by that someone whose way of acting
conforms to the concept of friendship. Similarly, we speak of a true work of art.
Untrue then means as much as bad, something in itself inadequate. In this sense,
a bad state is an untrue state, and what is bad and untrue generally consists in
the contradiction that obtains between the determination or the concept and the
concrete existence of the object. We can form a correct representation of such a
bad object but the content of this representation is something intrinsically untrue.
We may have in our heads many instances of correctness of this sort that are
simultaneously untruths. – God alone is the true agreement of the concept with
reality.
But all finite things have an untruth: they possess a concept and a concrete
existence that is, however, inadequate to the concept. For this reason, they must
perish, and by this means the inadequacy of their concept and their concrete
existence is manifested. As an individual thing, the animal possesses its concept in
its genus, and the genus frees itself from the individuality by means of death.
Truth considered in the sense here explained, namely as the agreement with
itself, constitutes the proper concern of logic. In ordinary consciousness, the
question regarding the truth of thought-determinations does not even arise. The
business of logic can also be expressed by saying that in it thought-determinations
are considered in terms of their ability to capture what is true [das Wahre]. The
question thus aims at finding out which are the forms of the infinite and which
of the finite. In ordinary consciousness, we do not lose sleep over finite thoughtdeterminations and we let them count as valid without further ado. All deception,
however, is due to thinking and acting in accordance with finite determinations.
Addition 3. What is true can be known [erkennen] in different ways, and the
ways of knowing are to be considered merely as forms of doing this. Thus one may
indeed come to know what is true through experience, but experience is only one of
the forms. In the case of experience, it depends on the sensitivity [Sinn] with which
one approaches actuality. Someone with a great sensitivity has great experiences
and catches sight of what matters in the colourful play of appearances. The idea
is on hand and actual, it is not something yonder and far away. For example, a
great sensitivity such as that of Goethe, when looking at nature or history, has
great experiences of them, perceiving what is due to reason and putting it into
words. Again, what is true may also be known through reflection, in which case it
is determined by relations between thoughts. However, in these two ways what is
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true in and for itself does not yet exist in its proper form. The most perfect form
of knowing is that in the pure form of thinking. Here a human being behaves in a
thoroughly free manner. That the form of thinking is the absolute form and that
the truth appears in it as it is in and for itself, this is the claim of philosophy in
general. The proof for this first of all requires showing that those other forms of
knowing are finite forms. The high scepticism of antiquity accomplished this with
its demonstration that all these forms contain a contradiction within themselves.
While this scepticism also approaches the forms of reason, it does so by first
imputing to them something finite in order to get hold of them. In the course of
the logical development [on the following pages], each and every form of finite
thought will come up and, indeed, as they step forward according to the necessity
[of that development]. Here (i.e. in the introduction) they would have to be taken
up initially in an unscientific manner as something given. In the logical treatment
itself not only the negative side of these forms is shown, but their positive side as
well.
When one compares the different forms of knowing [Erkennen] with one
another it can easily look as if the first of them, namely that of immediate knowledge [Wissen], were the most adequate, most beautiful, and highest. Everything
called innocence in a moral respect falls into this form of thinking as do then religious feeling, na·ve trust, love, loyalty, and natural faith. The two other forms, first
that of reflective knowing and then also of philosophical knowing, abandon this
immediate natural unity. Insofar as they have this in common with one another,
their manner of intending to grasp what is true, namely, through thinking, can
easily seem to be a matter of human pride intent on knowing by one’s own might
[Kraft] what is true. As a standpoint of universal separation [where humans separate themselves from everything], this standpoint can indeed be regarded as the
origin of all evil and malice, as the original sacrilege. It may then well appear as
if thought and knowing are to be given up in order to manage to return [to a
unity] and arrive at a reconciliation. As far as leaving behind the natural unity is
concerned, this wondrous division of the spiritual within itself has been an object
of consciousness for peoples from ancient times. In nature, such internal division
does not take place and things in nature do nothing evil. An old representation
of the origin and the consequences of that division was given to us in the Mosaic
myth of the Fall [Sündenfall, i.e. the original sin]. The subject matter of this myth
forms the basis of an essential piece of religious doctrine, namely the doctrine of
the natural sinfulness of human beings and the necessity of a help against it. It
seems appropriate to examine the myth of the Fall at the beginning of the Logic,
since the latter has to do with knowing, while this myth deals with knowing and
its origin and significance, as well. Philosophy must not shy away from religion,
and it must not behave as if it had to be content if religion merely tolerates it. On
the other hand, likewise the view that myths and religious narratives such as these
are old-fashioned is to be rejected. After all, for thousands of years they have been
venerated among peoples.
If we now look at the myth of the Fall more closely, we find expressed here
the general relation of knowing to spiritual life, as was mentioned earlier. In
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its immediacy, spiritual life first appears as innocence and naı̈ve trust. However,
it is part of the essence of spirit that this immediate state be sublated, for the
spiritual life distinguishes itself from the natural life and, more specifically, from
the animal life, by not remaining in the state of being in itself but instead
by being for itself. Hence, the standpoint of division must equally be sublated,
and spirit should return to oneness [Einigkeit] by its own means. This oneness
is a spiritual oneness, and the principle that leads back to it [das Prinzip der
Zurückführung] exists in thinking itself. It is thinking that causes the wound and
heals it, too. – Now in our myth it is said that Adam and Eve, the first human
beings (the human being in general), found themselves in a garden in which there
existed a tree of life and a tree of the knowledge [Erkenntnis] of good and evil.
It is said that God had forbidden them to eat from the fruit of the latter tree.
There is no further mention of the tree of life at this point. By this means, it is
declared that human beings are not supposed to come to know but instead that
they are supposed to remain in a state of innocence. Likewise, in other peoples
who possess a deeper consciousness we find the first state of the human being
represented as a state of innocence and oneness. This much is correct about such
a view: we find everything human in a state of division from the outset but this
division cannot indeed be the end of the matter. However, it is incorrect that
the immediate, natural unity is the right one. Spirit is not merely something
immediate; rather it contains the moment of mediation essentially within itself.
Childlike innocence does indeed possess something attractive and touching, but
only insofar as it reminds us of what is supposed to be brought about by spirit.
That natural oneness that we witness in children is supposed to be the result
of the work and education of the spirit. – Christ says: ‘Unless you become like
children . . . ’, etc. [Matt. 18:2–4]. This does not mean, however, that we should
remain children. – Now in our Mosaic myth we find, furthermore, that the occasion for stepping out of the unity came to the human being through instigation
from the outside (through the serpent). In fact, however, the act of entering into
the opposition, i.e. the awakening of consciousness, is intrinsic to human beings
themselves; it is a history that repeats itself with every human being. The serpent
attributes godliness to knowing [wissen] what is good and evil, and it is indeed this
knowledge that became part of human beings by virtue of the fact that they broke
up the unity of their immediate being and enjoyed the forbidden fruit. The first
reflection that occurred to the awakening consciousness was the realization by these
human beings that they were naked. This is a very naı̈ve and profound feature.
For in this feeling of shame lies the divorce of human beings from their natural,
sensory being. The animals who do not progress to this divorce are for that reason
shame-less. As a result, the spiritual and ethical source of clothing is to be sought
in the human feeling of shame. Mere physical need is secondary in comparison. –
There now follows the so-called curse that God has laid upon human beings. What
is emphasized here relates first and foremost to the opposition between human
beings and nature. Man must work by the sweat of his brow, and woman must
give birth in pain. As far as the work is concerned, it is just as much the result
of the divorce as it is the divorce’s overcoming. The animal finds immediately
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whatever it requires for the satisfaction of its needs. By contrast, humans relate to
the means of satisfying their needs as something produced and manufactured by
them. Thus even in this external respect, human beings are self-relating. – The
myth does not conclude with the expulsion from paradise. It says further: ‘God
spoke: “Adam has become like one of us, knowing [wissen] good and evil.”’ –
Knowing is here designated as something divine, not, as before, as something that
should not exist. In this then also lies the refutation of that idle chatter according
to which philosophy belongs only to spirit’s finitude. Philosophy is knowing, and
only through knowing has the original calling of human beings to be an image
of God, been realized. – When it is then said in addition that God has ousted
humans from the garden of Eden so that they may not eat from the tree of life, it
is thereby declared that according to their natural side human beings are indeed
finite and mortal, and yet infinite in knowing.
It is the well-known teaching of the Church that human beings are by nature evil,
and this being evil by nature is called original sin [Erbsünde]. One must, however,
give up the superficial idea that original sin is rooted merely in a contingent act
of the first human beings. It is in fact inherent in the concept of spirit that a
human being is by nature evil, and we ought not to imagine that it could have
been otherwise. Insofar as the human being exists as a natural being and behaves
and comports himself [sich verhält] that way, this is a relationship [Verhältnis]
that ought not to obtain. Spirit is meant to be free and to be what it is through
itself. Nature is for human beings only a starting-point that they are supposed to
transform. The deep ecclesiastical teaching of the original sin stands opposed to the
doctrine of the modern enlightenment that human beings are good by nature and
thus should remain faithful to the latter. The process of the human being emerging
from its natural being is the process of it distinguishing itself as a self-conscious
and self-confident [selbstbewußt] being and from an external world. Yet, though
the standpoint of separation is part of the concept of spirit, it is not the standpoint
at which a human being ought to remain. The entire [array of the] finitude of
thinking and willing falls under this standpoint of division. Here human beings
construct ends for themselves out of themselves and take the material for their
action out of themselves. By pushing these ends to their ultimate limit, by knowing
[wissen] and willing only themselves in their particularity to the exclusion of the
universal, human beings are evil, and this evilness is their subjectivity. Prima facie,
we have two evils here, but in fact they are both the same. Insofar as human beings
are spirit, they are not natural beings. Insofar as they behave like natural beings and
follow the ends generated by their desires, they want this. Hence the natural evil of
a human being is unlike the natural being of animals. Naturalness has the further
determination that a human being naturally is an individual as such, for nature
lies in the bonds of individuation altogether. Hence, insofar as human beings will
their naturalness, they will their respective individuality. To be sure, the law or the
universal determination then also arises against this kind of acting from drives and
inclinations, acting inherent in natural individuality. This law may be an external
power or have the form of divine authority. Human beings are in the servitude of
the law as long as they persist in their natural behaviour. It is true that among their
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inclinations and feelings, human beings also possess benevolent social inclinations,
such as sympathy, love, etc. that reach beyond the egoistic individuality. However,
insofar as these inclinations are immediate, their content – while in itself universal –
retains the form of subjectivity; here, selfishness and contingency always prevail.

§ 25
The expression ‘objective thoughts’ signifies the truth, which is to be the
absolute object, not merely the goal of philosophy. And yet it also shows
at once an opposition and, indeed, the very opposition around whose
determination and validity the interest of the philosophical standpoint
of our time turns, as does the question of truth and knowledge of the
truth. If a fixed opposition attaches to the thought-determinations, i.e.
if they are of a merely finite nature, then they are unfit for the truth
that is absolutely in and for itself, and the truth cannot then enter into
thinking. Thinking that produces only finite determinations and moves
among them is called understanding (in the more precise sense of the
word). More specifically, the finitude of the thought-determinations is to
be construed in this double sense: the one, that they are merely subjective
and are in permanent opposition to the objective; the other, that due to
their limited content generally they persist in opposition to each other and
even more so to the absolute. To provide a more detailed introduction and
in order to explicate the importance and the standpoint here given to logic
the positions of thought towards objectivity will now be studied.
My Phenomenology of Spirit, which when it came out, and for the
reason now given, had been designated the first part of the system of
science, began with the first, simplest appearance of spirit, namely
immediate consciousness, and developed its dialectic up to the
standpoint of the philosophical science, the necessity of which is
shown by this progression. For the sake of this end, however, it was
not possible to remain content with the formal aspect of mere
consciousness, for the standpoint of philosophical knowing [Wissen]
is in itself the most basic and concrete. Hence, emerging as [the
development’s] result, that standpoint also presupposed the concrete
shapes of consciousness such as morality, the ethical life, the arts,
religion. Consequently, the development of the basic content of the
objects of the distinctive parts of the philosophical science likewise
falls within the development of consciousness, which at first seems
to be restricted to a merely formal aspect. This development must so
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to speak take place behind consciousness’s back insofar as the
content (as what is in itself) relates to consciousness. Due to this fact,
the presentation becomes more intricate, and what belongs to the
concrete parts falls to some extent already within the introduction. –
The consideration (to be undertaken here) is even more awkward in
that it can be conducted only historically and by reasoning in a
strictly formal way [räsonierend]. It is, however, meant to contribute
principally to the insight that the questions one entertains and holds
as utterly concrete in the representation of the nature of knowing,
faith and so forth in fact lead back to simple thought-determinations
that receive their definitive treatment only in the Logic.

a. first position of thought towards objectivity
Metaphysics
§ 26
The first position is the naı̈ve manner of proceeding which, still oblivious to
the opposition of thinking within and against itself, contains the belief that
through thinking things over the truth comes to be known and that what the
objects [Objekte] truly are is brought before consciousness. In this belief,
thinking engages the objects directly, reproduces out of itself the content
of sensations and intuitions as a content of thought, and finds satisfaction
in the like as the truth. All philosophy in its beginnings, all the sciences,
even the daily doings and dealings of consciousness, live in this belief.
§ 27
Because it has no consciousness of its opposition, it is possible for this kind
of thinking to be both genuine speculative philosophizing in terms of its
content as well as to dwell in finite thought-determinations, i.e. the as yet
unresolved opposition. Here in the introduction the concern can only be
to consider this position of thinking with respect to its limitation [Grenze]
and, hence, to take up the latter sort of philosophizing first. – In its most
determinate and most recent development this kind of thinking was the
metaphysics of the past, the way it was constituted prior to the Kantian
philosophy. This metaphysics is something past, however, only in relation
to the history of philosophy; of itself it is always on hand, as the perspective

