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TRANSLATOR'S NOTE 

The original French edition of Introduction ala Lecture de Hegel 
consists of notes and transcripts of lecrures, delivered by Alexandre 
Kojeve from r 93 3 ro 1939 ar the !cole des H aures £tudes, col­
leered and edited by the poet and novelist Raymond Qucneau, of 
the Academic Goncourr. Irs first chapter (and the first in this 
translation) was written by K ojeve and published in the January 

14, 1939, issue of Mesures. The present translation includes slightly 
under one half of the original volume: the passages translated cor­
respond to pp. 9-34, 161-195• 265-267, 271-29 1, 336-380, 427-
443, 447-528, and 576-597 of the French text. The selections for 
this edition were made with two goals in mind: to present the out­
lines of Kojeve's interpretation of the Phenomenology of Spirit, 
and to present the most characteristic aspects of his own thought. 

The translation tries to preserve as much as possible of Kojeve's 
style and terminology, which are determined at least in parr by 
his careful attempt to preserve and explain the meaning of H egel's 
own precise terminology. Some of the oddities consequently pres­
ent in the translation should perhaps be mentioned. Many of 
Kojeve's translations of H egelian terms are nor the customary 
ones, but represent his interpretation of their meaning. For exam­
ple, he renders Moment, Sein ( in one of its meanings), and ~Vesen 
as eJement-constitutif, €trc-do7me, and rhzlite-essemielle; these 
interpretations are maintained in the English as "constituent-ele­
ment," "given-being," and "essential-reality." Kojcve often trans­
lares single words of H egel by several words joined with hyphens; 
thjs has sometimes been followed in the translation, but at ocher 
times (when great awkwardness or confusion might result) it has 
not. Kojeve's use of capitalization has been preserved throughout. 
Kojeve has also invented several French words, thus making it 
necessary to invenr some English ones, such as "thingness" for 
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Transla«w'r Not. 

chosite (for Dingheit) and "nihilate" for neantir. Of course, it is 
often impossible to use consistently one translation for each French 
term. To give two of many examples: supprimer (for Aufheben) 
has usually been translated "overcome," but sometimes "do away 
with"; and Sentiment de soi (for Selbst-Gefiihl) has been trans­
lated "Sentiment of self," but sometimes sentiment is translated 
"feeling." 

Page and line references to Hegel's Phenomenology of Spirit 
are to the Hoffmeister edition (Hamburg, Felix Meiner Verlag, 

1952). Citations of other works of Hegel are from the Lasson-

/ 

Hoffmeister edition (Leipzig: Felix Meiner Verlag, 1905- ). 
I should like to express my thanks to Kenley and Christa Dove, 

who kindly made available for this edition their translation of 
{ Kojeve's "Structure of the Phenomenology of Spirit" and their 

correlation of the page and line references to J. B. Baillie's English 
translation [The Phenomenology of Mind (New York: Mac­
millan, 1931), 2nd ed.], which will be of great usefulness to the 
English reader (see Appendix). I am obliged to the Danforth 
Foundation for a summer grant that enabled me to complete the 
revision of the translation. Finally, I should like to thank my 
mother for her considerable help with various stages of the manu­

script. 

JAMES B . NICHOLS, JR. 
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1 
IN PLACE OF AN INTRODUCTION• 

Hegel . . . erfasst die Arb~it als das 

W esen, als das sich bcwahrendc 
\Vesco des Menschen. 

Karl Marx 

[Man is Self-Consciousness. Ile is conscious of himself, conscious 

of his human reality and dignity; and it is in this that he is essen­

tially different from animals, which do not go beyond the level of 

simple Sentiment of self. Man becomes conscious of himself at the 

moment when-for the "first" rime-he says "I." To understand 

man by understanding his "origin" is, therefore, to understand 

the origin of the I revealed by speech. 
[Now, the analysis of "thought," "reason," "undersmnding," 

and so on-in general, of the cognitive, contemplative, passive 

beha\'ior of a being or a "knowing subject"-never reveals the 

why or the how of the birrh of the word "I," and consequently of 

self-consciousness-that is, of the human reality. The man who 

contemplates is "absorbed" by what he contemplates; the "know­

ing subject" "loses" himself in the object that is known. Con­

templation reveals the object, not the subject. The object, and nor 

the subject, is what shows irself to him in and by--or better, as­

the act of knowing. The man who is "absorbed" by the object 

that he is contemplating can be "brought back to himself" only 

by a Desire; by the desire to eat, for example. The (conscious) 

Desire of a being is what constitutes that being as I and reveals ir 

as such by moving it to say " I. . . . " Desire is what transforms 

Being, revealed to itself by itself in (true) knowledge, into an 

• A translation with commentary of Section A of Chapter IV of the Phenome­

nology of Spirit, entitled: "Autonomy and Dependence of Self-Consciousness: 

Mastery and Sla\'ery." 

The commentary is in brackets. Words joined by hyphens correspond to a 

single German word. 
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INTRODUCTION TO TBE READING OF BBCEL 

"object" revealed to a "subject" by a subject different from the 
object and "opposed" to it. It is in and by~r better still, as-"his" 
Desire that man is formed and is revealed-to himself and to 
others-as an I, as the I that is essentially different from, and 
radically opposed to, the non-1. The (human) I is the l of a 
Desire or of Desire. 

[The very being of man, the self-conscious being, therefore, 
implies and presupposes Desire. Consequently, the human reality 
can be formed and maintained only within a biological reality, an 
animal life. But, if animal Desire is the necessary condition of 
Self-Consciousness, it is not the sufficient condition. By itself, this 
Desire constitutes only the Sentiment of self. 

[In contrast to the knowledge that keeps man in a passive 
quietude, Desire dis-quiets him and moves him to action. Born of 
Desire, action tends to satisfy it, and can do so only by the "nega­
tion," the destruction, or at least the transformation, of the desired 
object: to satisfy_ hunger, for example, the food must be destroyed 
or, in any case, transformed. Thus, ~n..is~gaciog." Far 

_from leaving the given as it is, action destroys it; if not in its being, 
at least in its given form. And all ''negating-negativity" with re­
spect to the given is necessarily active. But negating action is not 
purely destructive, for if action destroys an objective reality, for 
the sake of satisfying the Desire from which it is born, it creates 
in its place, in and by that very destruction, a subjective reality. 
The being that eats, for example, creates and preserves .its_<m>:n 
reality by the overcoming of a reality other thanjrs o:wn, .bx..!he 

_;transformation" of an alien reality into its own reality, by the 
"assimilation/' the "internalization" of a "foreign," "external" 
.reality. Generally speaking, the I of Desire is an emptiness that 
receives a real positive content only by negating action that satis­
fies Desire in destroying, transforming, and "assimilating" the 
desired non-1. And the positive content of the I, constituted by 
negation, is a function of the positive content of the negated non-1. 
If, then, the Desire is directed toward a "natural" non-1, the I, too, 
will be "natural." The I created by the active satisfaction of such 
a Desire will have the same nature as the things toward which that 
Desire is directed: it will be a "thingish" I, a merely living I, an 
animal I. And this natural l, a function of the natural object, can 
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Philosophy and Wisdom 

In other words: the Platonic-Hegelian ideal of vVisdom is valid 
only for the Philosopher. 

Now we understand better the significance of the more precise 
statement that I made, namely, that in the Phenomenology Hegel 
presupposes not only the fact that man is essentially self-conscious, 
but also the fact that man's self-consciousness naturally and neces­
sarily rends to extend itself as much as possible. T his more precise 
statement means, quire simply, that Hegel presupposes the exist­
ence of the Philosopher: for the dialectical movement of the 
Phenomenology to come to its end, marked by the idea-and the 
realization-of Wisdom, of absolute Knowledge, at each dialectical 
turning point there must be a Philosopher who is ready ro become 
conscious of the newly constituted reality. Indeed, it is the Philoso­
pher, and only he, who wants to know at all costs where he is, to 
become aware of what he is, and who does not go on any further 
before he has become aware of it. T he others, although self-con­
scious, close themselves up within the range of things of which 
they have already become conscious and remain impervious to new 
facts in themselves and outside of themselves. For them: "the more 
things change, the more they stay the same." Or, in other words: 
"they stick ro their principles." (AJso, for them: "a war is always 
a war"; and 11aU dictatorships are alike.") In short, it is not by 
themselves, but through the Philosopher that they become aware­
and even so, reluctantly-of an essential change in the "situation" 
-that is, in the World in which they live and, consequencly, in 
themselves. 

Therefore, the man whom the Phenomenology has in view­
that is, the man who necessarily comes to the Platonic-Hegelian 
ideal of the Wise Man and is supposed some day ro be able to 
realize this ideal-is not man simply. It is solely the Philosopher. 

We can now state the notion of 1'Philosophy" precisely. If 
Philosophy is Love of Wisdom, if to be a Philosopher means to 
want to become a Wise Man, the Wise Man that the Philosopher 
wants to become is necessarily the Platonic-Hegelian vVise Man­
that is, the perfect and satisfied man who is essentially and com­
pletely comcious of his perfection and satisfaction. Indeed, it is 
obvious that Philosophy can be nothing other than a form of self­
consciousness. If the Sciences, for example, Mathematics, relate 
to the real which gives them a content (i.e., a meaning) through 
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the intermediary of space-time, Philosophy relates to the real only 
through Self-Consciousness. Without this pivot of Self-Conscious­
ness, so-called "metaphysical" philosophical speculations are just 
as "formal," empty of content-that is, deprived of every kind 
of meaning-as the speculations of pure mathematics. Therefore, 
Philosophy that is something other than a simple "mental game" 
comparable to a card game im.e!!_es and presupposes the ideal of 
WiSdom understood as full and perfect Self-Consciousness. 

Now we can bring the Philosopher and the W1Se Man face to 
face. 

FIRST: If Wisdom is the art of answering all questions that can 
be asked concerning human existence, Philosophy is the art of 
asking them; the Philosopher is the man who always ends up asking 
a question that he can no longer answer (and that he can answer, 
w hen he wants to answer it at all costs, only by ceasing to be a 
Philosopher, without thereby becoming a W ise Man: that is, by 
answering either with something that is in contradiction with the 
rest of his discourse, or with an appeal to an incomprehensible and 
ineffable "unconscious"). 

s~co:ro: If the Wise Man is the man who is satisfied by what 
he ts-t.e., by that of which he becomes conscious in himself, the 
Philosopher becomes conscious of his state of nonsatisfactioJl; the 
Philosopher is essentially a discontented man (which does not 
necessarily mean an unhappy man); and he is discontented, as 
Philosopher, by the sole fact of not knowing that he is satisfied. 
If we want to be nasty, we can say that the Philosopher is dis­
contented because he does not know what he wants. But if we 
want to be just, we must say that he is discontented because he 
does not know what he wants. He has desires, like everyone. But 
the satisfaction of his desires does not satisfy him, as Philosopher, 
as long as he does not understand them, that is, as long as he does 
not .fit them into the coherent whole of his discourse that reveals his 
existence-that is, as long as he does not justify them (generally, 
but not necessarily, this justification takes the form of a so-called 
"moral" justification). And that is why the ideal of unconscious 
"Wi~dom" or "satisfaction" does not exist for the Philosopher: 
the sunple fact of not understanding his well-being, his pleasure, 
his joy, or his happiness, or even his "ecstasy," would suffice to 
make him discontented, unsatisfied. Now, if conscious satisfaction 
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.finds expression in identity to self, consciousness of nonsatisfaction 
provokes and reveals a change: the Philosopher is the man who 
changes, essentially; and who changes consciously, who wants to 
change, who wants to become and to be other than he is, and 
wants all this solely because he does not know that he is satisfied 
by what he is. Now, since self-consciousness .finds expression in a 
discourse (Logos) and since a discourse that reveals a change is 
called a dialectical discourse, we can say that every Philosopher 
is necessarily a dialectician.2 

THIRD: If the Wise Man serves as the model for himself and 
for others (which means: for Philosophers, that is, for those who 
tend toward the ideal realized by the Wise Man), the Philosopher 
is, so to speak, a negative model: he reveals his existence only in 
order to show that one must not be like him, to show that man 
wants to be not Philosopher, but Wise Man. Hence the Philosopher 
changes because he knows what he ought not to be and what he 
ought to become. In other words, he realizes a progress in his 
changes.8 

Therefore, the Philosopher's dialectical discourse, which reveals 
his change, reveals a progress. And since every revealed progress 
has a pedagogical value, it can be said, in summary, that every 
P~ilos~phy is ~ec~arily (as Plato saw very well) a pedagogical 
~alecoc ~r a dialeco~ pedagogy, which starts with the .first ques­
oon relaove to the eXlStence of the one who asks it and .finally 
ends, at least in principle, in Wisdom, that is, in the answer (if 
only virtual) to all possible questions. 

The fact that a man has decided to read the Phenomenology 
proves that he loves Philosophy. The fact that he understands the 
Phencmzenology proves that he is a Philosopher, since, by reading 
and understanding it, he actually makes the consciousness he had of 
himself grow. As a Philosopher, he is interested in himself and not 

2 His dialectic, according to the first definicion of Wisdom, can be reduced in 
the .final analysis to a series of questions (relaring co his existence) and answers. 

a It is obvious, by the way, that if the term "progress" is meaningful only in 
relarion co a corucious change, wery conscious cbange is necessarily a progress. 
Indeed, given that Self-Consciousness implies and presupposes mmzory, it can be 
said that every change in the domain of Self-Conscioumess means an ertrnsion 
of Self-Conscioumess. Now, I do not believe that progress can be defined other­
wise than in the following manner: there is progress from A co B, if A can be 
undemood f rom B hllt B carmoc be unaerstood from A. ,.... / .-' 
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Phenomenology is concerned is not man simply, but chc Philoso­
pher (or more exactly, the Pheuomenology is concerned with the 
various human cypes only to the extent that these types arc inte­
grated in the person of the Philosopher who analyzes himself 
in it-chat is, in the person of H egel, who wonders, "vVhat am 1? ") . 
No wonder, then, that H egel manages to prove to the man who 
reads the Phenomenology (and who is consequently himself a 
Philosopher) that man as he is described in the Phenomenology 
rends (ever more consciously) coward the ideal of Wisdom and 
at last realizes ic. Indeed, the man who gives a complete answer 
to the question "What am I?" is by definition a Wise Man. That 
is to say that in answeri11g (in the strict sense of the word) the 
question "What am I?" one necessarily answers, not ''I am a 
Philosopher," but "I am a vVise Man." G 

Therefore: the answer to the question asked in the Phenome­
nology is at the same time the proof of the reality of Wisdom, and 
hence a refutation of Plato and of Theology in general by fact. 
The whole question, therefore, is co know if the answer given at 
the end of the Phe77omenology, or more exactly by the e11tirety 
of this work (or by irs first seven chapters), is truly a total answer, 
an answer to all possible questions relating to human existence, and 
consequently to the existence of him who asks them. Now, H egel 
believes that he proves the totality of the answer by its circularity . 

This idea of circularity is, if you wiU, the only original element 
introduced by H egel. The definition of PhiJosophy and ' Visdom 
that he gives or presupposes is chat of all philosophers. The asser­
tion that \i\Tisdom is realizable had already been made by Aristotle. 
The Stoics even asserted chat \ Visdom was already 1·ea/i::;ed. And 
it is more than likely that certain Epicureans spoke of the ' iVise 
Mao in the first person. H owever, none of these thinkers indicated 
a sufficient criterion for the determinacion of the vVise Man. In 
practice, they always settled for the fact of satisfaction: either in 
its subjective aspect ("immobility," absence of desires, and so on); 
or in its objective aspect of identity to oneself, of conscious agree­
ment with oneself (which is usually presented from the ethical 

6 And the Discourse of the man who knows that he is vVise is no longer the 
Phenomenology, which is still a phjlosophy (i.e., the discourse of one who 
aspires to Wisdom) , but the finished Science- i.e., the Encyclopaedia. 
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point of view). But no one ever succeeded in proving that the 
pretender to Wisdom actually realized fullness of Self-Conscious­

ness. Now, we have seen that without this aspect of Wisdom, the 
ideal itself is no longer meaningful. 

Hegel, I believe, is the first one to .find an answer (I do not say 
"the answer") co the question of knowing whether the under­
standing that one has of oneself, and consequently the understand­
ing that one has in general, is, or is not, total, unable to be SUT­

passed, unable to be modified-that is, ttniversally and definitively 

valid or absolutely true. According to him, this answer is given..by 
the circularity of the understanding or knowledge. T he Wise 
Man's "absolute Knowledge" is circular, and all circular knowl­
edge (only one such knowledge is possible) is the "absolute 
Knowledge" of the Wise Man. 

To ask any question whatsoever leads sooner or later, after a 
longer or shorter series of answers-questions, to one of the questions 
found within the circular Knowledge that the Wise Man possesses. 
To start with this question and to proceed logically necessarily 

leads to the starting point. Thus it is clear that all possible ques­
tions-answers have been exhausted; or, in other words, a total 

answer has been obtained: each part of the circular Knowledge 
has for its answer the whole of this knowledge, which-being 
circular-is the entirety of all Knowledge. 

It is known that Hegel asserted that his knowledge is circular, 
and that circularity is the necessary and sufficient condition of 
absolute truth-that is, of complete, universal, and definitive (or 
"eternal") truth. But people generally forget (and only in the 
Phenomenology do they learn) that the conception of circu.IariQc, 
like every H egelian conception, has a double aspect: an ideal or, 
if you will, abstract aspect; and a real or, if you will, concrete or 
"existential" aspect. And it is only the entirety of both aspeCtS that 
constitutes what H egel calls the Begriff (the concrete concept). 

The real aspect of the "circularity" of Wisdom is the "circular'' 
existence of the Wise Man. In the Wise Man's absolute Knowl­
edge, each question is its own answer, bur is so only because he 
goes through the totality of questions-answers that forms the en­
tirety of the System. Likewise, in his existence, the Wise Man 
remains in identity with himself, he .is closed up in himself; but he 
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remains in identity with himself because he passes through the 
totality of others, and he is closed up in himself because he closes 
u.P the totality of others in himself. Which (according to the Phe­

nomenology) means, quite simply, that the only man who can be 
Wise is a Citizen of the universal and homogeneous State-that is 
to say, the State of the Tun Aller und ]eder, in which each man 
exists only through and for the whole, and the whole exists 
through and for each man. 

The absolute Knowledge of the Wise Man who realizes perfect 
self-consciousness is an answer to the question, "What am I?" The 
Wise Man's real existence must therefore be "circular" (that is to 
say, for Hegel, he must be a Citizen of the universal and homo­
geneous State) in order that the knowledge that reveals this exist­
ence may itself be circular-i.e., an absolute truth. Therefore: only 
the Citizen of the perfect State can realize absolute Knowledge. 
Inversely, since Hegel supposes that every man is a Philosopher­
that is, made so as to become conscious of what he is (at least, it is 
only in these men that Hegel is interested, and only of them that 
he speaks)-a Citizen of the perfect State always eventually under­
stands himself in and by a circular-i.e., absolute-knowledge. 

This conception entails a very important consequence: Wisdom 
can be realized, according to Hege~ only at the end of flistory.11 

This too is universally understood. It was always known that 
for Hegel, not only does the corning of Wisdom complete His­
tory, 7 but also that this coming is possible only at the end of 
History. This is known, but why this is true is not always very 
well understood. And one cannot understand this as long as one 
does not know that the Wise Man must necessarily be_ Citizen of 
the universal (i.e., nonexpandible) and. homogeneous (i.e., non­
transformable) State. And one cannot know this until one· has 
understood that this State is nothing other than the real basis (the 
"substructure") of the circularity of the absolute System: the 

e For according to the analyses of the Phenomenology, the State in question 

necessarily marks the end of the history of humanity (that is, of humanity that 
is self -conscious or aspires to this consciousness). 

1 Which is trivial, for if everything is known, there is actually no longer any 
means of making progrur or of changing (that is, for the Philos~her; bot only 
for him does this problem exist). 
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Cicizen of this State, as active Citizen, realizes the circularity that 

he reveals, as contemplative 'Vise ~Ian, through his System.8 

Therefore, for H egel there is a double criterion for the realiza­

tion of 'Visdom: on the one hand, the universality and homogeneity 

of the State in which the 'Vise Ian lives; and on the other hand, 

the circularity of his Knowledge. On the one hand, IN the Phe-

17011zenology, Hegel has described the perfect Stare: the reader need 

only observe the historical reality in order co see that this State is 

real, or at least to be convinced of irs imminent realization. On 

the other hand, BY the Phenomenology, Hegel has shown chat his 
knowledge is circu lar. And that is why he believed he could assert 

that he actually realized in his person the ideal of all Philosophy­

chat is, the ideal of ' Visdom. 

' Vhac is our attitude with respect co aU this? 
I said that we are faced with three, and only three, possibilities. 

I believe we can eliminate the first without discussion. First, be­

cause stricdy speaking, it cannot be discussed; and next, because 

the very face of our study of the Phenomenology proves that 

silent satisfaction (to which this first possibility finally reduces) 

s Scarring from this conception, we understand Hegel's :m:irude toward Plato. 

According to H egel, Plato was right in denying the possibility of the 

\V"JSe Man. For Plaro's "Ideal" State (whlch according to Hegel, moreover, 

merely reflects the real State of his rime) is not the univers31 and homogeneous 

State; the Citizen of this State, therefore, is not "circular,'' and hence the knowl­

edge of this Citi.zen, which reveals his Citizen's reality, is not circular either. 

Accordingly, the attempt to assert the possibility of the \Vi~e Man wirhin this 

imper{tct State made it necessary to rransform the very ideal of WISdom inro 

the caricature of the Stoic and Skeptic "\Vise Man." H egel has shown in the 

PIJenomcnology that rhtl.c would-be "\Vise l\Ien" arc nor at all conscious of 

lhemsch·cs. And as soon as such a "\Vise Man" becomes self-conscious, he immedi­

ately sees that he docs not reali.re perfection. He even sees that he cannot 

realize it. And thus it is that, becoming a Christian, he thinks that perfection has 

been realiled outside of the \Vorld and 1\lan, by God. Thus, the would-be 

"\VISe l\lan," having become a Christian, rediscovers the Platonic, or better, 

theological, concepcion. Due he re-discovers Pineo; therefore he is more consciolls 

than Plato. That is to say, he knows why he cannot be a \Vise Man; he knows 

rhac he cannot be a \Vise Man because the State in whlch he exists is not perfect. 

H e can then have the idea of a perfect Srate and try to rtalkc it. And at the 

moment he does this, he will become (by ceasing to be a Platonist and a Chris­

rian) a llegelian; more exactly-he will be H egel, the real Wise Mao, the mc­

ccsrful Aristotelian, Stoic, and Skeptic. If you please, this is Plato again: Hegelian 

philosophy is a theo-logy; however, its God is the \Vise Man. 
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neither an error nor a truth is an idea, or, if you prefer, an ideal. 
This idea can be transformed into truth only by negating action, 
which will destroy the 'Vorld that does not correspond to the idea 
and will create by this very destruction the 'Vorld in conformity 
with the ideal. In other words, one can accept the anthropology 
of the Phenomenology, even with the knowledge that the perfect 
man (the Wise Man) with whom it is finally concerned is not yet 
realized, onJy on the condition that one wants to act with a view 
to the realization of the Hegelian State that is indispensable to the 
existence of this man-to act, or at least to accept and ''justify" 
such an action, if it is done by someone, somewhere. 

However, this by no means exempts us from studying the second 
Hegelian criterion, that of circularity. 

Still less, given that it is infinitely more important than the fuse. 
In the first case-end of History, perfect State-what is involved 
is a verification of fact, that is co say, of something essentially 
uncertain. In the second-circularity-what is involved is a logical, 
rational analysis, in which no divergence of opinion is possible. 
Accordingly, if we see that Ilegcl's system actually is circular, we 
must conclude in spite of appearances (and perhaps even in spite 
of common sense) that History is completed and consequently 
that the State in which this system could be realized is the perfect 
Stare. This, by the way, is what Hegel himself did, as we know. 
After the fall of Napoleon, he declared that the Prussian State 
(which, in other respects, he detests) was the definitive or perfect 
State. And he could not do otherwise, given that he was convinced 
of the circularity of his system. 

Therefore, the whole question for us reduces to this: if the 
Pheno·menology is actually circular, we muse accept it outright, 
along with everything that follows from it; if it is not, we must 
consider it as a hypothetical-deductive whole, and verify all the 
hypotheses and deductions one by one.D 

One must begin, therefore, by studying the Phenomenology 
8 Moreover, it is not sufficient that the Phenomenology be circular: the Logic 

(or the Encyclopaedia) must be so, too; and, what is much more imporunt, the 
System in its entirety, that is to say, the entirety of the Phenomenology and the 
Encyclopaedia, must also be circular. Now, it is precisely there that the non­
circu.laciry of Hege& system is perfecdy obvious. But here I can say so only in 
passing and without proof. 
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human freedom (that is to say, the idea of Man himself, since man 
without freedom is but an animal). 

We do not need to define freedom here.11 

We all have "an idea of what it is," as we say; even if we do not 
know how to define freedom. And the "idea" that we have of it is 
sufficient to enable us to say this: 

The free act is situated, so to speak, outside of the line of tem­
poral evolution. The hie et nunc, represented by a point on this 
line, is determined, fixed, defined by the past which, through it, 
determines rhe future as well. The hie et nunc of the free act, on 
the other hand, is unexplainable, on the basis of its past; it is not 
fixed or determined by it. Even while existing in space-time, the 
being endowed with freedom must be able to detach itself from 
rhe hie et nunc, to rise above it, to rake up a position in relation to 
it. But the free act is related to the hie et nunc: it is effected in 
given determined conditions. That is to say: the coment of rhe 
hie et nunc must be preserved, while being detached from the hie 
et nunc. Now, that which preserves rhe content of a perception 
while detaching it from the hie et nunc of sensation is precisely 
the Concept or the Word that has a meaning. (This table is bound 
to the hie et nunc; but the m eani11g of the words "this table" 
exists everywhere and always) . And that is why everyone agrees 
that only a speaking being can be free.7 

As for Plato, who believes that virtue can be taught, and taught 
through dialectic-i.e., through Discourse-obviously the free act, 
for him, has the same nature as the act of conceptual understand­
ing: for him, they are but two complementary aspects of one and 
the same thing. 

Now, for Plato the Concept is ( r) eternal, and ( 2) it is related 
to Eternity, which (3) is outside of T ime. The application of this 
definition of the Concept to the free act leads to the following 
results: 

Just as the Concept is not related to the temporal reality in which 
doxa reigns, so the free act, too, is impossible in this reality. In and 

•lo point of fact, either this word has oo meaning, or else it is the Negativity 
of which Hegel speaks, and which a Descartes and a Kant had in view without 
speaking of it explicitly. Bot no matter. 

7 Hegel, it is true, reverses this assertion and s:1ys that ooly a free being can 
speak; bot he too maintains the close connection between language and freedom. 
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geometrical theory, which can at most operate with the notion of 
purely incorporeal "movement" (as Descartes does), but not with 
the notion of force: this System admits kinematics or phoronomy, 
but excludes dynamics. Consequently, it does not explain biological 
phenomena, in which Time is constituent. And in relation to the 
hwnan World, this System at best explains "angelic" existence, 
but deprives historical life, that is, Man's temporal existence, of 
any meaning and value. 

SEVENTH L EC T URE 

I have discussed at some length the Platonic concepcion, which 
corresponds to possibility II, 1, a. 

Let us now move on to Aristotle-that is, to possibility II, 1 , b. 

Aristotle saw Plato's difficulties. And at the same time he made 
a great discovery. Just like Plato, Aristotle defines the Concept as 
eternal. That is, he defines it as a relation to something else. And 
this something else for him, as for Plato, is not Time but Eternity. 
(Epistbne exists only in the cosmos in which tl1ere are ideas-i.e., 
eternal entities, having Eternity as their topos.) But Aristotle saw 
what Plato seems not to have seen; namely, that Eternity is not 
outside of Time, but in Time. At the very least, there is some­
thing eternal in Time. 

In fact, Plato reasoned as follows: All real dogs change; the I 
concept "dog," on the other hand, remains identical to itself; there­
fore it must be related to an Eternity situated outside of real dogs­
that is, outside of Time. (This Eternity is the "idea" of dog, and 
consequently, in the final analysis, the Idea of ideas.) To which 
Aristotle answered: to be sure, the concept "dog" is related to 
Eternity; bur Eternity subsists in Time; for if real dogs change, 
the real dog-that is, E!.:_ species "dog"-does not change. Since 
the species is eternal, even though it is placed in Time, it is possible 
to relate the Concept to Eternity in Time. Therefore there is an 
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absolute Knowledge relating to the temporal W orld, co the extent 
that this World implies Eternity. In other words,...E.lam.forgot that 
in Heracleitus' .river there are permanent eddies. Firsr of all, they 
are the animals and the plants. The eternal or immutable axis of 
the "eddies" is the telos or the entelechy; and this same entelechy 
is what appears, in relation to the Concept, as the Idea of the 
"eddy." But there are also planets, and finally the Cosmos. H ence 
Aristotle says: Time itself is eternal. It is circular,0 but the circle 
is gone around again and again, eternally.10 Therefore the Cosmos 
has the same structure as does the animal. The Aristotelian System 
thus gives an explanation of life and a biological conception of the 
World. 

Theologically speaking, the conception that relates the eternal 
Concept to Eternity in Time equals Polytheism. To be sure, Aris­
totle is too far removed from the totemic mentality to assert that 
animals and plants are gods. But when he says chat the planers are 
gods, he maintains a greater agreement with his system than does 
Plato with his. But, all things considered, the difference is not very 
important: mono- or poly-theism-in both cases we are dealing 
with a theo-logical knowledge. The cosmic revolution is eternally 
repeated; and it is solely because there is an eternal repetition that 
there is an absolute Knowledge relating to the Cosmos. Now, it is 
one and the same Eternity that manifests itself in and through the 
eternal return of Time. In other words, there is a supreme god, 
the God properly so-called, who maintains the Cosmos in its iden­
tity and thus makes conceptual Knowledge possible. And, while 
manifesting itself through the course of Time, this divine E ternity 
differs essentially from everything that is in Time. At moSt, man 
can speak of himself too, taken as species, when he speaks of God. 
It remains nonetheless true that the difference is essential between 
him, taken as historical individual, and the eternal God of whom 
he speaks. Once more, then, as in Plato, it is an absolute Knowledge 
of Bewusstsein, and not of Selbst-Bewusstsein. (For the species 
has no Selbst-Bewusstsein, no Selbst or Self; at the most, it says 
"we," but not " I.") 

8 As in Hegel. 
10 Where.as in Hegel the circuit is made only once. 
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Therefore, the Aristotelian System explains Mao's biological 
existence but not his truly human-i.e., historical-existence. And 
we see this even better by turning to the anthropological level­
that is, by posing the problem of freedom. 

To be sure, Aristotle talks about freedom. But everyone talks 
about freedom. Even Spinoz.a! But if it is not to be a word-game, 
if the true notion of freedom (made explicit in the H egelian con­
cepcion, as it is formulated in the Phenomenology) is sought~ 
muSt be admitted that it is not compatible with Aristotle's Sx;stem. 
As a matter of fact, we know that this Sysrem excludes, by defini­
cion, a creative God. (By definition, for Eternity in Time signifies: 
eternity of the World, return, and eternal return.) Now where 
there is n~lace for God's creative action, there is Still less place 
or an s creative action: Man undergoes History, but does not 

create it; therefore he is not free in Time. On this point, Aristotle 
does not go beyond Plato. But his System is still less acceptable 
than the Platonic System, for it excludes even the transcendent 
free act. In fact , since Eternity is in Time, and the eternal Concept 
is related to E ternity in Time, all possibility of going outside of 
Time is excluded. One is outside of Time only by being in Time. 
A temporal existence that one could choose outside of Time would 
be conceptuaLly ·unknowable, because it would not be eternal in 
Time, whereas the Concept can be related only to an Etenzity in 
Time. In short: to the extent that Man changes, he does not know; 
and not knowing, he is not free (by definicion); and to the extent 
that he knows, he does not change and hence is not free either, in 
the usual sense of the word. 

Indeed, for Aristotle as for Plato, one can have an absolute 
Knowledge of Man only by relating Man to Eternity. The indi­
vidual soul is too small to be known, Plato says in the Republic: 
to know it, one must see it enlarged-that is, one most contem­
plate the City. Now for Aristotle, Plato's eternal State is but a 
utopia; in actual fact, aU States sooner or later change and perish; 
hence there is no absolute politica l Knowledge relating to one of 
the possible forms of the State. But, happily, there is a closed cycle 
in the transformation of States, w hich is eternally repeated. There­
fore this cycle can be underStood conceptually; and by speaking 
of it, one can grasp the different States and Man himself through 

115 



I 

JNTRODVCTION TO TB£ BEADINC OF B£CEL 

concepts. To be sure. But if all this is true, H istory has nothing 
to do with what is called "History" today; and in this History, 
Man is anything but free. 

Therefore, by replacing geometry with biology, the Aristotelian 
variant of the Platonic System explains Man as animal, but does 
not explain him as historical and free individual; it does not even 
explain him-as Plato did-as fallen Angel. 

Alongside the great philosoprues there have always been more or 
less barbaric or barbarized theories. The Platonic-Aristotelian no­
tion of the Concept has also been barbarized: either by a vulgar 
and absurd denia l, or by a distorted acceptance. 

The 'l!lJ.Igar denial consists in saying that the Concept, far from 
being eternal, is just as temporal as any other thing existing in 
T ime. 1t is our possibility IV, of which I shall not speak, since it 
does away with the very idea of a true or genuine Knowledge. 
It is Skepticism or Relativism, which Plato denounced under the 
name of "Sophistic"; which Kant criticized, calling it "Empiri­
cism"; and which Ilusserl quite recently denounced once more 
under the name of "Psychologistn." Let us speak no further about 
it. 

Let us rather say a few words about the distorted acceptance, 
which is no less absurd, although less obviously absurd. People 
who hold this view continue to say that the Concept is eternal. 
But while being eternal, it is in Time; which means, they say, that 
it is related to what is in Time-i.e., to the temporal. ( ot to 
Time, but to the temporal-i.e., to what is in Time.) And being 
related to the temporal. it is related to it in Time, existing-in 
Time-before the temporal properly so-called. It is the well-known 
notion of the a priori or the "innate idea" that precedes experience. 

This "apriorism" (called "Dogmatism" by Kant) is what the 
famous first sentence of the Inuoduction to the Critique of Pure 
Reason is directed against: there is no doubt, Kant says (more or 
less), that experience-i.e., the temporal reality-always precedes 
in time the concept that appears in time as my Knowledge. And 
indeed there can be no possible doubt on this subject. Vulgar 
Apriorism begins from a supposed fact and ends in a truly un­
tenable conception: on the gnoseological level as well as on the 
anthropological level (where the notorious "free will" is discussed). 

116 

A Note on Eternity, Time, and the Concept 

One need only develop this Apriorism somewhat in order to come 
either to Skepticism or Relativism, or to Kant; or, finally, to the 
return to Plato and Aristotle. 

Kant, like every philosopher worthy of the name, knows full 
well that the Concept can neither be defined as temporal, nor be 
related to the temporal (which, by the way, amounts to the same 
thing); for him, as for Plato and Aristotle, the Concept is eternal. 
Now, being eternal and not Eternity, the Concept must be related 
to something, and related in the strict sense of the term-that is, 
related to something other than itself. But, seeing the difficulties 
that Plato and Aristotle encountered by relating the eternal Con­
cept to Eternity, Kant had the unheard-of audacity to relate it to 
T~me (and not, Ofeourse, to the temporal=-i.e., to what is in 
I 1me). 

The whole Kantian conception is summed up in this celebrated 
sentence: "without intuition the concept is empty; without the 
concept inmmon is blind." 

13ut befOre speaking of this Kantian formula, I want to mention 
in a few words another solution to the problem, namely, Spinoza's. 

. As I have already said, Spinoza's System is the perfect incarna­
non of the absurd. (And that is why, ·when one rries to "realize" 
his thought, as we say, one experiences the same feeling of dizz.i­
ness as when one is faced with a paradox of formal logic or set 
theory.) 
. ow, a particularly curious thing: absolute error or absurdity 
1s, and must .be, )ust as "circular" as the truth. Thus, Spinoza's 
(and Pru:merudes! absolute Knowledge must be symbolized by a 
closed ~lid e. ( wtthout a central point, of course): Figure 1 2. 

Indeed, tf. S~mo~a says that the Concept is Eternity, whereas Ilegel 
~ays that tt ~~ Tune, they have this much in common: the Concept 
JS ~ot a relattonship. (Or, if you like, it is in relation only to itself.) 
.Bemg a.nd ( c~ncepcual) Thought are one and the same thing, 
Parmerudes srud. Thought (or the Concept) is the attribute of 
Substance, ':hich is not different from its atuibute, Spinoza says. 
Therefore, m both cases-chat is, in Parmenides-Spinoza and in 
~ege~-there is no "reflection" on Being. In both cases, Being 
ttself ts what reflects on itself in and through, or-better yet-as, 
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Concept. Absolme Knowledge that reflectS the totality of Being, 
rhereTore, is just as closed in itself, just as "circular," as Being itself 
in irs totality: there is nothing outside of rhe Knowledge, as there 
is nothing outside of Being. But there is an essential difference: 
Parmenides-Spinoza's Concept-Being is Eternity, whereas Hegel's 
Concept-Being is T i1ne. Consequently, Spinozist absolme Knowl­
edge, too, must be Eternity. That is to say that it must exclude 
Time. In other words: there is no need of Time to realize it; the 
Ethics must be thought, written, and read "in a trice." And that 
is the thing's absurdity. [Plocinus, however, acceptS this conse­
quence.) 

This absurdity was already denounced by Plato in his Par­
menides. If Being is truly one (or more exactly, the One)-i.e., 
if it excludes diversity, all diversity-and therefore all change­
i.e., if it is Eternity that annuls Time-if, I say, Being is the One, 
a man could not speak of it, Plato remarks. Indeed, Discourse 
would have to be just as one as the Being that it reveals, and there­
fore could not go beyond the single word "one." And even that . 
. . . For Time is still the crucial question. Discourse must be 
intemporal: now, if he has not the rime, man cannot even pro­
nounce a single word. If Being is one, or, what amounts to the 
same thing, if the Concept is Eternity, "absolute Knowledge" 
reduces for Man to absolute silence.11 

I say: for Man. That is, for the speaking being that lives in Time 
and needs time in order to live and to speak (i.e., in order to think 
by means of tl1e Concept). Now, as we have seen, the Concept 
as such is not (or at least does not seem to be) necessarily attached 
to Time. The universe of Concepts or of Ideas can be conceived 
of as a universe of Discourse: as an eternal Discourse, in which 
all the elements coexist. [This is what Plorinus says.) And as a 
matter of fact, there are (it seems) nontemporal relations, between 
Concepts: all Euclid's theorems, for example, exist simultaneously 
within the entirety of his axioms. [And Plotinus insists on this 
fact.] Hence there would be a nontemporal Discourse.u The idea 
of the Spinozist System, then, is not absurd: quite simply, it is the 
idea of absolute Knowledge. What is absurd is that this System is 

u Plato accepts this: the One is ineffable. 
12 Just as there are nontemporal movements, as Descartes correctly remarks. 
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supposed to have been fabricated by a man, who in actual fact 
needed time in order to fabricate it. [Accordingly, in Plocinus, this 
system belongs to the eternal Intelligence.] Or else, again: the 
System can exist outside of Time; but, starting from temporal 
existence, there is no access to this System. (The Spinozist System 
is r-Iegel's Logik, for which there would not and could not be a 
Phenomenology that "leads" to it; or else, it is Descartes' System, 
to which one could not find access through a Discourse on 
Method.) 

The Ethics is made in accordance with a method of which an 
account cannot be given in human language. For the Ethics ex­
plai!!s ~verything, except the possibility for a_ man living in time 
to write it: And if the Phenomenology explains why the Logik 
appears at a certain moment of history and not at another, the 
Ethics proves the impossibility of its own appearance at any mo­
ment of time whatsoever. In short, the Ethics could have been 
written, if it is true, only by God himself; and, let us take care 

r to note-by a nonincarnated God. 
Theretore, the difference between Spinoza and Hegel can be 

formulated in the following way: Hegel becomes God by thinking 
or writing the Logik; or, if you like, it is by becoming God that 
he writes or thinks it. Spinoza, on the other hand, must be God 
from all eternity in order to be able to write or think his Ethics. 
Now, if a being that becomes God in time can be called "God" 
only provided that it uses this term as a metaphor (a correct meta­
phor, by the way), the being that has always been God is God 
in the proper and strict sense of the word. Therefore, to be a 
Spinozist is actually to replace God the Father (who has no Son, 
incidentally) by Spinoza, while maintaining the notion of divine 
transcendence in all its rigor; it is to say that Spinoza is the tran­
scendent God who speaks, to be sure, to human beings, but who 
speaks to them as eternal God. And this, obviously, is the height of 
absurdity: to take Spinoza seriously is actually to be-or to be­
come-mad. 

Spinoza, like Hegel, identifies Man (that is to say, the Wise 
Man) and God. I t seems, then, that in both cases it could be said 
indifferently either that there is nothing other than God, or tl1at 
there is nothing other than Man. Now in point of fact, the two 
assertions are not identical, and if the first is accepted by Spinoza, 
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is not found in Spinoza. But the thing itself is there. Setting aside 
Parmenides, §pinoza is the only philosopher who understood that 
the principle of all or nothing is valid for Knowledge: ~~ne 
lmows ever_ythip.g,._ or else one knows nothing; for one sees chat 
one truly knows something only by seeing that one knows every­
thing. And char is why the study of Spinoza is so instructive, 
despite the absurdity of his point of view. Spinoza sets up the ideal 
of total, or "systematic," or "circular," Knowledge. H owever, his 
System is impossible in Time. A nd Hegel's whole effort consists 
in creating a Spinozist System which can be written by a man 
living in a historical \tVorld. And that is why, while admitting 
with Spinoza that the Concept is not a relation, H egel identifies 
it nor with Eternity, but with Time. (On this subject see the 
Preface to the Phenomenology, pp. r9ff.) 

We shall see later what this means. For the moment, I wane to 
underline once more that the symbols of both systems are identical. 
They differ only in their source (which is not seen in the draw­
ing) : doing away with the small or the large circle. And again, 
chis indeed corresponds to the reality. It is understandable char a 
tnnporal Knowledge could finally embrace the totality of becom­
ing. Bur it is not understandable chat an eternal Knowledge could 
absorb everything that is in Time: for the simple reason that it 
would absorb us ourselves. It would be the absolute Knowledge 
of Bewusstsein, which would have completely absorbed Selbst­
bewusstsein. And this, obviously, is absurd. 

I shall stop here. To know w hat the identification of the Concept 
with Eternity means, one must read the whole Ethics. 

Let us proceed, or return, to Kant. 
Kant agrees with Plato and Aristotle (in opposmon to Par­

menides-Spinoza and H egel) that the Concept is an eternal entity, 
in relation with something other than itself. However, he relates 
this eternal Concept not to Eternity, but to Time. 

We can say, moreover, that Kant defines the Concept as a rela­
tion precisely because he sees the impossibility of Spinozism (just 
as Plato had done to avoid the impossibility of Eleaticism). Perhaps 
he did not read Spinoza. But in the "Transcendental Deduction of 
the Categories" and in the "Schematismus" he says why the 
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other conceptions of the relation between the Concept and Time. 
The aim of Hegel's philosophy is to give an account of the fact 

of History. From this it can be concluded that the Time that he 
identifies with the Concept is historical Time, the Time in which 
human history unfolds, or better still, the Time that realizes itself 
(not as the motion of the stars, for example, but) as universal 
History.18 

In the Phenomenology, Hegel is very radical. As a matter of 
fact (at the end of the next to last paragraph of the book and at 
the beginning of the last, page 563), he says that Nature is Space, 
whereas Time is History. In other words: there is no natural, cosmic 
Time; there is Time only to the extent that there is History, that 
is, human existence-that is, speaking existence. Man who, in the 
course of History, reveals Being by his Discourse, is the "em­
pirically existing Concept" (der daseiende Begriff), and Time is 
nothing other than this Concept. Without Man, Nature would be 
Space, and only Space. Only Man is in Time, and Time does not 
exist outside of Man; therefore, Man is Time, and Time is Man­
that is, the "Concept which is there in the [spatial] empirical 
existence" of Nature (der Begriff der da ist). 

But in his other writings, Hegel is less radical. In them, he admits 
the existence of a cosmic Time.19 But in so doing, Hegel identifies 
cosmic Time and historical Time.20 

But for the moment, no matter. If Hegel identifies both Times, 
if he admits only one Time, we can apply everything that he says 
about Time in general to historical Time (which is all that interests 
us here) . 

Now, curiously enough, the crucial text on Time is found in 
the "Philosophx.,.oL~of the ]enenser Re.a1phila.s.o:pbie. Mr. / 
A.lexau.dre Koyre has done a translation and commentary of this • 
------=:: 

ts Therefore, the identilication of Time and the Coocept amounts to under-
standing HistOry as the history of human Discourse which reveals Being. And we 
know that actually, for Hegel, real Time-i.e., universal History-is in the final 
analysis the history of philosophy. 

tv It may be that it is actually impossible to do without Time in Nature; for 
it is probable that (biological) life, at least, is an essentially temporal phenomenon. 

20 This, in my opinion, is his basic error; for if life is a temporal phenomenon, 
biological Time surely has a structure different from that of historical or human 
Time; the whole questiorvis to know how these two Times coexist; and they 
probably coexist with a cosmic or physical Time, which is different from both 
in its structure. 
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text in an anicle which resulted from his course on the writings 
of Hegel's youth: a conclusive article, which is the source and 
basis of my interpretacion of the Phenomenology. Ilere I shaLl 
?"'er~ly reproduce in ,a few words the principal consequences 
unplied by Mr. Koyre's analysis. 

. T~e r~xt in qu~stioo clearly shows char the Time char Hegel has 
m v1ew 1s the Tune char, for us, is historical (and nor biological 
or. cosmic) Time. In effect, this Time is characterized by the 

A J ~un.acr of the Future. In the Time that pre-Hegelian Philosophy 
;::" cons1dered, the movement went~the....F.ast ... oow.ar.d...thc Eut:ure, 

by way of the Present.21 In the Time of which Hegel speaks, on the 
other hand, the movement is engendered in the Future and goes 
toward the Present by way of the Past: Future -+ Pa;t .:; Present 

// (-+ Future). And this is indeed rile specific structure of properly 
human-that is, historical-Time. 

In fact, let us consider the phenomenological (or better, anthro­
pological) projection of this metaphysical analysis of Time.22 T he 
movement engendered by the Future is ~ve.mcJlt-that.a.cises 
from D~ire .. This means: from specifically human Desire-chat is, 
creaove Des1re-that is, Desire chat is directed coward an entity 
that does nor exist and has not existed in the real natural World. 
Only then can the movement be said to be engendered by the 
Future, for the Future is precisely what does not (yet) exist and 
has not (already) existed. Now, we know that Desire can be 
direc~e~ to~vard an absolutely nonexistent entity only provided 
that lt 1S directed toward another Desire taken as Desire. As a 
matter of fact! J>esire is t!:le$~ence o.Lao abse!Jfe: I am thirsty 
because there IS an absence of water in me. It is indeed, then, the 
presence of a future in the present: of the future act of drinking. 

1 :u .It may be that the Time in which the Present takes primacy is cosmic or 
phySical Time, whereas biologicaJ Time would be characterized by the primacy 

J 
of the Past. It does seem that the physicaJ or cosmic object is but a simple 
presence (Gege~art), whereas the fundamentaJ biological phenomenon is prob-

~ a~ly...Memory m the broad sense, and the specificaJJy human phenomenon is 
.R Without a doubt the Project. Moreover, it couJd be that the cosmic and biologicaJ 

./ forms of Time exist"'=iSTime onJy in reJation to Man- th:at is in relation to 
~ hisroricaJ Time. ' 

22 On the onrologicaJ level, the problem would be to study the relations 
between Thesis = Identity, Antithesis = Negativity, and Synthesis = TotaJity. 
But I shaJJ not talk about this. 
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To desire to drink is to desire something (water) that is: hence, 
it is to act in terms of rhe present. But to act in terms of the desire 
for a desire is to act in terms of what does not (yet) exist-that is, 
in terms of the future. The being that acts thus, therefore, is in a 
Time in which the Future takes primacy. And inversely, the Future 
can reaLly take primacy only if, in the real (spatial) \Vorld, there 
is a being capable of acting rhus. 

Now, in Chapter IV of the Phenomenology, Hegel shows that 
the Desire that is directed toward another Desire is necessarily the 
Desire for Recognition, which-by opposing the Master co the 
Slave-engenders History and moves it (as long as it is not defini­
tively overcome by Satisfaction). Therefore: by realizing itself, 
the. Time in which the Future takes primacy engenders History, 
whtch lasts as long as tbis Time lasts; and thisTune laSt'S only as 
long as History lasts-chat is, as long as human acts accomplished 
with a view to social Recognition are carried out. 

Now, if Desire is the presence of an absence, it is not-taken as 
such-an empirical reality: it does not exist in a positive manner 
in the natural-i.e., spatial-~nr. On the contrary, it is like a 
gap or y. "hole" Jn Sp.ace: ~ciness, a nothimmess. (And it is 

jvto this "hole," so tO speak, that t~l Future takes 
_its place, ~in the .spatial Presen~ Desire that 1S related ro 

Desire, therefore, is related to nothing. To "realize" it therefore 
' ' is to realize nothing. In being related only to the Future, one does 

not come to a reality, and consequently one is not really in motion. 
On ~he other hand, if one affirms or accepts the present (or better, 
spaoal) real, one desires nothing; hence one is not related to the 
Future, one does not go beyond the Present, and consequently 
one does nor move either. Therefore: in order to realize.. itself 

. ' 
12e§ire musr:.he..re.latec.Lto a.u.a.Jjty; !llitit cannot be related to it in 
~r. Hence it must be related to it neg;ti;;ty. There-
f~re Desire is necessarily the Desire to negate the real or present 
g~ven:..... An? the reality of Desire comes from the negation of the 'h ~ 
g1ven realtty.28 ow, the negated real is the real that has ceased -­
to be: it is the past real, or the real Past. Desire determined by the 

2 5 The desire to drink is an abrence of water, but the quaJity of this desire 
(thirst) is determined not by abrcnce as such, but by the fact that it is an absence 
of water (and not of something else) , and this desire realizes icself by the "nega­
tion" of real wner (in the 2ct of drinking) . 
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.£tt1J!re appears, in the Present, as a reality (that is, as satis_fied 
Desire) only on the concliO:on that it has negated a real--:that lS, a 
Past. The manner in which the Past has been (negatively) formed 
~ terms of the Future is what determines the quality of the real 

Present. And only the Present thus determined by the Future and 
the Past is a human or historical Present.2' Therefore, generally 
speaking: the)Jistorical movement arises from the Furore and passes 
through the Past in order to realize itself in the Present or as tem­
poral Present. T he Time that Hegel has in view, then, is human or 
historical Time-;-it is the T ime of conscious and voluntary action 
which realizes in the present..!J?roject for the furore, which Project 
is formed on the basis of knowledge of the pa.st.2 r. 

Therefore, we are dealing with historical T ime, and H egel says 
that this "Time is the Concept itself which exists empirically ." For 
the moment let us disregard the term "Concept." H egel says, then, 
that T ime is something, an X, that exists empirically . N ow, this 
assertion can be deduced from the very analysis of the H egelian 
notion of (historical) T ime. ]'ime_in which the F urore takes 
primacy can be realized, can exist .Qnly provided tbar ir negates 
or annihilates. In order that Time may exist:, therefore, there must 

2• Indeed, we say that a moment is "historical" when the action that is per­
formed in it is performed in terms of the idea chat the agent has of the furore 
(that is, in rerms of a Project): one decides on a future war, and so on; there­
fore, ooe acts in terms of the future. But if the moment is to be truly "historical ," 
there muse be change; m other words, ~decision must be negative with respect 
tOili'e gJVen:J!! ac:ciding for the future War, One decides against the prevaj(jng 
~ace. And, through the decision for the furure war, the peace is t.ranSfo.nned into 
the past. ow, the present historical ace, launched by the idea of the furore (by 
the Project) , iSdetermimd by this past that it creates: if the peace is sure and 
honorable, the negation that relegaces it to the past is the act of a madman or a 
crimfual; ifiti:s humiliating, its negation is an act wonhy of a St:lteSman; and so oo. 

25 As an example of a "historic moment" let us take the celebrated anecdote 
of the ':Eubicon." \¥hat is there in the prerent properly so-called? A man rakes 
a walk a;rugflt on the bank of a small river. In other words, something extremely 
banal, nothing "historic." For even if the man in question was Caesar, the event 
would in no sense be "historic" if Caesar were taking such a walk solely because 
of some son of insomnia. The moment is historic because the man caking a noc­
turnal walk is thinking about a coup d'etat, the civil war, the conquest of Rome, 
and worldwide dominion. And, let us take care to notice: because be has the 
project of doing it, for all this is sriU in the future. The event in question, there­
fore, would oot be historic if there were not a real preseru:e (Gegenw.:zrt) of the 
fttture in the real ·world (first of all, in Cae.sar.'s brain). Therefore, the present -

,. 
1 lv A<.~d Ja;u ~~~ t...ol.. '/ I~ t / .,.. /. ..- ~ -< ...... 
J/ ,rt..tl ,·v ~41 ;.,.,__' /t ~ s c.-. ( ~~ 
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also be so~ething or~n T ime. T his other thing is first of all 
Space (as lt were, the place where things are stopped) . T herefore: 
no T ime wi~hout Space; T ime is something that is in Space.20 T ime 
is the neggtum of Space (of diversity); bur if it is somethingand 
not nothingness, it is because it is the negation of Space. ow, 
only that which really exists-that is, which resists-can be really 
negated. But Space that resists is full: it is extended matter, it is 
real Space-that is, the natural 1Vorld. T herefore, Time must exist 
in a W or_Ld: ~ t is inde~d, then, something which "ist da,'' as H egel 
says, whJch lS tbere m a Space, and which is there in empirical 
Space-that is, in a sensible Space or a natural ' Vorld. Time 
annihilates this ' iVorld by causing it at every inst.a_nt. ro si.nk....into 
the nothingness of th_e past. But_Ij.me is nothi ng but !;his nihilation If(.. a-. 9 
of the W orld ; and tf tQ..ere were no real W orld that was anni- '~~ q /( -

hilated, Time would only be _pure nothingness: there would be no 
!UJ:e. fien_c~ Ti~e ~hat is! th~refore, is indeed something that 

eXIstS empmcally - I.e., eXlStS m a real Space or a spatial World. 
Now, we have seen that the presence of Time (in which the 

Future takes primacy) in the real World is called Desire (which 

is "histo~ic~" only ?ecause there is in it a relation to the future, or more exactly, 
because 1t IS a funcoon of the furore (Caesar taking a walk becau.Je he is thinking 
of the furure). And it is in this sense that one can speak of a primacy of the future 
in his~orical Time. But this is not sufficient. Suppose that the person talcing a 
~IS a Romn.Jl.-,adal.cscent who is "dreaming" of wOlfc:lwtde dominion or a 
~?~aniac". in the clinical sense of the word who is constructing a "pr~)ect," 
otherw1se tdenttcal to Caesar's. Immediately, the walk c~ses to be a "historic 
event." r t is historic solely because it is Caesar who, while raking a walk, is 
thinking about his project (or "making up his mind," that is, tranSforming a 
"hypothesis" without any precise relation to real Time into a concrete "project 
for the furore") . ' Vhy? Beca~~ossibility (but not the certainty, 
for then there would be no (utt1re properly so-called, nor a genuine project) of 
~g his plans. Now, his whole pan, and only his past, is what assures him of 
this possibility. The past- that is, the entirety of the actions of fighting and work 
effected at various present rimes in tenns of the project- that is, in terms of the 
furure. This past is what distinguishes the "project" from a simple "dream" or 
:•utopia." Consequently, there - is--;i"llisrortc iTTOincnt" only when tne present 
IS. ordered in terms of the future, on the condition that the furure makes irs way "' r 

th 
. d < v•'J'ifn.r:!••(.. mto e present not tn an inmte iate manner (umnittelbar; the case of a utopia), J {/ 

bot having been mediated (vermirtelt) by the past-that is, by an already accom-
plished action. 

2 8 I said that Desire-that is, T ime-is a "hole"; now, for a "bole" to exist, 
there must be a space in which the hole existS. 

r;. 6 (_ L'~,..., f( q / ttl '(.( d ~~;-;;.~I 
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is directed toward another Desire), and that this Desire is a spe­

cifically human Desire, since the Action that realizes it is Man's 

/. «· very being. The real presence of T ime in the World, therefore, is 

: _, "1)...,..: /. called Man. Time is Man, and Man jr T ime. 

le .... ....-;_. ... In the Phenomenology, Hegel does not say this in so many words, 

• (Ac..• tJ because he avoids the word 11man." But in the Lectures delivered 

t , ~~~ at Jena he says: "Geist ist Zeit" ("Spirit is Time"). Now, "Spirit" 

/,« ' 1
, /. ,' { • Jin Hegel (and especially in this context) means ((human Spirit" or 

~· Man, more particularly, collective Man-that is, the People or 

/ State, and, finally, Man as a whole or humanity in the totality of 

its spatial-temporal existence, that ts:-tne"totality of universal His­

tory. 
Therefore, Time (that is, historical T ime, with the rhythm: 

Future -+ Past -+ Present) is Man in his empirical-that is, spatial­

integral reality: Time is the History of Man in the World. And 

indeed, without Man, there would be no Time in the World; 

Nature that did not shelter Man would be only a real Space.'~1 T o 

be sure, the animal, too, has desires, and it acts in terms of these 

desires, ~gating the real: it eats and drinks, just like man. But 

the animal's desires are natural; they are directed toward what is, 
and hence they are detemzined by what is; the negating action 

that is effected in terms of these desires, therefore, cannot essen­
tially negate, it cannot change the essence of what is. Therefore, 

in its entirety_::rfiat JS, in Its reality......:Being is not modified by 

these "natural" desires; it does not essentially change because of 

them; it remains identical to itself, and thus it is Space, and not 

T ime. To be sure, an animal transforms the aspect of the natural 

World in which it lives. But it dies and gives back to the earth 
what it has taken from it. And since the animal is identically 
r~eated by irs offspring, the changes thatit brings about in the 

"World are repeated, too. And hence in irs entirety, Nature remains 

what it is.28 l\lan, on the other hand, essemially transforms the 

World by the negating Action of his Fights and his vVork, Action 

which arises from nonnatural human Desire directed toward an-

21 Of four dimensions. 
21 If there is Time, ic is biologic.al Time, Aristotle's circ.ulu Time; ic is 

Eternity in Time; ic is Time in which everything changes in order to remain 

the same thing. 
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ocher Desire-that is, toward something that does not exist really 

in the narural World.:!o Only Man creates and destroys essentially. 
Therefore,. the natural reality ~plies Time only if it implies a 

human. reality. Now, man essennaUy creates and destroys in terms 

of the tdea that he forms of the Future. And the idea of the Future 

appears in the real present in the form of a Desire directed toward 

a~~ther Desire-~hat is, in the form of a Desire for social Recog­
nttzon. Now, ~cn.on that arises from this Desire engenders History. 

Hence there JS Tt11J! only where there is History. 
.The~efore: .~~die Zeit ist der daseiende Begriff selbst" means: 

Tmze ,!s ~an. m th~ :"orld ~nd his real History. But Ilegel also 
says: GeiSt tst Zett. That ts to say, Man is Time. And we have 

just seen what this means: Man is Desire directed toward another 

Desire-that is, Desire for Recognition-that is, negating Action 

perf~rmed for tl~e sa.ke of satisfying this Desire for Recognition­
that ts, bloody F1ghong for prestige-that is, the relation between 

Ma~ter and Slave-that is, \Vork-that is, historical evolution 

which finaJly comes to the universal and homogeneous State and 

to the abs?lute Knowledge that reveals complete Man realized in 

and by th1s State. In sho~t, ro say that Man is Time is to say aU 

that Hegel says of Man tn the Phenomenology. And it is also to 

say that the existing Universe, and Being itself, must be such that 

Man thus conceived of is possible and can be realized. Hence the 

se~rence tha.t idenrilies Spirit and Time sums up Hegel's whole 

philosophy, JUSt as the other schematic formulas enumerated above 

sum u~ the whole philosophy of a Plato, an Aristotle, etc. 

. But tn those schematic formulas, the Concept is what was men­

~o~ed .. T~w, Ilegel.too says not only "Geist ist Zeit," but also 
dte Zett tst der Begriff der da ist." 

.To be sure, .rhes~ are two. different ways of saying the same 

thing. If ,!"f,an ts T1me,. and if Time is the "empiricaUy existing 

Concept,, It can ~e srud tha~ Man is rhe "empirically existing 

Concept. ~nd so, tndeed, he IS: as the only speaking being in the 

World, he ts Logos (or Discourse) incarnate, Logos become flesh 

V 
2~ Thu~ ~he . olive tr~e o! Pericles: time is "the same" olive tree as thac of 

eruz~os nme, but Pencles Greece IS a past that never again becomes a present· 

and, w1th respect to Pericles, VenizeJos represents a future that as yec has neve; 
been a past. 

139 



1N T1\0DUCTION TO TOE READINC OF UECEL 

and thus existing as an empirical realiry in the natural World. Man 
is the Dasein of the Begriff, and the "empirically existing Concept" 
is Man. Therefore, to say that Time is the "empirically existing 
Concept" is indeed to say that Time is Man, provided that Man is 
conceived of as H egel conceives of him in the Phenomenology. 
H ence everything that H egel says of Man in _the PhenO'menolo~y 
is also valid for T ime. And inversely, everything that can be satd 
of the "appearance" (Erscheinung) or "Phiinomen_ologie" of Time 
(that is, of Spirit) in the World is said by Hegel m the Phenome­
nology. 

Therefore, to understand the paradoxical identification of Time 
and the Concept, one must know the whole of the Phenomenology. 
On the one hand, one must know that the Time in question is 
human or historical Time-that is, Time in which the Future that 
determines the Present by way of the Past takes primacy. And on 
the other hand, one must know how Hegel defines the Concept.30 

It remains for me, then, briefly to go over what the Concept, 
the Begriff, is for Hegel. 

In Chapter VII of the Phenomenology, Hegel said that all con­
~altlnderstanding (Begreifen) is equivalent to a mu.r~er. Let 
us, then, recall what he had in view. As long as the Meamng (or 
Essence, Concept, Logos, Idea, etc.) is embodied in an empirically 
existing enriry, this Meaning or Essence, as well as this entiry, lives. 
For example, as long as the Meaning (or Essence) " dog" is em­
bodied in a sensible entiry, this Meaning (Essence) lives: it is the 
real dog, the living dog which runs, drinks, and eats. But when tl~ 
Meaning (Essence) " dog" passes into the word "dog"-that is, 
~omes abstract Concept which is differe1lt from the sensible real­
icy that it reveals by its Meaning-the Meaning (Essence) dies: 
the word " dog" does not run, drink, and eat; in it the caning 
(Essence) ceases to live-that is, it dies. And ~is why the 
concep.tual understanding of empirical reality is equivalent to a 
murder. To be sure, Hegel knows fu ll well that it is not necessary 
to kill a dog in order to understand it through its Concept-that is, 

10 The H egelitm Concept is identified wicl1 Hegelian T ime. But the pre­
H egelian Concept C2JU10t be identified with pre-Hegelian Time; nor the Hegelian 
Concept with pre-Hegelian Time; nor the pre-H egelian Concept with Hegelitm 
Time. 
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in order to give it a name or define it-nor is it necessary to wait 
for it actually to die in order to do so.81 H owever, Hegel says.L. if 
the dog were noL_1nortal-that is, essentially finite or limited with 

-respect to its duration-one could not detach its Concept f£Q.._m it­
that is,~se the Mea~ng (ESsence} fllat is embodi~the real 
dog to ~ss into the 11onliv.ing word-into the word (endowed with 
a meaning)- that is, into the abstract Concept-into the Concept 
that exists not in the dog (which realizes it) but in the man (who 
thinks it)-that is, in something other than the sensible reality 
which the concept reveals by its Meaning. The Concept "dog" 
which is my Concept (of the dog), the Concept, therefore, which ) 
is something other than the living dog and is related to a living dog ( 
as to an external reatiry-this abstract Concept is possible only if 
the dog is essentially mortal. That is, if the dog dies or is anni­
hilated at every instant of its existence. ow, th~ dog which is 
annihilated at every instant is p.cecisely the dog_"UQ endutCS in 
Time, which at every instant ceases to live or exist in the Present 
so as to be annihilated in the Past, or as Past.112 If the dog were 
eternal, if it existed outside of Time or without Time, the Concept 
"dog" would never be detached from the dog itself. The empirical 
existence (Dasein) of rhe Concept "dog" would be the living dog, 
and not the word "dog" (either thought or spoken). H ence, there 
would be no Discourse (Logos) in the World; and since the 
empirically existing Discourse is solely Man (actually speaking 
Man) , there would be no Man in the \Vorld. The Concept-word 

81 Let us note, however, that a conceptual or "scientific" understanding of the 
dog actually leads, sooner or later, co its dissection. 

a2 Therefore: for Aristode mere is a concept "dog" only because there is an 
eternal real dog, namely, the species "dog," which is always in the present; for 
Hege~ on the other hand, there is a concept "dog" only because the rw dog is 
a temporal entity-that is, an essentially finite or "mortal" entity, an entity which 
is 2JU1ihilated at every instant: and the Concept is me permanent support of this 
nihilation of me spatial real, which nihilation is itself nothing other than Thne. 
For Hegel too, then, the Concept is something mat is preserved ("eternally," if 
you will, but in me sense of: as long as Time lastS) . But for him, it is only the 
Concept "dog" that is preserved (the Concept-that is, me temporal nihilation 
of the real dog, which nihiladon actuaUy lastS as long as Time lasts, since Time 
is this nihilation as such); whereas for Aristode, the real dog is what is preserved 
(etenully, in the strict sense, since there is eternal rerum), at least as species. 
That is why Hegel explains what AristOtle cannOt eJrplain, namely, me preserva­
tion (in and by Man) of the Concept of an animal belonging, for example, to an 
extinct species (even if mere are no fossil remains). 
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detaches icself from the sensible hie et nunc; but it can thus detach 
icself only because the hie et nunc-i.e., spatial being-is temporal, 
because it annihilates itSelf in the Past. And the real which disap­
pears into the Past preserves icself (as nonreal) in the Present in the 
fonn of the Word-Concept. The Universe of Discourse (the 
World of Ideas) is the pennanemrainbow which fonns above a 
waterfall: and the wacerfall1s the temporal real which is annihilated 
in the nothingness of the Past.88 

To be sure, the Real endures in Time as real. But by the fact of 
enduring in Time, it is its own rnnembrance: at each instant it 
realizes itS Essence or Meaning, and this is to say that it realizes in 

aa Kant himself saw that conceptual knowledge implied Memory, and Hegel 
maintains this idea (which is Platonic, in the final analysis). 'FOr '"'Regel too, the 
Ec-innenmg- that is, the internalization of th;_g~ctive real effected in and by 
the Concept which reveils this real but is tn me-is also 2?ri7menmg-that is, 
remembrance. Now, there is Memory only where there is Time, where the real 
present ""iiailnihilated through becoming unreal past. Generally spealcing, in his 
theory of the Concept, H egel merely makes more precise (and consequently 
transforms) the Kantian theory of the Scbematismus. For Kant, the Concepts 
<= Categories) apply to given Being (Sein) because Time serves as their 
"Schema"- that is, as intermediary or "mediation" ( V ermittlung, in Hegel). But 
this "mediation" is purely passive: Time is contemplation, intuition, Antchauttng. 
In Hegel, on the other hand, the "mediation" is active; it is Tat or Trm, Action 
~g the gh•en, the 11ctivity of hghong and \-York. Now, this Neg2cion of the 
given (of Sein) or of the "present" is (historical) Time, and (historical ) Time 
is this acrive egarion. In Hegel as in K2nt, therefore, Time is what allows the 
application of the Concept to Being. But in Hegel, this Time that mediates con­
ceprual thought is "mllterialized": it is a mot1emem (Bewegrmg), and 11 dialectical 
"mo,·ement"- th:lt 1!, precisely, it is active-hence ir negates, hence it transforms 
(tl1e gh·en) , hence it creates (new things). If Man can understand (reveal2lking 
by the Concept,..it :S6eause he transforms (given) Being in terms of this Concept 
(which is then a Project) and makes it conform to it. ow, the tranSformation 
of given Being in terms of the Concept-project is, precisely, conscious and volun­
tary Action, Tun which is Arbeit and Kampf. For Kant, Being is in conformicy 
with the Concept, and the "mediation" by Time merely allows one to move from 
one to the other without modifying either the one or the other. And that is why 
Kant cannot explain this conformity of Being and the Concept: for him, it is 2 
given, that is to say, :1 cb1111ce (transcendentale Zufiil/igkeit). liege!, on the other 
hand, explains this conformity (which for h1m is a process of conforming) by 
his dilllectic:ll ontology: Being becomes conformable to the Concept (at the end 
of History) through the completed totality of negating Action which transforms 
Being in terms of this same Concept. Therefore: in Kant, Time is "schcm:1" md 
passive "intuition"; in Hegel, it is "movement" and conscious and voluntary 
"2ccion." Consequently, the Concept or the a priori in Kant is a "notion," which 
allows Man to conform to given Being; whereas in Hegel, the a priori Concept is 
a ''project," which allows Man to transform given Being and make ir conform. 

A Nots on Eternity, Time, and tluJ Concept 

the Present what is left of it after its annihilation in the Past· and 
this something that is left and that it re-realizes is its concep~. At 
the moment when the presenr Real sinks into the Past, itS Meaning 
(ESsence) .!!_taches itself from itS reality (E.xistence); and it is here 
that :l£Pears_0~ po.ssibilicy of retaining this Meaning ~e. of the 
realityby causmg JC to pass into the \Vord. And this Word reveals 
the Meaning of the Real which realizes in the Present its own Past­
that is, this same Past that is "eternally" preserved in the Word­
Concept. In shore, the Concept can have an empirical existence in 
the World (this existence being nothing ocher than human exist­
en~e) ool.y if the World is temporal, only if Tiuze has an empirical 
eXIStence tn the World. And that is why it can be said that Time 
is the empirically existing Concept.84 

84 On t~e ontological lev~l,. this "metaphysical" (or cosmological) statement 
means: Bemg muse have a trsmtary strucrure, as "Synthesis" or "Toralicy" which 
unites "Th~is" or " ldenticy" with "Antithesis" or "Negativity" (this presence 
of the negatron of Being in existing Being is, precisely, Time) . ln order better to 
understand the identification of the Concept with Time, it is useful to proceed as 
follow~: Let ~s form the concept of Being-that is, of the totality of what is. 
~at IS r~e dt.fference between this concept "Being" and Being itself? From the 
pomt of vtew of content, they are ideociclll, since we have made no "abstraction." 
A~d nonethele~, in spire of what Parmenidcs thought, the concept "Being" is not 
Bemg (~~erw~, ther~ would be no Discourse, the Concept would nor be Logos) . 
~at dsstln!pJJShes &:ms .from the concept "~eing" js solclx Ihe. Being of ~ei'lg 
~ for Bemg as Bemg u, but it does not exm as Being in the concept "Being'' -
,<ev~ though ic "is" pffsent by its content-i.e., 25 the meaning of the concept 
~m~') .. Ther~fore t!'e concept "Being" is obtained by ~tracring ~ins fr2m 
~g. ~~mg !:'mus being equ:_Js the concept "Beiiiii"Tmd'Ooes not equal Nothing­
ness or zero ; lor tfie negaoon of AIS not Nothingness, but "noo-A"-that is 
"so~ething"). Now, this subtraction of being from Being, llt first sight para~ 
dmoclll or even "impossible," is in re:ilicy something quite "common": it is lit­
~ally done "at every instant" and is called "Time." For Time is what, at every 
~~t, rakes awa~ from Being-i.e., from the tot.ality of what it (in the Prcsent)­
tts betng, by causmg it to pass into the Past where Being is not (or w longer is). 
~ut for t!'ere ro be Time, there must "be" a P2St (the pure or "eternal" Prescot 
IS not T tme): therefore, the P:lSt md Being that has sunk into the Past (past 
Being.) are not Nothingness; they are "something." Now, a thing is something 
only m the Present. In ord_er to be somethin~, therefore, ~ and y~t Being 
!11USt preserve themselves m the Present while ceasing to be present. And the 

..J?!esence of past Being is the concept "Being"'=-that is, Being fromwhichone has 

... 1(.--t!'-;,, 

"/t' u . . ., 

taken away ~e ~ein.~ without tr~Slorming it into pure Nothingness. If you will, 
th~ co?cept Bemg, therefore, ss the "remembrance" of Being (in both senses: 
~t.gg_JL,Wh~remembers," ana It "remembers" ftS being}. But on our present 
evel, one does not generally spea1C of "memory''; the ''memory" that we have in 

mind is called "Time" (or more enctly "Temporllliry"-this general "medium" 
of Being, in which "in addition" to the Present there is something else: the Past-
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Therefore: no Concept in the World as long as there is no em­
pirically existing Time in this \Vorld. Iow, we have seen that the 
empirical existence of T ime in the World is human Desire (i.e., 
Desire that is directed r:oward a Desire as Desire). Therefore: no 
conceptual understanding without Desire. ow, Desire is realized 
by negating Action: and human Desire is realized by the Action 
of the Fight to the death for pure prestige. And this Fight is realized 
by the victory of the Master over the Slave, and by the latter's 
work in the Master's service. This \Vork of the Slave is what 
realizes the Master's Desire by satisfying it. Therefore, and H egel 
says so expressly in Chapter IV, no Concept without Work; it is 
from the Slave's Work that Denken and V erstand, Understanding 
and Thought- that is, conceptual understanding of the World­
are born. 

And now we understand why. It is Work, and only Work, that 
transforms the World in an esse:iitial mann~r, by creating truly 

new realitJes. If there were oilly anuilals on earth, Aristotle would 
be right: the Concept would be embodied in the eternal species, 
eternally identica l to itself; and it would not exist, as Plato claimed 

and the Furore; but [ shall not talk about the Future here) . Therefore: if there 
is a concept "Being," it is because Being is temporal (and one can say that the 
Concept is Time-i.e., the coexistence of the Present and the Past). Now, it is 
obvious that Being is "in conformity'' with the concept "Being,'' since the latter 
is Being itSelf minus being. One can say, then, that Being is the being of the 
concept "Being." And that is why Being which is (in the Present) can be .. con­
ceived of" or revealed by the Concept. Or, more exactly, Being is con­
ceived of at "each instant" of its being. Or else, again: Being is not only Being, 
but also Tmtb-rhat is, the adequation of the Concept and Being. This is simple. 
The whole question is to know where error comes from. In order that error be 
possible, the Concept must T>e'71efiicbelf"from Being and opposed to it. l t is Man 
who does this; and more exactly, Man is the Concept detached from Being; or 
better yet, he is the act of detaching the Concept from Being. H e does so by 
negating-Negativity-that is, by Action, and it is here that the Future (the 
Pro-ject) enters in. This detaching is equivalent to an inadequation (the pro­
found meaning of errare humanum est) , and it is necessary to negate or act again 
in order ro achieve conformity between the Concept (= Project) and Being 
(made to conform to d1e Project by Action) . For Man, therefore, d1e adequation 
of Being and the Concept is a process (Bewegung), and the truth ( W ahrheit) 
is a remit. And only this "result of the process" merits the name of (discursive) 
"truth,'' for only th is process is Logos or Discourse. (Before its negation by Man, 
Being does not speak, for the Concept detached from Being is what is in d1e 
Word or Logos, or as \Vord-logos.) Hegel says all this in a passage in the Preface 
to the Pbe11omenology, which gives the key to understanding his whole system 
(p. 19, L 1~p. 30, 1. •s>· 

A Note on Etemitv, Time, and the Concept 

it did, outside of Time and the World. But then it would not be 
understandable how the Concept could exist outside of the species, 
how it could exist in the temporal vVorld in the fonn of a word. 
Therefore, it would not be understandable how Man could exist­
Man-i.e., that being which is not a dog, for example, and in 
which the Meaning (Essence) "dog" nonetheless exists just as 
much as in the dog, since there is in it the \Vord-Concept "dog." 
For this to be possible, Being revealed by the Concept must be 
essentially temporal-that is, finite or possessing a beginning and 
an ending in Time. Now, not the natural o~t, nor even the 
animal or plant, but only_ the pr60uct oflluman ork js e.ssemialiy 
t~m_E2!al. Human Work is what tmtf!.oralizes t.!!e~tial naru:al 
Worldj Work, therefore, is what engenders the Concept w htch 
exists in the natural W orld while being something other than this 
World: Work, therefore, is what engenders Man in this World, 
Work is what transforms the purely natural World into a technical 
World inhabited by Man-that is, into a historical World. 

Only the World transformed by human Work reveals itself in 
and by the Concept which exists empirically in the World without 
being the W orld. Therefore, the Concept is Work, and vVork is 
the Concept. And if, as Marx quite correctly remarks, Work for 
H egel is "dar Wesen des Menschen" ("the very essence of Man"), 
it can also be said that man's essence, for Hege~ is the Concept. 
And that is why Hegel says not only that Time is the Begriff, but 
also that it is the Geist. For if W ork temporalizes Space, the exist­
ence of Work in the World is the existence in this World of Time. 
Now, if Man is the Concept, and if the Concept is Work, Man 
and the Concept are also Time. 

If all this holds true, it must first be said that there is conceptual 
understanding only where there is an essentially temporal, that is, 
historical, reality; and secondly, that only historical or temporal 
existence can reveal itself by the Concept. Or in other words, con­
ceptual understanding is necessarily dialectical.8rs 

ss For "dialectical" underst:~ndiog is nothing other than the historical or tem­
poral understanding of the real. Dialectic reveals the tri7Utary scrucrure of Being. 
In other words, in and by its dialectic the real reveals itself nor sub specie 
aeternitatis- thar is, outside of Time or as eternally identical to itself-bur as a 
Present situated between the Past and the Future, that is, as a Bewegung, as a 
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Now, if this holds true and if Nature is only Space and not 
Time, one would have to conclude that there is no conceptual 
understanding of Nature. One would understand, in the full sense, 
only where there is Time-i.e., one would truly undersrand only 
History. In any case, it is only History that can and must be 
understood dialectically. 

One would have to say so. But Hegel does not. And that, I 
believe, is his basic error. First of all, there is a vacillation in Hegel. 
On the one hand, he says that Nature is only Space. On the other, 
he clearly sees that (biological) life is a temporal phenomenon. 
Hence the idea that Life (Leben) is a manifestation of Spirit 
(Geist). But Hegel also sees, and he is the first to say so in so many 
words, that truly human existence is possible only by the negation 
of Life (as we know, the Risk of life in the Fight for prestige is 
constituent of Man). Hence an opposition of L eben and G eist. 
But if this opposition exists, Life is not historical; therefore there 
is no biological dialectic; therefore there is no conceptual under­
standing of Life. 

Now, Hegel asserts that there is such an understanding. He 
imagines (following Schelling) a dialectical biology, and he sets it 
forth in the Phenomenology (Chapter V, Section A, a). To be 
sure, he denies the conceptual understanding or dialectic of non­
vital reality. But this merely leads him to say that the real World 
is a living being. Hence his absurd philosophy of Nature, his 
insensate critique of Newton, and his own "magical" physics which 
discredited his System in the nineteenth century. 

But there is yet more to say. Dialectical understanding applies 
only to historical reality-that is, to the reality created by Work 
according to a Project. To assert, as Hegel does, that all under­
standing is dialectical and that the natural World is understandable 
is to assert that this World is the work of a Demiurge, of a Creator­
God co~ed _in the im:g_e of ~rkin_g Man. And this is what 
Hegel. act~lly says in .th

1
7J;ogjk, when he says that his ''Logic" 

(that IS, his ontology) IS e thought of §od before the creation 

creative movement, or else, again, as a result which is a project and as a project 
which is a result-a result which is born of a project and a projec.t engendered 
by a result; in a word, the real reveals itself in its dialectical truth as a Synthefis. 
(See Chapter 7, "The Dialectic of the Real and the Phenomenological Method 
in Hegel," in this volume.) 

A Note on Eternity, Time, and th6 Concept 

of the World." It would follow that Hegel understands the World 
~ orld is created according to the Concept that Hegel 
has. And rhus we are in the midst of a paradox. Hegelian anthropo­
theism ceases to be an image; Hegel is actually God, God the 
creator, and the eternal God. Now, (unless he is mad) a man cannot 
assert that he created the World. If, then, the thought that is 
revealed in the Logik is the thought that created the World, it is 
certainly not Hegel's thought. It is the thought of a Creator other 
than Hegel, other than Man in general; it is the thought of God. 
And therefore the Logik, in spite of its title, is not simply logic; 
like Spinoza's Ethics, it is theo-logy-that is, the logic, thought, 
or discourse of God.86 

But enough of the natural World. Let us note that Hegel 
realized an immense philosophical progress by identifying the 
Concept and Time. For by doing this-that is, by discovering 
dialectical knowledge-he found the means of establishing a phe­
nomenology, a metaphysics, and an ontology of History-that is, 
of Man as we conceive of him today and as he is in reality. 

Let us see the decisive consequence for Man following from this 
discovery. 

The Concept is Time. Time in the full sense of the term-that 
is, a Time in which there is a Future also in the full sense-that is, 
a Future that will never become either Present or Past. Man is the 

as Personally, I do not beUeve that this is a necessary consequence. I see no 
objection to saying that the natural World eludes conceptual understanding. 
Indeed, this would only mean tbatthe existence Ot"N'arure is revealed by mathe­
matical algorithm, for example, and not by concepts-that is, by words having a 
meaning. Now, modem ehysics leads in the end to this result: one cannot speak 
of the physical reality without contradictions; as soon as one passes from 
algorithm to verbal description, one contradicts himself (particles-waves, for 
example) . Hence there would be no discourse reveiliiig the phySical or natural 
reality. This reality (as presented a.s early as Galileo) would be revealed to Man 
only by the articulat.£d.Jil{7lce of alg_2!.itJ.!!n.J?hysical matter is understood c~ 
ceptually or dialectically (it can be spoken of) only to the extent that it is the 
"raw material" of a product of human work. Now, the "raw material" itself is 
neither molecules nor electrons, and so on, but wood, stone, and so on. And these 
are things which, if not living themselves, at least exist on the scale of Life (and 
of Man as living being). Now, it does seem that algorithm4 being nontempora~ 
does not reveal Life. But neither does dialectic. Therefore, it may be necessary 

""to com"bine Plato's conception (for the mathematical, or better, geometrical, 
substructure of the World) with Aristode's (for its biological structure) and 
Kant's (for its physical, or better, dynamic, structure), while reserving Hegelian 
dialectic for Man and History. 
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empirical existence of the Concept in the World. Therefore, he is 
the empirical existence in the W orld of a Future that will never 
become present. Now, this Future, for Man, is his death, that 
Future of his which will never become his Present; and the only 
reality or real presence of this Future is the knowledge that Man 
has in the present of his future death. Therefore, if Man is Concept 
and if the Concept is Time (that is, if Man is an essentially te?n­
poral being), Man is essentially mortal; and he is Concept, that is, 
absolute Knowledge or W isdom incarnate, only if he knows this. 
Logos becomes flesh, becomes Man, only on the condition of being 
willing and able to die. 

And this causes us to understand why possibility III, adopted by 
Hegel, appears so late in the history of philosophy. To deny that 
the Concept is eternal, to say that it is Time, is to deny that Man 
is immortal or eternal (at least to the extent that he thinks, to the 
extent that he is truly a human being). Now, Man accepts his 
death only in extremis; and it was also in extrmtis that philosophy 
accepted possibility 111.87 

"Alles endliche ist dies, sich selbst au.fzuheben,'' H egel says in 
the Encyclopaedia. It is only finite Being that dialectically over­
comes itself. If, then, the Concept is Time, that is, if conceptual 
understanding is dialectical, the existence of the Concept-and 
consequently of Being revealed by the Concept- is essentially 
finite. Therefore ~o,EY..kse_!f must be essentially finite; collective 
Man (humanity) must die jus as the human individual dies; uni­
~al History must have a definitive end. 
- we know that for Hegel this end of history is marked by the 
coming of Science in the form of a Book- that is, by the appear­
ance of the Wise Man or of absolute Knowledge in the World. 
'lli,_absoluteKnowJedge, being_the last moment of Time-that is, 
a moment without a Future-is no longer a temporal moment. If 

abso ute Knowledge comes into being in Time or, better yet, as 
Time or History, Knowledge that has come into being is no longer 
temporal or historical: it is eternal, or, if you will, it is Eternity 

81 Thus we see that the expression "anthropo-theism" is but a metaphor: 
circular- that is, dialectical-absolute Knowledge reveals finite or mortal being; 
this being, therefore, is not the divim being; it is indeed, the human being; but 
Man can know that this is his being only provided that he knows that he is 
mortal. 

A Note on Etemitv, Time, and the Concept 

revealed to itself; it is the Substance of Parmenides-Spinoza which 
reveals itself by a Discourse (and not by Silence), precisely because 
it is the remit of a historical beCfmting;.ir is Ereroit¥ engendered 
by Time. . . . . 

Aiia this is what H egel 1S gomg to explam m the text of the 
Second Stage of the Second Section of the Second Part of Chap­
ter VIII. 
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being but one of the aspects of subjective activity. For Hege~ on 
the other hand, the dialectic of the Subject and Object, which is 
effected inside of the Subject and is described in the Phenome­
nology, is meaningful only if one supposes the existence of an 
Object properly so-called-that is, an Object eA"ternal to and in­
dependent of the Subject. Or, as Hegel says, one must give the 
Object "its full freedom (seine vomge Freiheit)." 

In short, relying on Schelling here, Hegel has just posited 
(against Fichte) the absolute necessity of a "realist" metaphysics. 

In the text that follows (page 563, lines 14- 21 ), H egel briefly 
indicates the nature of this "realist" metaphysics, the necessity of 
which he has just proclaimed. 

Knowledge knows (kermt) not only itself, but also its Negative, 
[i.e., it knows] its Hmit (Grenze) . To know-or-understand (wissen) 
its li.rrllr means: to know (wissen) how to sacrifice itself. This sacri­
fice (Aufopferung) is the alienation-or-externalization in which 
Spirit represents (darstellt) its becoming Spirit in the form of a free 
contingent process (Geschehens), by intujtively-contemplating 
(anscha:uend) its pure Self (Selbst) as Time outside of itself, and 
likewise its Given-Being (Sein) as Space. 

The passage contains, first, a sort of "deduction" of Realism, 
which can be misunderstood if taken out of conte~"t. The passage 
is directed against Fichte. And in speaking to Fichte, Hegel uses 
his language here ( Grenze, and so on). Thus, the text seems to 
speak of an act of the Subject, which posits the Object by positing 
its own limit. This seems to be pure Fichte-that is, "Idealism." 
But a careful reading and a comparison of what Hegel says with 
what Fichte says elsewhere shows that this is a polemic. First, it is 
not the I or the Subject (feb) that posits the Object or the limit, 
but Spirit (Geist). Now, Hegel never tires of repeating (and he 
will repeat it again a bit further on) that Spirit is not origin or 
beginning, but end or result. Spirit is revealed Being-that isl a 
unthesis of (objective) Being and its (subjective) Revelation. 
Not the Subject, but Spirit (and therefore Being) posits itself as 
Space and Time, or as we shall shortly see, as Nature (= Sein) 
and History (= Man = Subject= Setbst). ext, Hegel does not, 
like Fichte, say that Knowledge "posits" (setzt) its " limit" (that 
is, the Object). He only says that it "knows" (kennt) its limit. 

Interpretation of the Th ird Part of Choptcr Vlll of Phenomenology of Spirit 

Therefore, Hegel means quite simply to say that Knowledge can 
understand itself-that is, e~-plain or "deduce" itself--only by sup­
posing the existence of a nonknowledge-that is, of a real Object 
or, better, of an Object external to and independent of the Knowl­
edge that reveals it. And this is exactly the opposite of what 
Fichte says. 

Hence there is no "deduction" of Realism in Fichte's sense of 
the word. There is only a "deduction" in the Hegelian sense of the 
word-that is, an a posteriori deduction or a conceptual under­
standing of what is. There is no question, as in Fichte, of deducing 
the Object or the Real from the Subject or the Idea.1 Therefore, 
by starting with Spirit-that is, a synthesis of the real and the 
ideal-Hegel foregoes deducing the one from the other (as he says 
quite plainly in the text that I have cited from the essay of 18ot). 
He posits-chat is, he presupposes-both of them. And he "de­
duces" them only after the fact, from the Spirit which is their 
common result. In other words, he only tries to u.nderstand their 
relation, which is constituted by the becoming of knowledge, by 
starting with what according to him is the established fact of abso­
lutely true knowledge, in which the real and the ideal coincide. 
But he says chat, in finding oneself in possession of the Truth-that 
is, of the "Science" or "System"--one must not forget their origin, 
which is not coincidence, but opposition and interaction of the 
independent real and ideal. One must not believe that if Science is 
Knowledge, Being too is Knowledge (or Subject). Being is Spirit, 
that is, synthesis of Knowledge and the Real. And the "System" 
itself is not a game carried on by the Subject within itself, but the 
result of an interaction between Subject and Object; and thus it 
is a revelation of the Object by the Subject and a realization of the 
Subject in the Object. 

Hegel starts with Spirit, which he says is a "result ." And he 
wants to understand it as a result-that is, co describe it as resulting 
from its own becoming (das Werden des Geistes zum Geiste). 
Since Spirit is the coincidence of Subject and Object (or as Hegel 
says: of the Selbst and the Sein), its becoming is the road that 

1 It is, in fact, absurd to want to "deduce"-that is, to demonstrate-J{ealism. 
For if one could deduce the real from knowledge, Idealism woald be right, and 
there would be no reality independent of knowledge. 
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le.ads toward this coincidence, along which road, consequently, a 
dtfference between the two is maintained, an account of which can 
be given only by a metaphysical Rea/inn. 
H~ving s.aid this, H egel makes two extremely important quali­

ficaoons. Fust, Hegel says that "the becoming of Spirit" has the 
fonn cedes freien zufiilligen Geschehens." Thus he repeats what 
we ~ave known for a long while: namely, that the "deduction" is 
possible only after the fact or a posteriori, as we say. To say that 
?1e Sp.irit's ~e~omi~g is. "contingent and free" is to say that, start­
mg With Splilt wluch lS the end or result of becoming, one can 
~econstruct the path of the becoming, but one can neither foresee 
Jts .~at~ from. its ~eginning, nor deduce the Spirit from it. Since 
Spmt .IS the tdenttty of Being and the Subject, one can deduce 
from tt the earlier opposition of the two and the process that 
overcomes that opposmon. But starting with the initial opposition, 
one can dedu~e neither its .being finally overcome, nor the process 
that le~ds to Jt. And that IS why this process (in particular, His­
tory) ts a free (frei) series of contingent (zufiillig) events. 

Secondly, Hegel says that, in its becoming, Spirit (that is, the 
revealed Totality of Being) is necessarily double: it is on the one 
hand Self (Selbst) or Time, and on the other, static Being (Sein) 
or Space. And this is very important. 

First, i~ is .a new ass~rtion of Realism. For it is quite obvious 
that Realism IS necessarily dualist, and that an ontological dualism 
is always "realist!' 2 The whole question is to know how to define 
the two tenns that are ontologically opposed in Realism. Now, 
He?'el sa~s that they must be opposed as Time and Space. And, in 
saymg this, .he somehow.s~s up his whole philosophy and indi­
cates what IS C:WY new m 1t. Now, taken by itself, this assertion 
seem~ parado.nca}. No one has ever thought of dividing the 
totality ~f Bemg mto Space and Time. To the extent that (West­
ern) philosophy has been "realist" or rather "dualist" it has 
divided ~e totality of Being into Subject' and ObJect, into Thought 
and Reality, .and so ~n. But we know that for Hegel Time is the 
Concept. W tth that, mstead of being paradoxical, Hegel's division, 

: 'J}te assenion ~t everything is Object or "matter" is equivalent to the 
assertiOn that everything is Subject or "spirit''; the "materialist" and the "idealist'' 
or "spiritualist'' assenions coincide, because both are equally empty of meaning. 
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quite to the contrary, seems commonplace: it is the Cartesian 
opposition (to mention by name only Descartes) of Extension 
and Thought. But in fact, Hegel made a great discovery when he 
reelaced the tenn "Thought" with the term "Time." But I have 
already tried to show this, and I shall not return to it again. 

The text in question is interesting, however, for yet another 
reason. In it, Hegel identifies Space and Sein, static Given Being; 
this is commonplace and quite Cartesian. On the other hand, the 
identification of T ime and the Selbst (the Self)-that is, Man­
is new. But this is the Hegelian conception of Man = Action = 
Negativity, which we know and need not talk about now. What 
I would like to underline is iliac Hegel here opposes the Self 
(= Time) to Sein (= Space). Man, therefore, is Nicht-sein, 
Nonbeing, Nothingness.11 To oppose Time to Being is to say that 
time is nothingness. And there is no doubt that Time must actually 
be understood as an annihilation of Being or Space. But if Man is 
Time, he himself is Nothingness or anniliilatioo of spatial Being. 
And we know that for Hegel it is precisely in this annihilation of 
Being that consists the Negativity which is Man, that Action of 
Fighting and Work by which Man preserves himself in spatial 
Being while destroying it-that is, while transforming it by the 
creation of hitherto unknown new things into a genuine Past-a 
nonexistent and consequently nonspacial Past. And this Negativity 
-iliac is, this Nothingness nihilating as T ime in Space-is what 
forms the very foundation of specifically human existence-that 
is, truly active or creative, or historical, individual, and free, ex­
istence. This Nothingness, too, is what makes Mao a passerby in 
the spatial World: he is born and he dies in it as Man. Therefore, 
there is a Nature without Man-before Man, and after Man-as 
Hegel will say. 

Finally, when this same text is related to Knowledge, it must 
be said that Man properly so-called-that is, Man opposed to 
single and homogeneous spatial Being, or the historical free Indi­
vidual whom Hegel calls Selbst ("Self")-is necessarily Error and 
not Truth. For a Thought that does not coincide with Being is 

1 Indeed, in the Logik the Totality of Being-that is, Spirit-is defined at the 
outset as Being (Sein) and Nothingness (Nicbts)-that is, as their synthesis, which 
is Becoming. 
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false. Thus, when specifically human error is finally transformed 
into the truth of absolute Science, Man ceases to exist as Man and 
History comes to an end. The overcoming of Man (that is, of 
Time, that is, of Action) in favor of static Being (that is, Space, 
that is, a cure), therefore, is the overcoming of Error in favor of 
Truth. And if History is certainly the history of human errors, 
Man himself is perhaps only an error of arure that "by chance" 
(freedom?) was not immediately eliminated. 

In my opinion, the division of the Totality of revealed Being 
(or as Ilegel says, of Spirit) into Space and Time is neither a para­
dox, nor a commonplace, but a truth discovered by Hegel. And 
if this truth is accepted, it must be said that "Realism" in philosophy 
means, finally, nothing but "Historicism." "Realism" means onto­
logical dualism. And calling the two members of the fundamental 
opposition "Space" and "Time" .introduces the notion of History 
into philosophy, and thus poses not only the problem of an 
Anthropology or Phenomenology of historical Man, but also the 
problem of a Metaphysics and an Ontology of History. To say 
that philosophy must be "realist," therefore, is in the final analysis 
to say that it must take account and give an account of the fact of 
History. 
· Ana I believe that this is quite true: If per impossible, what is 
called omologically " egarivicy," metaphysically "Time" or "His­
tory," and anthropologically "Action," did not exist, Idealism 
(= Monism) would be right: it would be superfluous to oppose 
Being to Thought ontologically, and hence there would be no 
need to go beyond Parmenides. As a matter of fact, I do not 
believe that the Real properly so-called can be defined otherwise 
than it has been by Maine de Biran (among others): the Real is 
what resists. Now, it is perfectly wrong to believe that the Real 
resists Thought. In point of fact, it does not resist it: it does not 
even resist false thought; and, as for true thought, it is precisely a 
coincidence witl1 the Real.' The Real resists Action, and not 
Thought. Consequently, there is true philosophical "Realism" only 
where philosophy takes account and gives an account of Action-

4 Indeed, if I say I can pass through this wall, the wall by no means resists 
what r say or think: as far as it is concerned, I can say so as long as I please. It 
begins to resist only if 1 want ro realize my thought by Action-that is, if I 
actually hurl myseli against the walJ. And such is aJways the case. 

Interpretation of the Third Part of Chapter Vlll of Phenomenology of Spirit 

that is, of History-that is, of Time. And therefore philosophical 
"ReaJism," or better, "Dualism," does .indeed mean: "Temporalism" 
or "Historicism." ~ 

But let us return to the text. 
Having opposed given Being or Space to the Self or Time, 

Hegel specifies the nature of the two opposed entities, speaking 
.first of Space (page 563, lines 21-2 5): 

This just-mentioned becoming of Spirit [namely], Nature, is its liv­
ing immediate becoming. Nature, [that is,] the alienated-or-exter­
nalized Spirit, is in its empirical-existence nothing [else] but the 

o It is meaningless to oppose the knowing Subject to the Object which is 
known, as "ReaJism" ordinarily does. For, having opposed them. one no longer 
Ullderstands their union or coincidence in true knowledge. If one wants to rake 
account of the "real," one must not oppose the (natural) World to a "Subject," 
situated who knows where, and whose sole function is ro know this World- that 
is, to reveal it by discourse or concept. One must not oppose Being to Thought 
or to the knowing Subject. One muse oppose natural Being to brmum Being. 
Or, to use Hegel's language: on the phenomenological level, Sein is opposed ro 
Selbst; on the metaphysical level, Space co Time; on the oncological level, Identity 
to egacivity. In other words, one must see something else in Man besides a 
knowing Subject; and one must oppose Man to the (natural) World precisely to 
the extent that he is this other thing (Arnleres) . 

True knowledge-and that is what we generally taJk about-is selfless (selbst­
los)-that is, inhuman. In it, the Subject (Thought, Concept, and so on) coincides 
with the Object. And we can say that the Object is what reveals itseli to itseli 
in and by this knowledge. Indeed, let us suppose that a man WJderstood as 
"knowing subject" is reduced to the (adequate) understanding of a single par­
ticular reaJity: the reality "dog," for example. Then, he would be nothing other 
than the revelation of this reality "dog." This is to say that we would be faced 
with the rev~led reality "dog." In other words, we would be faced with the 
dog that is conscious of itself, and not a 111f1'1l who is acquiring knowledge of the 
dog. And in this case we would be faced with a true dog (a natural being) and 
not a man in canine form. Purring it otherwise, to use Hegel's language, there 
would only be (dumb) Sentiment of seli (Selbst-gefiihl) and not (speaking) 
ConscitnU11ess of seli (Selbst-bewusstsein). Or, to put it otherwise again, the 
concept would be embodied in the thing that it re,eaJs and would not exist out­
side of it as word. Hence "ReaJism" would not be meaningful, since there would 
be no separation between the Subject and the Object. 

For there to be ''Realism," the concept (knowledge) must be opposed to the 
thing (the object). Now, it is only Jmrmm or "subjective" knowledge thnc opposes 
itself co the object co which it is related, by being materialized outside of the 
object in discourse. But this "subjective" knowledge is by de.fi.n.ition a knowledge 
that does not coincide with the object. Therefore, it is a false knowledge. The 
problem which calls for a "realist" solution, therefore, is the problem of error 
and not of trudl. Now, citing the fact of error makes it necessary to pose the 
problem of itS origin. And, clearly, passive cognitive contemplation, which opens 
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eternal alienation-or-externalization of its stable-continuity (Beste­
hens) and the [dialectical] movement which produces the Subject. 

Sein or Space is Narure, the nonconscious natural World. And 
this World is eternal in the sense that it is outside of Time. arure 
is the ewige Entiiusserung of the Spirit. H ere too there is becoming 
(Werden) or movement: bot as in Descartes, rhe movement in 
question is nontemporal or geometrical; and the natural changes 
(biological coming into being) do not transform the essence of 
Nature, which therefore remains eternally identical to itself. This 
narural "movement" ("evolution") produces, to be sure, the "S·ttb­
jekt"-that is, Man, or more exactly, the animal that will become 
~an. But Man, once constituted in his human specificity, opposes 
~unself to Nature and rhus engenders a new becoming which csscn­
ttaliy transforms natural given Being and is the Time that anni­
hilates it-i.e., he engenders the history of negating Action. 

Hegelian "Realism," therefore, is not only ontological, but also 
met~physical. ~arure is independent of Man. Being eternal, it 
subsiStS before him and after him. It is in it that he is born as we 
have just seen. And as we shall soon see, Man who is T~e also 
disappears in spatial Nature. For this Narure mrvives Time.4 

itself to the object and makes it accessible, cannot explain the origin of error that 
eludes and conceals the object. U, then, the seat of error or false knowledge, or 
rather, knowledge opposed to the object, is man or the "subject," he must have 
something else for suppon in addition to passive contemplation of the given. 
And this other thing, in Hege~ is called Negariviry, Time, and Action (Tat, Tun, 
H and~ln). (Hence it is not by chance that man makes errors when he loses his 
san~·froid, hurries, or hasn' t enough time, or when he obStinately persists in 
saymg no). 

Therefore, "Realism" is meaningful only to the extent that one opposes the 
na_rural World or given Being (S~in) revealed by the Concept-that is, Being 
w1~h the Knowledge of Being-ro Man understood as Action that negates given 
~~~g. To put it otl1erwisc, it can also be said that Knowledge (Revelation) is 
mdifferently related both to natural Being and to human Being, both to Space 
and to Time, both to Identiry and to Negativiry; hence there is no opposition 
between Being and Knowledge; an opposition exists only between (known) 
natural Being or Sein, and (known) htrman Being or Tun· as for error and "sub­
jective" knowledge in general-they presuppos~ this omoiogical opposition. 

e The disappearance of Man at the end of History, therefore, is not a cosmic 
catastrophe: the natural World remains what it has been from all erem.iry. And 
therefore, it is not a biological catastrophe either: Man remains alive as animal 

..in harmony with Nature or given Being. What disappears is Man properly so­
called-that is, Action negating the given, and Error, or in general, the Subject 

Interpretation of the Third Part of Chopter VIII of Phenomenology of Spirit 

Sein or Raum is eternal, or rather nontemporal, Narure. The 
opposite entity, which is Selbst (that is, Man) or Zeit, is nothing 
other than History. 

This is what Hegel now says (page 563, lines 26-30): 

As for the other aspect of the Spirit's becoming, [which is] History, 
[it] is the becoming which knows-or-understands [and which] 
mediates itself;-[it is] Spirit alienated-or-externalized in (an) Time. 
But this alienation-or-extemalization is just as much the alienation-or­
externalization of irself;-the negative-or-negating-entity (Negative) 
is the negative-or-negating-entity of itself. 

The Selbst-that is, Man properly so-called or the free Indi­
vidual, is T ime; and Time is History, and only History. (Which, 

opposed to the Object. In point of fact, the end of human Time or History­
that is, the definitive annihilation of Man properly so-called or of the free and 
historical Individual-means quite simply the cessation of Action in the full sense 
of the term. Practically, this means: the disappearance of wars and bloody revo­
lutions. And also the disappearance of Philosophy; for since Man himself no 
longer changes essentially, there is no longer any reason to change the (uue) 
principles which are at the basis of his understanding of the World and of him­
self. But all the rest can be preserved indefinitely; art, love, play, etc., etc.; in 
shon, everything that makes Man happy. Let us recall that this Hegelian theme, 
among many others, was taken up by Marx. History properly so-called, in which 
men ("classes") fight among themselves for recognition and fight against Nature 
by work, is called in Marx "Realm of necessity" (Reich d" NoMJJnJdigk~it); 
b~yond (jms~its) is situated the "Rea.lm of freedom" (Reich d" Freiheit), in 
which men (murually recognizing one another without reservation) no longer 
fight, and work as little as possible (Nature having been definitively mastered­
that is, harmonized with Man). Cf. Das Kapital, Book ill, Olapter ~. end of the 
second paragraph of i IU. 

Note to th~ S~cond Edition 
The text of the preceding note is ambiguous, not to say contradictory. U one 

accepts "the disapp~artmce of Man at the end of History," ii one assens that 
"Man remains alive as animal,'' with the specification that ''what disappears is 
Man properly so-called," one cannot say that "all the rest can be preserved 
indefinitely: art, love, play, etc." If Man becomes an animal again, his arts, his 
loves, and his play must also become purely "natural" again. Hence it would 
have to be admitted that after the end of History, men would constrUct their 
edifices and works of art as birds build their nests and spiders spin their webs, 
would perform musical concertS after the fashion of frogs and cicadas, would play 
Like young animals, and would indulge in love like adult beasts. But one cannot 
then say that all this "makes Man happy." One would have to say that post-his­
torical animals of the species Homo sapiens (which will live amidst abundance and 
complete securiry) will be content as a result of their artistic, erotic and playful 
behavior, inasmuch as, by definition, they will be contented with it. But there is 
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furthermore, is das wissende Werden, "the knowing becoming" 
of the Spirit-that is, in the final analysis, philosophical evolution.) 
And Man is essentially Negativity, for Time is Becoming-that 
is, the annihilation of Being or Space. Therefore Man is a othing­
ness that nihilates and that preserves itself in (spacial) Being only 
by negating being, this egation being Action. ow, if Man is 

egariviry-that is, Time-he is not eternal. Ile is born and he 
dies as Man. H e is "das Negative seiner selbst," Hegel says. And 
we known what that means: Man overcomes himself as Action 
(or Se/bst) by ceasing to oppose himself to the vVorld, after creat­
ing in it the universal and homogeneous State; or to put it other­
wise, on the cognitive level: Man overcomes himself as Error (or 
"Subject" opposed to the Object) after creating the Truth of 
"Science." 

In the following texts which end Chapter VIII and thus the 
Phenomenology as a whole, H egel states his concepcion of History 

more. "The definitive annihilation of Man properly so-called" also means the 
definitive disappearance of human Discourse (Logos) in the strict sense. Animals 
of the species I I orno sapi1!11S would react by conditioned reflexes to vocal signals 
or sign "language,'' and thus their so-called "discourses" would be like what is 
supposed to be the "language" of bees. \Vhat would disappear, then, is not only 
Philosophy or the search for discursive WISdom, but also that vVisdom itself. 
ror in these post-hisrorical animals, there would no longer be any "[discursive] 
tmderttanding of the \Vorld and of self." 

At the period when I wrote the above note (19~), M.an's rerum to animality 
did not appear unthinkable ro me as a prospect for the future (more or less 
near) . But shortly afterwards ( r94B) I understood that the Hegelli.n-Maaist ewl 
of History was not yet to come, but was already a present, here and no,y. 
a&serving what was raking place around me and reflecting on wh:ar had taken 
place in the world since the Battle of Jena, I understood that Hegel was right 
to see in this battle the end of History properly so-called. In and by this battle 
the vanguard of humanity virtually attained the limit and the aim, that is, the 
end, of Man's historical evolution. '\iVhar has happened since then was but an 
extension in space of the uruversal revolutionary force actualized in France by 
Robespierre-Napoleon. From the authentically historical point of view, the two 
world wars with their retinue of lnrge and small revolutions had only the effect 
of bringing the backward civilizations of the peripheral provinces into line with 
the mosr advanced (real or virtual) European historical positions. rJ the sovietiza­
tion of Russia and the communization of China arc anything more than or 
different from the democratization of imperial Germany (by way of Hitlerism) 
or the accession of Togoland to independence, nay, the self-determination of the 
Papuans, it is only because the Sino-Soviet actualization of Robespierrian Bona­
partism obliges post-Napoleoruc Europe to speed up the elimination of the numer­
ous more or less :machronistic sequels to irs pre-revolutionary past. Already, 
moreover, this process of elimination is more advanced in the Nonh American 
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precisely. And this shows that, for Hegel, the introduction of 
History into philosophy is his principal and decisive discovery. 

First, Hegel says the following (page 563, lines 3o-39): 
This becoming [that is, History] represents (stellt dar) a [dialecti­
cal] sluggish-and-inen (triige) movement and succession of Spirits. 
[It is] a gallery of images, each one of which, [being] endowed 
with the complete richness of spirit, moves with such sluggishness­
and-inertia precisely because the Self musr make its way into and 
digest this total richness of its substance. Given that the completion­
or-perfection of Spirit consists in the Knowledge-or-understanding 
of what it is, [that is, of] its substance,-this Knowledge is its act­
of-going-inside-of-itself in which it leaves its empirical-existence and 
transmits its concrete-form to internalizing-Memory (Erinnenmg). 

This is plain, and there is little to add: Each stage of Becoming-
that is, each historical World-is "mit dem vollstandigen R eichtum 
des Geistes artsgestattet." This is to say: never, at any moment of 

extensions of Europe than in Europe itself. One can even say that, from a certain 
point of view, the Uruted States has already :attained the final stage of Marxist 
"commurusm," seeing that, practically, all the members of a "classless society" can 
from now on appropriate for themselves everything that seems good to them, 
without thereby working any more than tl1cir heart dictates. 

Now, several voyages of comparison made (between 1948 and 1958) to the 
United States and the U.S.S.R. gave me the impression that if the Americans give 
the appearance of rich Sino-Soviei:S, it is because the Russians and the Chinese 
are only Americans who arc still poor but are rapidly proceeding to get richer. 
I was led to conclude from this th11t the "American way of life" was the rypc 
of life specific to the post-historical period, the acrual presence of the United 
States in the World prefigurini the "eternal present" future of aD of humanity. 
Thus, Man's return to anim:ality appeared no longer as :1 possibility that was yet 
to come, but as a certainty that was already present. 

It was following a recent voyage to Japan (1959) that I had a radical change 
of opinion on this point. There I was able ro observe a Society that is one of a 
kind, because it alone has for almOSt three centuries experienced life at the "end 
of History"-th:at is, in the absence of all civil or external war (following the 
liquidation of feudalism by the roruricr Hideyoshi and the arti.ficial isolation of 
the country conceived and realized by his noble successor Yiyeasu). Now, the 
existence of the Japanese nobles, who ceased to risk their lives (even in duel) 
and yec did not for that begin to work, was anything but animal. 

"Post-historical" Japanese civiliz.1rion undertook ways diametrically opposed 
to the "American way." No doubt, there were no 1onger in Japan any Religion, 
Morals, or Polities in the "European" or "historical" sense of these words. But 
Snobbery in irs pure form created disciplines negating the "natural" or "animal" 
given which in effectiveness far surpassed those that arose, in Japan or elsewhere, 
from "historical" Action-th:lt is, from warlike and revolutionary Fighi:S or from 
forced vVork. To be sure, the peaks (equalled nowhere else) of specifically Japa-
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Time, is there a Spirit existing outSide of the human historical 
World. Therefore, there is no transcendence; History is the be­
coming of Spirit, and the Spirit is nothing but this historical 
becoming of Man. 

As for the goal of H istory-it is Wissen, Knowledge of self­
that is, Philosophy (which finally becomes Wisdom). Man creates 
an historical ' Vorld only in order to know what this World is 
and thus to ·understand himself in it. Now, I have already said 
that the concept "Dog," for example, can break away from the 
real dog and be materialized in the word "Dog," or, in ocher words, 
that there can be conceptual or discursive knowledge (Wissen) 
of the dog, only because the dog dies or becomes Past. And such 
is also the case, as Hegel has just said, for Man and his historical 
World. One can understand an historical World only because it is 
historical-that is, temporal and consequently finite or mortal. 
For one understands it truly-that is, conceptually or philosophi­
cally-only in "Erinnenmg": it is the me1nory (Erinnerung) 
of a past real which is the internalization (Er-innerung) of this 
real-i.e., the passing of its "meaning" (or "essence") from the 

nese snobbery-the Noh Theater, the ceremony of rea, and the art of bouquets 
of flowers-were and still remain the exclusive prerog3tive of the nobles and the 
rich. But in spite of persistent economic and political inequalities, all japanese 
without exception are currently in a position to live according to totally for­
malized values-that is, values completely empty of all "human" content in dte 
"historical" sense. Thus, m the extreme, every j apanese is in principle capable 
of committing, from pure snobbery, a perfectly "gratWtous" suicide (the classical 
epee of the samurai can be replaced by an airplane or a torpedo), which has 
nothing to do with the risk of life in a Fight waged for the sake of "hlstorical" 
values that have social or political content. This seems to allow one to believe 
that the recently begun interaction between japan and the Western \Vorld will 
finallY: lead not to a rebarbariution of the Japanese but to a "Japaniution" of 
the Wescemers (including the Russians) . 

Now, since no animal can be a snob, every "Japanized" post-historical period 
would be specifically human. Hence there would be no "definitive annihilation of 
Mao properly so-called,'' as long as there were animals of the species H(llno 
sapiens that could serve as the "natural" support for what is hwnan in men. But, 
as 1 said in the above Nore, an "animal that is in harmony with Nature or given 
Being" is a living being th:Jt is in no way human. To remain human, Man must 
remain a "Subject opposed to the Object," even if "Accion negating the given 
and Error" disappears. This means that, while henceforth speaking in an adequate 
fashion of everything that is given to him, post-historical Man must continue to 
detach "form" from "content,'' doing so no longer in order actively to tranS­
form the latter, but so that he may oppose himself as a pure "form" to himself 
and to others taken as "content" of any son. 
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it is the conceptual or philosophical understanding of the past that 
is preserved in and by this "naive" Memory, this understanding 
being the Phenomenology . It follows that for Hegel, the Phe­
nomenology cannot be understood without a previous knowledge 
of real history, just as history cannot be truly understood without 
the Phenomenology. It was right for me, then, to talk about 
Athens, Rome, Louis XIV .. . and Napoleon, in my interpretation 
of the Phenomenology. As long as one does not see the historical 
facts to which this book is related, one understands nothing of 
what is said in it. But the Phenomenology is something other than 
a "universal history" in the common sense of the word. History 
narrates events. The Phenomenology expJains them or makes them 
understandable, by revealing their human meaning and their neces­
sity . This is to say that it reconstructs ("deduces") the real his­
torical evolution of humanity in its humanly essential traits. It 
reconstructs them a priori, by "deducing" them from anthropo­
genetic Desire (Begierde) that is directed toward another Desire 
(and thus is Desire for Recognition) and that realizes itself through 
Action (T at) negating given-Being (Sein) . But, once more, this 
"a priori" construction can be carried out only after the fact. It is 
1irs.t necessary that real History be completed; n~x:t, it must be 
narrated to Man;7 and only then can the Philosopher, becoming a 
Wise mao, ... understand it by reconstructing it "a priori" in the 
Phenomenology. And this same phenomenological understanding 
of History is what transforms the Philosopher into a Wise man; 
for it is what definitively overcomes T ime, and thus makes possible 
the adequate revelation of completed and perfect, that is, eternal 
and immutable, Being-a revelation effected in and by the Logik. 

One more remark, concerning the quotation from Schiller (taken 
from his poem "Freundschaft") with which the Phenomenology 
ends. T his is not a word-for-word quotation. And the modifica­
tions made (consciously or not) by Hegel are revealing. 

I shall not dwell on the fact that Hegel says "G eisterreich" 
instead of "Seelenreich," although this substitution (which is very 
'"modern") is extremely signilicant. What is especially important 

1 Moreover, there is no real history without historical memory-that is, with­
out oral or written Memoirs. 

Interpretation of the Third Part of Chapter VIII of Phenomenology of Spirit 

is that Hegel says "dieses Geisterreich" instead of "das ganze 
Seelenreich." By this change, he means J.Q.. exclude the "Angels" of 
which Schiller speaks; he means to underline that eternal or infinite 
Being-that is, the absolute Spirit (which, in Schiller, is God), 
arises solely from the totality of human or historical existence. 
Therefore, the temporal past of eternal Being is human, and only 
human. If one wants to talk about "God" in Hegel, therefore, one 
must not forget that this "God's" past is Man: it is a Man wllo has 
become "God," and not a God who has become Man (and who, 
moreover, again becomes God). And the third modification of 
Schiller's text by Hegel has the same meaning. Schiller says: "die 
Uneodlichkeit"; Hegel writes: "seine Unendlichkeit." T hus the 
Phenomenology ends with a radical denial of all transcendence. 
Revealed-infinite-eternal-Being-that is, the absolute Spirit-is the 
infinite or eternal being of this same Being that existed as universal 
History. This is to say that the Infinite in question is Man's infinite. 
And hence the "Science" that reveals this infinite-Being is a Science 
of Man in two ways: on the one hand, it is the result of History­
that is, a product of Man; and on the other, it talks about Man: 
about his temporal or historical becoming (in the Phenomenology), 
and about his eternal being (in the Logik) . T herefore "Science" 
is indeed Selbst-bewusstsein, and not Bewusstsein. And the Wise 
Man, as he comes to the end of the Phenomenology, can say that 
the "Science" properly so-called that he is now going to develop 
(in the Logik) is truly his Science or his Knowledge. 

But, as I have already said several times, the Wise Man can 
speak of Science as his Science only co the extent that he can speak 
of death as his death. For, as he proceeds to the L ogik, the Wise 
Man c011zpletely abolishes T ime- that is, History-that is, his own 
truly and specifically human reality, which already in the Phe­
nomenology is but a past reality: he definitively abandons his reality 
as a free and historical Individual, as Subject opposed to the Object, 
or as Man who is essentially something other (Anderes) than 
Nature. 

H egel himself knows this full well. And he knew it at least as 
early as 18oz. For in his essay of 1802 entitled Glauben und Wissen, 
there is a passage in which he plainly says so, and which I would 
like to cite in ending my commentary on the Phenomenology. 
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it implies a negative or negating element: namely, the active nega­
tion of the given, the negation which is at the foundation of every 
bloody fight and of all so-called "physical" work. 

Hegel does not need a God who would reveal the truth to him. 
And to find the trurh, he does not need to hold dialogues with 
"the men in the city," or even to have a "discussion" with himself 
or to "meditate" a Ia Descartes. (Besides, no purely verbal mscus­
sion, no solitary meditation, can lead to the truth, of which Fight­
ing and Work are the only .. criteria.n) lie can find it all alone, 
while sitting tranquilly in the shade of those "trees" which taught 
Socrates nothing, but which teach Hegel many things about them­
selves and about men. But all this is possible only because there 
have been cities in which men had mscussions against a background 
of fighting and work, while they worked and fought for and 
because of their opinions (cities, moreover, which were surrounded 
by these same trees whose wood was used in their construction). 
H egel no longer discusses because he benefits from the discussion 
of those who preceded him. And if, having nothing more to do, 
he has no method of his own, it is because he profits from all the 
actions effected throughout history. His thought simply reflects 
~he Real. But he can do so only because the Real is dialectical­
that is, imbued with the negating action of fighting and work, 
which engenders thought and discourse, causes them to move, and 
finally realizes their perfect coincidence with the Real which they 
are supposed to reveal or to describe. In short, Ilegel does not need 
a dialectical method because the truth which he incarnates is the 
final result of the real or active malectic of universal History, 
which his thought is content to reproduce through his discourse. 

From Socrates-Plato until Hegel, Dialectic was only a philo­
sophical method without a counterpart in the real. In H egel there 
is a real Dialectic, but the philosophical method is that of a pure 
and simple description, which is dialectical on ly in the sense that 
it describes a dialectic of reality. 

In order better to understand the meaning of and the reason for 
this truly revolutionary transposition, one must be willing to make 
the philosophical experiment which H egel proposes to the reader 
of the Phenomenology in its first Chapter. Look at your watch, he 
says, and note that it is, let us say, noon. Say it, and you will have 
enunciated a truth. Now write this truth on a piece of paper: "Ic 

186 



INTRODUCTION TO THE READINC OF H~CEL 

is more than a reality: it is a revealed reality; it is the reality plus the 
revelation of the reality through discourse. T herefore, in the heart 
of the truth, there is a difference between the real and the dis­
course which reveals it. But a difference is actualized in the form 
of an opposition, and a discourse opposed to the real is, precisely, 
an error. Now a difference that was never actualized would not 
really be a difference. Therefore, there is really a truth only where 
there has been an error. But error exisrs really only in the form of 
human discourse. If man, then, is the only one who can err really 
and live in error, he is also the only one who can incarnate truth. 
If Being in its totality is not only pure and simple Being (Sein), 
but Truth, Concept, Idea, or Spirit-this is only because it implies 
in its real existence a human or articulate reality, which is capable 
of erring and of correcting its errors. Without Man, Being would 
be mute: it would be there (Dasein), but it would not be true 
(das W ahre) . 

The example given by Hegel shows how man manages to create 
and to preserve an error in Nature. Another example, which is not 
found in Hegel but which illustrates his thought well, permits us 
to see how man succeeds in transforming into truth the error 
which he was able to preserve as error in the real. 

Let us suppose that, in the Middle Ages, a poet wrote in a 
poem: "at this moment a man is flying over the ocean." This was 
without a doubt an error, and it remained such for many cen­
turies. But if we now reread that sentence, we are most likely 
reading a truth, for it is almost certain that at this moment some 
aviator is over the Adantic, for example. 

We previously saw that Nature (or given Being) can make a 
human truth false (which man nonetheless succeeds in preserving 
indefinitely as error) . And now we see that man can transform 
his own error into truth.6 H e began with an error (whether volun­
tary or not is unimportant) by speaking of the terrestrial animal 
of the species homo sapiens as a flying animal; but he finished with 
the statement of a truth by speaking of the flight of an animal of 
that species. And it was not the (erroneous) discourse that changed 

o One could say that, by inventing the airplane, man corrects the "error'' of 
Nature, which created him without wings. But that would only be a mecapbo.r: 
to say that is to anthropomorphize Naru.re. E.rro.r, and hence truth, exists only 
where d1ere is language (Logos). 
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Inversely, one can truly create only by negating the given real. 
For this real is somehow omnipresent and dense, since there is 
nothing (nothing but Nothingness) outside of it or other than it; 
hence there is, so to speak, no place for newness in the World; 
rising up from Nothingness, newness can penetrate into Being and 
exist only by taking the place of given-Being-that is, by negating 
1[, 

In the dialectical interpretation of Man-i.e., of Freedom or 
Action-the terms "negation" and "creation" must, moreover, be 
taken in the full sense. What is involved is not replacing one given 
by another given, but overcoming the given in favor of what does 
not (yet) exist, thus realizing what was never given. This is to say 
that Man does not change himself and transform the World for 
himself in order to realize a conformity to an "ideal" given to him 
(imposed by God, or simply "innate"). !Je geates and creates 
himself because he negates and negates himself "~thout a_precon­
ceive~.": he becomes other solely because he no longer wants 
to be the same. And it is only because he no longer wants to be 
what he is that what he will be or will be able to be is an "ideal" 
for him, "justifying" his negating or creative action-i.e., his 
change-by giving it a "meaning." Generally speaking, Negation, 
Freedom, and Action do not arise from thought, nor from con­
sciousness of self or of external things; on the contrary, thought 
and consciousness arise from Negativity wlllch realizes itself and 
"reveals" itself (through thought in Consciousness) as effective 
free action. 

In fine, Negativity (or Freedom) which realizes and manifests 
itself as creative Action is Man who, while living in the natural 
World, continues to be himself and yet is not always (or "neces­
sarily") the same. H ence we can say that dialectical Anthropology 
is the philosophic science of Man as he appears in the (pre-philo­
sophic) Judaeo-Christian conception-that is, of Man who is sup­
posed ro be able to convert himself, in the full sense of the word, 
or to become essentially and radically other. According to this 
conception, Man who was created perfect can nevertheless radi­
cally pervert this innate or given nature; but essentially perverted 
Man can repudiate the "old Adam" and thus become the "new 
Adam," different from the first but still more perfect than he; 
Man can "overcome" the hereditary sin which nonetheless deter-
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death in combat or by killing himself after his defeat). The Master 
makes the Slave work in order, by the Slave's work, to satisfy his 
own desires, which as such are "natural" or animal desires (in 
satisfying them the Master cliffers from an animal only in that he 
satisfies them without effort, the necessary effort being supplied 
by the Slave; thus, unlike an animal, the Master can live a life of 
"enjoyment"). But, to satisfy those desires of the Master, the Slave 
had to repress his own instincts (to prepare food that he will not 
eat, even though he desires to eat it, and so on), he had to do 
violence to Ius "nature," hence to negate or "overcome" himself 
as given-that is, as animal. Consequently, as an auto-negating Act, 
Work is an auto-creative act: it realizes and manifests Freedom­
that is, autonomy toward the given in general and the given which 
one is oneself; it creates and manifests the humanity of the worker. 
In and by Work, Man negates himself as animal, just as he does 
in and by Fighting. That is why the working Slave can essentially 
transform the natural World in which he lives, by creating in it a 
specifically human technical World. He works according to a 
"project" which does not necessarily result from his own innate 
"nature"; he realizes through work something that does not (yet) 
exist in him, and that is why he can create things that exist nowhere 
else but in the vVorld produced by his work: artifacts or works 
of art-that is, things that Nature never produces. 

The "manufactured objects" created by the active auto-nega­
tions of the working Slave enter into the natural World and hence 
transform it really. In order to preserve himself in the reality of 
this transformed (= humanized) World, the Slave himself must 
change. But since he is the one who transformed the given World 
by working in it, the change which he seems to undergo in conse­
quence is in fact an auto-creation: it is he who changes lUmself, 
who creates himself as other than he was given to lUmself. And 
that is why Work can raise him up from Slavery to Freedom 
(which will, however, be different from the freedom of the idle 
Master) . 

Thus, in spite of appearances, the Slave works for himself (also). 
To be sure, the Master profits from his work. Having negated his 
animal nature by the Risk accepted in the Fight for Recognition, 
the Master realized his humanity. He can therefore, like a Man­
as opposed to an animal-assimilate the specifically human products 
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richet). Man "did not remain an immediate thing" (unmittelbare 
Sac he), Hegel says in that passage, because "he is only what he 
has done" (getan)-that is, because he acted by negating himself 
as given. But he is a concrete reality, which "appears" or "makes 
irself known" (erkennen lasst) through a "sign" (Zeichm), be­
cause he is a product (Werk) produced with the given, in which 
what. is negated, consequently, was preserved. Now, this pres­
ervaaon of what is negated in Man is accomplished in and by the 
remembrance of the very one who negated it. And that is why 
Man is a dialectical human reality only to the extent that he is 
historical, and he is historical only by reme1nbering his past which 
he has surpassed. 

In short, to describe Man as a dialectical entity is co describe 
him as a negating Action that negates the given within which it 
is born, and as a Product created by that very negation, on the 
basis of the given which was negated. And on che "phenomeno­
logical" level this means that human existence "appears" in the 
World as a continuous series of fights and works integrated by 
mmtory-that is, as History in the course of which Man freely 
creates himself. 

Thus H egelian Dialectic gives a philosophic account of the two 
fundamental categories implied in pre-philosophic Judaeo-Christian 
anthropology, which, when secularized, became modern anchro­
p~logy: namely, th~ categories of Freedom and H istoricity. This 
D1a!ecoc ~o perm1ts us .co understand why these rwo categories 
~re m fac.t mseparable. It 1S obvious, indeed, that there is History­
I.e., creaove or unforeseeable evolution--only where there are free 
agents; and that Freedom is realized only by the creation of a 
specifically human, i.e. historical, World. Now, Dialectic shows 
us chat Negativity (= Freedom) differs from Nothingness only 
~o the ~xcent chat it is inserted into Totality (=historical synthesis, 
~ wluch. the furore is incorporated in the present through the 
mtermed1a:y of the past), and that the real is Totality, instead of 
pure. Idenmy~ only to the extent that it implies its own negation 
(whic~, ~rec1sely,. frees it ~rom irself raken as given). History is 
what It 1s-rhat lS, Totality or Synthesis, or, better, creative 
evolution or progress, and nor a pure and simple tautology or an 
"eternal return"-because it is the unity of essentially different 
constituent elemenrs-i.e., elementS created by negatio1l of the 
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elementS which preceded them and hence independent with respect 
to them, or free. 

Now, Judaeo-Christian and modern anthropology (more or less 
explicitly) implies a third fundamental category, inseparable from 
the other two, which is the category of Individuality: in chis an­
thropology Man is a historical free Individual. And Hegel's 
philosophic anthropology acceprs this conception of Man. Thus, 
in the passages cited, there was always a concern for the Individual, 
for human Individuality. 

In contradistinction to an animal, a plant, or an inanimate thing, 
a human being is not only a simple "exemplar" or just another 
representative of a natural "species,'' interchangeable with the ocher 
representatives. (And Hegel often insists on the fact that the 
French expression "une espece de ... ," applied to a man, has a 
pejorative sense.) A man is supposed to be "the only one of his 
kind," by being essenciaHy different from all ocher men. And at 
the same time he is supposed to have, in his irreplaceable unique­
ness, a positive value even more absolute or universal than that 
which belongs to a "species" as such.28 Now, this universal value 
attributed co something absolutely unique is precisely the value 
which characterizes Individuality, since such a value is attributed 
only to it. 

In Hegel's terminology, the Individuality which characterizes 
human exisrence is a synthesis of the Particular and the Universal. 
Insofar as chis existence "manifests" irself on the "phenomenal" 
level, Individuality "appears" as active realization of the specifi­
cally human desire for Recognition (Anerkenne1l). According 
to Hegel, Man is truly human {that is, free and historical) only 
to the extent that he is recog·nized as such by others {at the limit, 
by all ochers) and that he himself recognizes them in turn {for 
one can be truly "recognized" only by a man whom one recog­
nizes oneself). And we can say that social Recognition is what 
distinguishes Man, as spiritual entity, from animals and everything 
that is merely Nature. Now, it is in and by the universal recogni­
tion of human particularity that Individuality realizes and mani­
festS itself. 

28 Thus, for example, it does not seem evil at all to kill or destroy some 
representative or other of t11 animal or vegetable species. But the extermination 
of an entire species is considered almost a crime. 
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in its Identity with itself. And this Particularity is a given or a 
"thesis," or, better, a given-being (Sein). For what exists at the 
beginning (in spite of the opinion of "creationists" of every sort, 
beginning with Plato) is not the Universal, but the Particular: not, 
for example, table in general or any animal whatsoever, but this 
particular table and this particular animal. However (at least in the 
World of which one speaks-that is, in the World in which Man 
lives), one can negate the Particularity of the existing entity by 
detaching it from its given hie et nunc and causing it to move from 
the natural Cosmos into the Universe of discourse. Thus, for 
example, this table, which is now here, can become the "general" 
notion of T able, which in some way exists always and nowhere 
(except "in thought"); and this animal can become the "abstract" 
notion of an Animal. But what constitutes the concrete reality (of 
the World inhabited by Man) is neither the particular entities by 
themselves nor the universal notions which correspond to them, 
taken separately. The concrete reality is the w hole or the Totality 
of particular entities revealed by discourse having universal (or 
true) content, and of general (or better, generic) concepts realized 
in the spatial-temporal World by the hie et nunc of particularities. 
AndiU_s only as particular realization of a universal concept or ~ 
"ree.:_esencative" oLUPecies or kind that a _given real entity is an 

-nindividual" (Likewise, the Concept would be a pure abstrac­
tion-that is, pure nothingness-if it did not correspond to given­
Being; and the identifying Particularity implied in this Being is 
what differentiates general concepts by "individualizing" them.) 

But when it is a matter of purely natural real particular_emities 
(i.e., animals, plants, or inanimate things), the universalizing nega­
tion is accomplished only.. in and by the thought (or Discourse) of 

an-tllat is, outside of the entities themselves. And that is why 
one can say that the natural entity, in itself, is only particular: 
it is universal at the same time, and hence "individual," only 
through and for the Man who thinks or talks about it. Thus 
Individuality (and hence Dialectic in general) can "appear" only 
in the human science of nature, but not in Nature itself. The 
purely natural entity is not, strictly speaking, an Individual: it is 
Individual neither in itself, nor through itself, nor for itself. Man, 
on the contrary, is individual (and hence dialectical) in himself 
and through himself, as well as for himself. He is individual for 
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Let us abstract from the fact that this passage asserts that every 
finite entity is dialectical and is necessarily dialectical. That is an 
imprecision of language or an extremely serious error, which I 
would not want to dwell upon. Let us remember only that, taking 
the context into account, the passage asserts that only a finite entity 
can be dialecticaL that every entity that is (or can be) dialectical 
is necessarily finite in its very being, as well as in its objective 
reality and in its "phenomenal" empirical existence. To say that 
Man is dialectical, therefore, is nor only to say that he is individual, 
free, and historical, bur also to assert that he is §§_entiaJq .finite_ 
Now, the radical finiteness of being and of reality "appe¥s" on 
the human "phenomenal" level as that thing which is called!Death, J 
Consequently to say that Man "reveals" himself as historical free 
Individual (or as "Personality") and that he ''appears" as essen­
tially mortal in the strict and full sense of the term is to express 
one and the same thing in different ways: a historical free indi­
vidual is necessarily mortal, and a truly mortal being is always a 
historical free individual. 

To remove the paradoxical aspect of this assertion, it mUst im­
mediately be said that for Hegel human death is something essen­
tially other than the finiteness of purely natural beings. Death is a 
dialectical finiteness. The dialectical being-that is, Man-is the 
only one who is mortal in the strict sense of the word. The death 
of a human being is essentially different from the "end" of an 
animal or plant, as well as the "disappearance" of a thing by simple 
"wear and tear." 

In a fragment of the young Hegel (1795?), devoted to an 
analysis of Love (edited by NoW, H egels theologische ]ugend­
schriften, Tlibingen, 1907), we find a passage relating to death , in 
which the principle themes which he was to develop later already 
appear (page 3 79, last paragraph, and page 381): 

Given that Love is a sentiment (Gefuhl) of the living (Lebendigen), 
Lovers can distinguish themselves [from one another] only in the 
sense that they are mortal, [that is, in the sense] that they think this 
possibility of separation, [and] not in the sense that something may 
really be separated, not in the sense that a possibility joined to an 
existing being (Sein) is a reality (Wirkliches) . There is no [raw or 
given) matter in Lovers [as Lovers], they are a living Whole [or a 
spiritual Whole, for at that time Hegel identified Life and Spirit]; 
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[that] Lovers have an independence-or-autonomy (Selbstiindigkeit) , 
[a] proper-or-autonomous (eigerzes) vital-principle, means only: 
they can die. A plant has salts and earthy pans, which bring with 
them their own or autonomous laws for their action; [a plant] is 
the reflection of a foreign-entity (Fremden), and one can only say: 
a plant can be corrupted (or rot, verwesen). But Love tends to over­
come dialectically (aufzuheben) even this distinction-or-differentia­
tion (Unterscheidung), this possibility [taken) as pure (blosse) 
possibility, and to give unity to mortality (Sterbliche) itself, to make 
it immortal ... This results in the following stages: a single inde­
pendent unit (Einige), beings that are separated from one another, 
and those that are again made into a unit (Wiederoereinigte). The 
newly reunited are again separated, but in the child the union 
(Vereinigung) itself remains without separation (ungetrerznt 
worden). 

To understand the whole bearing of this "romantic" text, one 
must know that, at the time when it was written, ?egel for a 
while believed he had found tJle sEeci.fically human content of 
Man's existencein Love, and that it was by analyzing the relation-

s hip of Love that he first described the Dialec.tic of this existen~e, 
which distinguishes it from purely natural CXlStence. To descnbe 
Man as Lover was then, for Hegel, to describe Man as specifically 
huma n and essentially different from the animal. 

In t~ Phenomenology, Love and .the. desire for love have b.e­
come Desire £or recQg!lition and F1ghung to the death for 1ts 
satisfacti~ith all that follows from it-that is, History which 
ends in the coming of the satisfied Citizen and the Wise Man. 
Mutual Recognition in Love has become social and political Recog­
nition through Action. And therefore the "phenomenal" Dialectic 
is described no longer as a dialectic of love, but as a histor ical 
dialectic, in which the objective realization ( V erwirklichu.ng) of 
Recognition in the sexual act and the child (~entio~ed. in the ~ast 
sentence of the passage cited) is replaced by Its ob)ecuve realiza­
tion in Fighting, Work, and historical progress ending in the Wise 
Man.82 In the Phenomenology, "the single independent unit" of 

a2 The "romantic" and "vitalist" origins of the dialectic of Recognition and 
Fighting appear clearly in the "formal" description of this dialectic found in the 
Introduction to Chapter IV of the Phenomenology (page 135, second line from 
the bottom-page 138, line zo). The close ties to the passage cited above from his 
youthful writing are obvious. Love (human Love) too is a desire for Recognition: 
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the passage just cited is Man (or, more exactly, pre-human man) 
before the Fight, animated by the Desire for Recognition, which 
(in the beginning) is the same for all men. "The beings that are 
separated from one another" are the Master and the Slave who are 
created in and by the " first" Fight, and who are essentially different 
from one another. Finally, the "newly reunited" is no longer 
either the sexual act or the child, bur the satisfied Citizen and the 
Wise Man, who "symhetize" Mastery and Slavery, and who result 
from the whole of humanity's historical evolution, as integrating 
totality of the "dialectical movement" of Fighting and Work. 
Generally speaking, the complete and adequate "revelation" of the 
dialectical human reality is no longer Love, which is a unified 
total given "sentiment of the living," but Wisdom or Science-

the lover wanes to be loved, that is, recognized as absolute or universal value in 
-liis very particularity, which distinguishes him from all others. H ence Love realizes 
(to a certain e:ttent) lndividualicy, and that is why it can (to a certain extent) 
procure Satisfaction. In any case it is a speciiically human phenomenon, for in 
Love one desires another desire (the love of the ~er) and not an empirical 
real icy (as, fbrcxample, when one simply "desires" someone) . \Vhat Hegel (im­
plicitly) reproaches Love for in the Phenomenology is on d1e one hand its "pri­
vate" chancter (one can be loved by only a very few persons, whereas one can 
be universally recognized), and on the oilier hand its ' 'lack of seriousness," since 
Risk of life is absent (only mis Risk is a troly objective realization of the specifi­
cally human content which essentiaUy distinguishes Man from me animal). ot 
presupposing Risk, Love <= amorous Recognition) does not presuppose Action 
in general. Therefore it is not Action (Tun) or Product ( lVerk) that are recog­
nized in Love as absolute values, bot gi\'eo-Being (Sein)-i.e., precisely mat 
which is not truly human in Mao. (As Goethe said: one loves a man not because 
of what he does but for what he is; that is why one can love a dead man, for the 
man who docs O'Uly notlling would alre:ady be like a dead man; that is also why 
one can love an animal, without being able to "recognize" me animal: let us 
remember that there have never been duels between a man and an animal-or a 
woman; let us also remember that it is "unworthy of a man" to dedicate himself 
entirely to love: the legends of H ercules, Samson, and so on.) Consequently, 
even a man "happy in love" is not fully "satisfied" as long as he is not universally 
"recognized." In accepting the point of view of me Phenomenology, one would 
have to say that Man can truly love (which no animal can do) only because he 
has already created himself beforehand as human being through tl1e Risk incurred 
in a Fight for Recognition. And mat is why only Fighting and W ork (born from 
the Desire for Recognition properly so-called) produce a specifically human 
objective-reality ( W irklichkeit), a technical and social, or better, historical, 
World; the objective-reality of Love is purely narural (sexual act, birth of the 
child): its human content always remains purely internal or private (innerlich). 
History, and not Love, is what creates Man; Love is only a secondary "mani­
festation" of Man who already exiSts as human being. 

244 

The Dialectic of tll6 Real and the Pllenomerwlogic<ll Metl1od in Hegel 

that is, the discursive or conceptual understanding of the Totality 
of Being given to Man and created by him. 

But in both "phenomenological" descriptions of the human Dia­
lectic, death plays a primordial role. For already, in rhe writing 
of his youth, H egel asserts that Lovers (who "manifest'' the human 
in Man) can distinguish themselves, the one from the other, and 
from everything that is not they, only to the extent that they are 
mortal: and this is to say that ir is only as mortals that they 
possess an Individuality, since Individuality necessarily implies and 
presupposes a Particularity which is "the only one of its kind in 
the world." Likewise, it is only thanks to death that Lovers have 
an independent or autonomous, or better, free existence. Finally, 
it is again because of the mortality of Lovers that Love realizes 
itself as dialectical "re-union" of the "beings that are separated"­
that is, as Synthesis or Totality unfolded and integrated in Time, 
in the form as a series of consecutive generations or a historical 
evolution (the "Synthesis" of Lovers being the Child). Now, we 
know that, in his mature writings, H egel maintains this indissolu­
ble bond between Death on the one hand, and Individuality, Free­
dom, and IJistoricity on the other. 

But what is especially important to underline is that the " roman­
tic" text radically opposes the death of Man (= of Lovers) to the 
simple disappearance or "decomposition" of purely natural entities 
(everything that Ilegel says there about plants applies to animals 
and inanimate things as well). The finiteness and acrual disappear­
ance of narural entities (the "death" of an animal, for example) 
are determined, in a necessary and unequivocal fashion, by laws 
that are alien (Fremdes) to them, or, if you will, by the narural 
place (topos) which they occupy in the given Cosmos. The death 
of Man (= of Lovers), on the other hand, is an irmnanerzt law, an 
auto-overco'ming: it is truly his death- that is, something that is 
proper to him and belongs to him as his own, and which can 
consequently be known by him, wanted or negated by him. The 
"death" of the natural being exists only "in itself or for us"­
that is, for Man who is conscious of it: the finite natural being 
itself knows nothing of its own finiteness. Death, on the other 
hand, also exists for Man, it is "in and for itself": Lovers "think 
of the possibility of separation" in and by their death. And that is 
why Man (= Lovers) alone is capable of wanting the infinity and 
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thing but a historical drama whose end is unknown. Seriousness 
enters into a historical situation and transforms a given existential 
situation into a "rustorical" one only ro the extent that Man can 
definitively fail to achieve his human destiny, to the extent that H is­
tory can fail to attain irs end; and dus is possible only if History 
is limited in and by Time, and hence if Man who creates it is 
mortal I t is solely because of the essential finiteness of Man and 
of History that H istory is something otber than a tragedy, if not 
a comedy, played by human actors for the entertainment of the 
gods, who are its authors, who hence lmow irs outcome, and who 
consequently cannot take it seriously, nor truly tragically, just lib 
all the actors themselves when they know that they are playing 
roles that have been given to them. The .finiteness of every rus­
torical action-that is, the possibility of an absolute failure-is 
what engenders the seriousness characteristic of a man's actual 
participation in History: a seriousness that aUows Man who is 
creating History to do without any spectator besides himsel£.38 

In fine, then, human death does indeed present itself as a "mani­
festation" of Man's freedom, individuality, and rusroricity-that 
is, of the "total'' or dialectical character of his being and his exist­
ence. More particularly, death is an "appearance" of Negativity, 
which is the genuine moto.c. of the. .dialectical movement. But if 
death is a marufestation of Man's dialecciciry, it is because it over­
comes him dialectically-that is, while preserving and sublimat-

as The solution proposed by Plato, and taken up by Kant, is not satisfactory 
either. According co Pluo-Kant, each man, although eternal or immonal, chooses 
(outside of Time) a determined particular existence, which he lives for a certain 
time. But it is obvious that such a temporal existence is in no way truly historical. 
The seriousness inheres, at most, in the "transcendental choice": its temporal 
realization is bot a comedy, of which it is hard to say why and for whom it is 
played, the content and the outcome being known ahead of time. Furthermore, 
if the eternal man plays only one temporal role, it is because there is something 
(in fact, God) that prevents him from playing others (especially if the one he 
played turns out badly): therefore he is not free as eternal. Moreover, it is not 
clear why transworldly man chooses one role rather than anothec, nor why be 
chooses a "bad" role (unless he chooses "by chance"-i.e., precisely without any 
freedom at all). Thus Calvin was correct in saying that, in the Platonic hypothesis, 
the choice of role is necessarily d~termined by God, and not by the one who 
seems to make it. FinalJy, if each man can choose any role at alJ, and if the 
exclusion of the roles other than the one he has chosen is imposed on him by 
God, it is God who particularius man's universality, and therefore man is an 
indi11idrull onJy for and through God. 
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thing, chat he is essentially temporal in his very being, which thus, 
in truth, is action (ontological level) . u 

In summary: 
Hegelian Dialectic is not a method of research or of philosophical 

exposition, but the adequate description of the strUctttre of Being, 
and of the realization and appearance of Being as well. 

To say that Being is dialectical is first to say (on the ontological 
level) chat it is a Totality that implies Identity and Negativity. 
Next, it is to say (on the metaphysical level) that Being realizes 
itself not only as natural World, but also as a historical (or 
human) World, these two Worlds exhausting the totality of the 
objective-real (there is no divine World). It is finally to say (on 
the phenomenological level) that the objective-real empirically­
exists and appears not only as inanimate thing, plant, and animal, 
but also as essentially temporal or mortal historical free individUtll 
(who fights and who works). Or, to put it otherwise, to say chat 
there is Totality, or Mediation, or dialectical Overcoming, is to 
say that in addition to given-Being, there is also creative Action 
which ends in a Product. 

•1 God and the afterlife have always been denied by certain men. But Hegel 
W:IS the first tO uy tO formulate a complete pbi/oropby that is atheistic and flrutist 
in relation to Man (at least in the great Logik and the earlier writings). He not 
only gave a correct description of finite human existence on the "phenomenologi­
cal" level, which allowed him to use the fundamental categories of Judaeo­
Christian thought without any inconsistency. He also tried (without completely 
succeeding, it is true) to complete this description with a metaphysical and 
oncological analysis, also radically atheistic and finitist. But very few of his readers 
have understood that in the final analysis dialectic meant atheism. Since Hegel, 
atheism has never again risen to the metaphysical and ontological levels. In our 
times Heidegger is the first to undertake a complete atheistic pbilosoj)hy. But he 
docs not seem to h2ve pusned it beyond the phenomenological anthropology 
developed in the first volume of Sein und Zeit (the only volume that has ap­
peared). This anthropology (which is without a doubt remarkable and authenti­
cally philosophical) adds, fundamentally, nothing new to the anthropology of the 
Phenomenology (which, by the way, would probab~y never have been under­
stood if Heidegger had not published his book) : but atheism or ontological 
tinicism are implicitly asserted in his book in a perfectly consequent fashion. This 
has not prevented certain readers, who are otherwise competent, from speaking 
of a Heideggerim theology and from finding a notion of an :afterlife in his 
anthropology. 
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