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PREFACE
   In the second half of the 20th century, Philosophy shifted its axis of creative production from Continental Europe to the Anglo-Saxon countries. Whereas Germany, France and Italy dominated Philosophy in the first half of that century, in the second half there was e definite shift towards England and the United States. Although the Analytical Philosophy of Language was quite well known and developed by the Greek thinkers, such as Plato and Aristotle, it was also intensively studied in the Middle Ages.  But so far the Analytical Philosophy of Language had never played a central role in Philosophy; either among the Greek or medieval philosophers, and the essential part was still constituted by Metaphysics. The great studies on Analytics of Language, initially undertaken on the Continent by Frege, Wittgenstein and the Vienna Circle, were soon continued at English universities. As a result, thinkers such as Bertrand Russell, Moore, Ryle, Putnam and Hare produced countless first-class investigations. In the course of the second half of the 20th century, the Analytical Philosophy of Language spread not only in the United States (Quine, Davidson, Goodman etc.), but in Germany itself, as well as in France, Italy, Switzerland, Austria and Scandinavia..

   I am not against the Analytical Philosophy of Language. In fact, no judicious person can be against it; if they are, they have to reread our good, old Plato, divus Plato, and start learning Philosophy all over again.  However, in my view some current trends of Analytical Philosophy are not correct. I consider the claim of Analytical Philosophy to be the single, essential part of Philosophy as an unwarranted exaggeration, to say the least. The second issue that makes me uneasy is the complete exclusion of the topics that we have called Metaphysics ever since Aristotle’s books were reorganized.   I do admit that Nominalism, and then English Empiricism cleaned up the old Metaphysics in a way that was long overdue. I also admit that Kant did very well when he reduced the old essences to twelve categories only. But I cannot resign myself to the fact that the study of Philosophy at our universities stops with Kant and almost completely ignores Fichte, Schelling and Hegel. And I cannot accept that the overwhelming majority of today’s Analytical Philosophers are unable to read and interpret a single page of Hegel’s Science of Logic.

   The intention of this book is to build a bridge, insofar as possible, between the way of thinking of the Analytical Philosophers and Hegel’s system. Some time ago, together with Antonio Carlos K. Soares, I wrote and published a commentary on the Logic of Being, the first book of the Science of Logic (Filosofia UNISINOS, vol.6, nr.1 (2005) p5-39). Soares did the logical part, and I wrote the text in plain language. A short while after publication, however, I began to feel something like a philosophical unease, I was not longer satisfied with the work we had done. Soares’ formalizations are superb. But in many passages I could not see a sufficiently close correlation between Hegel’s thinking, Soares’ formalization and my comments and criticisms. My own text acquired a bias with which I could not identify, and even a different style. On the other hand, Soares, having finished the work on the Logic of Being, asked to leave the project, allegedly because he was feeling ill at ease, that this was not his intellectual world. Personally I believe that his deep-seated Aristotelian convictions were in constant conflict with Hegel’s ideas, which certainly made him feel very uncomfortable. When Soares left the project, the initial idea was set aside and I was obliged to work out the formalizations myself. Working alone very soon I noticed I was writing a book of my own. But if I was writing my own book, why should I only present a commentary on Hegel with some corrections here and there? What about my own thinking? My own style? My own personal way of seeing certain things that Hegel viewed from a different angle?  .Would it not be much more productive for the reader, and more pleasant for me to write a book of my own, with my own ideas, my argumentation, my style,  while refering as much as possible to Hegel and the Neoplatonic tradition? This is how I decided to write this book as an independent reconstruction of the Neoplatonic system.

   From Hegel’s Science of Logic, the last great Neoplatonic system, I decided to maintain the structure of the work, the organization of the most important topics, all the solutions with which I agreed. I radically changed the style in order to make it understandable for a 21st century reader- including an analytical philosopher – and corrected everything that I deem wrong in the Hegelian system. 

   I am particularly indebted to my doctoral student, Rodrigo Borges who with great dedication helped me in the revision of the formalizations that I developed. 

   Thus, this small volume is not a mere comentary on The Science of Logic. Nor is it a list of corrections of Hegelian thinking. It is a new book, my book, containing my ideas about Philosophy and also about many of Hegel’s ideas. It is an attempt to reconstruct the Neoplatonic system of philosophy. Therefore, Hegel as the last of the Neoplatonists, is always present and in the foreground. Thus, a question immediately emerged: how can one delineate a neoplatonic system after Hegel and the criticism leveled at him?  
   And why should one try to delineate a system in this day and age?  Is not a system something that Postmodern Philosophy has definitely refuted and excluded? Yes and no, because the so-called Postmodern Philosophy becomes self-contradictory and dissolves in thin air. It states: “There is no principle or proposition that is valid for all subsystems”. The contradiction is the same as that of the radical sceptic who states: “There is no true proposition. “In both cases it is necessary to add: “except this one”, whereby the contradiction comes to light and is expressed. The so-called Postmodern Philosophy collapses like a house of cards and the philosophers run around, bewildered, looking for something to replace it.
   The praise of multiplicity without any systemic unity which is the prevalent fad in the philosophical circles of those who want to be modern at all costs, cannot be raised to the status of a universal, i.e., philosophical proposition without becoming self-contradictory. For this reason, it is urgently necessary to return to the central idea of classical Philosophy that attempts to reconcile, in the form of a system, the old issue of the One and the Many, Spirit and Matter, Is and Ought. This issue is what this book is all about.  
INTRODUCTION
PHILOSOPHY AS SCIENCE
      Primitive human beings, our remote ancestors, communicated through grunts. The creation of an articulated language like the one we speak today took thousands of years of evolution. Today a grunt no longer makes sense. Words emerged from grunts. But an isolated word, be it a noun or a verb, is something completely garbled and usually does not tell us much (and usually tells us almost nothing). Aristotle already said that the word “runs” is meaningless if one does not also say who runs. Words emerged from grunts. Sentences emerged from combining and structuring words. Sentences are the foundation of the language we use. A set of sentences forms a paragraph or discourse. This set of sentences, if pronounced in an articulated manner, in a whole that tends to encompass a set of objects, is called a “particular system”; if it exibits scientific precision, it is called “particular science”. Since Antiquity, the system that intends to scientifically encompass the whole Universe has been called Philosophy. That is why the philosopher must always incorporate the results of sciences in his or her thinking.  
   All science, including Philosophy, has an ascending and descending path. Plato called these movements contained in the trajectory of science anábasis and katábasis. The ascending movement leads the scientist from the multiplicity of raw facts to a theory that, being simpler and more universal, unifies the multiplicity of facts in a unity. This point is extremely important and deserves an explanation that does its relevance justice
  When I was a young student of Philosophy at the University of Munich, I was required by the rules in force at that time to get many credits in a hard science. I chose Biology which would be my auxiliary discipline. I was not very interested in Biology, and with the offhandedness and rudeness that are typical of many young people, I told my professor that I wanted a work assignment that could be done at home, at my desk, without any field work that would get in the way of my philosophical reading. My Biology professor laughed at my impudence and told me to buy and aquarium and a particular species of small fish with long Latin names. The aquarium should be installed on my desk, and my job was to observe the fish and write down whatever I found relevant. Every month I had to go to the professor and show him the results of my observation. After the first month I brought the professor a notebook full of notes about what the fish had done on a particular day, at a particular hour and minute. The professor smiled kindly and said: “You must learn how to look! To look!” The same happened in the following months, and his recommendation was always the same: “Learn how to look!”. One evening, as I was involved with old texts by medieval authors, my lamp – a small table lamp – fell, and without thinking I picked it up and put it back on the desk, but on the other side, the opposite of where it was before. When I changed the position of the lamp, all the fish moved as though they were frightened, and changed to a new formation, turned towards the point where the light incided.  I saw this, and became suddenly suspicious. I put the lamp back in its previous position. The fish returned to the old formation, like a fighter plane squadron, turning towards the incidence of the light. This aroused my scientific curiosity and I began to change the position of the lamp according to the angles of a sextant. And the fish went along. Then I took the notebook which meanwhile was thick and full of notes about days, hours, minutes, positions, etc., and  wrote a single sentence: “ The fish go into formation like fighter planes, always turning towards the the point where the ray of light incides.“ I took my notebook to my Biology professor and he told me, with a smile: “Now you have learned to look and see unity in multiplicity.”  I have never forgotten this first and only biology “research”, nor have I ever forgotten the lesson taught by the old teacher. His name was Konrad Lorenz, and shortly after – certainly not thanks to me – he was awarded the Nobel Prize. 
       In the ascending movement, a scientist starts from the multiplicity of phenomena and things in order to arrive at the unity of a theory; this is precisely what theory means (the Greek word theorein means “to take a good look”).  As we ascend the pyramid of theories the latter become increasingly universal and abstract and we finally arrive at the top: at the first principles of Philosophy. Philosophy is the theory that sees everything from the unity of the first principles. It is the science that unifies all sciences.  
   The way that ascends is only the first half of science; it is also necesssary to walk down. With my theory about the fish in the aquarium, and knowing the position of the light, one can deduce how the fish enter formation, and in which direction they turn. This is the descending movement, the derivation of a particular situation from a universal theory.
   Every science, from the very beginning, worked in this way, with the way up and the way down. The ascending movement starts from the disorderly multiplicity of things, and tries to find a principle of order in them. Although this principle of order is a single one, it explains the many things, and that which seemed to be a chaotic, disorderly plurality, appears as an ordered multiplicity, or rather, as the order of the multiple elements that constitute it. This ascending movement, anábasis, is performed by every science, so that we may provisionally define the work of science as the search for and discovery of a principle of order that allows one to understand and explain the the multiplicity of beings. This way up starts from multiplicity and moves towards unity, it starts from the particular and moves towards the universal. 

      However, neither Philosophy nor Science content themselves with the way up.  There are two main reasons for this. The first one is: How can I ensure that on my way up I did not make any mistake or deviate? And the second is: We were led from the multiplicity of things to the principle of order, but is it not essential to also make the opposite movement, viz., to explain the multiplicity of things based on the unity of the principle of order, which is one and the same in Philosophy? The way downwards, katábasis, which constitutes the second half of Philosophy and Sciences, has a much better understanding of what is unique, because it sees it above the horizon of the universal.
   The physicist starts from the multiplicity of planets and falling apples, and discovers the Law of Gravity: The Multiple is reduced to the One. But not content with this, based on the Law of Gravity, the physicist tries to understand all the movements that occur in the solar system, and even in the Universe.  He will not be able to deduce and calculate all unique events, but the explanatory power of the law of gravity is so great and encompassing that an immense number of phenomena find in it a satisfactory explanation, and thus confirm a posteriori the law discovered by Newton. This is the way from the top to the bottom, katábasis. – Einstein, having made some of the greatest discoveries of Physics, spent the rest of his life looking for the “Formula of the World”, based on which he thought he could, in principle, deduce mathematically everything that occurred in the past and everything that will occur in the future. The search for the “Formula of the World” is anabasis, the way upwards; the deduction of everything that has occurred and will occur in the Universe – which is impossible – would be katabasis, the way downwards. 

   Likewise, Philosophy, since its inception has gone both ways, up and down. All the Greek philosophers, especially Plato, made Philosophy by using anabasis and katabasis. And this triangular structure of the way that goes up and the way that goes down, and after going down has to go up again because there is always something that eludes understanding, has become the symbol of Philosophy as such.    

  On the general theory of science, as discusssed above, there is no dissent among philosophers, or among scientists.   Dissent, the great dissent between both groups consists of knowing whether there is completeness in the triangular construction of scientific knowledge. Einstein, as mentioned above thought that if it were possible to find the “Formula of the World” he would be able to deduce from it, through an accurate mathematical calculation, all the past and future events in the Universe. He thought that whoever knows the first principle will be able to derive from it everything else that occurs in the Universe. Since Einstein was not able to find the “Formula of the World”, in the ascending way, he obviously would not be able to deduce all things in the Universe. Even today there are physicists who think that once the “Formula of the World” has been found, everything else can be known by way of deduction; the problem, however, is that no such thing as a “Formula of the World” has been discovered yet.     .
   There is a second group of physicists who think that, even if one had the “Formula of the World”, it would be impossible to deduce all past and future events from it. This seems to be impossible since Goedel’s demonstration of the incompleteness of systems: Even if one had all the premises, the system would remain incomplete.  
   In philosophy we find the same state of affairs. No one claims that the upward path is always complete, this is impossible even in Physics. But after finding the first principle, viz. the “Formula of the World”, is it possible to move downwards in such a way that one can deduce everything that has happened and will happen in the Universe? The temptation that seemed so seductive to Einstein is actually a philosophical theory. Since the time of the Greeks an evil spirit has urged philosophers to claim that once the first principle is known, everything else can be deduced in a logically strict manner. Several authors, including Plato himself, advocated this theory, although they relaxed the criteria for the logical strictness of deduction. The same thing can be found among most neoplatonic philosophers. The Neoplatonic system of Philosophy intends – although sometimes this is not overtly claimed - to explain (which in their view means to deduce) the whole Universe. Today we know, mainly thanks to Goedel and Quantum Physics, that this is impossible. Both the way up and the way down are always incomplete. This, however, does not preclude formulating theories about many different fields of knowledge and even from getting to the first principle or principles of the Universe, and from making highly accurate predictions on the downward path.  
   Hegel, following the philosophical ideal laid out by Fichte in his booklet “On the concept of the Doctrine of Science” (Über den Begriff der Wissenschaftslehre), is one of the authors who intend to discover the first principles and to deduce the whole Universe from them. Hegel’s entire work is a gigantic attempt to cover the downward path, katabasis, in a complete, rigorous manner. In this respect he is a strict follower of Fichte. .

   Fichte, however, used to start rewriting the “Doctrine of Science” (Wissenschaftslehre), every two or three years, for with his logical acuity, he always detected an error in his previous attempt. His intellected honesty then forced him to start anew.  Thus we have several beginnings of a “Doctrine of Science” by Fichte, long or short fragments, but none them completed, or at least leading to final conclusions that satisfied him.
   Hegel wrote an ascending dialectics (anábasis) that is on a par with the greatest Neoplatonic thinkers. Only Plato’s work ranks higher. Hegel’s Phenomenology of the Spirit, which contains his way upwards, is a masterpiece of Philosophy at all times, and will remain a masterpiece. Hegel begins with the multiple, contingent events of daily life in order to arrive, after a long, dificult journey, at the first principles, those he calls Absolute Knowledge.  Hegel is very much aware of the fact that the Phenomenology is not complete. He also knows – as we all do – that the ascending dialectics does not have to be complete in order to get at that first principle. Plato already knew that.
   Hegel’s problem lies in descending dialectics, the path that starts from Unity and returns to the Multiplicity of things. On this path he hesitates and contradicts himself more than once. Sometimes, he advocates the perfect, complete, finished deduction of all things from the first principle which, in his view, is Pure Thinking. At other times he denies this completeness either because it is basically impossible, or because it is impossible for the finite spirit that is writing the system.       

BOOK I – THE LOGIC OF BEING
                           WHAT SHOULD BE USED TO BEGIN SCIENCE
   Must the beginning of philosophical science be immediate knowledge, or can it be mediate knowledge? In order to understand this question that Hegel asks at the very beginning of Logic and which occurs in almost all passages  from one category of the System to another, it is essential to understand what the author means by immediate and mediate (or mediated) knowledge. These terms which are typical of Hegelian language, will accompany us throughout the description, discussion and critique of the system.
   The conclusion of an Aristotelian syllogism is a classical example of mediate – I prefer to say “mediated” – knowledge. Why? Because the structure of a well-formulated syllogism always presupposes two premises, in which the “median term” occurs, viz. the term that mediates the subject and predicate of the conclusion. Thus, an Aristotelian syllogism always has two premises in which the “median term” occurs. But the latter concept does not occur in the third proposition which is the conclusion. Let us look at the Aristotelian example of mediation through a syllogism: 
   All human beings are mortal,

   Now, all Brazilians are human beings,

   Ergo, all Brazilians are mortal.
The conclusion states correctly – as all premises are true and the form of the syllogism is correct – that all Brazilians are mortal. In this syllogism mediation was accomplished by the term “human being”. In the first premise “human being” is the object of the proposition. In the second premise “human being” is the subject of the proposition. In the conclusion, “All Brazilians are mortal”, the term “human being” disappears. This is the term that performs the mediation between Brazilians and mortal, and makes it possible to construct the syllogism. Here in this example we have a piece of knowledge (“All Brazilians are mortal”) mediated by the “median term”, “human being”. “Human beings” here is the concept that mediates the subject and predicate of the conclusion. This is a typical example of mediated or mediatized knowledge. – Mediation, like a fairy in children’s tales, connects two poles, but disappears in the process of doing so.
   There is mediated knowledge with a simpler structure. When we say, for instance, that “This boy is John’s son”, “this boy” is a term that is immediate in itself, but is mediated by its parental relation with John.  If we only say “this boy”, we are not saying anything determinate, we must point our finger at something that is immediate in itself. But, when we add “is John’s son”, the boy receives an additional determination for all people who know who John is. For those who do not know John,”this boy” became a little more determinate. He is the son of John rather than of Peter or Joseph. 
   Sensitive knowledge provides us almost only with immediate knowledge: this table, this chair, this computer, etc. Such immediate knowledge only has a determinate value for those who can see the movement of the finger and understand: It is this chair, etc. that is meant.  
   Can there be immediate knowledge of an intellectual nature? This is a much more difficult case, and many authors deny the existence of what Schelling calls “Intellectual Intuition” (Intellektuelle Anschauung). It was Descartes who discovered one of the most ingenious formulas to show that a particular kind of knowledge can at the same time be immediate and mediate. “Cogito, ergo sum” is, on the one hand, something immediate that our intellectual knowledge apprehends immediately, - without any mediation – within ourselves. On the other hand, the argumentation characterized by “therefore” (ergo) clearly points to mediation. “Cogito, ergo sum” seems to be an immediate and mediated kind of knowledge at the same time. 
   Immediate is thus that which has no premises or logical presuppositions from which it is inferred or deduced. Mediated knowledge is the one that is derived from another piece or kind of knowledge.
   Hegel makes free use of these two terms, which we will not do, as this is one of the reasons why many of Hegel’s texts are unintelligible. Hegel realized – probably based on Descartes’s thinking,  - that the same kind of knowledge can  be immediate and mediated. In this case we have a pair of opposites as they will be dealt with in the Logic of Essence: one pole constitutes and presupposes the other, and they have to be considered together in order to be understood. Hegel states that everything that is immediate is also mediated, and everything that is mediated is also immediate. In this way Hegel – and I follow him in this respect -.  shows that both terms have acquired a new and clearly philosophical meaning. Any being or entity can be thought in an immediate manner; we understand something as isolated in itself and without its logical–ontological counterpart; in this case we actually understand half of what we should understand. We can and must also understand each being and entity in a mediated manner, viz, by putting it into the web of relations that constitue it and ultimately constitute the Universe. Thus, to consider pure Being as something immediate is equivalent to knowing almost nothing, to pointing the intellectual finger at a concept that we have in our memory and is almost devoid of content. To understand Being as something mediated means to put it into relation with Nothing and to realize how one disappears into the other, thus forming Becoming. To think Being as immediate is to point the intellectual finger at its indigence; to think Being as mediated means to understand it in the web that it forms together with Nothing, Becoming, Dasein, etc., i.e., as a link in the chain that constitutes the whole philosophical system.    
   We saw above that every mediated kind of knowledge presupposes premises, postulates, axioms, etc., for it is derived from them in its justification. This very same problem is now applied to the beginning of Philosophy. If Philosophy intends to be a critical science – as we all want it to be since Descartes – how should we begin? According to what was shown above, the beginning of Philosophy cannot be mediated knowledge, as in this case we would be presupposing postulates, axioms, etc. But how can we begin Philosophy from a kind of knowledge that is immediate, viz, how can we begin Philosophy without presupposing anything except something that is immediate?   
   Descartes provided an answer that some philosophers consider partially satisfactory. Hegel argues here, in a manner that is typical of him and would have been the ideal solution if the argumentation had been well conducted. According to him, to not presuppose anything means to not presuppose anything determinate. To presuppose something determinate would be uncritical dogmatism. Now, the indeterminate Nothing is precisely the same thing as the totally indeterminate being, Being and Nothing are both totally indeterminate, deprived of any determination. Being and Nothing are the same indeterminate void, without any content. Thus the problem of the beginning of Philosophy is solved if we start with Being and Nothing as completely indeterminate and only then proceed with the first steps toward determination. The initial categories are the simplest and emptiest that exist in our and in any other language, viz. Being and Nothing as totally void and indeterminate. This is critical philosophy rather than dogmatism, because we have made no determinate presupposition. To presuppose Being is equivalent to presupposing Nothing, and those who do not presuppose Nothing have no presupposition whatsoever.   
   Being and Nothing are immediate concepts at which we point an intellectual finger; they are not derived from anything and do not contain any determination. The question now is this: is it possible to deduce a whole philosophical system from categories that are so meager and empty? And how is it possible? By purely a priori deduction? As mentioned earlier, Hegel hesitates at this point, but in principle he wants to carry out Fichte’ s program and deduce the whole Universe a priori. At least this is how Schelling understood and criticized Hegel. And my criticism is exactly the same. Such an a priori deduction of the whole Universe is simply impossible. This is perhaps the main error in Hegel’s system. 

   There is a second criticism that I have to make, although it is less important. Being and Nothing are not completely indeterminate, for Being has in itself the stain of its origin, which is the atual existence of things. And Nothing likewise has the stain and determination of being the negation of Being ceasing to be. Thus, in my view, there is no such a thing as that perfect and complete indetermination that Hegel attributes both to Being and Nothing. the way Hegel plays with Being and Nothing, which constitute Becoming by turning into their opposites is, in my opinion, a Hegelian mannerism. The rivers of ink that have been spent on the discussion of this issue are not justified. Even less justified is to focus the study of Hegel’s thinking on this pair of concepts.  .

  The third and more important criticism is that Hegel intends to deduce the whole system for Pure Thinking (Puro Pensar) i.e., from thinking without any content. But if Hegel intends to derive something from pure thinking, he has to show how to do this. We have already seen that the dialectical play  of Being-Nothing-Becoming and from the system’ s postulate (see th can be well understood. But if we abstract from the genesis Becoming and from the postulate of the system (see formalization below), of Pure Thinking, one cannot derive anything determinate, not even existence in general. From a cow that only exists in one’s mind, it is not possible to extract milk that really exists; Kant was very much aware of this. 

   The play of contrasts between the immediate beginning and the mediated beginning undertaken by Hegel in this unnumbered chapter deserves a more elaborate analysis. Let us first summarize it in plain language and then formalize the hard core of the argument. 
    The beginning of a Philosophy that intends to be critical cannot presuppose anything. 
1. Those who do not presuppose anything determinate always presuppose everything in an indeterminate way, i.e., the empty space of pure thinking. 
2. To presuppose everything in an indeterminate manner is equivalent to not presupposing anything in a determinate manner.
3. The indeterminate being and indeterminate nothing are the same, for both are completely devoid of content and thus are not different from each other. 
4. Thus, the first categories of a critical Philosophy must presuppose everything in an indeterminate way, but they must not presuppose anything determinate, otherwise it would become dogmatic.
5. Thus, the beginning of Philosophy must be something immediate, but in such a way that it does not become a dogmatic presupposition. This can only occur if the immediate is at the same time something mediated, Being and Nothing through the complete lack of content that characterizes both of them.  
6. Hegel’ s mistake is that he intends to deduce all categories of Logic and all figurations of Real Philosophy, from this absolutely void beginning, viz., from Pure Thinking, without ever using an a posteriori elements or a priori postulates of the system. This is like milking a merely thought-of cow; after Kant it should be clear that this is impossible.  I consider this kind of objective idealism to be impossible.
7. In this study we strongly disagree with Hegel because we do not claim to derive in an a priori manner the categories from Pure Thinking. In the Science of Logic we shall introduce a priori postulates of the system and in Real Philosophy we will include a posteriori empirical elements. This is the major difference between this proposal of a system and Hegel’s original proposal.    
8. But we do agree with critical philosophy in saying that nothing may be introduced in the system without being made clearly explicit. We also agree with Hegel that the first categories msut be the simplest and poorest, i.e., Being, Nothing and Becoming. 

9. In our view Being is synonymous with the Whole, although this Whole is empty. Being will be introduced as a postulate of the system
.

PRESUPPOSING AND REPOSITING 
The Logic of First Order Predicates is here presupposed, with its primitive symbols, rules of good construction and axioms, primitive rules of inference and additional definitions. Gradually, during this work, additional postulates and definitions will be rendered explicit. 
1. Key to symbolization
Px : x is presupposed in an indeterminate manner
Tx: x must be further determined  

DEx: x is determined in the Becoming. 
2. Correct proposition: ├ ((x) ((Px ( Tx) → DEx)

3. System Postulates:

1. ((x) Px 

2. ((x) Tx

3. (((x) (Tx → DEx)

4. Demonstration:
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    The above formalized argumentation clearly shows that it is necessary not only to presuppose Being and Nothing as something completely indeterminate, but also that it is in Becoming that any further determination takes place. Thus, the system does not presuppose anything mediated and determinate. It only presupposes the indetermination of Being and Nothing, and the process of further determination by Becoming – The Being that is void of content and the Nothing that is equally void are the same in terms of content, viz., the indeterminate void. This void calls for contents and determinations. There is also a horror vacui .here. In the face of the indeterminate void, the spirit asks for, demands and engenders its futher determinations in Becoming.  
PART ONE - QUALITY
CHAPTER 1 – BEING
 As we have previously seen, the beginning of Philosophical Science that does not presuppose anything determinate can only be Being without any content, completely indeterminate Being. This completely indeterminate Begin does not presuppose anything in a determinate manner, but is open to receiving each and any qualification in a process of further determination. Empty Being and empty Nothing, completely void of content, are the same thing in terms of denoted content. But they are not the same thing as regards the connoted semantic origin. Becoming is the precise opposite of ceasing to be. Being born and dying are not the same thing. This opposition that exists between Being and Nothing is the motor that will lead us to synthesis, which is Becoming. Only Becoming is Being and Nothing at the same time. Only Becoming reconciles the initially opposing poles. For Becoming is always a passage from Being to Nothing or from Nothing to Being.   
   The formalization of this first chapter, which has been much discussed and often poorly interpreted, may shed light on the main elements of the subject. The Hegelian thesis has the same formulation as the correct proposition; Hegel’s ambiguity is corrected in the symbolization key. 
BEING, NOTHING, BECOMING
1.Symbolization key:

Sx: x becomes
Nx: x is ceasing to be

ISx: x is the indeterminate that is becoming

INx: x is the indeterminate that ceases to be

Dx: x is becoming

2. System postulates:

1     ((x) Sx 
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3     ((x) ((Sx ( Nx) → Dx)



P

3. Hegelian thesis and correct proposition: ├  ((x) ((ISx ( INx) → Dx)
4.Demonstration:
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   The formalization shows that one must understand Being and Nothing as something dynamic, without which the system has no movement and remains as something dead and motionless in the indeterminate void. But if we understand Being as Becoming and Nothing as Ceasing to Be, i.e., if we understand these two concepts from the very beginning as something that is moving, then all difficulties disappear and the objections are answered. According to Hegel – and also in my view – Being and Nothing are the same provided both are understood dynamically, as is done in the formalization above. The texts in natural language usually conceal the problem, which then remains unsolved.
   According to the formalization above, the mediate is really always mediated, because Being and Nothing have no content, but possess the connotation of their semantic origin. Thus, Becoming always emerges from the indeterminate void. We made a beginning that does not presuppose anything determinate, but it is open to all further determinations. This Philosophy is a critical one. But – in contrast to Hegel – it operates with postulates of the system and presuposes all language and all Logic.  
   It is in this first chapter that Hegel explains what is Aufhebung. Aufheben can be translated as overcoming and, preserving: the German word contains both meanings. In Dialectics there is always a process of overcoming-preserving. Some elements of the thesis and antithesis are overcome, denied and left behind, whereas others are included in the constitutions of the synthesis and are carried forward.   

   What has been overcome in the Dialectics of Being-Nothing-Becoming? What has been preserved? The immobility of concepts that are static and have no determinate concept is overcome. What has been preserved is the dynamics of concepts that, albeit void and indeterminate, are transformed and constitute what becomes and what ceases to be and thus Becoming. The system has taken the first step.
CHAPTER 2  -  DASEIN
   The second chapter, titled Dasein or Being-that-is-there has, as usual in Hegel, three topics: Being-that-is-there, Finitude and Infinity. Whereas in Chapter 1 we dealt with extremely abstract and all-embracing concepts, here in chapter 2 the focus of our investigation will be the single being that is in front of me, that is my desk, my computer, my books. We cannot deal with any of the beings as they occur in a specific and detailed manner: this is on the agenda of the Philosophy of Nature and the empirical sciences. What we are discussing here is the philosophical problem of the single and concrete being, the determinate and finite being, the being that we encounter in our world. How can we move from totally universal concepts such as Becoming, which was the topic of Chapter 1, to objects that are being, that are in front of us, that are finite and determinate? How can we arrived at Dasein?
A - OPPOSITION
   In order to move from totally universal concepts to finite and determinate concepts and objects, Hegel – and I follow him in this respect – uses the method of introducing the negation, mainly under the form of an opposite or contrast. Spinoza used to say: “Every determination is a negation” (Omnis determinatio est negatio). 

  To express the totally universal concept (Being, Nothing, Becoming) through a concept that at the same time denotes the single object and yet maintains universality is only possible through the dialectical game between something and the other. “Something” denotes the single object, but as this single something may be any something in the Universe, something is at the same time single and totally universal. “Something” means the being that is in front of me (Dasein), but at the same time it also denotes any existing or possible something in the Universe. By using the concept of “something” we mean that Being-that-is-being-there, but at the same time we mean the universality that is contained in that singularity: the “something” denotes the singular, but also what is totally universal
   When we introduce a finite and determinate concept or object, the “something”, we are at the same time saying that this something has a limit, a terminus, in other words, in order to think the “something” as finite and determinate, we must think at the same time the “other” that delimits the determinate and renders it finite. Without the “other” there is no “something”, neither in the world of being nor in the world of thinking. Thus “something” and  “other” are actually differen concepts, but one constitutes the other in such an intimate manner that one cannot exist nor be thought of without the other: each pole limits and determines the other pole. This opposition between “something” and the “other” is an opposition of contrariness, and thus a negation, but it is a negation that does not destroy or eliminate, but a negation that constructs and determines. Spinoza was right: every determination  is a negation. In the case of Dasein (Being-that-is-being-there), the being that is determinate and finite, determined as “ something”, we always have both poles of the opposition as constitutive elements, both “something ‘ and the “other”. It is this opposition that allows us to make the transition from the totally universal concepts of Being-Nothing-Becoming to the concept that points to the Being that is being here, to the determinate and finite single, to the Dasein (Being-that-is-being-there), to the determinate and finite singular, i.e., to the dialectical play between “ something “ and the “other”.
   In the formalization below we immediately present the correct proposition, in order to avoid confounding it with the Hegelian thesis which is very confusing..

1. Symbolization key:

Sx : x  is totally indeterminate
Dx: x is the Becoming that is still indeterminate
Ax: x is something partially determinate
IPxy: x is determined partially by y

IDxy: x determined mainly by y

AOxy: x is something determined by its opposition to y

2. Correct proposition: ├ ((x)((y) (((Sx ( Dxy) ( (IDxy ( IPxy)) → AOxy)

3. System postulates
1. ((x) Sx

2. (() Dx

3. ((x) Ax

4. ((x)((y) ((Sx ( Dx) → (IDxy ( IPxy)

5. ((x)((y) ((IPxy ( IDxy) → (AOxy)

4. Demonstration:

1      ((x) Sx








P



2       ((x) Dx








P

3.      ((x) Ax








P

4       ((x) ((y) ((Sx ( Dx) → (IDxy ( IPxy))                       

P

5       ((x) ((y)  ((IPxy ( IDxy) → AOxy)




P















                
 6                             ((Sa ( Da) ( (IDab ( Pab))                                         H

 7             Sa








1 ( E

 8             Da








2 ( E

 9             Aa








3 ( E

10             ((y) ((Sa ( Da) → (IDay ( IPay))



4 ( E

11            ((Sa ( Da) → (IDab ( IPab)) 




9 ( E

12            (Sa ( Da)







7,8 ( I

13            (IDab ( IPab)






 10,11 MP

14            ((y) ((IPay ( IDay) → AOay)




5 ( E

15            ((IPab ( IDab) → AOab)





14 ( E

16            (IPab ( IDab)                                                                                 13 Com

17             AOab







 15, 15 MP

18    (((Sa ( Da) ( (IDab ( IPab)) → AOab)                                                  6-17 PC

19    ((y) (((Sa ( Da) ( (IDay ( IPay)) → AOay)                                         18 ( I

20    ((x) ((y) (((Sx ( Dxy) ( (IDxy ( IPxy)) → AOxy) 


  19 ( I

   In formalization, the dialectical play between “something” and the “other” appears clearly in AOxy, where x means something and y means the other. The fact that this is the conclusion of all logical demonstrations should be emphasized. Also the passage beween highly universal categories such as Being and Becoming to the Being-that-is-there was formalized and demonstrated.
B - FINITUDE
  If something is determinate and finite, the Finitude category must be examined in this context in which it appears for the first time. Finite is what has determinate levels. There are two factors that generate the determinate limitation: heterodetermination and self-determination. Generally both factors act together.  

    Above we saw that something is only finite and determinate if it is in opposition to another being or beings, which mark the end of one being and the beginning of the other. We saw that we can only think and speak of “something” if, at the same time we denote the “other”. The finite being, to be finite and limited, must be in opposition to one or several other beings that will at least partially demarkate the limits for it: here one ends, here the other begins. Without this opposition, none of the two concepts is intelligible, without this opposition no being can exist. We call this heterodetermination. There are also the cases of partial self-determination, as we find mainly in living beings and in the concept of liberty. . 
    The formalization of Finitude is already included in the one that was presented above (cf. AOxy). But, considering the importance of the category of Finitude, it would be useful to complete what was presented with an explicit formalization of Finitude. We do not formalize Hegel’ s thesis which is ambiguous.
1. Simbolization key:

DPxy: x partially delimits y
DTxy: x completely delimits y

u: Universe
2. Correct proposition: ├ (DTuu ( ((x) ((y) (DPxy  ( DPxx))

3. System postulations:

1. DTuu

2. ((x)((y) DPxy

3. ((x) DPxx

4. Demonstration:
1        DTuu 







P

2        ((x)((y) DPxy 





P

3        ((x) DPxx






P


4         ((y) DPay






2 ( E

5                                  DPab 





H
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 DPaa                                                              3 ( E                                

 7                                (DPab ( DPaa)                                                5,6 ( I

8                                 ((y) (DPay ( DPaa)                                        7 ( I

9         ((y) (DPay ( DPaa)                                                                 4,5-8 ( E

10       ((x) ((y) (DPxy ( DPxx)                                                         9 ( I

11       (DTuu ( ((x) ((y) (DPxy ( DPxx))                                        10,1 ( I

C - INFINITUDE

   The Dialectics of the “something and the other” can be understood in Philosophy, in a completely mistaken manner, viz., as progressus or regressus ad infinitum. If this exists in Mathematics, it is because Mathematics deals with merely possible beings and the series, in this case, may be infinite, ie., indeterminate in one direction or the other,or even in both directions. Thus, in Mathematies series 1, 2, 3n   is not only possible but extremely useful. But here we are dealing with Philosophy and existing beings. In such cases, as tradition shows, progressus or regressus ad infinitum, which are generally misunderstood, constitute something highly irrational. Already Aristotle, in the book Gamma of Metaphysics, indicates this problem. An argumentative series that aways presupposes premises previous to it constitutes a regressus ad infinitum, because one will never arrive at the first principle of argumentation. And thus, all of the argumentation is no longer valid. That is why, to avoid returning to the infinite, Aristotle introduces the concept of arkhé, i.e., an absolute beginning, before and after which there is nothing left to provide its foundation. This, within the scope of thinking (argumenting) a well as in that of being (causing). 
   This Aristotelian arkhé was then transformed into the Christian God, the Creator, beginning and first and last foundation of all knowledge and all existences. The question we have to ask is how to avoid the infinite series of something, another, yet another, yet another, etc. ad infinitum. In other words, what is Infinitude? Is there something such as a Good Infinitude? Must one accept the Good Infinitude for the system to continue to exist? 
   Hegel’ s answer – which I share – is that in Philosophy there is a good infinitude and a bad infinitude.  The bad infinitude consists in progressus and regressus ad infinitum, if and when applied to the world of existing things, as well as – in Mathematics – if not ranked by a logarithm that arranges the sequence. The reason why this bad infinitude is a contradiction in Philosophy is that the series on the one hand wants to be and must be complete, on the other hand it is impossible for it to ever reach completeness. The impossible of completeness for this kind of infinite series, which because it is infinite must be complete, transforms it into a self-contradiction and thus, into a Bad Infinitude.  
    If there is a Bad Infinitude, is there also a Good Infinitude? Certainly so. Finitude and Infinitude both contain a positive and a negative element. Finitude is, by definition, delimited, it has a limit that determines it as such and not as another; this is the positive element of Finitude. On the other hand, in Finitude, when it runs against its limit, there is an irresistible tendency to overcome the established limit. Indeed, how could it recognize something as a limit, if it does not go beyond it? If after the limit there were nothing, there would not be a limit, since nothing cannot limit, precisely because it is nothing. Having nothing as a limit is to be unlimited. Thus, the finite being, on running against it always overcomes and goes beyond it, and by constant reiteration of this going beyond, itself becomes infinite. Despite being paradoxical, the conclusion is cogent:  Finitude is always infinite. Has Finitude, therefore, stopped existing? Is there actually no Finitude? No, Finitude continues to exist with its determined limits and it is truly finite. There is no way to take the determinate limits from Finitude. But, what about the Finitude that we have demonstrated above as something inside Finitude? We only established the dialectical synthesis between Finitude and Infinitude. Infinitude is a constituent element of Finitude, although not the first and main one.    

   The other pole of dialectical oppostion which becomes synthesis and conciliation consists in the fact that all Good Infinitude, to be good, must be generated by an algorithm. And this algorithm is always finite. Here we see Finitude as the constituent element of Good Infinitude. Finitude and Good Infinitude are dialectical poles that initially (thesis and antithesis) appear to be in opposition, one denying the other. In a second moment, a more profound analysis shows that both have reconciled and constitute each other (synthesis). Thus Finitude Good Infinitude as thesis and antithesis oppose and exclude each other; as synthesis they constitute each other.
   The Being-that-is-being-there (Dasein), in the descending dialectics, bifurcates and brings to light the elements that compose it, Finitude and Infinitude. In descending Dialectics the more abstract concepts, if analyzed, lead to the elements that constitute it and are new categories of the system. Hegel calls this Entzweiung, Plato called this conceptual movement the formation of dyads. The mistake, the great mistake of both, is that they thought that always and in any category the descent occurred by a pair of concepts They did not consider the hypothesis that descending occasionally did not occur by dyads, but by triads, etc. If the descent of the first principles until the singular thing always were to take place by dyads, then the whole philosophical system could be strictly deduced.  Dyads are oppositions, formed by negations that do not allow a tertium quid. That is why it is impossible to perform descending Dialectics in a completely strict manner. Fortunately, that is not how the system can and must be constructed. The contrary of “Serbian”, may be both “Bosnian” and “Montenegrin”. The contrary of “cat” may be both “rat” and “dog”, etc. Good and evil are contrary concepts, but here the tertium quid – neither legal nor illegal – shelters most things.   

   The dialectical philosopher must agree with Plato and Hegel, that descent, whenever possible, should be done by dyads, since these are the mainstays that support the system. But contingency, as we will in fact see later, can never be eliminated from the system and from the real Universe. .

  We saw that the category of Being-that-is-being-there (Dasein) is determined later, when it bifurcates into two opposite poles: Finitude and Infinitude. This is at the same time a solution, because it later determines the Being-that-is-being-there, but is is also a new problem. Because now we again have two opposing categories that later reconcile. Opposition is born from within the category of the Being-that-is-being-there. Where is and how is the category called which reconciles and unifies both poles that are now indissociably united? This will be the next category to be discussed, the category of Being-for-Oneself.
    In the formalization of the concept of Good Infinitude, partly integrating elements of Finitude, Hegel is extremely ambivalent. We present the correct synthesis:  

GOOD INFINITUDE

1. Formalization key:

Ax: x is something
Ox: x is another
Dxy: x determines y

SOx: x is an infinite series ordered by an algorithm. 
BIx: x has good infinitude
2. Correct proposition: ((x) (((Ax ( Ox) ( (Dxx → SOx)) (  BIx)

3. System postulates:

1. ((x) (Ax ( Ox)

2. ((x) ((Ax ( Ox) → Dxx)

3. ((x) (Dxx → SOx)

4  ((x) SOx

5. ((x) (SOx → BIx)

4. Demonstration:

1        ((x) (Ax ( Ox) 




 P

2        ((x) ((Ax ( Ox) → Dxx)       
                                    P

3        ((x) (Dxx →  SOx)                                                     P

4        ((x) SOx




 
P

5        ((x) (SOx → BIx)                                                       P




 


6         (Aa ( Oa)





 1 ( E

7         ((Aa ( Oa) → Daa)




 2 ( E

8         Daa                                                                              6,7 MP

9         (Daa →  SOa)
    




 3 ( E

10         SOa






 8,9 MP

11       (SOa → BIa)                                                                5 ( E

12        BIa






 10, 11 MP


13       ((Aa ( Oa) ( (Daa →  SOa))


              6,9 ( I

14     ((Aa ( Oa) ( (Daa →  SOa)) (  BIa))           

  13,12 ( I

15      ((x) (((Ax ( Ox) ( (Dxx →  SOx))) (  BIx))  
   14 ( I          

CHAPTER 3 – BEING-FOR-ONESELF (FÜR-SICH-SEIN)

   Since Being-for-oneself is also always a Being-for- Another (Ser-para-Outro), the Limit between them is indifferent and floating. It may be here and it may be there. The determination is not fixed and, thus, although completely determinate, it is floating. It does limit, but one does not know precisely where, since it is something external to the categories created so far. This indifference, the externality of the Limit that delimits Quality, we call Quantity.
   Allow me here a long quotation from Hegel, which clearly explains what Being-for Oneself means. 

   “Being-for-oneself is the qualitative being that has achieved perfection; it is the infinite Being. The Being of the beginning is indetermite. The Being-that-is-being-there (Dasein) is the Being that is overcome and kept (aufgehoben), but only in an immediate form. It contains only a first denial which is itself immediate; the Being was also kept, and both (the Being and the first denial) are unified in a simple unit in the Being-that-is-being –there. But for this very reason they are still different from each other; their unity has not yet been placed [dialectically]. The Being-that-is-being-there is, thus, the scope of the difference and of dualism, the realm of infinitude. Determinate as such is something relative, it is not absolute determination. In the Being-for-oneself the difference between Being and Determinity or Denial is placed and reconciled; Quality, Alterity, Limit, Reality, Being-in-Oneself constitute imperfect forms of the denial of Being; on them is based the difference between both [Being and Being-in-oneself]. But now, already, in Finitude, denial has become Infinitude, has become the placed denial of denial itself, thus it becomes a simple relation towards itself, it must itself reconcile (Ausgleichung) with the Being-Absolute- Determinity” (Hegel, 5, p.174-175).

   Summing up and simplifying as far as possible, let us translate this into English step by step. 

First step: The Being, from the beginning, which includes the triad of Being, Nothing and Becoming, is something indeterminate and without any content. The content – since we think, and when we think, we necessarily think contents – has to come from somewhere else. But outside the Universe of Being, Nothing and Becoming there is no other place. Outside the Universe there is nothing that can be used as a limit or determination. Thus, the limit has to come from within the Universe itself.

Second step: Whence? Where, in the Universe, do we have a limit or delimitation? In the Universe we have denial. It is from denial, inside the Universe, that the limit, the delimitation, the determination come Now, all denial is a determination. Omnis determinatio est negatio.


Third step: The Being ultimately determined by denial the the Being-that-is-being-there. This first form of denial transforms the indeterminate Being into a determinate Being, i.e., into a Being that is being there (Dasein). – But this determination is simple, i.e., something determined only by denial of the other something. And this other something is determined by denial of the first something. One is determined by denial of the other. In other words: Determination is a game of relations of denial between two poles. A father is only a father if he has a child, and vice-versa, a child is only a child if he has a  father. And so with “right” and “left”, “above” and “below”, etc.  

Fourth step: Now it is asked whether this does not lead to the perverse game of Bad Infinitude. Because, thinking something determinate (Being that is being there and Finitude), inevitably we slip down the slope of endless repetition, for regressus ad infinitum. – What is the first determinant? If it is determined, who or what determined it? And so ad infinitum. – The same happens if we use a progressus ad infinitum. Both the processes were unmasked as perverse in the previous chapter. What to do then?  

Fifth step: Determination and Delimination are forms of denial, of a denial that is internal to the Universe. From this arises the Being that is being there, with its simple determination, i.e., with its simple denial. When we focus on the father, something determinate, we are always co-pointing also at the child. But we are focusing on the father, we are talking about the father and not about the son; when we say that the father is tall, we are not saying anything about the son’s height. Here, despite the close relation between father and son, which determines them as two poles, there is a great difference. We focus on the father and not on the son, we talk about the father as something determinate, without expressly and explicitly speaking about the son. The relation between father and son, thus, lost part of its priority and constituent importance. The father, as a father, thought of without explicing the relation with his determinate son, is no longer a mere Being that is being there (Finitude, Infinitude); the father, thought of in this way, is considered as being in himself and for himself, a Good Finitude and a Good Infinitude, he is thought of as a Being for Himself. The Being for Himself is, therefore, only a simpler, shorter form of saying a Being with a Good Finitude and Good Infinitude. . But emphasis, after passing through its alterity, returns to the unity (the one) from which we started. In other words, a father can perfectly well be an exemplary citizen, even if the son is a scoundrel. And vice-versa. The father sort of detached himself from the father-son relation (aufheben in the sense of overcoming), and he is considered in himself as something that is a Being for himself. Let us remember, however, that the filial relation continues to be overcome and kept in the category of Father, which now is a Being for himself. We now understand Hegel’s statement that Being for himself is always also a Being for the Other. Analysis separates both poles which take on the appearance of excluding opposition, the dialectics that joins and reconciles the poles that are only apparently opposed, since both are formed mutually and form a dynamic unit. This dynamic unit is the One.
BEING-FOR-ONESELF (FÜR- SICH- SEIN)

1. Formalization key:

BIx: x is a good infinitude
BFx: x is a good finitude
Ax: x is an algorithm that orders a finite or infinite series
Ux: x is one and multiple
2. Hegelian synthesis and correct proposition: ├ ((x ) (Ux → (BFx ( BIx)) 

3. System postulates:

1. ((x) Ax

2. ((x) (Ax → BFx)

3. ((x) (Ax → BIx)

3. Demonstration:

1         ((x) Ax






P

2         ((x) (Ax → BFx)





P

3         ((x) (Ax → BIx)
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4         Aa
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5         (Aa → BFa)
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6         (Aa → BIa)
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7         BFa
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8         BIa
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9        (BFa ( BIa)                   



             8,9 ( I


10                              Ua                                                                     H

11                            (BFa ( BIa) 



              9 Re

12        (Ua → (BFa ( BIa))                                                              10-11 PC

13        ((x) (Ux → (BFx ( BIx))                                                       12 ( I  

. 

PART TWO - QUANTITY
CHAPTER 1 - QUANTITY
A – Pure quantity
   Since Being for oneself is also always a Being for Another, the Limit between them is indifferent and floating. It may be here or it may be there. The determination is not fixed, and, although completely determinate it floats.  Indeed it limits, but one does not know precisely where, since it is something external to the categories elaborated so far. We call this indifference, this externality of the Limit that delimits Quality, Quantity.

The Hegelian thesis – false – about Pure Quantity says: Everything that was presupposed and has to be reposited is pure quantity. – This thesis is false, because Quantity thought of as pure does not yet render explicit the two elements that constitute it, continuity and discontinuity. Since only continuity is expressed, the thesis is false, and the antinomies of Zeno and Kant appear, which do not manage to reconcile continuity and discontinuity in Quantity.  
B – The Continuous and Discontinuous Magnitude 
   Quantity, thought of as pure Quantity, is a false thesis, because it is indeterminate, because the two elements that compose it, continuity and discontinuity, have not been rendered explicit in it. The movement of unification of all the One with One first and primeval, and the movement of dispersion at each One is different from all the others.  
   The One at the same time repels itself and attracts itself. While it attracts itself and refers itself to all the other ones, to itself, this Attraction is a form of continuity of the One which reiterates and replicates itself. This continuity is the immediate unity of the many Ones: each One is outside the other One, but all refer to the original One, all contain it and originate in it. When one says that each One is outside the other, we are already indicating the characteristic of pure Quantity: partes extra partes. The emphasis is on the indetermination of the indifferentiated unity that here wears ambiguous clothing. Do we want to express attraction or repulsion? Continuity or discontinuity?
   However, in order to gain a better understanding of this issue, let us anticipate the antithesis that comes right below: the One, which attracts itself, also repels itself. This repulse, in which each One repels the other Ones, and presents itself as different from them, is a second essential characteristic of Quantity: besides being continuous (first part of the antithesis), it is also discrete (second part of the antithesis). Although all the Ones refer to and originate from the principal and primeval One, each of them is a separate and discrete One. We therefore have the continuous Quantity and the discrete Quantity, one constituting the other.  

That is why the arrow is at the same time motionless and moviment. If we consider only the moment of continuity, the arrow enters an infinitely continuous space and will never stop. If we consider only the moment of discontinuity, it does not move and will never reach its target: the motionless arrow. If we consider both aspects, the arrow crosses the space that is continuous, but reaches the target that is the moment of discontinuity. That is why Achilles and not the turtle wins the race.  
   Quantity, thought of as pure quantity, is a false thesis, because it is indeterminate, because the two elements that compose it are not explicited in it; continuity and discontinuity: the movement of unity of all the Ones towards the first and primeval One, and the dispersion movement in each One is differentiated from all the others. The Hegelian antithesis is false, because it did not express the double movement in which the One attracts and remains continuous, and also repels, in this way engendering the other Ones.
    The One which attracts itself also repels itself. This repulsion in which each One repels the other Ones and presents itself as different from them, is also an essential characteristic of Quantity; the latter, besides being continuous (first part of the antithesis), is also discrete, second part of the antithesis); each of them is a separate and discrete One (discontinuity). We thus have the continuous Magnitude (Grösse) and the discrete Magnitude, one constituting the other.
C – Limitation of Quantity 

The Hegelian synthesis, correctly, says: Everything that was pressuposed and has to be reposited is a Limitation of Quantity – Synthesis is true because it expresses unity between the indetermination of the thesis, the pure Quantity and the continuous and discontinuous Magnitude of the antithesis.
   On discussing the Hegelian thesis and antithesis, we saw above that Quantity also splits into continuity and discontinuity. What unifies these two opposites? How do these two opposite and mutually excluding elements reconcile and reunify? 
   The dialectical response is simple, but extremely hard. Because the Limit that separates and opposes them is the same that unites them. There must be a Limit that allows opposition, but also the unification between the continuous and discontinuous. This Limitation of Quantity is the sought after synthesis. The Limitation between both opposites is also what unifies and reconcile them: continuity and discontinuity constitute and define themselves mutually, and only both of them together can be though of without contradiction. 
   If someone considers the above argumentation to be very abstract, think about the limit (border) between two countries. The limit in itself, strictly speaking, does not exist. It only exists as a limit while it separates and unites the two countries. When the limit only separates, we almost always have enmities and wars; when the limits besides separating they also unite, we have good neighbors, trade, tourism, etc. The limit is nothing, because it is all:  it is the unification between the continuous and the discontinuous. Zeno of Elea and Kant would not have fallen into insoluble antinomies if they had understood this. But since they understood the discontinuous as the mere denial of the continuous, and did not pay attention to the relevance of the Limit, they were lost in the labyrinths we know. They thought as analytical philosophers, not as dialectical ones.  

   The analytical philosopher thinks only about the opposition between the continuous and discontinuous, and states that one denies the other. To state both poles simultaneously is to be in contradiction, since it is logically impossible to state A and Non-A. The analytical ones are completely correct when they state that one cannot deny the Principle of Non-Contradiction; the dialecticals support themselves precisely on the same principle. How then do the analytical philosophers state that continuity and discontinuty are in contradiction, but not the dialectical ones? Because the dialectical ones focus on a greater whole, in which the Limit unifies the continuous and the discontinuous, making one constitute the other.     

QUANTITY
 1. Formalization key:

Ux: x is the one and the multiple
Sx: x is a finite or infinite series
SCx: x is a continuous series
SDx: x is a discontinuous series
Qx: x is quantity
QCx: x is continuous quantity
QDx: x is discontinuous quantity
2. Hegelian synthesis and correct proposition: ├ ((x) (Qx → (QCx ( QDx)) 

3. System postulates:

1. ((x) Ux ( Sx)

2. ((x) ((Sx → (SCx ( (SCx ( SDx))

3. ((x) (SCx ( QCx)

4. ((x) (SDx ( ODx)

4. Demonstration:

1         ((x) (Ux ( Sx)







P

2        ((x) ((Sx → (SCx ( SDx))
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3         ((x) (SCx ( QCx)
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4         ((x) (SDx ( QDx) 
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10       (SDa ( QDa)                                                                                                 4 ( E

11                                                     Qua                                                                      U


12                                    QDa                     
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13                                    (QCa ( QDa) 
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14              (Qa → (QCa ( QDa))
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15              ((x) Qx → (QCx ( QDx)) 
                                                              16 ( I      
                                                                                                                                                                     

CHAPTER 2 -  THE QUANTUM

          Hegel divides this chapter, as usual, into three parts: the Quantum, the Number and the extensive and intensive Quantum. 

   
The Quantum is firstly the Quantity with a Determination, i.e., with a Limit. The Quantum, when thought of with the Limit as the only determination, is simply the Number (A). The Quantum, considered as the Limit which delimits plurality is the extensive Quantum; it says how many units it is delimiting the Quantum, when considered as the unit that turns on itself and is realized as a One, like Being for Oneself, is the intensive Quantum which indicates the quantitative degrees of this self-realization (B). The Quantum, like the One and the Multiple in the realm of Quantity, is also the Quantitative Infinitude (C).   

                                                       A – The Number

Here Quantity is a Quantum and has a Limit, i.e., it is delimited, both as to its continuity and its discontinuity. This Limite, however, is not in a determinate place, but wherever it is, it will be delimiting Quantity and constituting the One; in this sense it is the principle of continuity. This One is, thus, firstly, the continuity of Quantity which is in and of itself One. This One is, secondly, the principle of discontinuity, since from it emerges the multiplicity of the many Ones, each one different from the other. This One is, thirdly, the unit of continuity and discontinuity, since (a) it refers to itself in its unity.(b) it lets the multiplicity of the many come from inside it.  (c) and unifies in itself both continuity and discontinuity. 

When the three movements of the Quantum are placed and thought about simultaneously, we have the Number. The Number is both the continuous and initial One, like the series of many Ones, and also the unit of this series. This brings us back to the problem of the good and bad Infinitude, since the numerical series is on the one hand infinite and can continue forever, it is, in its infinitude, determinate and finite like this series. We will return to this topic later.

The false Hegelian thesis says it all. Everything that was pressupposed and has to be reposited is the Number. This thesis is false, because it expresses the unity and the multiplicity of the Quanta abstractly. Here we lack the determination of the extension and intensity which, as we will see below, are part of the concept of Quantum.   

B - Quantum extensivum and intensivum


The Quantum, besides being continuous and discontinuous (see above), can be extensive and intensive. The Quantum, considered only in its numerical magnitude, is extensive and only asks how many Ones are within its limits; the answer here is always a given number of Ones, each different from the others.  The Quantum, considered only in its comprehensive unit of many Ones, is the intensive Quantum and indicates the degree. The degree does not tell how many Ones are covered in the unit, and it transforms the externality of the many Ones in the interiority of the degrees of intensity – Both, however, constitute each other mutually, because intensity can again be divided and considered discontinuous, it can be numbered. Thus we obtain the numbering of the degrees of a single intensity, for instance heat. But both the extent and the intensity are in a process of Becoming, and thus arises the problem of Infinitude. 
   The Hegelian antithesis, which is false, says: Everything that was presupposed and must be reposited is an extensive and intensive quantum – This antithesis is also false, because it left aside the issue of Good and Bad Infinitude. Even when one talks about Quantum and talks about both its extension and the intensity, what is lacking it the explicit consideration of the issue of Infinitude.
   From the point of view of the analytical philosopher, extension and intensity usually are not considered opposites, because they are concepts applied to different phenomena. From the point of view of Dialectics, the proposition is false because it is incomplete, since the meaning of the parts does not constitute the organic whole, the “system”, without which one cannot practice Dialectical Philosophy.  
                                              C – Quantitative Infinitude 


The Quantum is continuous and discontinuous, it is extensive and intensive. In both dimensions the problem already known and previously discussed arises of Good and Bad Finitude, of Good and Bad Infinitude. Now, Quantum, in both its dimensions, contains a progressus and a regressus ad infinitum. The Quantum cannot be appropriately understood, without being taken to the issue of Finitude and Infinitude in its continuous and discontinuous, extensive and intensive dimensions. This problem, which we have seen and treated in the realm of Quality, appears here again, in the realm of Quantity and requires a solution.  The answer is relatively simple,  it is basically the same that we already presented when we dealt with Good and Bad Infinitude in the realm of Quality. Good Finitude and Good Infinitude are the same, because they are two sides of the same coin - In this context, Hegel discusses at length problems of the establishing the foundation of Mathematics, of differential calculus, of the antinomies of Kant and others. Against the background that we outlined here, these issues can and must be dealt with; this has indeed already occurred and continues to occur in Mathematics (Leibnitz, Frege, Russell, Peano etc.). But they cannot be discussed here, since the solutions, ultimately are contained in what was discussed about Infinitude in the previous chapter.
   The analytical philosopher, once again, would say that Infinitude is the denial of Finitude and therefore, that dialectics is denying the Principle of Non-Contradiction. The answer of dialectics, expounded in the chapter on Infinitude, shows that in Dialectical Philosophy, Infinitude is not the denial of Finitude, but a conceptual element which enter the constitution of Finitude, as Finitude enters the constitution of Infinitude. And what is mutually constituted and as such becomes unified is not against the Principle of Non-Contradiction.  


Hegelian synthesis, false, says: Everything that was presupposed and has to be reposited is Quantitative Infinitude - Synthesis is true and reposits the same answer already given to the problem of Infinitude. There is a Bad Finitude and a Good Finitude, there is a Bad Infinitude and a Good Infinitude. Good Finitude is the same as Good Infinitude: both constitute each other mutually. 
QUANTUM

1.Formalization key:

QLx: x is quantity
QCx: x is a limited continuous quantity
QDx: x is a limited discontinuous quantity
KCx: x is a continuous quantum
KDx; x is a discontinuous quantum
2. Hegelian synthesis and correct proposition:├ ((x) (QLx → (KCx ( KDx))

3. System postulates:

1. ((x) OLx

2. ((x) (QLx → (OCx ( ODx))

3. ((x) (QCx → KCx)

4 ((x) (ODx ( KDx)

4. Demonstration:
1         ((x) QLx

2         ((x) (QLx → (QCx ( QDx))

3         ((x) (QCx ( KCx)

4         ((x) (QDx ( KDx)

5          QLa







     1 ( E

6          (QLa → (QCa ( QDa)                                                               2 ( E

7          (QCa ( QDa)                                                                              5,6 MP

8          (QCa ( KCa)                                                                              3 ( E

9          (QDa ( KDa)



           


     4 ( E 


10                                                    QLa                                                      H


11                                        KDa                                                               9 ( E

12                                        (KCa ( KDa)                                                 11 ( I

13            (QLa → (KCa ( KDa))                                                             10-12 PC                                             

14            ((x) Qx → (KCx ( KDx))                                                         13 ( I      

   Analytical philosophy probably would put a disjunction((x) Ox → (KCx ( KDx) in place of the conjunction ((x) Ox → (KCx ( KDx). They consider the discontinuous as a mere negation of the continuous; if it were so, the use of the disjunction would be correct. The dialectical philosopher, however, as seen previously here, considers continuous and discontinuous as two sides of the same coin, one constituting the other and thus reconciling each other mutually. The position of the analytical philosopher, in its narrowest scope, is not wrong. But it suffers from a systemic deficit, since each concept is seen as though it made sense in and of itself, alone, isolated from the conceptual network of our language.  The dialectical philosopher works with a larger scope and thus, for him, continuous and discontinuous fuse and mix, without being confounded, in the concept of Good Infinitude, without which insoluble antinomies arise. A very concrete example is: the analytic philosopher only sees an antelope, the dialectical one sees the antelope always in the herd..

CHAPTER 3 – THE QUANTITATIVE RELATION
      Hegel – and I agree with him – here we begin a movement that will extend throughout the rest of the Science of Logic: everything that seems solid to us dissolves into relations. The relation, on the contrary of Aristotle and most philosophers in that tradition, comes before, and it is the relation that constitutes its two or more poles.  It has a logical-dialectical and ontological priority over the poles that it built. Already in this second chapter of the second part of the Logic of Being we find as the last synthesis a relation and not a massive, solid object.


The Quantum, as being of Good Finitude and Good Infinitude, is the unit of both elements, quantity and quality. This unit is called relation, or as the ancients used to say, ratio.

The direct ratio exists, if one element grows, the other element grows equally. A philosophically important example of direct and indirect ratio is found in theological discussions on the transcendence and immanence of God. Transcendence and immanence of God are in a direct ratio if, when one grows, the other grows equally.Thus the more transcendent is God, the more immanent He must be. If the Kingdom of God is still coming (transcendence), then He is already here among us (immanence). In the indirect ratio, the contrary happens: the growth of one part implies that the other part decreases. Thus, the more transcendent God is considered, the less present (immanent) He is in this world.    


The direct ratio is the thesis, the indirect ratio is the antithesis; for Hegel, synthesis is the potential relation (Potenzialverhältnis). Below we shall see what this means..

A – Direct ratio

The direct ratio or relation is the mere affirmative relation between the movement of two Quanta: when one grows the other grows too. The relation is immediate, direct and equal, always only in its positivity.  

The Hegelian thesis, false, says: Everything that was presupposed and must be reposited is a direct relation. – This thesis is false, because it only talks about positivity, not negativity, because it does not express the variety of relations that exist in the world of ideas and of things.
B – Indirect ratio

The indirect relation denies the direct relation and states the contrary.  In the movement between two Quanta when one increases the other decreases. This relation is indirect, but it is mediated by denial, and presents only in its negativity.  Applied to the issue of transcendence and immanence of the absolute, the indirect ratio expresses the opinion of most Christians; it is the one that we learn in school. The more transcendent God is, the more noble and divine He becomes; in this case, incarnation becomes the way God is thought about as immanent. But, since for these thinkers, God’s transcendence and immanence deny each other and exclude each other mututally, strictly speaking incarnation becomes difficult to think about rationally.  

The false Hegelian antithesis says: Everything that was presupposed and has to be reposited is an indirect relation. – This antithesis is false because only negativity is expressed in it. It does not take into account the multiple direct relations that exist in the world of ideas and of things.  
C – Potential Relation

Traditional interpreters of Hegel, taken by the term “power” (Potenz), here seek a mathematical relation similar to what we have known since the Greeks. Two to the second power is four. Four to the second power is sixteen, etc. Power here would mean exactly the same as in Arithmetic.  This reading, however, is superficial and mistaken.   


Hegel defines power as follows: Potenz ist eine Menge von Einheiten, deren jede diese Menge selbst ist (Power is a set of units in which each of them is, in itself, the same set). The most current interpretation states that power is a set of units, and that each of these units is the same. The same as what?  Is each unit the same as each of the other units? Or is each unit, in itself, the same as the set that it constitutes? In the former case we have banality in calculating a second power, one part is multiplied twice by itself: two to the second power is four. In the second interpretation something completely new and apparently counter-intuitive appears: each powered unit, no matter how many times, is always the same at the set of all units.
   My friend and colleague Antonio C. Soares wrote about this, in a personal communication, a delightful text that I transcribe here: “This, in Mathematics, appears to be wrong. In the Theory of Sets, however, one class is infinite and is only bijectable with its own subclass. In this case, the whole is not larger than one of its (own) parts. Jesús Mosterín, in Axiomatic Theory of Sets (2nd edition, Barcelona, Arel 1980, 274 pp, 115s), tells this enjoyable story: Let us suppose that a hotel, with a finite number of rooms, is full up. If new guests arrive, there will be no place to put them up, and they will not have rooms. Suppose that now the hotel has an infinite number of rooms, for instance, as well as the natural numbers. If new guests arrive it will always be possible to accommodate them, even if the hotel is completely full. It will, for instance, be enough to invite the guests who already are there to move to the room with a number that is double that of their current room. Thus, the occupants of room number 1 move to number 2, those of 2 to 4, those of 3 to 6,…, those of n to 2n.   After this, everyone will continue to be accommodated (in even-numbered rooms), but an infinity of rooms (those with odd numbers), will have remained empty. This extraordinary property of hotels with infinite rooms is the property of all infinite classes (and these alone) to be bijectable with their own subclass, a property used by Dedekind to define infinitude.” 

   But here it is a matter of Philosophy, not of Mathematics. What Hegel and we mean to say is possibly much more profound and much more difficult, since it would even apply to finite classes: each part, even potentiated, is the same as the Whole of which it is part. The part is a part, indeed, but, besides it is always the Whole of which it is part. This obviously can only be thought of, as in the Theory of Systems, when well interpreted, as a network in which every wire, with its nodes and deployments, are the Part and the Whole. In my opinion, this is the structure of the Universe.

Let us try to go further. In this second interpretation, we have a high outreach philosophical proposition, viz., the relation between Part and the Whole. Part, no matter how much it is a part, is also always the Whole. The Whole is everywhere, each part is, therefore, the same as the Whole. This relation is not the “potentialization” of Mathematics, it is something much broader and higher. Here it is a matter of the intimate relation between Part and Whole, considered as a unit  

The positive relation and the negative relation, that in the beginning are opposed and mutually exclusive, now reconcile and find their synthesis. Increasing and decreasing no longer oppose each other, because it is no longer the relation between two parts, but the relation between Part and Whole. The part can perfectly well increase or decrease, without the Whole increasing or decreasing. The really philosophical quantitative relation is that which, leaving Mathematics behind, deals with the relation between the Part and the Universe, between the Part and the Whole in movement.  

The true Hegelian synthesis says: Everything that was presupposed and has to be reposited is a power relation – The synthesis is correct because it reconciles and unifies the direct relation and indirect relation. Direct ratio and indirect ratio are confounded here, because they become unified on a higher plane than that of Mathematic, on the plane of Philosophy of the Whole and of its parts. A direction ratio and an indirect ratio on this plane, without losing their specificity, are the same Whole, and therefore they are unified.

This means that every being, as a Quantum, is both for Good Finitude and for Good Infinitude. Quantity and quality begin to reconcile here. 
QUANTITATIVE RELATION
1. Formalization key:

x: x is a quantitative relation
RDxy: x is a Being that has to have a direct relation with y
RIxy: x is a being that has an indirect relation with y
RPxy: x is a being that has a potentiation relation with y
QDxy: x is a quantum that has a direct relation with another quantum y
QIxy: x is a quantum that has an indirect relation with another quantum y
QPxy: x is a quantum that has a potentiation relation with another quantum y
2. Hegelian synthesis and correct proposition: ├ (Rx → ((RDxy ( RIxy) ( RPxy))

3. System postulates:

1. ((x) Rx

2. ((x)((y) (Rx → ((ODxy ( OIxy) ( OPxy))

3. ((x)((y) (QDxy ( RDxy)

4. ((x)((y) (OIxy) ( (RIxy)

5. ((x)((y) (OPxy ( (RPxy)

4. Demonstration:


1          ((x) Rx

2          ((x) ((y) (Rx → ((QDxy ( QIxy) ( QPxy))

3          ((x) ((y) (QDxy ( RDxy)

4          ((x) ((y) (QIxy ( RIxy)

5          ((x) ((y) (QPxy ( RPxy)

6          Ra                                                                                                      1 ( E

7          ((y) Ra → ((QDay ( QIay) ( QPay))                                                2 ( E

8          (Ra → ((QDab ( QIab) ( QPab))                                                     7 ( E

9          ((y) (QDay ( RDay)                                                                          3 ( E

10        (QDab ( RDab)                                                                                  9 ( E

11        ((y) (QIay ( RIay)                                                                              4 ( E

12        (QIab ( RIab)                                                                                     11 ( E

13        ((y) (QPay ( RPay)                                                                            5 ( E

14        (QPab ( RPab)                                                                                   13 ( E   


15                                             Ra

16                             RDab                                                                                 10 ( E   

17                             RIab                                                                                   11 ( E

18                             RPab                                                                                  14 ( E

19                             (RDab ( RIab)                                                                    16,17 ( I

20                             ((RDab ( RIab) ( RPab)                                                     19,18 ( I

21         (Ra → ((RDab ( RIab) ( RPab))                                                            15-21 CP             

22         ((y) (Ra → ((RDay ( RIay) ( RPay))                                                     21 ( I
                            

23         ((x) (Rx → ((RDxy ( RIxy ( RPxy)                                                     22 ( I

PART THREE – THE MEASURE

The dialectical development of the categories of Quantity showed that there is no Quantity without Quality, as – vice-versa- there is no Quality without Quantity. We saw, in the second part, that all categories dealing with Quantity always contain a qualitative element. Without this qualitative element, Quantity would be a mere Non-Being, a Nothing, empty, indifferentiated, without any determination. Quantity, to be Quantity, has to be the determinate denial of a Quality, ie, Quantity is always the Quality that comes out of itself, almost loses its sameness, but never completely loses its identity with itself. Quantity is Quality out of itself, an Internality that went out of itself and lost itself in Externality. The classical expression partes extra partes expresses both aspects.The word Partes indicates Quality, the term extra means denial, the Non-Identity, Externality, which is Quantity. That is why, on dealing with Quantity, we had to elaborate the concept of Quantum, a determinate quality which deals with the problems of Good and Bad Infinitude, Good and Bad Finitude. The very concept of Quantum turns on itself and discovers itself as a Quantitative Relation. The Quantitative Relation is only the Quantum, which, conscious of itself, discovers itself as self-relating and self-referring.  

This would lead us back to the problem of Bad Infinitude, since a relation that flects back on itself, that is self-relation, appears to lose all and any determination. It is not known where it begins, where it ends, it is not known how it delimits itself. , Thus, with the category of Quantitative Relation we are back to the old problem of the vicious circle, which besides being vicious because it presupposes itself, appears to be empty.  

This is the problem that is dealt with in the third and last part of the first book under the title of Measure. Measuring is a very particular form of determining and specifying. One takes a determinate quantity, for instance, an armful (an ancient measure of length), and applies it to another determinate quantity, for instance a lasso; the successive application of the same armful - a determinate quantity – to the length of the lasso will determine how many armfuls this lasso has.  The working lasso of an adult gaucho, according to tradition and for functional reasons, must be twelve armfuls long – We can take another determinate quantity, foot. Taking the length of the foot as a standard of measure, and applying this standard to other determinate quantities, we can say that a house, for instance, is 27 feet wide in front by 90 feet long – In both examples mentioned, we arbitrarily take a determinate quantity, ie., a Specific Quantity, but besides this, in a reflection of the quantitative ratio over itself. We are considering this determinate Quantum as a standard of Measure and we begin to determine other determinate quantities, other Quanta based on how many times it contains the standard adopted.   The Measure is a later determination of the specific Quantum and the Quantitative Relation, because it establishes a sui generis type of self-flection and self-determination. This is the topic of this third part which presents as a synthesis between Quality (first part) and Quantity (second part). The synthesis between both consists of an Identity that flects over itself, applies as a standard to itself, and thus determines itself as self-determination. This is the last category in the Logic of Being (first book) and it makes the transition to the Logic of Essence (second book). Measure is already a more sophisticated form of self-reference, of self-flection. The Logic of Essence will deal plentifully with such circular structures which, initially vicious, when duly analyzed, proved virtuous.
CHAPTER 1 – THE SPECIFIC QUANTITY
A – The Specific Quantum

 Measure is a Specific Quantum that is taken as a standard, and on being applied to other Specific Quanta, says how many times one is contained in the other: the former in the latter. (Do the Quanta to be measured contain many times the standard Quantum?) or the latter in the former (How many Quanta to be measured are contained how many times in the standard Quantum?). In other words, how many feet wide is a house front? Or, how many beans are there in a pot?

The characteristic that immediately calls attention in this context is the empirical and arbitrary character of the standard used for measuring.  A priori, it is quite clear what Measure is from the philosophical standpoint: it is taking a given (determinate) Quantum as a standard and applying it to other determinate quantities. But, this choice of standard is empirical and arbitrary. As a standard of measure what are we going to use, an inch, a hand, the foot, an armful, a meter, which is the bar of metal at the bottom of a well in Paris, or what? Even if – which does not happen – the foot were a standard of measure, feet are empirical, a posteriori, and are not exactly the same size? What then should be chosen as a standard of measure? The arbitrariness of the standard of Measure here appears crystal clear. Measure and standard of Measure are relational concepts: this is the self-application of a given Quantum over other determinate Quanta. These are a priori concepts.   But whichever the standard of measure which is to be used, this is something empirical, arbitrary, the result of tradition or of social conventions. The specific Quantity which here is a thesis, is arbitrary, because in itself it is indeterminate, because although it is called Specific Quantum, it is not known where it begins and where it ends. It continues to be indeterminate: it lacks the empirical convention. 


The false Hegelian thesis says: Everything that was presupposed and must be reposited is the specific quantity – The thesis is false, because it is arbitrary, because in order to be operational, it must contain something outside it, which says where it begins and where it ends. Plato and Hegel would really like to be able to deduce, a priori, the precise dimension of the Quantum which is taken as a standard of measure. This is impossible. Here it is necessary – as advocated in this system design - that the a priori be interlinked with the a posteriori, that the empirical element be added to deduction. But, first of all, we wish to determine the Measure philosophically, based on the conceptual relation that form it
B – Specifying Measure

In order for a determinate Quantum to become a standard of measure, it is necessary to perform an act of choice which, among several possibilities (inch, hand, foot, armful, etc), chooses a given Quantum as being specific and transforms it into a standard of Measure. A standard of Measure in itself is something arbitrary and empirical; but once chosen as a standard, it acquires a scientific function and becomes the Specifying Measure. Having chosen the foot as a standard of measure, all members of this culture and all their sciences must measure the quantities saying how many feet they are. The Quantum is no longer indeterminate, it has become specific and concrete. But it continues to have its arbitrary characteristics. The Specifying Measure too, although a determinate Quantum, is something that receives its determination from outside itself. Such a concept must be placed in the conceptual network that constitutes it and gives it meaning.  

The Hegelian antithesis, false, says: Everything that was presupposed and must be reposited is a specifying measure. – This antithesis too is false, because, like the Hegelian thesis, it is outside the nework of relations that constitutes it and gives it meaning.
C – The Being-for-oneself in the Measure

In order to be understood philosophically, the Measure requires that the element that determines and specifies the Quantum come from within the conceptual network that organizes the Universe, from within the folds and unfolds of the Totality in Movement. Yes, so that the Measure can be conceived as a philosophical category, the determination of the Specific Quantum and the Specifying Quantum has to come from within the network of relations that constitute it as a Measure, in Philosophy, it must be a Being for Oneself, ie., the Measure must determine itself from   inside itself. Measure must be something self-determined. But how can one think about this self-determination of the Measure? 

The correct Hegelian synthesis, says: Everything that was presupposed and must be reposited is a Measure that is a Being for oneself. The synthesis, a true proposition, expresses the philosophical need that the Quantum be self-determined as a Measure without arbitrariness and without merely empirical conventions.  Quantum without an a posteriori empirical foundation cannot be operational, since there is no empirical determination that comes to it from the real world. Thus, it cannot measure anything concrete from our empirical world. But measures such as a merely philosophical concept require that Quantum determine itself from the network of conceptual relations that constitute it. The determination must come from within the Measure itself, while the latter is thought of as a philosophical category. Is this possible? 
CHAPTER 2 – THE REAL MEASURE

A – THE RELATION OF INDEPENDENT MEASURE
The Measure in the triad of the previous chapter was determined as a relation that exists between Quanta that are determinate and thus concrete. In the Measure a quantitative relation is established between at least two quantitative and concrete bodies; this Measure, although arbitrary, is autonomous, i.e., it rules itself (Being-for-Oneself). Now, these different independent measures, each of them autonomous, have not been obviously isolated, since they constitute a network of relations between them: they are a Relation of Independent Measures.


Hegel deals here first with the relation between two measures. Secondly, the Measure is considered a series of measure relations. Thirdly, measures called   Wahlverwandtschaften (elective affinities) are dealt with. Hegel, Goethe and several authors of the German Romanticism, ignoring the atomic model of Niels and Rutherford, discovered only later, thought that certain substances had a special attraction for other persons, from which it seemed that loves based on elective affinities came (see Goethe’s novel titled Wahlverwandtschaften). Today we know that the so-called affinities in Physics and Chemistry originate from the atomic structure and are ruled by the laws of Physics. There are cosmic forces of attraction and repulsion, such as electromagnetics and others that appear to only attract (with which not all physicists agree), such as gravity, there is still the duplicity of particles, i.e., of the matter that we observe and of the black matter which we know exists without rightly knowing what it is. In Physics we lack the Great Unified Theory (GUT), which aims at unifying in a single theory the four great forces with which we work today. – From the merely philosophical point of view, we cannot here advance further; we have to await the results of Physics. 

The Hegelian thesis, which is false, says it all. Everything that was presupposed and must be replaced is a relation of independent measures. – The thesis is false because it deals only with determinate quantities, of the relation of specific Measures. If we think of these Measures as being based in the empirical world, there is nothing to object against in measures that are relatively autonomous towards each other. But here it is a matter of finding a Measure that is philosophical, without containing an empirical element. This appears impossible.
B – The nodes between the Measure relations
If they were not later specified and determined, the Measure relations are dispersed in multiplicity. They are multiple but they do not express the unity that is to keep them united with each other and reconciled with themselves. The network of relations, which in turn will allow the emergence of true nodes is not formed. This network of relations will allow the emergence of true nodes: the nodes that replace things and objects of traditional philosophies. Antithesis here is constituted by the nodes among the Measure relations, but without the structure of a network. Node, as the word says, means junction and, thus, unit. The thesis on the relation of independent measures, which only talks about plurality, is opposed to the antithesis of the nodes between the measure relations. The nodes intend to supply the unity that was lacking. Here we are only a single step from the correct concept: the Universe, in my opinion, is a large network completely interlinked, the nodes are what we call things and objects, but they are no more than poles of relations.  Hegel came very close to a solution, but apparently he did not see it.  

The Hegelian antithesis, which is false, says: Everything that was presupposed and has to be replaced is a relation of nodes between the Measure relations. – This antithesis is also false. It counters the thesis, as unit counters multiplicity. But it is only a contraposition, not a reconciliation and unification. Now it is the unity between unit and multiplicity that is missing. But how to constitute a unity between the One and the Multiple concerning the Real Measures? Hegel’s answer is harsh and raises a problem that must be dealt with: the Unmeasure.
C – The Unmeasure

The Unmeasure is the attempt, we would indeed agree with the Greeks, the heroic attempt to unify the relation of independent measures, in all their plurality, with the nodes between the mesure relations in their unity. The Unmeasure appears to be here, the reconciliation between the One and the Multiple, because in it – according to Hegel, but not in my opinion – both fuse together and disappear.

Hegel’s synthesis, also incorrect in this case, says: Everything that was presupposed and must be reposited is an unmeasure – But this synthesis immediately falls from its unifying position and once again becomes a false thesis to be worked on and corrected. Because the Unmeasure, precisely because it is without measure, overcame (aufheben) the element of multiplicity with such violence that the element of unity disappeared in the indifferentiation of something that being without Measure (Massloses) loses all of its determinations. The latter synthesis, which should be unifying (to overcome multiplicity) did not retain with sufficient explicitness either the multiplicity or the unity that it contains. And thus it becomes once again a false thesis to be worked on and corrected, and leads to the next, third and last chapter: The Coming to be of Essence.

The Unmeasure is indeed a synthesis, we find it in the Greek heroes. But, it is at the same time, its perdition. Because without Measure, the Greek hero leaves the Epos, is no longer a victorious hero, and enters the inexorable web of Tragedy. The last category of the Logic of Being, which should be the synthetic category that would unify everything that was discussed previously, instead of synthetizing the previous categories, threw them into the Hades of purest chaos or, in philosophical language, into the most absolute indifference and disorder of content. 

              The formalization below presents a concept of measure that has been appropriately corrected because it arbitrarily includes a pattern of empirical measure. Without this arbitrariness and without this empirical element a posteriori, we would fall into the aporias described above.

           In the formalization below we present only the already-corrected synthesis of the Hegelian theses and antitheses discussed above.
MEASURE 

1. Symbolization key:

PMx: x is a quantum taken arbitrarily as a standard of measure
MExy: x is a quantum applied to quantity y
MCxy: x is the number of standards of measure contained in y 

Mx: x is the measuring process
2. Correct proposition: ├   ((x) ( (y)  (Mx →  (PMx ( MExy) (  MCxy))
3. System postulates:

1. ((x) PMx

2. ((x)((y) (PMx ( MExy)

3. ((x)((y) (MExy → MCxy)

3. Demonstration
1          ((x) PMx

2          ((x) ((y) (PMx ( MExy)

3          ((x) ((y) (MExy → MCxy)

4          PMa                                                                             1 ( E

5          ((y) (PMa ( MEay)                                                    2 ( E

6          (PMa ( MEab)                                                             5 ( E

7          ((y) (MEay → MCay)                                                3 ( E

8          (MEab → MCab)                                                         7 ( E

9          MEab                                                                            6 ( E

10        MCab                                                                            9,10 MP


11                                               Ma                                               H       


12                             (PMa ( MEab)                                            4,9 ( I

13                             ((PMa ( MEab) ( MCab)                           12,10 ( I

14          (Ma → ((PMa ( MEab) ( MCab))                                 11-13 PC

15          ((y) (Ma → ((PMa ( MEay) ( MCay)                          14 ( I

16          ((x) ((y) ((Mx → PMx ( MExy) ( MCxy))                 15 ( I

CHAPTER 3 – THE BECOMING OF ESSENCE
   Hegel ends his discussion on the last category of the Logic of Being with the concept of Unmeasure, in which, apparently, everything that had been achieved earlier is crushed to bits in a representation, in which, instead of a conceptual order, we have only total chaos, in which the categories that were previously so carefully elaborated and concatenated, sort of exploded, and without being ranked by any principle of order, enter a bacchantic dance in which only licentousness rules. Anticipating what we shall see in the Logic of Essence, we should remember that there Hegel dissolves the thing, dissolves the appearance and transforms all of reality, including the Absolute, into a game of relations. There is nothing solid anymore, on to which we may hold, there is no substance or object, there are only relations. Is it the relations that, constituting their poles, weave the network of relations which is Universe? This is the central idea of Hegel’s Philosophy and also mine. After the work of demolishing and destroying traditional Metaphysics, Philosophy is reconstructed with a network of relations.  
  There is no reason for surprise, since if Hegel ends the Logic of Being saying that everything is an Unmeasure that is defined as a total indifference to all and any determination.  Having reached the end of the first book, the Logic of Being, it appears that we have returned to the beginning, to the Being and to the Nothing, indeterminate, and completely empty. And do the elaborated categories of Quality, Becoming, Being-that-is- being-there, Finitude, Infinitude, Being-for-Oneself, Quantity, Quantum, quantitative Infinitude, quantitative Relation and Measure not mean anything, are they no longer worth something? Has it all disappeared into the vortex of Unmeasure which grinds down and apparently destroys everything?
   Hegel’s kind commentators here state that nothing has been lost and nothing has been ground down. What Hegel does, they say, is to show that the categories of the Logic of Being are not yet self-reflected, are not reflexiv, and thus the category of Unmeasure says that there is something underlying the categories elaborated, there is an indifferent substrate that remained outside the scope of the categories  and that must be worker on further. They say that it must be shown that the categories and this substrate interpenetrate each other, and constitute a unit. This would be done in the Logic of Essence.
   I confess that, in this point at least, I am not a kind commentator. I think that the problem is much more serious, and that its roots run much deeper.
   Hegel begins the Logic with an unnumbered chapter, saying that one cannot assume anything determinate, without which Philosophy would stop being critical. The beginning is thus made by the categories of Being and Nothing, both completely indeterminate and without any content. Hegel then intends to follow the model proposed by Fichte, deducing all the subsequent categories, i.e., all of Philosophy based on a conceptual analysis of Thinking, which thinks itself.. There have been many attempts, in these more than one hundred and fifty years, to reconstruct this Hegelian procedure which, we must agree, seems to be essential. Nobody, nobody at all, has managed to deduct appropriately from Pure Thinking, from the Nothing and from the Being empty of content, even a single category. Kant was right, in this point, to structure the Critique of Pure Reason based on a clearly enunciated empirical presupposition. After all, it is not possible to get real milk from a cow that is purely the result of thinking.
   I move away, therefore, from Hegel’s system, and propose that the problem of not presupposing anything be solved as follows. Let us take all the things that exist or are merely possible in the Universe, and place them – mentally, of course – to the left of a dividing line. With this, to the left of the dividing line we have everything that has been presupposed, i.e., all the existing and possible entities of the Universe. On the right side of the line we have nothing at all: it is all empty and without content. In this empty space, without content, we will construct the philosophical system of moderate objective idealism.

   The philosopher, in the beginning, has to the left of the dividing line all of the beings in the Universe; to his right there is a completely empty space. The philosopher’s task now consists of transporting everything that is to the left of the dividing line to its right side, but in such a way that the concepts – and the things that the concepts denote - will be ranked systematically.  .

   Let us think about a library that was messed up by vandals. What to do? To heap up all the books on the left side of the room and then pick up and examine the classification label of each book, place it on shelf where it has its systematic place. It is necessary to be patient, since the task of tidying the books requires that we pick them up one by one and examine it. In this tidying up process, we do not write a new book. We also do not create new books. We do not invent a new ranking system. Not at all. We place the books in the right order according to the principle of classification used in the library.   
   The philosopher does something similar to what is done by the librarian in the example above. In the beginning, on his left he has a disorganized heap of books, on his right an empty space. Now his task consists of arranging everything that was placed on the left, putting them into the proper order to the right, i.e. within the system. What is to the left was presupposed, what is to the right is “posited”, i.e., reconstructed (reposited) in the appropriate location. Now one will ask, what principle of classification or principle of order the philosopher should follow. The answer that I must give – and I do not know whether I am alone in this position – is that the principle of classification is the very order of the Universe. And how do we know what order this is? Because we have the ascending and descending dialectics.   Patiently going up the steps of ascending dialectics, we learn the first principles and return from them to the unique things of this world of ours.
   In my opinion the philosopher should not try to get real milk for a merely imaginary cow. From where does he get the categories, figurations, elements of the system? From the left side of the dividing line, where everything was presupposed. The philosopher’s work consists of positing, or rather repositing in its appropriate place everything that was presupposed. The philosopher removes the categories because, although they are mixed up, they are already in the space of what was presupposed. What is the appropriate place? This is determined by the network of relations that constitute the Universe,.ie., by the principle of order of the Universe.
   Here we see that the a priori and the a posteriori interlink and complete each other mutually. Physics has well delimited presuppositions, Biology and Meteorology too. If the scientist manages to create a theory that will reveal the order that unifies the multiplicity of the phenomena, he is doing science correctly. The neoplatonic philosopher’s work is almost the same, except that in the beginning it presupposes simply the entire Universe in its beings and entities. The philosopher also has to create an organic theory that will unify the multiplicity of all beings, thus also unifying all the other sciences. 
       My opinion about this interlinking between the a priori method and the a posteriori method no longer has anything Hegelian about it. I am – rightly or wrongly – on my own feet, presenting an own system.
   The Becoming of the Essence, which performs the transition from the Logic of Being to the Logic of Essence, means that after dealing with the very universal concepts (Quantity, Quality, Measure) that appeared to come linearly one from inside the other, concepts will be discussed that are often defined in a manner such as to form vicious circles. We have to transform them into virtuous circles.  Here is where we will critique the main theses in traditional Metaphysics.
   History of Philosophy is, today, the long, winding road at the side of which lie the bleaching skeletons of philosophical systems that made mistakes, lost their way and died, because they did not perceive that, in a philosophical system, both poles of the relation have to be thought about and determined at the same time, one by the other, one constituting the other. 
   Here, immediately the question is raised? But is this not a vicious circle? Is that not precisely the error of circulus vitiosus? 
   Yes and no. The second book of the Science of Logic by Hegel, possibly the most corrosive criticism ever written about the basic concepts of traditional Philosophy, shows in detail how the great systems sinned precisely because they fell into this vicious circle.  One by one all the great systems are reviewed – without naming the authors – and unmasked as vicious circles. But is there any way out? Is there a way of getting out of the circle that permeates our entire tradition? Hegel will show that there is a way out, yes: it is necessary to transform the vicious circles into virtuous circles. And he does this, in many cases, brilliantly. 
    In one case, however, in the dialectics of modalities, Hegel becomes ambiguous, to say the least. On elaborating the category of Absolute Necessity, Hegel is not very clear, and from then on the whole system takes on the character of necessitarianism. This distorts it violently. Henceforth, Hegel, as in fact Spinoza had done before him, moves almost always within the parameters of systematic necessitarianism, which makes free choice impossible, and thus true ethics. – At this precise point, I performed corrective interpretation of the system, which is highly relevant. I transformed the absolute necessity that is considered by Spinoza and Hegel as a harsh necessity that does not accept facts against it, that necessity which prevails in Logic, Mathematics and in certain parts of Philosophy, I transformed it, I say, into a soft necessity that allows counterfacts, that prevails in the subatomic world, in the Theory of Evolution of living beings and societies, and especially in what we call Ethics and Law. The soft necessity is the supreme law of the system, it is the supreme set within which lies, smaller and less broad, hard necessity. 

   The Principle of Non-Contradiction, like the one formulated by Aristotle in the Gamma book of Metaphysics, is not well formulated. Aristotle writes: “It is impossible that the same predicate be attributed and not attributed to the same subject under the same subject and at the same time.” The modal operator used by the Stagirite, “It is impossible“, is wrong. Because what is impossible cannot exist, cannot even be thought about. Now, we can perfectly well write a contradiction on the classroom blackboard or on this paper: P and Non-P. This contradiction exists, it is there on paper, for all to see. But the impossible is what cannot ever exist. It is concluded that the Principle of Non-Contradiction needs to be formulated with a softer modal operator, a modal operator that commands, but allows counterfacts. Corrected in this way, the Principle of Non-Contradiction should be formulated as follows: “One should not attribute and not-attribute the same predicate to the same subject under the same aspect and at the same time”. This softer modal operator does allow contradictions to exist in our speech and in our world, for instance wars and similar conflicts. But, at the same time, it commands: it orders us to immediately correct the existing contradiction, since contradictions should not exist. We also perceive that in this formulation, which avoids the above mentioned problem, we conquer a first principle of all of the Ethics and Politics. This soft necessity will be the great law, the truly universal law, which prevails throughout the universe, governs Totality in Movement. 

   The demolition of the classical categories of traditional Philosophy, which Hegel himself presented, elaborated, criticized and reconstructed, everything was thrown into the garbage can of contrary and disconnected representations. All of the Logic of Essence which initially appeared to be a solid building with good foundations, imploded like a castle of cards. What to do? Do what?   
   It is necessary to abandon the ideas of thing, object etc, and to understand the world as a great network of relations, in which we are ourselves and everything that appeared to be solid. This is the central idea of Hegel’s Philosophy and also of mine. After the work of demolishing and destroying traditional Metaphysics, Philosophy must be reconstructed as a network of relations. This is the task for the Logic of the Concept.  
BOOK TWO – THE LOGIC OF ESSENCE
INTRODUCTION
   Socrates and his guests, as Plato reports in the Menon dialogue, discussed the issue which has not been fully solved up to the present time, of the necessary and apparently eternal ideas. Two plus two are always and necessarily four, and this truth seems eternal, i.e., timeless. The first step to approach the problem, as appropriate to critical thinkers such as Socrates and his friends, is to place the thesis raised into doubt. No one doubts that there are contingent and temporal truths, this cannot be doubted because whoever talks and gives an answer, whichever the latter is, formulates a proposition that presupposes at least the existence of contingent and temporal truths. But are there truths that are necessary and eternal? This is the topic of the discussion, this is the theme. 
   Socrates advocates the existence of necessary and eternal truths, for without them there could be no Geometry and the logically articulated philosophical discourse. But, how can this be demonstrated? To perform a test, Socrates asks Menon to call any one of his many slaves. Menon chooses one of his slaves and puts him into the circle of discussion. Socrates then asks the slave whether he knows how to read, whether he knows how to write, whether he had any schooling, whether he learned Geometry. The slave answers no to all the questions. Because of the negative answers given by the slave, Socrates turns to his friends and says that he will demonstrate that the illiterate and ignorant slave not only knows, but is able to demonstrate important axioms of Geometry. For this, says the Master, is is enough that the ideas that are sleeping in him be brought into the light of his conscience. We then read, in the aforementioned dialogue, how Socrates, using lines traced in the sand on the ground, and  skillfully guided questions, leads the illiterate slave, step by step, to demonstrate geometrical theorems that he had never learned. Now, argues Socrates, if he never learned Geometry, but asked step by step, knows and demonstrates important theorems, it is thus proved that the ideas do not come fromo outside him – they were not learned - it is proved that they are innate to him, and that they were only asleep.  Picking up necessary ideas and using them to build geometrical propositions and philosophical arguments is, consequently, always and only a process of remembering (anámnesis) the necessary and eternal forms that the soul, in its preexistence in the star contemplated and learned. In the illiterate slave of Menon, the ideas of Geometry were asleep; Socrates’ questions woke them up and the slave recalled those eternal and immutable forms which he had contemplated during his preexistence in the world of the star.

        The consequence of this, says Sócrates in the dialogue, is that not only are the ideas innate, but first and mainly that there is a world of ideas, paradigmatic forms of things that are eternal and necessary.  In the star there is an idea of man and the men in our world are men and not goats, because they participate in the one and only eternal and necessary idea of man. Souls, in their pre-existence of the star, contemplate the eternal forms, and when they are thrown into the prison of the body, forget them and only slowly, because of circumstances, remember them and then suddenly know them. They even know the geometrical theorems.  
   Here we do not go into the currently often discussed issue of whether Plato, in the dialogue, Parmenides, refuted the theory of separate ideas and became very distant from them. The fact is that Aristotle did this. Aristotle brought the eternal, immutable ideas of Plato into temporal and immutable things. For this purpose he had to add another element to the necessary and eternal forms, so as to justify on the one hand the need for knowledge that always comes from outside, on the other hand, the mutations, the contingency and temporality of man. Aristotle called this element matter (hyle). Man, composed by form and matter, would thus have an intellectual soul able of knowing – in the passive intellect, phantasma, originating in sensibility – the necessary and eternal ideas, as well as a sensitive soul, to which he attributed sensitive knowledge of contingent and temporal things.  Man, subject to time and to mutations, but also able to get to know, through sensibility, the eternal and the immutable, is, says Aristotle, composed of the intellectual soul, the sensitive soul and the vegetative soul. That hard core of man which underlies the mutations without he himself changing and and no longer being a man, is the intellectual soul through which it participates in the eternal and immutable form; Aristotle calls this substance or essence. Thus, man is eternal and immutable in his essence or substance, contingent and temporal in what is only matter or is only inherent to substance, namely, accidents.  
   The Platonic doctrine of separate forms was refuted, in my opinion, by Plato himself. However, the Aristotelian doctrine of eternal and immutable forms in the raw material and with this constituting things, has survived until our days under the name of essence. Essence is that hard, necessary, eternal and immutable center of things. It is by his essence as a man, that man participates in the eternal and necessary idea of man, and that is why the concrete man who inhabits our world is a man, and not a camel or a young goat. It is because of this Aristotelian doctrine that even today there are people who deny Darwin’s Theory of Evolution on the mutation of species. It is also because of this Aristotelian doctrine that the Medievals and Neo-Scholastics say, up to our days, that the soul can exist separately from the body. 

   The term essence over time took on the meaning of eternal, necessary and immutable core of things, substance, the substrate to which accident inhere. If, consequently, we speak of Logic and of the Mathematics of relations and of necessary and timeless nexuses, it is because we are expressing an essential relation that prevails between things, possibly the essence of a determinate thing. – Science up to the Middle Ages consisted of trying to pick up the necessary essence of the Universe and of the things that inhabit it. And since the faculty of the soul that picks up the essence is the intelligible soul, doing science was to meditate and look inside, because it is only the intelligible soul that is capable, in its introspection, of picking up the essential nexuses.   
   This was the state of things until, at the most important center of philosophical thinking of the time, the University of Paris, serious objections began to be raised against the doctrine of forms or essences. Is there a clay form, Plato had already asked in one of his dialogues in old age, is it enough to consider it a mixture of the form of earth with the form of water? Must clay have a specific form which is its own alone? Such questions, at the University of Paris, gave rise to acrimonious discussions and, finally, to a split between essentialists and nominalists.  The essentialists advocated that what we thought was universal, eternal and permanent exists only in words, never in the things themselves. This intellectual split provoked the physical split; the nominalists abandoned Paris, and since most of them were originally English, they returned to England, with their carts loaded with parchments and other belongings, until they laid roots in a minuscule village at the ford, a shallow stretch of Ox River, where travellers could cross on foot. Oxford. That is how Oxford began, and there the mature nominalism, later the English empiricism developed, and because of all this, the University of Oxford, and with it all of England, became, for a long time, one of the most important centers, if not the most important, of empirical sciences. One no longer sought the essence of things by meditation and speculative introspection (a priori) but by the meticulous observation of the empirical world (a posteriori). Philosophy abandoned the solitude of the monastic cell and began to travel the mountains and valleys, fields and heaths, observing the real world. 
    Beginning in the 12th and 13th centuries, the division between essentialists and nominalists increased gradually to the point that now, in the 21st century, one still speaks of Continental Philosophy (essentialist) as opposed to Anglo-Saxon Philosophy, to the nominalists who, no longer speaking Latin, do not call themselves by their  nomen any more, but by language. Thus the Philosophy of Language or Analytical Philosophy of Language appeared.     .

  One of the greatest precursors of theoretical nominalism on the Continent was Immanuel Kant.  Kant, almost as radical aas Ockham had been, in Critique of Pure Reason denies the empirical world, and thus all and any objective essence. Kant reduces the essences of the Middle Ages to twelve categories of understanding, i.e., to subjective categories that reflect the necessary nexuses, not between things, but between subjective concepts: this, and this alone, is necessary and true. The critical idealism of Kant was the last flogging of the dead horse of existencialism. The very last flogging was performed by Hegel in the Logic of Essence. 
   A person who has not studied Philosophy and hears speak of Logic of Essence, the second book of the Science of Logic, thinks that Hegel has returned to the doctrine of essentialists. After all, are not the categories of the Logic of Essence the scientific treatment that Hegel gives to what the ancients called essence? Are not the categories treated here the traditional concepts of an essentialist philosophy? “Essence”, “appearance”, “identity”, “difference”, “existence”, “the Whole and the Part”, “form and matter”, “the Absolute”, are these not the classical themes of essentialist philosophy? Yes, they doubtlessly are. But Hegel does not discuss them to defend them, but to criticize them. Were it not for the nuance of Aufhebung, I would say that Hegel completes the destruction of the essences begun by the nominalists. Hegel, in this acid and corrosive book, harshly criticizes and definitively destroys the classical concepts of the essentialist philosophy. But Hegel is always Hegel, he critizes and destroys to reconstruct, he always peforms a Aufhebung, he overcomes and corrects the old concepts of tradition, but retains what was right in them. Here too, overcoming and keeping (putting away, storing) is Hegel’s method. But the tonic of the Logic of Essence is that of profound destruction, of the radical demolition of the traditional Metaphysics of essences.
   This means that no – absolutely no – concept used by Hegel in the Logic of Essence has the same meaning as in essentialist philosophy. As we shall see, very little was left of the latter. This imposes on us a very special discipline and great conceptual rigor, since the same term used by tradition, when used by Hegel takes on a new, often completely new meaning. The classical example of this is, as we shall see below, the term Widerspruch which, in the tradition means contradiction, but in Hegel, coherence.  

   The destructive aspect of the Logic of Essence is clearly visible in its first half, where the concepts of the old Metaphysics are corrected so completely that very little is left of them. It is enough to read the index, to find titles such as The Dissolution of the thing (Die Auflösung des Dings) and, immediately after, The dissolution of appearance (Die Auflösung der Erscheinung). Once the thing is dissolved, even its appearance is dissolved, what is left of the world in which we live? What will be left of traditional Metaphysics? In the second half of the Logic of Essence, Hegel gives us the answer. Real reality is not the things, also not the appearances; the reality that really exists is only by relations: The Essential Relation (Das wesentliche Verhältnis) and the Absolute Relation (Das absolute Verhältnis). It is with this category of relation that Hegel ends the Logic of Essence and begins the Logic of Concept, third and last book of the Science of Logic.

   What does all this mean? If we translate the hermetic language of Hegel into Portuguese that can be understood by all, what does Hegel intend to say? Hegel first denies something that is deeply rooted in our culture: we and all the objects, we imagine, are substances or things that exist in themselves, and that later, establish - or not – relations with each other.  The common sense and Philosophy of our Western culture, which is Aristotelian, teaches that first there are the things or substances that subsist in themselves. Only then do these things come into a relation with another thing, or other things, there is a logical and onotological primacy of the substance over relations. In Hegel, it is exactly the contrary. What exists are first the relations with their two or more poles. The relation is what really continues to exist, and it is only because there is a relation that the poles of the relation also exist. The Universe is not thus, a conglomerate of atoms or first particles. No, the Universe is a network of relations, a force field, from which emerge the bodies that we thought were solid, and ultimately indivisible (atoms) In the philosophy of tradition, first come the atoms and corpuscular bodies, then come the relations that they establish among themselves; in Hegel, first come the relations and only then the (secondary) poles that they constitute, when they interact. The Universe, according to tradition, is a conglomerate of atoms or corpuscles that, they later constitute relations among themselves; in Hegel, the Universe is a network of relations where each node – think of the fishing net – is constituted by the cords, which on interlinking form it and give it consistency.
   Hegel’s about turn in the Logic of Essence is simply stunning. The world, as we think of it, is replaced by a large network of relations.What happens to the individual in this case? Hegel deals with this in the beginning of the third Book, in the Logic of Concept: The individual, each individual is at the same time the knot and the whole net of the Universe, of which it is part. That is why we are at the same time, unique and universal, and we know the universe in the unique and the unique in the universal.
   The second main characteristic of the Logic of Essence is that Hegel always considers a bipolar unit what the philosophers of tradition think of as two principles which, only after being more or less glued to one another, constitute a unit, a unit which is always something secondary in relation to the principles that constitute it. “The Whole and the Part”, “the essential and the inessential”, “form and matter”, “reality and appearance” are indeed correlative concepts for the philosophers of tradition, but there is always a great asymmetry between them, and many may exist without their counterpart. Thus, the whole does not need parts, and if it has them, is is always more important than they are. The soul, which is form, may exist without the matter. But Aristotle and his contemporaries consider the essential the eternal and imutable heart of things; the inessential is transformed at the whim of contingent winds. The form is necessary and eternal, the raw material (prima materia) is only the possibility of Coming to be (pura potentia); reality, whose heart is essence, is the solid world in which we step, appearances are the fata morgana which only fools and leads up wrong paths.  

 Besides this constitutive asymmetry of principles as those thought of by tradition, there is the most important of all differences. Hegel always begins with the whole to understand, explain and constitute the part, traditional philosophy begins with the multiplicity of parts to, as in a game of puzzle, build a whole. Here we see how Hegel is essentially Platonic and Neoplatonic, the philosophers of tradition – even when not aware of this - , are profoundly Aristotelian.    
   In the Logic of Essence, Hegel systematically and constantly attacks the dichotomies constructed by Aristoteles and by the Neo-Aristotelian tradition. One should always begin from the whole, not from the multiple, or like he himself formulates it: The truth is the Whole. This third and last characteristic that distingues Hegel from the doctrine of Aristotelian tradition may appear to be of minor importance, since also the Aristotelians, even beginning from the parts construct a whole; the binomials too, in traditional Aristotelianims, are used to gain a better understanding of the whole. The Aristotelian philosopher, to understand, cuts and separates – análysis -, since one only knows the whole if we previously know and separate the parts that constitute it. Hegel and the Neoplatonians do exactly the opposite: the part can only be understood if previously we undertand the whole.
   Let us take as an example a part of a car motor. Placed on a pedestal in a modern art museum, it will be greeted with many “oohs!” and “aahs!”, and will also be the subject of many erudite explanations. But, if a mechanic walks into the museum and sees the part exhibited, he will at once exclaim: “This is a carburetor! What is a carburetor doing on a pedestal? In a museum? Its place is in the motor!” – Let us try to analyze the same theme in another example. What does a watchmaker do if one brings him a broken watch? He takes the whole that is the watch, spreads out a sheet of white paper, and begins to take the watch apart, piece by piece, in the proper sequence. Next, he cleans everything, part by part. Then he assembles the parts carefully, in the appropriate order, so that they constitute a watch again, which works now that it has been cleaned.  The watch is the whole, its pieces are parts of this whole.What comes first, the whole or the parts? The whole, always, even when broken, comes before the parts. Were it not so, the owners of the object could, instead of taking the watch to a watchmaker, hand it to a shoemaker. The shoemaker, looking at that whole, would then say:” Take it to the watchmaker, this is not a shoe”.  
   In the History of Philosophy, we have both traditions, the analytic one that separates and cuts, and the dialectical one that begins from the whole to understand the parts. Aristotle is analytic, Plato, the Neoplatonics and Hegel are dialectical. These affirm that the Truth is the Whole.
   In the Logic of Essence, the task which Hegel proposed to perform is to show that the analytic method cannot be the main method of Philosophy. If used alone, it arrives at mistaken, sometimes ridiculous results, as though the part could make sense without the whole, asa though we could understand the part without previously undertanding the whole.
   In the Logic of Essence, the construction scheme is as follows: The thesis deals only with one of the two poles of the metaphysical binomial, as though this could subsist and be understood separately. The thesis is, therefore, always a false proposition, The antithesis, which deals with the opposite pole, also separate, is false for the same reasons. In them, both in the thesis and in the antithesis, there is a small amount of truth, but this truth will only come to light when, in synthesis, thesis and antithesis, they fuse into a single relational reality. Things and appearances were dissolved, as beings existing in themselves; separated from each other they have neither meaning nor subsistence. It is the synthesis which introduces the relations that come before, which is primeval and constitutes its two poles (thesis and antithesis), giving them meaning and subsistence. A subsistence which is dynamic, since both poles in a way rotate around themselves, constituting a virtuous circle. That is why, in a dialectics without synthesis, the poles rotate in a vicious circle and destroy each other mutually.  .

   Here it could be objected that Socrates, in his pedagogical activities, and Plato in his dialogues of youth present and advocate a dialectics without synthesis. The conclusion of each dialogue is simply a blind alley (aporía). An error, lots of errors. Socrates and Plato, aware that true pedagogy is based completely on maieutics, lay the ground and discuss thesis and antithesis. Synthesis must be discovered by a young person for himself, through his own intellectual effort, because, in any case, if thesis and antithesis are false, there is only one way to go, that of synthesis.
PART ONE –  THE ESSENCE OF REFLECTION IN ITSELF
    Hegel is mostly accused of identifying the “being” and the “thinking”. “Thinking” and “being” would be, in Hegel, and generally in German Idealism, a root vice that would render all idealistic philosophical systems an absurdity to be refused a limine. How can someone in all sanity, identify the thought of goat with the goat that exists in the reality of its paddock? The ideal goat is universal, the real goat is individual; the ideal goat is atemporal, the real goat is temporal; the ideal goat is immaterial, the real goat is material; the ideal goat is non-extensive, the real goat is extensive; the ideal goat is unique, the real goat is multiplicity, etc.  Here we have, in this contraposition in the form of binomials, the list of practically all the great problems that constitute the heart of the History of Philosophy. All of the Science of Logic is an attempt at showing the identity of thinking and being, each part of them deals with some of the dichotomies listed above. Here in this paper – discussing and correcting Hegel – we will advocate the thesis of objective idealism: there is an essential relation between the goat that is thought of and the existing goat, and this is the relation that consitutes both in their interrelations. This will be shown step by step.  
   But for this initial frustration, encountering the harsh presentation of the problem to be slightly mitigated, we must think about the following, presenting an argument and contrario sensu. If thinking and being had nothing at all to do with each other, then: a) thinking could not exist even as thinking nonsense; which is clearly absurd; b) thinking, when it thinks something, points to that thing and not to another; who thinks table, does not think chair; c) thinking obeys law, just as things obey their own laws. Could it be that the problem should not be presented more correctly? What is the relation between the world of thinking and the world of being? Or, using Wittgenstein’s terms: is the profound grammar of language the grammar of things? Reflecting and trying to solve this issue is to create philosophy, true, profound philosophy. – This latter phrase already opens up the road for us. We must begin by thinking and by the grammar of thinking, and from here try to arrive at the grammar of being. This is the problem of all philosophers, from Socrates to Wittgenstein. The Science of Logic is a good place to locate the issue. 

   There is no way to do philosophy without thinking, or rather, without thinking about thinking itself. This is called, in tradition, reflection. And the first triads of the Logic of Essence deal precisely with reflection, or, to be more precise, with the essence of reflection. If we manage to pick up the essence of reflection, we will have understood thinking; having understood this, we have to question the relation between thinking and being. Both questions, together, begin to be dealt with now.
CHAPTER 1 – THE SHINE
A – The essential and the accidental
   The issue of doxa, of mere appearance, has been discussed since the first Greek philosophers. Is what we see, what appears to us, the really real reality? Does the knowledge that the senses transmit to us give us what objectively exists in the real world? Or are we subject to illusions? Do we live in a world in which mere apperaances are always fooling us with their false shine?   

   One thing is certain, we must have at least some true knowledge about the things of the objective world, because if we did not have it, there would be no counterpart for dóxa and, immersed in the world of pure illusion, we would never perceive that there is knowledge other than the illusion of dóxa. The problem, thus, consists of finding ways and criteria which will enable us to distinguish the pseudoknowledge that only transmits to us the mere appearance of things of true knowledge that allows us to pick up things as they really are. It is thus a matter of discovering a criterion that allows us to distinguish one from the other. 
   The doctrine above is based on the thesis that all knowledge is essential or else accidental. Essential knowledge gives us the essence of things, accidental knowledge only makes us see the accidents, and those who know only the accidents of something, only know what is transient and illusory. – Against this metaphysical doctrine that comes to us from Antiquity, and is even now advocated by some philosophers, Hegel raises the thesis – and as a thesis a false proposition – that “All is essential or accidental!”, which in fact agrees fully with the doctrine presented above. 
   Here already, Hegel’s position is completely different. Hegel intends to destroy the naïve difference between the essential and the accidental. The essential and the accidental, certainly, are not the same thing, but sharing the knowledge between the knowledge of essentials and accidentals is an error that, if carried further, will lead to serious, mistaken consequences.  The mistaken thesis of tradition is that “Everything is essential or accidental”. Hegel denies this thesis, and raises, as a truth, the proposition that everything is both essential and inessential. Actually, what Hegel does here is to deny that the essential and the accidental exclude and deny each other mutually.  
   Hegel calls inessential appearance something immediate: it is what we perceive immediately through our senses. If the task is to find in this inessential what is essential, and if we manage to do so, we will then have knowledge of what is essential. The problem is that this new knowledge is once again something immediate, something that is known immediately not by the senses, but by the intellect. Anyway, even his second knowledge, the knowledge of essence derived from sensitive knowledge, becomes something immediate. And, being something immediate, it presupposes and requires an ulterior mediation which will transform it again into something mediate. And thus the vicious circle is formed, in which from the immediate arises a mediate, which, in turn, requires new mediation and becomes immediate again – Aplying to the essential and inessential binomial the vicious circle is as follows. From the inessential which is immediate, by some criterion or magic we manage to extract the essence which is the mediate. But on overcoming the inessential and understanding this essence immediately, it loses its character of immediateness, and becomes again, something immediate to be mediated. Or are there no mistakes in the discourse of the intellect? Thus a processus ad infinitum is installed, or, if we wish, a vicious circle. It is not possible to pick up the essential, without, at the same time picking up the inessential with which it is interlinked. But this will come later, in synthesis. For now we have the false thesis that “All is either essential or inessential”. The false thesis is refuted by Hegel – and I concur with him who says that there is no “either…or“  (aut...aut) – a disjunction – between the essential and the inessential, but an “and”, a conjunction: “Everything is both essential and inessential, although from different points of view”.

    This is only partly right, is well understood (the preserving of aufheben); simple as this assumption is, this is simply a false thesis (the overcoming of aufheben). The negative part is refuted here, the positive part is later recovered by synthesis

   The formalization is as follows:

1. Hegelian thesis (false): “Everything is essential or accidental” -  ((x) (Ex ( Ax)

2.Correct proposition: ├ ((x) ( ~Ex ( ~Ax)

3. Symbolization key
Txy: x  in constant mutation becomes y

Ex: x, when from mutations remains, while other properties arise or disappear (essence, the essential).
Ax: x, when from mutations, it is transformed (accident, the accidental). 
4. System postulates
1. ((x) ((y) Txy 








2. ((x) ((y) (Txy → ~Ex)







3. ((x) (~ Ex → ~ Ax)                                                                     

5. Demonstration
1       ((x) ((y) Txy                                                                                P

2       ((x) ((y) (Txy → ~Ex)                                                                 P

3       ((x) (~Ex → ~Ax)                                                                         P


4       ((y) Tay                                                                                        1 ( E
5       Tab                                                                                                 4 ( E
6       ((y) (Tay → ~Ea)                                                                         2 ( E
7       (Tab → ~ Ea)                                                                                 6 ( E
8       ~Ea                                                                                                 5,7 MP

9       (~Ea → ~Aa)                                                                                  3 ( E                                                               

10     ~Aa                                                                                                 8,9 MP          

11    (~Ea ( ~Aa)                                                                                     8,10 ( I

12    ( (x) (~Ex ( ~Ax)                                                                           11 ( I 

                                                 B – The Shine
   The corresponding antithesis, which is likewise false, says that “Everything shines, and the shine expresses the essential and the accidental”. The criterion of distinction between the essential and the accidental is presented here as being the Shine (Schein). The essence shines and the accidental also shines, but different forms of shine express to the cognoscent subject the difference between the essential and the accidental. Thus, the central and most important category of Metaphysics would be the Shine, because it would be through this that we would manage to distinguish the essential of the accidental. This false antithesis is refuted by Hegel, since the essential shines, but the accidental also shines, sometimes it shines even more. The shine alone is misleading, and does not take us any further. - This is the formalization:
1. Hegelian antithesis (false):” Everything shines and the shine expresses the essential and the accidental”. -

((x) (Bx → (MEx ( MAx))

2. Correct proposition: ├ ((x) ~(Bx  →  (MEx ( MAx))

3. Symbolization key
Bx: x shines expressing the difference between the essential and the accidental
MEx: x, as essential, with its shine expresses the essence as such
MAx: x, as accidental, with its shine expresses the accident as such 
4. System postulates
1.    ((x) Bx                                      






2.    ((x) ~(Bx → MEx)









3.    ((x) ~MEx                                                                                    

5. Demonstration

1       ((x) Bx                                      



P

2       ((x) ~(Bx → MEx)





P



3       ((x) ~MEx                                                                               P

4       Ba                                                                                             1 ( E
5       ~(Ba → MEa)                                                                           2 ( E
6                 (Ba → (MEa  ( MAa))                                                   H

7                  (MEa ( MAa)                                                                 4,6, MP

8                           Ba                                                                         H   

9                         MEa                                                                      7 ( E

10                (Ba → MEa)                                                                8-9 PC           

11                 ((Ba → MEa) ( ~(Ba → MEa)                                   5-10 ( I

12    ~(Ba → (MEa ( MAa)                                                             6-11 Raa

13    ((x) ~(Bx → MEx ( MAx)                                                     12 ( I           

C – The Reflection
   The synthesis, a true proposition, states that “Everything is reflection, which picks up the unique essence and the accidents”. Here it appears as a synthetic category, reflection. Reflecting is to flex over oneself. The thinking of thinking is reflection, and reflection is also the image that a mirror shows us when we stand in front of it. Reflection is thus a very special kinds of duplication – subjective and objective- , in which things, on being duplicated, on the one hand are iterated, on the other hand they are iterated always as a set and with an inversion. My hair parting is actually on the left, but in the mirror it is on the right side.  The objective thinking of the objects, on being reflected, becomes subjective thinking. And this game of mirrors, which is reflection, could once again lead us to progressus ad infinitum, if in reflection there were not something more: the unity of what reflects and of what is reflected, of the active and the passive, of what is before the mirror and of the image given to it by the mirror. This unity between the two poles that were initially opposite, but not totally equal, is the main characteristic of reflection. Unity of multiplicity. Thus the essential and the inessential, when placed in reflection, enter a vicious circle in which each one, without stopping being what it is, shows what the other is. It is not the Shine but the Reflection that shows us what is essential and what is inessential. Both shine, but only the reflection shows the unity of both as well as that in which they are diverse. – The formalization is as follows:  
1. Hegelian synthesis (correct proposition): “Everything is reflection that captures the unique essence and the accidents” -  ├ ((x) ((y) (Rxy → ((EEy ( AAy) ( ((w) (EEw → y = w)))

2. Symbolization key
Rxy: x picks up y

EEx: x is a necessary configuration of relations that remain in all and any mutation (essence strictu senso)

AAx: x  allows mutations that arise and disappear (accident strictu senso)

3. System postulates
1. ((x) ((y) Rxy

2. ((x) ((y) (Rxy → EEy)

3. ((x) ((y) (Exy → AAy) 

4. ((y) ((w) (EEw → w = y)

4. Demonstration   

1       ((x) ((y) Rxy                                                                     P

2       ((x) ((y) (Rxy → EEy)                                                      P

3       ((x)((y) (Rxy → AAy)                                                       P

4       ((y) ((w) (EEw → w = y)                                                   P


5              Rab                                                                                 H 

                    

6             ((y) (Ray → EEy)                                                          2 ( E
7             (Rab → EEb)                                                                   6 ( E
8             EEb                                                                                  5,7 MP

9            ((y) (Ray → AAy)                                                           3 ( E
10          (Rab → AAb)   

           
                                 9 ( E
11          AAb                                                                                   5,10 MP          

12          (EEb ( AAb)                                                                      8,11 ( I 

13          ((w) (EEw → w = b)                                                         4 ( E
14          ((EEb ( AAb) ( ((w) (EEw → w = b))                             12,13  ( I

15     (Rab → (( EEb ( AAb) ( ((w) (EEw → w = b)))                 5-14 PC

16     ((y) (Ray → (EEy ( AAy) ( ((w) (EEw → w = y)))           15 ( I
17     ((x) ((y) (Rxy → ((EEy ( AAy) ( ((w) (EEw → w = y))) 16 ( I
 CHAPTER 2 – THE ESSENTIALITIES  OR THE DETERMINATIONS OF REFLECTION
(A – Dialectical identity, B – Dialectical difference, C – Dialectical coherence  (Widerspruch) )

   The forms in Plato were much more numerous, because for each type of thing there was a corresponding form. Let us recall the Platonic doubt about clay: does clay need a form that is specific to it, or could it possibly be explained by the mixture of soil and water?  Even when Plato, in Parmenides, refutes the existence of separate forms, what he is refuting is the thesis that the world of ideas is separate from the world of things. The multiplicity of forms remains. The same happens with Aristotle, who, although more difficult to interpret regarding the inorganic world, postulates with full clarity, its own form for each species of plant or animal. This inflation of forms survives in Plato’s Academy, and enters the Middle Ages, until the first nominalists, in an impulse towards simplification began to drastically diminish the number of forms. But the great turnabout occurs when the nominalists, in their heyday, as in Ockham, purely and simply deny the existence, in things, of the Platonic forms. Only words are universal, things are unique, and in them there is nothing that would be universal, things are always and only unique. Thus, it is not a matter of looking for the universal essence in things, this does not exist. It is a matter of creating a theory on how, in our subjective knowledge, we form concepts that are universal because they are applicable to different things.
    English empiricism, a direct descendant from the medieval nominalism of the English, plays the same note, and is unanimous in denying the existence of the universale in rebus, of the existing universal in things. Is the problem the same as that of the nominalists, through which subjective mechanisms do we form what we call universal concept? And if they do not exist, how then can one explain Logic and Mathematics? If the concepts are only empirical bundles of sensations, how can certain mathematical truths be, how are they necessary?  

   It is precisely here that Kant comes in, with his Kritik der reinen Vernunft. Decidedly taking the side of the empiricists, Kant states that any knowledge that comes from outside through the senses is merely empirical knowledge, and can never supply us with the necessary truths. But Kant, in opposition to the empiricists, has another side, that of the subject that he calls transcendental. The objective knowledge that comes to us through our senses has nothing necessary about it; the empirical sciences that flourished in his time were to try and describe what was only empirical and non-necessary. But empirical knowledge from outside, a posteriori, enters the network of the intellect, which is indeed subjective, but transcedental, and there it is enriched by the forms of space and time, as well as by the twelve categories of understanding. Here, under another name, is the return of the Platonic forms, but in smaller number – empty space, empty time and the twelve forms of predicating – with a strictly subjective character. They are forms of subjectivity, which so to speak, rank the material that comes from outside and give them content.   With this, Kant tries to reconcile the necessary and a priori truths, especially of Logic and Mathematics, with the merely empirical character of what comes from outside. The necessary nexuses between categories in space and time constitute the need for Geometry and Mathematics. This need exists because it did not come from outside, from the empirical world, but from the subjective structures of the transcendental I. Why transcendental? The term transcendental comes from Duns Scotus, who spoke of scientia transcendens as the science of necessary truths which was inscribed in the very essence of God. Over the years, for instance, in Christian Wolff, the adjective transcendentalis, arose, which was taken up by Kant in the expression transcendental subject. It is clear that Kant is not thinking about a transcendental God, nor of truths inscribed in their essence. But he is not very far from this: transcendental for Kant is what prevails for all and any thinking spirit, i.e., transcendental is what is very universal and necessary, those truths that prevail for all and any thinking.. Transcendental, therefore, according to Kant does not exist as an object, it does not even exist, it prevails, it prevails universally. – God, Kant places him in the antinomies of pure reason and later in Ethics, only as a postulate. 
   Hegel continues the critical-destructive work of Kant, but instead of separating a subjective world from an objective world, admits to a single world in which the universal and the unique coexist, the a priori and the a posteriori. As will be discussed below, Hegel admits to space and time, although not empty, and reduces the number of categories or essences, or, as he calls them, the “essentialities or determinations of reflection” to only three. He deals with space and time in the Logic of Being. The twelve categories of Kant, reduced to three categories, are discussed in this chapter: “Identity, “Difference” and “Dialectical coherence”.

   This is one of the most important, possibly the most important chapter of the Logic of Essence. In no other place is Hegel’s terminology so distant from the traditional concepts. Hegel’s identity indeed presupposes the “a = a”, but its content is so much richer that who identifies “((x) x = x” with the category of identity in Hegel, will never be able to understand the Hegelian system. The category of difference as we shall see is not so different from what tradition says. But, when Hegel says that the synthesis of Identity and Difference is “Contradiction” (Wiederspruch), he gives rise to a misunderstanding that will last over 150 years. Hegel clearly chose the wrong word, because most philosophers already in that time understood this term in the sense that Aristotle had introduced and the great logicians of the Middle Ages had consolidated. Rivers of ink were spent by Hegelian authors to try to explain the inexplicable, namely, that the contradiction in the logical-Aristotelian sense is the motor of the system and of the Universe. Disagreeing with the specialist in Hegel, in this chapter it will be rigorously shown that Widerspruch in Hegel simply means the same as “coherence”. The unending discussions about what the term Widerspruch means in Hegel – I dare say – were left without content and without meaning.  egHeg

   The thesis in Hegel says that “Everything is identity”, the antithesis states that “Everything is difference”, the synthesis assures that “Everything is contradiction”. Considering the need to present a clear, comprehensible exposition, we will never use the term contradiction, nor accompany, in this triad, the volutes that Hegel makes around thesis and antithesis, but go directly to synthesis, presenting, in a modern fashion, the thinking that is both Hegel’s and mine. We will do this in four logical steps; in each of them, a proposition will be demonstrated that – if we are not wrong – is true. We will first deal with the opposition as a necessary element to constitute the dialectical identity; secondly, we will demonstrate the mutual determination that forms the poles of dialectical opposition; thirdly, we will show and prove what is dialectical difference; in the fourth and last step we will demonstrate dialectical coherence (Widerspruch). We thus return apparently- but only apparently – to the first step, since the concept of identity was enriched at each stage and later determined as coherence. We repeat: this is the locus classicus where Hegel deals with the term Widerspruch; we shall try to demonstrate that the contradiction  of the logicians does not have anything to do with Hegel’ s Widerspruch. Hegel, if well understood and interpreted, does not deny the contradiction of the logicians, but enriches the concept of identity and transforms it into an identity with content, i.e., into coherence. 
   In the first stage of this demonstration, we will show that identity, when thought about and understood dialectically, contains an opposition. This opposition is not an opposition of contradictory propositions, but of contrary propositions. We have known since Aristotle that two contraries cannot be simultaneously true, but they can indeed be simultaneously false. In Hegel thesis and antithesis are contrary propositions and thus do not fall under the Principle of Non-Contradiction. – Furthermore, in the synthesis Hegel does not join two propositions together but two concepts. One can talk of contrary and contradictory concepts. Today this is no longer usual, but in Christian Wolff and in the logicians of his time, there was often a distinction between contrary concepts and contradictory concepts. Contrary concepts are, for instance, “true” and “false”, “tall” and “short”, “thin” and “fat”, etc. Contradictory concepts are “white” and “non-white”; these contradictory concepts together always cover the totality of the Universe; furthermore, the contradictory concepts do not have a common denominator which, on separating them also brings them together. The contrary concepts are discussed at length by Wolff and, if my notes are not misleading, he even made a Logical Square out of them. Two contrary concepts, because they are concepts, do not contain truth and falseness. Here the question arises: can a broader concept contain two contrary concepts? The answer is clear and precise: yes, it is possible, as in fact is shown by all contrary concepts, beginning with “father” and “son”, “fat” and “thin”, etc. “Affiliation” and “body weight” are higher concepts that can actually only exist if and when they contain the opposition of contrary concepts. Precisely here we see the dialectical game in which, based on narrower concepts we reach ever broader ones, until the category of absolute idea is attained.    

   Since here we move away completely from Hegel, in the form of presentation, the topic will be discussed in several stages..

Stage 1: Demonstration of internal opposition in the dialectical identity 
  The logical identity differs from the dialectical identity, firstly because the logical identity only says “((x) x = x” and nothing else; this is the most perfect and simplest tautology. The dialectical identity differs profoundly from the logical identity, because there is no dialectical identity, without internal opposition of contraries that gives it content, and constitute it in its dialectical structure. Dialectical identity is, first of all, an identity that contains an opposition. The expression “a = a” or “((x) x = x” does not contain anything but the “ ” and the equal sign. The dialectical identity, for instance, with affiliation, presupposes a relation that in its turn, presupposes the father as one pole, and the son as the other. Without this opposition between father and son, innate in the concept of affiliation, this would not be a dialectical concept. The same goes for “left” and “right”, “above” and “below”, “fat” and “thin”, “cultured ” and “uncultured” etc.

   The characteristic of such dialectical oppositions is that they always have a common denominator which, at the same time unites and separates them.  “Left” and “right” presuppose the position of a man, “above” and “below” also presuppose an intermediate location, the same goes for “fat” and “thin”, “cultured” and “uncultured” etc. – It is perfectly possible to make a dialectical presentation about the prevailing situation among Palestinians and Israelis: a bloody war unites and separates them. But it is almost impossible – or at least extremely difficult – to hold a dialectical discourse about Palestinians and Uruguayans. Nothing that unites them simultaneously also separates them. 
   The first great difference between the merely logical identity and the dialectical identity is that the latter contains an opposition that constitutes it. The formalization is as follows: 
1. Proposition ├ ((x) ((y) ODxy

2. Symbolization key:
ODxy: x is a determination that is dialectically opposed to y

DDxy: x  is a determination that is determined by its relatioship towards y
DIxy: x is a determination that is dialectically different from y

IDxx: x is a determination that is dialectically identical to x 
SDxy: x is the determination expressed by the conjunction of IDxy and DDxy

3. System postulates:

1 – ((x) ((y) (x = x → ODxy)             
  Opposition
2 – ((x) ((y) (ODxy →  DDxy)  
   
  Determination
3 – ((x) ((y) (DDxy → DIxy) 
  
  Difference
4 – ((x) ((y) (DIxy → IDxx)      
     
  Identity
4. Demonstration
     ((x) ((y) ODxy      

1     ((x) ((y) (x = x → ODxy)             
  P 

2     ((x) ((y) (ODxy →  DDxy)  
   
  P 

3     ((x) ((y) (DDxy → DIxy) 
  
  P 

4     ((x) ((y) (DIxy → IDxx)      
     
  P 


5     ((y) (a = a  → ODay)                              1 ( E
6     (a = a → ODab)                                        5 ( E
7     a = a                                                            = I 
8     ODab                                                         6,7 MP

9     ((y) ODay  
   
                           8 ( I
10   ((x) ((y) ODxy                                         8 ( I

Stage 2: The mutual determination of the dialectical poles in the identity
   As already seen above, the poles of the dialectical relation determine each other mutually, both logically and in reality. In order to have a father and son it is – logically or ontologically – essential that one determine the other. It is true that there can be a son who continues to live after the father’s death, but this in no way changes the logical relation between both, and the history without which there would have been no affiliation.  The difference between analytical identity and dialectical identity consists precisely in this. Analytics ignores the bipolar relation and the mutual determination of the poles when one discusses identity. In Dialectics, the concept of identity, as one sees, is much richer, because it has contents that can and should be worked on in the dialectical discourse.

1.Proposition: ├   ((x) ((y) DDxy
2. Symbolization key:

 The same, see above
3. System postulates:

The same, see above
4. Demonstration:

1     ((x) ((y) (x = x  → ODxy)             
    P 

2     ((x) ((y) (ODxy →  DDxy)  
   
    P 

3     ((x) ((y) (DDxy → DIxy) 
  
    P 

4     ((x) ((y) (DIxy → IDxx)      
     
    P 


5     ((y) (a = a → ODay)                                 1 ( E 

6     (a = a → ODab)                                          5 ( E
7      a = a                                                             = I       

8     ODab                                                           6, 7 MP

9     ((y) (ODay → DDay)                                 2 ( E
10   (ODab → DDab)                                          9 ( E
11   DDab                                                            8,10 MP 

12   ((y) DDay                                                    11( I
13   ((x) ((y) DDxy                                           12 ( I
Stage 3: The dialectical difference as constituting identity
   The dialectical concept of difference is also different from the classical concept of tradition, because it contains and is founded on the dialectical opposition of poles that determine each other mutually.
        A pen and a rhinocerus are different in the sense of analytical tradition. Objectivity and subjectivity are different in the sense of the dialectical difference. What is the difference? Between a pen and a rhinocerus we do find brutal differences. But they do not determine each other mutually, and they do not have a common denominator. A pen is a pen and a rhinocerus is a rhinocerus, here there is neither a common denominator nor a mutual determination. - If, however, we consider objectivity and subjectivity, we immediately perceive that there is a common denominator that sustains them and that both determine each other mutually. It is impossible to think of one without at the same time thinking about the other; except that one is in the foreground and the other in the background. And the plans can be inverted, so that we think about objectivity and subjectivity as two sides of the same coin; that is why, ultimately, thinking and being are dialectically identical, although they are not so, logically. The essential and inessential are dialectically identical, although from a non-dialectical perspective they are only opposite and excluding poles. The same goes for shine and reflection.  

1. Proposition:  ├ ((x) ((y) DIxy

2. Symbolization key
 See above   

3. System postulates:

 See above
4. Demonstration:


1     ((x) ((y) (x = x  → ODxy)             
     P 

2     ((x) ((y) (ODxy →  DDxy)  
   
     P 

3     ((x) ((y) (DDxy → DIxy) 
  
     P 

4     ((x) ((y) (DIxy → IDxx)      
     
     P 


5     ((y) (a = a → ODay)                                 1 ( E

6     (a = a → ODab)                                          5 ( E
7     ((y) (ODay → DDay)                                2 ( E      

8     (ODab → DDab)                                         7 ( E

9     (a = a → DDab)                                           6,8 SH                  

10   ((y) (DDay → DIay)                                  3 ( E
11   (DDab → DIab)                                           10 ( E 

12   (a = a → DIab)                                             9, 11 SH 

13   a = a                                                              I =                               

14   DIab                                                             12,13 MP
14   ((y) DIay                                                     14 ( I
15   ((x) ((y) DIxy                                            15 ( I

Stage 4: The dialectical identity  - Coherence (Widerspruch)
  The identity in the sense of traditional Logic differs from Dialectical Identity, because the former says the least, the second says the most. The expression “((x) x = x” says the least that can be said, if we talk. The content of Dialectical Identity is the opposition of two poles that determine each other mutually, and that, on separating, unite. This unity enriched by its content is what makes the dialectics of Logic so different from Dialectical Logic.

   The traditional logic thinks father and simply father. This concept, extremely simple and poor, does not say that this father can only be a father if he has a son, and that is precisely the opposition between father and son, forming the affiliation, which constitutes the concept of father. The analytical concept of father is static: it says something and stops right there. The dialectical concept, on saying something, requires that we look at the other side of the coin, that we render explicit the relation of opposition with its poles. And it is only by seeing all of this at the same time that we understand and say: the father is dialectically identical to himself. Here too we have an “a = a”, but the trajectory of thinking and the contents that it has created are embedded within the simplicity of this “a = a”. That is why we use the expression “((x) x = x” only to designate the traditional logical identity; to say Dialectical Identity we use the symbol “((x) IDxx”.

   It does not go unnoticed that both the term “((x) x = x” of traditional logic, and “((x) IDxx” speak of a relation between “x” and “x”. And this is always a relation of Identity. We also should remark, although at this point it appears unnecessary, that there is perfect compatibility between the two types of Identity: they do not express the same thing, but are completely compatible with each other. Neither Hegel nor I think about denying the Principle of Non-Contradiction; we do not even want to scratch it, because strictly speaking, all of the reasoning made depends on this. 

1. Proposition:  ├ ((x) IDxx

2. Symbolization key:

 See above.

3. System postulates:

See above.

4. Demonstration:

1     ((x) ((y) (x = x  → ODxy)             
  P 

2     ((x) ((y) (ODxy →  DDxy)  
   
  P 

3     ((x) ((y) (DDxy → DIxy) 
  
  P 

4     ((x) ((y) (DIxy → IDxx)      
     
  P 


5     ((y) (a = a → ODay)                                1 ( E
6     (a = a → ODab)                                         5 ( E

7     ((y) (ODay → DDay)                               2 ( E
8     (ODab → DDab)                                        7 ( E
9     (a = a → DDab)                                          6,8 SH 

10   ((y) (DDay → DIay)                                 3 ( E  

11   (DDab → DIab)                                         10 ( E
12   (a = a → DIab)                                           11, 9 SH

13   ((y) (DIay → IDaa)                                   4 ( E

14   (DIab → IDaa)                                           13 ( E   

15   (a = a → IDaa)                                            12, 14 SH

16   a = a                                                              = I

17   IDaa                                                             15,16 MP

18   ((x) IDxx                                                    17 ( I
If we wish to formalize the Hegelian category of Coherence (Widerspruch) in the form of synthesis which bring together the four stages demonstrated above, we will have a fifth stage.
Synthesis: Everything is Coherence (in Hegel Widerspruch)
1. Proposition  ├ ((x) ((y) ((ODxy ( DDxy) ( (DIxy ( IDxx))

2. Formalization key:

See above.

3. System postulates:

 See above.

4. Demonstration:


1     ((x) ((y) (x = x  → ODxy)             
   P 

2     ((x) ((y) (ODxy →  DDxy)  
   
   P 

3     ((x) ((y) (DDxy → DIxy) 
  
   P 

4     ((x) ((y) (DIxy → IDxx)      
     
   P 


5     ((y) (a = a → ODay)                                1 ( E
6     ( a = a → ODab)                                        5 ( E
7     a = a                                                           = I

8     ODab                                                          6,7 MP

9     ((y) (ODay → DDay)                               2 ( E
10   (ODab → DDab)                                      9 ( E                                     
11   DDab                                                         10,8 MP

12   ((y) (DDay → DIay)                                3  ( E
13   (DDab → DIab)                                        12 ( E
14   DIab                                                          13,11 MP

15   ((y) (DIay → IDaa)                                  4 ( E            

16   (DIab → IDaa)                                          15 ( E
17   IDaa                                                          14,16 MP 

18   (DIab ( IDaa)                                            17,14 ( I

19   (ODab ( DDab)                                         8,11  ( I
20   ((ODab ( DDab) ( (DIab ( IDaa))           18,19 ( I

21   ((y) ((ODay ( DDay) ( (DIay ( IDaa))      20 ( I
22   ((x) ((y) ((ODxy ( DDxy) ( (DIxy ( IDxx)  21 ( I
 CHAPTER 3 – THE FOUNDATION
   In his Philosophy, Leibnitz states that all thinking has two basic principles: the Principle of Non-Contradiction and the Principle of Sufficient Reason. Almost all the triads created and discussed by Hegel – and by  me -– have so far abundantly discussed the Principle of Non-Contradiction; we show that Dialectics does not sin against the Principle of Non-Contradiction, on the contrary, it is based on it, since without the analytic elements it is impossible to perform Dialectics. We demonstrate that Widerspruch does not mean contradiction but coherence.
   As to the Principle of Sufficient Reason, which Leibnitz considered so important, we have not yet said a single word. This is the place where the Principle of Sufficient Reason or, in Hegel’s language, the question of Foundation (Grund) should be treated and resolved. The problem and the way of solving it follows the same pattern that, as we saw in the beginning, is typical for the Logic of Essence.
   In its original sense, as formulated by Leibnitz, the Principle of Sufficient Reason is the following: if one being can exist and also not exist, but in fact exists, then there must be a sufficient reason for it to exist instead of not existing. It is immediately perceived that here it is a rather sophisticated formulation of the Principle of Causality. But, even to be able to understand the context better, we hold to the formulation of the Principle of Sufficient Reason. First we will try to deploy it in its parts, then we will examine Hegel s critique and his reformulation.

   The Principle of Sufficient Reason presupposes, first of all, the contingency of the being to which it will be applied: “If a being can exist and also not exist...” This is precisely the classical definition of contingency. Secondly, the Principle of Sufficient Reason presupposes that this contingent being that may exist or not, in fact exists; the principle does not apply to non-existents. That is why in Mathematics and Logic this Principle does not prevail, at least not in precisely this sense. In third and last place, the Principle of Sufficient Reason says that:  “...there must be sufficient reason for it to exist instead of not to exist…” The existence of the contingent being requires, therefore, a sufficient reason for it to exist; it does not exist by itself, it requires a reason preceding it, and which gives it the existence it does not have for itself. The existence of the contingent being is conditioned to a reason that will precede it and justify it in its existence. Aristotle would talk about moving cause, Thomas of Aquinas, of efficiens causa.

   We already know Hegel’s critique. Here once again it is a binomial that enters the critical scheme of the Logic of Essence. Let us recall what was discussed in the beginning: In the Logic of Essence, two opposite poles, generally asymmetrical, each of them excluding the other, are analyzed by Hegel, so that at the end, instead of there being asymmetry and exclusion, there is a unit of two opposite poles, to be sure, no longer excluding and asymmetrical, but dialectically reconciled as a unity of multiplicy, one determining the other in the manner of a virtuous circle. In this mutual determination, one pole cannot exist without the other.   

   Leibnitz talks of Sufficient Reason, Hegel uses the term Foundation; in this context it is the same question; we will use Hegel’s terminology. The problem expressed in Hegelian terms, as presented above, is the following: Who says that the contingent being, if it in fact exists, has to have a foundation to precede it, is playing the game of opposition between the founder and the founded. The existence of the contingent needs a founder, without which the founded could not exist. The founder, on the other hand, is what gives existence to the contingent being and provides its foundation. From the dialectical viewpoint, founder and founded are two opposite poles, but just as they unite, they also separate, in both cases determining each other mutually. 
   Thus we have the founding and founded binomial, and in some authors, the statement that the founder has to precede the founded logically and ontologically. Now, to be able to define the founder, we must presuppose the founded and vice-versa, in order to determine the founded we must presuppose the founder. Both concepts presuppose each other mutually: they are correlative.   
   In the real world, however, at first sight it appears impossible to have this mutual presupposition without a before and an after, from which it would follow that this mutual and simultaneous determination would be impossible. The cause must exist before the effect, without which it could not cause it. The father must come before the son, without which he could not conceive him. What in Logic sounds possible – the simultaneity of the two opposite poles – in the real world appears to be strictly impossible. And to argue with tradition: There is no principle that says that every cause always comes before its effect? 

   Returning to Logic. It is logically impossible that a cause be previous to its effect, because cause and effect are correlative concepts, in which one determines the other. Thus cause must be simultaneous with its effect; if it were not, there would be a cause without effect; which is a logical absurdity. – In Metaphysics, however, the principle of causa semper prior effectu, cause always comes before the effect, appears to prevail. This is apparently accepted by all great philosophers. Does this mean that there is a logical law that is in conflict with a metaphysical law? Simultaneity in Logic, priority in Metaphysics?   
   If we were to accept this disjunction about the same object between Logic and Metaphysics, one of the two should be wrong and could, nay, should be thrown into the trash can. This shows the complexity of the problem with which we are dealing.
   Let us first approach the question of logic. If what was said above about simultaneous cause and effect, which are placed and determine each other mutually, is true, there is no denying that cause as immediate cause cannot precede its effect. Sufficient reason cannot precede the existence for which it provides a foundation. -This is not what usually occurs in nature. In natural processes, as a rule, cause precedes effects, and is earlier than effect in time. This is such a frequent empirical fact, that, by induction, it was raised to the status of a Physics law.

   Thus, do we have a conflict between Logic, on the one hand, and Metaphysics and Physics on the other? Not if we carefully examine the concepts employed by both sides.
   In Logic, one deals with correlative concepts in which each pole constitutes the other; simultaneity is necessary. In Physics and Metaphysics we usually deal with chains of cause and effect. The cause produces an effect which, acting as cause, produces a new effect, which, transforming itself into cause, makes another effect effective, etc. In the causal series, each effect caused is automatically transformed into cause and produces the next effect. It is at once perceived that in the causal series each effect is also a cause and that this cause is later than the effect that, acting as a cause, produced it. We can, by the same token, say that efect always precedes and causes. Vice-versa goes for the causal series. Cause always precedes effect. The problem consists of knowing whether this causal series had a beginning, i.e., a cause that is not the efect of a cause that precedes it.
   The reasoning of major, weighty philosophical consequences is expounded above If we admit, simply as an intellectual experiment, that the chain of causes and effects is linear and open, it will inevitably lead us to a progressus ad infinitum.  – If, on the other hand, we likewise admit, with the intellectual experiment, that this chain of causes and effects closes on itself, constituting a closed circular structure on itself, then, we will never be able to tell which of the links in the chain is the primary cause. Each link may, in principle, be the primary link of the whole chain, because, being circular, it always folds on itself, and its beginning is everywhere, i.e, in each link.. 

   Aristotle, debating this issue in the Gamma book on Metaphysics, deals with the causal series and the issue of regressus ad infinita: Which is the first cause and foundation of beings and thinking? Facing a problem which is apparently insoluble, in order not to fall into the regressus ad infinitum, Aristotle postulates, in the scope of being, an uncaused primary cause, and in the scope of thinking, a primary principle founded on itself, the Principle of Non-Contradiction. This beginning, he calls arkhé, principle. Aristotle tries to solve the problem of Foundation when he accepts a first principle of being and thinking, which is founder but not founded. This will also be the solution proposed by Thomas of Aquinas who, using the Aristotleian argumentation calls the first principle God.
   In our second mental experiment, we think of the chain of causes and effects as a circular structure, in which each effect is also a cause, so that , in the circularity of the chain it will be impossible to ask and tell what is the first link, i.e, the primary cause of the chain. The chain as a whole is at the same time cause and caused, founder and founded, it is a cause of itself, it is self- foundation. Presented thus, the problem has simply disappeared. But can a causing cause that is identical to what is caused by it be accepted? A founding foundation which is identical to what is founded by it? Can there be something like a causa sui, a cause of iself?  The initial reaction of the philosopher and scientist is extremely negative. It appears that we are denying the Principle of Causality, and without this there is neither Philosophy nor Science, since everything is based on this and on the Principle of Non-Contradiction.  
   A more meticulous examination will show us that the correct solution is that of the circular chain of causes and effects, which is advocated by Hegel – and also by me – Before we begin the conceptual analysis, let us recall that the concept of causa sui is not unknown in the philosophical tradition. Plato speaks most naturally of aitía eautou, Aristotle, although he usually follows the doctrine of the strict separation between cause and effect, when he deals with liberty does not hesitate to introduce the concept of cause of oneself. In Plotinus, aitía eautou is a central concept, as we know, of all of his system. Even in Thomas of Aquinas, considering the problem of liberty that cannot be determined by a cause previous to it, the concept of cause of oneself appears more than once. 

   From the conceptual point of view, the argumentation against the advocates of causal linearity is hard, very hard. Causal linearity inevitability leads to a regressus as infnitum or to the postulation of an arkhé that nobody can justify as to why it was situated in one place and not in the other. The progressus ad infinitum or the regressus ad infinitum , possible and even useful in Mathematics, in the existing Nature which is dealt with by Metaphysics, break with rationality, without which there is neither Metaphysics, nor Mathematics, nor Physics. Because somewhere in the series one must begin with a non-caused cause and the location of this place is completely arbitrary, because progress and regression is ad infinitum. The ad infinitum comes into express and explicit contradiction with a determinate beginning or end. One should not say, with Thomas of Aquinas, that there is a non-caused primary cause, because if he himself admits the concept of cause of oneself, the primary cause is not necessarily the first. On the contrary, there may be, and there in fact are in our free acts – trillions of causes of oneself, each of which could postulate for itself the privilege of being the primary cause, the non caused cause. Furthermore, the admission of a non-caused primary cause leads, as seen in the Pseudo-Dionysus, to a Negative Theology. A certain God, if identified with the non-caused, cannot receive any determination, and we will never be able to know something of him.  
   How can one think then, about the causal series of Physics, in which the effect is never identical to the cause? Simply perceiving that between the cause and the effect, in Physics, there is always the mediation of a causal series, no matter how small. No physicist will refuse to admit that between what he calls cause and effect there will be something intermediary, which is the effect of the cause that is anterior to it, and the cause of the effect that is posterior to it, that is what generally occurs. The Biologists, however, philosophically more advanced that the Physicists, will not have the least problem in speaking of cause of oneself, i.e. of self-causation. This is the philosophical term for what they call self-organization, a concept without which today one can no longer think about life and none of the main concepts of Biology, such as Ecology, etc. 
   On purpose we use the terms causing and caused, in order to explicit better what Leibniz and Hegel call Foundation. Every Foundation contains a founder and a founded; the questions that arise are precisely the same that we discuss above calling it cause. The solution is also the same: self-causation and self-foundation. 
   Hegel in this third chapter discusses the thesis of Absolute Foundation, in the antithesis of Relative Foundation and in the synthesis of Foundation as Unconditioned Existence. It is perceived that, in this chapter, he avoids speaking about self-causation and self-foundation, this he will do later on, at the end of the Logic of Essence.  
   The false thesis states: “Everything is the ultimate and immediate foundation of everything”. As usual this thesis contains something right and something wrong. It is right that the circular chain of founders and founded is a chain that sustains itself by self-foundation; it is wrong that this foundation relation (or of cause and effect) should always and necessarily be immediate, because in most cases there is the mediation of many other secondary links
1. THE ABSOLUTE FOUNDATION
   According to Hegel everything is ultimate and immediate foundation of everything. The falseness of the thesis results from two points. First, if there are foundation (or causation) chain, as there in fact are, it is false to say that everything is the immediate foundation of everything; there are mediations, very many mediations, without which the web of relations that exist in the world would not be constituted. Second, as we saw above, one cannot speak of an ultimate foundation, except if it presupposes a linear series of founders  and founded ad infinitum and an arkhé is introduced to stop the process. We also saw that such a series incurs in contradiction, because where there is progress or regression ad infinitum, there cannot be a first and last, except for an act of free will of the thinking subject. This thesis comes close to the correct synthesis, which is self-foundation, but does not manage to express it; that is why it is false.
1. Hegelian thesis (false): “Everything is ultimate and immediate foundation of everything” – ((x)((y) Fxy

2. Correct proposition: ├ ~((x)((y) Fxy 

3. Symbolization key:
Fxy : x is the ultimate and immediate foundation of y 

FMxyz : x is the ultimate foundation of y mediated by z
4. System postulates:

1. ((x)((y)((z) FMxyz

2. ((x)((y)((z) (FMxyz → ~Fxy) 

5.Demonstration:

  1    ((x)((y)((z) FMxyz




P

  2    ((x)((y)((z) (FMxyz → ~Fxy) 


P

 

  3                   ((x)((y) Fxy                


H


  4              ((y) Fay                                    


3 ( E
  5              Fab                                                                 
4 ( E
  6              ((y)((z) FMayz 




1 ( E
  7              ((z) FMabz




6 ( E
  8              FMabc





7 ( E
  9
       ((y)((z) (FMayz → ~Fay)


2 ( E
 10             ((z) (FMabz → ~Fab)



9 ( E
 11             (FMabc → ~Fab)




10 ( E
 12              ~Fab                                   


8-11 MP

 13   ~((x)((y) Fxy                                                             3-12 Raa   

2. THE RELATIVE FOUNDATION
   According to the thesis, the foundation was the ultimate and immediate foundation of everything. The mistake in the thesis is relatively small; were it not for the terms “ultimate” and “immediate” the thesis could even be understood correctly. But Hegel preferred to render explicit the falseness of the thesis, indicating the “ultimate” and the “immediate”,  that really are false in this context. He will present the correct thesis in the synthesis.
   The antithesis inverts the sense of the thesis and states that everything is the ultimate and immediate foundation of the being determined. This is the thesis of those who deny causality between the finite beings either because they are in pre-established perfect harmony, or for some other reason, and concentrate the whole function of foundation in a first non-caused being, which causes everything that happens in the universe in an ultimate and immediate form. This antithesis is also false, and intuitively comprehensible. 
1. Hegelian antithesis (false): Everything is ultimate and immediate foundation of the determinate being.
2. Correct proposition:    ├  ~((x)((y) (Fxy → CDy)

3. Symbolization key:

Fxy : x is the ultimate and immediate foundation of y
CDx: x is the determinate being
FMxyz : x is the ultimate foundation of y mediated by z
4. System postulates:

1. ((x)((y) Fxy

2. ((x)((y)((z) (FMxyz → ~Fxy)

5. Demonstration:

    1      ((x)((y)  Fxy 






P

    2      ((x)((y)((z) FMxyz





P

    3      ((x)((y)((z) (FMxyz → ~Fxy)




P

                                    

                           



    4                        ((x)((y) (Fxy → CDy) 




H           

    

    5                      ((y) Fay






1 ( E
    6                      Fab  




 

5 ( E
    7                      ((y)((z) (FMayz →  ~Fay)        

                       
3 ( E

    8                      ((z) (FMabz → ~Fab)                                      

7 ( E
              

    9                     (FMabc → ~Fab)         
     



8 ( E
   10                     ((y)((z) FMayz                                                     
2 ( E



   11    
      ((z) FMabz                                                                     
10 ( E                                           

   12                      FMabc                                                 


11 ( E
   13                      ~Fab






 9,12 MP

   14   ~(((x)((y)(Fxy → CDy)





 4-13 Raa 

3. THE FOUNDATION AS UNCONDITIONED EXISTENCE
   Hegel, in this context, could provide as a synthesis of the “founder” and the “founded” binomial, the synthetic concept of self-foundation, in which founder and founded enter a virtuous circle, provide a foundation and determine each other mutually, and opens the way for the concept of self-causation, which will come later, as the heart of the  concept of liberty. But the old Berlin master prefers to go step by step, even if this causes a certain irritation in us, even when certain steps can have their order of sequence inverted. 
  “Founder” and “founded” must be reconciled in a synthetic category, in which, without each one losing the meaning which is theirs dialectically, there will be a true reconciliation with their opposite pole.
   Faced with the dilemma of regressus ad infinitum of Aristotle and the medieval philosophers, such as Thomas of Aquinas, on the one hand, and the arbitrariness of placing an arkhe in a presumable beginning – without managing to prove it – Hegel follows a safe, easy and I would even say obvious path. Everything, i.e., all of the Universe is an unconditioned existence. The Whole sustains and provides a foundation for itself. Approaching the theses of the Neoplatonics and Spinoza, Hegel considers the circular chain “founder” and “founded” links as a Totality in a circular movement of self-founding. Here we have the same structure for a solution that we already saw in previous chapters. The two poles of dialectical disjunction, instead of excluding each other, constitute each other mutually. 
   The meaning of the synthesis is that if and while something is identical to the Totality in Movement, which is the unconditioned existence, then – but only from this aspect – is it the ultimate and immediate foundation of everything.
   The unconditioned existence could here be the object of the same type of problem. What is the conditioner? What is the conditioned? How can one speak of an unconditioned? Once again the solution is extremely simple for anyone who has understood the intellectual rhythm of the Logic of Essence. The solution of the conditioner and of the conditioned is the self-conditioner that is also the self –conditioned. Hegel’s expression, “unconditioned Existence”, is to a certain extent a relapse in a first conditioner that is unconditioned; which, as we saw before, is an error, because it presupposes progressus ad infinitum. Occasionally, even Hegel stumbles.   

1. Hegelian synthesis and correct proposition: Everything, if it is the unconditioned Existence, is the ultimate and mediated foundation of everything and of the determinate Being.├  ((x) (EIx → (((y) FMxyx ( ((z) (SDz → FMxzx)))

2.Symbolization key
SD: x is the determinate Being
EIx : x is Unconditioned Existence
FMxyz: x is the ultimate foundation of y mediated by z.  

3. System postulates
1. ((x) EIx

2. ((x)((y)((z) (EIx → FMxyz)

3. ((x)((y)((z) (FMxyz → SDx)

4. Demonstration
1         ((x) EIx









P

2         ((x)((y)((z) (EIx → FMxyz)






P

3         ((x)((y)((z) (FMxyz → SDx)






P


4           EIa










H

5          ((y)((z) (EIa → FMEayz)                           



2 ( E


6          ((z) (EIa → FMEabz)






5 ( E
7          (EIa → FMEaba)                                                     



6 ( E
8           FMaba 








4,7 MP          

9           ((y) FMaya            







8 ( I
10                      SDb     







H


11                  FMaba               






8 RE

12         (SDb → FMaba)







10-11 PC

13          ((z)(SDz → FMaza)






12 ( I                                    14          (((y) FMaya ( ((z) (SDz → Maza))




9, 13 ( I

15     (EIa → (((y) FMaya ( ((z) (SDz → FMaza))                                              4-14 PC             

16     ((x) (EIx → (((y) FMxyx ( ((z) (SDz → FMxzx)))


15 ( I

PART TWO - APPEARANCE
CHAPTER 1 – EXISTENCE – THE DISSOLUTION OF THE THING 
   The Shine corresponds to the mere appearance of traditional Philosophy; the Shine is what is further from all and any knowledge of the Essence. In the chapter about the Shine, the triads were the essential and the inessential, the Shine and the Reflection. The conclusion, always negative in antithesis, is that the Shine does not manage to distinguish what is mere appearance from Essence.  
  In the second chapter of the first part, indeed, we enter the realm that is closest to what Kant and the ancients called Essence. If Reflection manages to distinguish what is mere appearance from the essential, then we can and should speak of Essence, or at least of essentialities. These essentialities are, initially qualified as Determinations of Reflection. Hegel is no longer discussing the multiple and numerous forms of Plato, nor the essences of medieval thinkers, but categories of Immanuel Kant’s subjectivity. Kant, after separating the external world, and, a posteriori, postulates an internal world and a priori, where the categories rank the empirical material that comes from outside. These categories, because they belong to the transcendental I that prevails as the principle of order of the Universe, are, themselves, necessary. Hegel, as we saw previously, reduces Kant’s twelve categories to only three: Identity, Difference and Coherence (Widerspruch). 

   In the third chapter of the first part Hegel goes straight into the problem of Foundation. At the start of the series of foundation “founder – funded” does a first beginning, as Aristotle (arkhé) and Thomas Aquinas (God as uncausate cause) wanted, exist? That is how Hegel – and I – analyze the problem of the series of foundings and founded, which in order not to enter a regressus ad infinitum, requires the concept of self-foundation, self-causation, self-determination, etc. The ultimate foundation is always the self-foundation – unconditioned existence, or rather the self-conditioned foundation of the Totality in Movement, which is the Universe.

   In the first chapter of this second part, Hegel critically analyzes the category of Appearance. Appearance (Erscheinung) here mean mere appearance (Schein), but that appearance that the senses give us, and in which Existence appears, i.e., the Thing and its properties, the subsisting of the thing of the element sthat constitute it – Hegel refutes the idea of the thing in itself (Kant and the entire traditional Philosophy before him), and here presents the Dissolution of the Thing as a true synthesis. This first chapter, as in fact the two subsequent ones, is extremely corrosive. Hegel first dissolves the thing, then the appearance, and finally, in the third chapter, gives us the solution: the really real Reality is neither things nor appearances, but Relation (Verhältnis).

   Here begins to appear the doctrine that Hegel – and I with him – advocates as true. The Universe is not a set of bodies, corpuscles, atoms or subatomic particles, but relations. The Universe is a huge network of relations, like a fisherman’s net, in which the so-called corpuscles are only the knots formed by a web of relations. The relation exists first, and only through it do the relational poles exist. 
   Here we abandon the “naïve” world – a technical term used by Hegel – of bodies, atoms and corpuscles, to enter firmly into the relations as a primeval moment in the constitution of the Universe. The road taken by Hegel is the same as had already been indicated by Greek Philosophy, and that modern Chemistry and Physics confirmed and examined further. The thing is already dissolved by Parmenides and Heraclitus, when they seek the principle that rules the Universe, and thus, the things of the Universe. Empedocles dissolves things into four elements, air, fire, water and earth; the combination of these primeval elements constitutes what the things are. In the atomists, it is the atoms that really exist, things are a configuration formed by the clinamen (the inclination) of the atoms in their fall- The medieval thinkers followed one of these classical Greek doctrines.
    Modern times brought us modern Chemistry with its 104 elements (today a few more that only appear in the linear accelerators) and gave us an extremely rational view of the world. The combination of 104 elements explains all and any body that exists in the Universe. As a next step the chemical elements were decomposed into atoms and the atomic model of Niels and Rutherford appeared to be the high point of dissolution of a thing into its elements or forces. Then came Quantic Mechanics and a continually increasing number of subatomic particles. The thing was dissolved, and along came the quark. But the quark also was decomposed, and today we have the theory which is as yet unconfirmed of the supercords. The cord which vibrating in ten dimensions engenders the subatomic particles. The thing, as in Hegel, was dissolved in a relation, the vibration of something that is not a particle, in a multidimensional space which is also nothing but a network of relations. Hegel, at this point, anticipated contemporary Physics. It is not the thing that exists, but the network of relations.   

   Since the interconnection between thesis, antithesis and synthesis, is very close in this second part, something presupposing the other, in formalization we abandon the technique of presenting thesis, antithesis and synthesis separately, strictly according to Hegel’s model. We consider it more didactic to formalize the whole chapter in a single calculation.
 1. Summary of the theses:

1. Things are apparently existing entities
2. The properties distinguish all things, from each other. 
3. All the properties appear to be inherent to all things that they determine. 
4. All properties are contingent and require a substrate to which they are inherent
5. Things do not exist, only the single substrate that sustains them exists.
6. Things are dissolved.

2. Symbolization key:

Cx: x is the thing, an apparently existing entity that we perceive
PDx: x is the property that distinguishes all things, from each other
PIx: x is the property that is inherent to the thing, and its substrate is the thing that it apparently determines. 
CDx: x is the dissolved thing
Sxy: x is the substrate of y
3. Hegelian synthesis and correct proposition - ├  (((x)((y)(((Cx ( PDy) ( ~PIy) ( (~PIy → CDx)) → ((x)((y)(Sxy → ((z) (Szy → z = x)))

4. Demonstration:
1         ((x) Cx

2         ((y) PDy

3         ((y) (PDy → ~PIy)

4         ((x)((y) (~PIy → CDx)
5         (((x)((y) (PDy ( CDx) →  ((x)((y) (Sxy → ((z) (Szy → z = x))) 


6          Ca                                                                                1 ( E
7          PDb                                                                              2 ( E
8          (PDb → ~PIb)                                                              3 ( E
9          ~PIb                                                                              7,8 MP

10        ((y)  (~PIy → CDa)                                                     4 ( E

11        (~PB → CDa)                                                                10 ( E

12        CDa                                                                               9,11 MP

13        (PDb ( CDa)                                                                 7,12 ( I

14      ((y) (PDy ( CDa)                                                          13 ( I                                  

15        ((x)((y) (PDy ( CDx)                                                 14 ( I     

16        ((x)((y) (Sxy → ((z) (Sxy → z = x))                          15,5 MP

17                     (((x)((y)((Cx ( PDy) ( ~PIy) ( (~PIy → CDx))   H

                        
18                     ((x)((y) (Sxy → ((z) (Sxy → z = x)                  16 Re       

19       (((x)((y)(((Cx ( PDy) ( ~PIy) ( (~PIy → CDx)) → ((x)((y)(Sxy → ((z)

             (Szy → z = x)))                                                                     17-18 PC

CHAPTER 2 – APPEARANCE
   Things were dissolved, and what was left, as the really real reality, was the single substrate of the properties. It is the properties that appear to us, in configurations of relations, as being the things. They, the properties, come from the single substrate, bundled into several configurations, and appear to us as being things. They are not things, they are appearances that, appear to us in different forms. Hegel calls this the Law of Appearance, or the world of appearances. The really real reality is the substrate whence come the appearances, and which sustains them; this substrate is only one, it is unique. 
   But how can this one and unique substrate produce such a great multiplicity of configurations of relations, ie. of appearances. How can a multifarious multiplicity of appearances emerge from the one?

   The multiple appearances, says Hegel – and I concur – are folds that appear in the single substrate, because this substrate although one and unique is a substrate that is in constant movement to change itself.  Panta rhei, said Heraclitus; everything is coming to be, says Hegel. And it is because of this first and most important law of the system, the law of Werden, that the substrate always transforming itself, continually engenders new configurations of relations, and thus, new appearances. The one substrate, on unfolding, forms the appearances and creates the multiplicity of appearances – and of things – that we see in the Universe. 

1. Summary of the theses:

Appearaances are bundles of properties
Appearances constitute the world of appearances
The unique substrate is the world in itself with its relations on folds and unfoldings that are perceived as appearances             

What really exist are these relations of and in the unique substrate.

Dissolution of appearances
1. Hegelian synthesis and correct proposition: ├   ((x) ((Ax ( Dx) ( (ARx ( Sx))

2. Symbolization key 

 Fx: x is appearance
 Rx: x is really real reality
Ax: x is a bundle of properties
 Dx: x is only appearance that constitutes the world of appearances
 ARx: x is appearance that, in reality, consists of relations of folds and unfoldings of the unique substrate
 Sx: x is the unique substrate or world in itself
3. Demonstration
1           ((x) Ax






P

2           ((x) (Ax → Fx)





P

3           ((x) ((Ax → Fx) → Dx)




P

4           ((x) (Dx ( ~Rx)





P

5           ((x) (Dx → ARx)





P

6            ((x) (ARx → Sx)





P


7            Aa                                                                                     1 ( E
8           (Aa → Fa)                                                                          2 ( E
9           ((Aa → Fa) → Da)




          3 ( E
10         Da                                                                                       8,9 MP

11         (Da ( ~Ra)                                                                          4 ( E
12         (Da → ARa)





           5 ( E
13         ARa                                                                                    10,12 MP

14         (Ara → Sa)                                                                          6 ( E 


15         Sa                                                                                        13,14 MP

16         (Aa ( Da)                                                                             7,10 ( I
17         ((Aa ( Da) ( (ARa → Sa))                                                14,16 ( I

18         ((x) ((Ax ( Dx) ( (ARx → Sx))



17 ( I
CHAPTER 3 – THE ESSENTIAL RELATION
   Things were dissolved, appearances were also dissolved. What is then the really real reality? As was said but not demonstrated above, the only things left are relations with the poles that they constitute. The Universe is a network of relations that form the substrate in constant movement, which, on folding and unfolding constitutes the multiplicity of relations. These relations, originating in the one and unique substrate, according to the configurations they form, give rise to the appearances and the things. Reality is really real, therefore the essential relations, thus, the essential relation, i.e, the relations formed according to the intellectual dynamics which we are presenting in this Logic of Essence.
   The game of relations as we already saw in the chapter on Identity is first of all a relation of opposition, which, later, configures many diverse forms of difference. In this chapter on the Essential Relation, once the essential relation of opposition has already been presented, we should synthetize the main relations that shape the Universe. 
   Here Hegel mentions three relations that he considers most relevant. The relation between the Whole and the Part, the relation between Force and its Externalization, and the relation between Inside and Outside. The relation between Force and its externalization, as we see, comes from the Physics of its time. Let us set it aside until our physics define more precisely what is force today.  
   Here too, the philosophical treatment can be performed without following Hegel in his meanders of thesis, antithesis and synthesis. 
1. Summary of the theses:

 There is no part without a whole or vice-versa
 There is no force without externalization or vice-versa
 There is no Outside without Inside or vice-versa
1.If y is part of x, then x is the whole of y
2.If y is the externalization of x, then x is the force of x
3.If y is the inside of x, then x is the outside of y 
2. Hegelian synthesis and correct proposition: ├   ((x)((y) (((Pyx → Txy) ( (Eyx → Fxy)) ( (Dyx →FOxy))
2. Symbolization key:

Pxy : x is part of y
Txy : x is the Whole of y
Fxy: x is the force of y
Eyx : x is the externality of y
FOyx: x is the outside of y
Dxy: x is the inside of y
4. Demonstration:
1      ((x)((y) (Pyx → Txy)

2      ((x)((y) (Eyx → Fxy)

3      ((x)((y) (Dyx → FOxy)


4      ((y) (Pya → Tay)





1 ( E
5      (Pba → Tab)                                                     
  

4 ( E
6      ((y) (Eya → Fay)                                          


 2 ( E
7      (Eba → Fab)                                                     


 6 ( E

8      ((y) Dya → FOay)                                       


 3 ( E

9      (Dba → FOab)                                            


 8 ( E

10   ((Pba → Tab) ( (Eba → Fab))                       


 5,7 ( I

11   (((Pba → Tab) ( (Eba → Fab)) ( (Dba → FOab)) 

10,9 ( I

12    ((y) ((Pya → Tay) ( (Eya → Fay) ( (Dya → (FOay))     
11 ( I


13    ((x)((y) (((Pyx →Pxy) ( (Eyx → Fxy)) ( (Dyx → FOxy)) 
12 ( I

PART THREE –  EFFECTIVENESS
CHAPTER 1 – THE ABSOLUTE
   In the Philosophies of the great medieval masters, such as Boaventura, Thomas of Aquinas, Ockham, etc., the term “absolute” was reserved exclusively for the God of the Christian religion. “Absolute” was a synonym of the first unmoved mover  and of the first non-caused cause, in brief, of the arkhé that made the regressus ad infinitum stop. If an Absolute, that were a non-caused cause and an unmoved moving, did not exist, the rationality of the philosophical systems would be destroyed, since regressus would not allow a first logical principle nor a first ontological principle. And if there were not a first ontological principle, nothing could exist; the Universe at best would be the world of the barely possible. The first principle, which is the Aristotelian arkhé is at the beginning of everything and is a principle in the double sense of the word, since besides being the beginning of the causal series, it is the ordering principle of the Universe. This first principle, which the medievals identified as the God of Christian Theology, is at the same time the beginning of the Universe in time and its ordering principle.
   But this Absolute was thought of as arkhé, as a greater and higher principle, separated from the causal series that it initiated. The Absolute, as seen by the medievals, was a transcendental being.  It was the beginning of the series, without identifying with it. The remaining members of the series of causes were not the Absolute, since the Absolute as something transcendental did not inhabit the causal series of which it was the beginning. The members of the causal series were finite and temporal beings, the Absolute as the first principle was infinite and atemporal. The Universe was thus divided into two parts: On the one hand the infinite, timeless Absolute, on the other hand the finite and temporal beings that constituted the chain of causes and effects.  
   For the medievals, the question also arose, that Plato and the Neoplatonic philosophers had to answer. There is a supreme being, be it called “The Good and the Beautiful”, as in Plato, or the “One” in Plotinus, or the “Universal” in Proclus. But how, based on this first principle, can one derive the plurality of beings existing in the world in which we live?      

    Plato, in the dialogue Timeus, tackles this problem valiantly and states that the Good and the Beautiful engender the ideas, and the ideas form the numbers; the first principle, the ideas and the numbers then engender the soul of the world, which, in its constant movement, gives birth from itself to the whole multiplicity of existing beings. In Plotinus and Proclus, there is a similar proposal of a solution. The One engenders the Logos, which in turn engenders the soul of the world, from which emanates the multiplicity of beings of the existing world.
   The thinking of emanation, typical of the Neoplatonics, is represented by the Neoplatonic fountain, which all know but few recognize as what it really represents. Through an inner pipe, water is brought to the maximum height, adorned by a cusp which is always decorated, and it overflows on all sides, filling the richly adorned upper basin. Once the upper basin is full of water, it overflows on all sides and fills the slightly larger middle basin, which in turn, on overflowing, fills the third basin which is as ground level. This fountain with the three overflowing basins, each one filling the one below, is a Neoplatonic symbol. The water is all the same, the one that rises and comes down, it provides the entire fountain with unity and subsistence: the One substance. The uppermost basin symbolizes the Good and the Beautiful in Plato, the One in Plotinus, the Universal in Proclus. The second basin, in Plotinus and Proclus, means the   lógos, the third basin is the soul of the world from which stem the things of the world in which we live. Almost no city in the Western world fails to have a Neoplatonic fountain in a place of honor. Even in the square in from of Saint Peter’s Basilica, in Rome, embraced by Bellini’s columns, there is a Neoplatonic fountain. The master sculptors of those times, such as Augustine and Nicholas Cusanus, were Neoplatonic Christians. What the tripartite fountain so well represents is what master thinkers called emanation.
    In Hegel also, we have the tripartite division of the system: The uppermost basin symbolizes Logic, the middle basin means Nature, and the ground-level basin represents the Spirit (Geist) and History. 

   The medieval thinkers, such as Thomas of Aquinas, when dealing with this issue, abandoned the concept of emanation and used the Jewish tradition of creation to support them. God, the Absolute, created the world in seven days, says the Book of Genesis. The Judeo-Christian concept of creation differs profoundly from the Neoplatonic concept of emanation, since creation is thought of in such a way that the first principle becomes transcendental, and in no way participates in the constitution of the causal series of which it is the principle and the beginning. God is thus completely transcendental with regard to the beings of this world. Here the influence of the Jewish God, with His almost crushing transcendence is clear. Emanation, however, dilutes or even partly dissolves the transcendence of the first principle, since the Good and the Beautiful- or the One -   in a way continue their existence in the series they engendered. It is said that as beings move away from the first principle, the Good and the Beautiful diminish their presence and action in them. Being Beautiful, therefore, according to Plato and the Neoplatonics, is to try and climb the ladder of the beings of lesser perfection, until coming as near as possible to the Good and the Beautiful – or the One -. In Christianity we have a strict theism, in Neoplatonism we have pantheism. In the former, God is completely transcendental, in the latter, God is present, to a greater or lesser degree throughout the causal series, i.e., throughout the Universe.   

  When beginning the chapter on the Absolute, which in previous texts we saw was one and unique, identical to the Universe, we ask the same question that so concerned the Greek and Medieval philosophers. If the One is the beginning and the principle, from where can one get the multiplicity of things?
   At this precise place, we wish to point out a great difference between the system proposed by Hegel, and the one that we are now elaborating and presenting. Hegel thought, mistakenly, that the first principle was Pure Thinking (Reines Denken) and that all – I repeat, all – the categories and figurations of a broad philosophical system could be deduced a priori from this first principle. Here we find the same concept of Philosophy that Fichte described so well in his opuscule Concerning the Concept of Wissenschaftslehre (Über den Begriff der Wissenschaftslehre). According to this concept, it would be necessary to derive logically, i.e., a priori all the categories of Logic, the facts of Physics and Biology, and the events of History, from Pure Thinking alone. Thinking, turning on itself, according to Hegel, would find within itself all categories and figuration that exist in the Universe. The “tremendous force of negation”, ans Hegel says, would constitute coherence (Hegel would call it Widerspruch) which, from Pure Thinking, without any content, would manage to deduce plurality of the world in which we live.  In the last one hundred and fifty years, many philosophers attempted to reconstruct the Science of Logic. None has ever achieved it. The Non-Hegelians propose, radically, that one throw into the trashcan of History, a Philosophy that denies the Principle of Non-Contradiction; the Hegelians, perplexed, unable to answer the question about contradiction and logical derivation of categories, continue to merely paraphrase the original texts. - Our position here is clear and harsh: What Fichte and Hegel wanted as the ideal of Philosophy is simply impossible. In vulgar language, but which for this very reason can be understood by all: You cannot get real, existing milk from a cow which is only in the mind. And what Hegel wants is precisely this: To deduce all of the Philosophy from Pure Thinking, which he himself describes as completely devoid of content. 
   We therefore abandoned Hegel’s ambiguities, right at the beginning of Book One, and from the first, formalized, chapter, we introduced the “system postulates”. Now, these system postulates are not derived a priori from Pure Thinking, instead they are system hypotheses. If the system as a whole, which we are building here – simplifying and correcting – on Hegel’s work, manages to be coherent with the Universe we know, then, according to the criterion of truth of coherence, it will be right until another more coherent system replaces it. The Absolute Idea, in this system we are proposing, is open to the future, including new systems that - we hope – will not be much different from this one.

   Let us go back to the key question: How does the Multiple arise from the One? Our answer is relatively easy and, except for the point mentioned above, identical to that of Hegel. The unique substance, as it folds and unfolds in its perpetual movement, engenders always new forms of identity configuration. Multiplicity, therefore, is more than foldings and unfoldings of the unique substance. The Absolute is not devoid of content, on the contrary, it is an effervescence of new identities which form within it. The task of Philosophy and Science is to ex-plicari, it is to open up the folds that constitute a given thing. 
   Although we formalized these issues, here we do not stop to analyze the categories of attribute and  mode, typical of Spinoza, since they are no longer used and do not tell us anything new. We will formalize the true content of the thesis, the antithesis and synthesis in a single demonstration.
1. Hegelian synthesis and correct proposition: ├  ((x)((y) ((Ax ( Vx) ( Cx)) ( (Myx ( Uyx)) ( ((Dyx ( Fyx) ↔ (DOx)) 
2. Formalization key:

Ax: x is the Absolute
Vx: x appears to be devoid of content and not have determinations
Cx: x has to include and produce contents and determinations 
Dxy: x is determination that, from one viewpoint, is within y
Fxy: x is determination that is, from another viewpoint, outside y
Mxy: x is, from one viewpoint, the multiplicity of y
Uxy: x is, from another viewpoint, the unity of y

DOx: x is folding and unfolding of the Absolute
3.System postulates:

1. ((x) ((Ax ( Vx) ( Cx)

2. ((x)((y) (Cx → (Myx ( Uyx))

3. ((x)((y) ((Myx ( Uyx) → (Dyx ( Fyx)) 

4. ((x)((y) ((Dyx ( Fyx) → DOx)

5. ((x)((y) (DOx → (Dyx ( Fyx))

4. Parts of the Demonstration:

A – The unfolding of the Absolute – ((x) ((Ax ( Vx) ( Cx)

B -  The absolute attribute – ((x)((y) (Myx ( Uyx)

C – The absolute mode – ((x)((y) ((Dyx ( Fyx) ↔ DOx)

5.Demonstration:
1       ((x) ((Ax ( Vx) ( Cx)




P

2       ((x)((y) (Cx → (Myx ( Uyx))


P

3       ((x)((y) ((Myx ( Uyx) → (Dyx ( Fyx)) 

P

4       ((x)((y) ((Dyx ( Fyx) → DOx)


P

5       ((x)((y) (DOx → (Dyx ( Fyx))


P

6       ((Aa ( Va) ( Ca) 




l ( E
7        Ca






6 ( E

8        ((y) (Ca → (Mya ( Uya))



2 ( E
9        (Ca → (Mba ( Uba))




8 ( E
10      (Mba ( Uba)





9, 7 MP

11      ((y) ((Mya ( Uya) → (Dya ( Fya))


3 ( E
12      ((Mba ( Uba) → (Dba ( Fba))

            11 ( E
13      (Dba ( Fba)





10,12 MP

14      ((y) ((Dya ( Fya) → DOa)  



4 ( E
15      ((Dba ( Fba) → DOa)




14 ( E
16      ((y) (DOa→ (Dya ( Fya))

 

5 ( E
17      (DOa → (Dba ( Fba))




16 ( E
                     

18                (((Aa ( Va) ( Ca) ( ((Mba ( Uba) ( (Dba ( Fba)))
H

                 

19                                            DOa 

                        13,15 MP


20                                             DOa  


21               (((Aa ( Va) ( Ca) ( (Mba ( Uba))


            6,10 ( I

22               (((Aa ( Va) ( Ca) ( ((Mba ( Uba) ( (Dba ( Fba)))       
21,13 ( I

23        ((((Aa ( Va) ( Ca) ( ((Mba ( Uba) ( (Dba ( Fba))) ↔ Doa)
18-19,20-22 ↔ I

24        ((y) ((((Aa ( Va) ( Ca) ( ((Mya ( Uya) ( (Dya ( Fya))) ↔

              Doa)      


              



23 ( I
25         ((x)((y) ((((Ax ( Vx) ( Cx)) ( (Myx ( Uyx) ( (Dyx (
              Fyx))) ↔ DOx)






24 ( I      

CHAPTER 2 – EFFECTIVITY
   In the opinion of the master thinkers of the Middle Ages, God was the absolute being, the beginning of the causal series. Now, the causal series was widely used to prove, by Reason, the existence of the Absolute God. The causal series was constructed according to the Aristotelian principle that, if something was moved, there hat to be before and ouside it a mover that moved it. Transposing the issue to the terminology of causality: If something is contingent and can exist, or not exist, but in fact exists, there has to be before and outside it, a cause that will make it exist instead of not existing. Seeking the first cause and going down the whole series of caused causes, we then arrive, according to Thomas of Aquinas, to the first uncaused cause that is Absolute God.   

   If God exists and is an uncaused cause, the condition of possibility of all of the causal series, this is because He is not contingent. If the first cause were contingent, it would require before and outside it, an ulterior cause that caused it. Thus, the first uncaused cause, Absolute God, cannot be ontingent, otherwise we would be thrown back to the problem of regressus ad infinitum. If the Absolute God, however, is not contingent, however, He must be necessary; in other words, He exists necessarily and cannot not exist. The Absolute God is, therefore, the necessary God. And there cannot be anything contingent in him, otherwise the problem of return (regressus) would come back. This means, however, that the existence of the Absolute God is absolutely necessary. His existence does not depend on any cause or condition that is external to it. God exists as pure necessity, say the Medievals. 
   We now have two types of necessity that the Medievals clearly distinguished, but that Hegel identified, probably on purpose: the necessity of the existence of the Absoute and the formal necessity of Logics and Mathematics. Is the world of existing identical to the formal world of Logic and Mathematics? Although we do not wish to condemn Hegel’s opinion peremptorily, we are obliged at least to say that the German master here confounded things that cannot be confounded. Nobody doubts that all thinking is a being, but are thinking and being exactly the same thing, and do they obey the same laws?  Is the profound Grammar of Language the Grammar of the existing World? Hegel thought that elaborating all categories of Thinking, he was also elaborating all categories of Being. Thinking is Being, Being is Thinking.
  This thesis, in the breadth presented above, was definitively refuted by Master Kant in a metaphor known to all. If I think that there are a thousand Thalern in my bank account, do they already and for this reason only, exist and are they available to me there? Metaphors can be devastating, and sometimes they can throw over entire theories. This is the case here. Money, when merely thought about, does not exist for this reason alone. Thinking and Being are concepts that only overlap partly; the laws of thinking do not always apply to being and vice-versa.
   Hegel, in this text on the dialectics of modalities, elaborates a concept of need, whose counterpart is the existing contingency. If something is contingent but in fact exists, then as long as it exists, it cannot not exist. This goes for this table, this computer, this picture. If and while they exist, although contingent, they are necessary. But this necessity is a relative necessity, as well noted by Hegel. Necessity depends on the de facto existence of the contingent being. That is why this triad has a double synthesis: Necessity/Contingency.  This duplicity of synthesis shows that Hegal was fully aware of it. 
   But in the next round Hegel talks simply of Absolute Necessity (Necessidade Absoluta). Yes, but he also talks about Absolute Effectivity, Absolute Possibility and Absolute Contingency, of which he say that it is the counterpart of Absolute Necessity. Hegel did in fact absolutize necessity, but he likewise absolutized, and in the same context, effectivity, possibility and effected contingency. When the modalities are applied to the Absolute, they are all absolute. Or, on the contrary: the ring-a-rosy of modalities is what is really absolute. Absolute strictly speaking is always and only the Whole.  

   The necessity for Logic and Mathematics – this is not Hegel’ s opinion but mine – is another type of necessity, since it is merely formal, and never is considered valid for existing beings as such. The necessity which is the counterpart of the effected contingency, on the contrary, is a necessity that is only found in the world of existing beings. 
   If someone wishes to interpret Hegel according to the charity principle, they can follow precisely the opinion that we proposed as ours. Actually, Hegel here created great confusion which caused serious historical events, such as the necessity of laws of History in Marxism.

Let us now reconstruct the argument:

1. Thesis: All of this effectiveness contains an internal possibility
2. Antithesis: But the effective and the possible are not confounded, since here are non-effected possibilities. 
 3a. Double synthesis: The effected contingency reconciles and has in itself both effectivity and possibility.

       3b. Second half of the synthesis: While it exists, the contingent necessarily exists. 
   We perceived that this argument only is valid for the universe of the discourse of existing beings. We also perceive that necessity and contingency are not only closely linked, but one is the counterpart of the other - Finally, we perceive that the absolute necessity of which the medievals spoke does not occur here.
       This has weighty philosophical consequences. In Medieval Philosophy, necessity existed alone and unconditionally, without a mixture of contingency. In Absolute God, there is no contingency at all, under pains of collapsing the whole system – Here we have the contrary. There is no necessity without contingency. This means that the Universe, which is a single substance, is at the same time necessary and contingent. The Universe exists because it in fact exists, and by existing, it necessarily exists. The Universe contains both necessity and contingency, and that is what transforms all of it into a Totality in Movement.  
  In formalization, to avoid confusion with the confused Hegelian text, we present only the correct proposition, as expounded above.  A major point is that the universe of discourse here contains only existing beings. 
1.UD: all existing beings
2. Symbolization key:

1. Ex: x can exist and also not exist, but in fact it effectively exists
2. Px: x is the internal possibility of all that exists effectively
3. Nx: x is necessary
3. Correct Proposition: ├   ((x) ((Ex ( Px) ( (Ex → Nx))
4. Demonstration:
1           ((x) Ex








P

2           ((x) Px








P

3
  ((x) (Ex  → Px)




    


P

4           ((x) (CEx → Nx)







P






‘








5           Ea                                                                                     

1 ( E
6           Pa








2 ( E
7           (Ea → Na)







4 ( E
8           (Ea ( Pa)                          





5,6 ( I                                                                                                                          

9          ((Ea  ( Pa) ( (Ea → Na))





8,7 ( I

10        ((x) ((Ex ( Px) ( (Ex → Nx))                                                           9 ( I
CHAPTER 3 – THE ABSOLUTE RELATION
   During the course on the Logic of Essence, the main metaphysical theses of tradition were discussed and refuted, and almost all of them had their meaning modified. The Shine became thicker and more important that the mere appearance of the ancients (chapter one of part one). The categories of reflection, which are only three, replaced not only the plurality of the Platonic forms, but especially the twelve categories of Kant (chapter two). The category of Foundation corrects the ancient notion of arkhé and, it already points to the problem to be dealt with now, that of the circularity of relations (chapter three). After this the thing was dissolved (chapter one of part two), appearance was dissolved (chapter two), and, in place of the latter, the category of essential relation (chapter three) was introduced. We are already entering the realm in which the relation appears as the real relation. The real relation is what effectively exists, and exists firstly as the Absolute (chapter one of part three), as the effectiveness in their modalities (chapter two) and as an absolute relation (chapter three). 
   The chapter on Absolute Relation ends the Logic of Essence, showing how the absolute relation is a constructive circular movement. There are indeed vicious circles, but there are likewise virtuous circles. Hegel – and we with him – will show that the virtuous circles of relation which are constituted, begin moving and continue to move, are the essential core of the Universe. Totality in Movement is a virtuous circular movement that constructs itself and constitutes the Universe. The chapter on Absolute Relatonship shows that substance and accident are concepts that constitute each other mutually in a circular way, without any predominance of one over the other, without one being static, and the other moving. Likewise, causer and caused (cause and effect), ultimately can only be conceived as abstractions, products of dichotomic operations, in which the true causality, the primal, originary movement of self-causation, splits into two; causality in its full, original meaning is always self-causation. The same happens with action and reaction, which constitute each other mutually.  
   Absolute Relation with its two poles, takes place mainly in substantiality (A), causality (B) and self-causation (C). Traditionally, the three concepts have two poles that are considered unequal, with a different ontological weight and that never, ever, can be worked as reflex concepts.
   Substance is the permanent substrate, accident is the supervening determination that is introduced into the substance. Substance is never an accident, accident is never substance. Cause is never its effect, and the latter always comes after the cause. We saw that all of this is wrong and should be corrected, and that correction is done when we conceive the Universe as a network of relations.

   In the formalization of this chapter, so that clarity will not be clouded by the Hegelian text, we present already corrected theses and antitheses, as explained above. 
1.Already corrected Hegelian theses:

True thesis (corrected): The absolute relation includes the permanent substance and also its evanescent relation with the accident.
True antithesis (corrected): The absolute relation includes efficient cause and its effect.

Hegelian synthesis and true proposition: The absolute relation consists of self-causation.
2. Symbolization key
Sx: x is substance
Ax: x is accident
Cx: x is cause
Ex: x is caused effect
INxy: x is only if and while it is inherent to substrate y
CCxy: x only is if and while it is caused by y
Cxy: x and y determine each other and constitute each other mutually in a circular movement.
3. Correct proposition: ├ ((x)((y) ((((Sx ( Ay) → ~INyx) ( ((Cx ( Ey) → ~CCyx) 

    ( ((~INyx → Cxy) ( (~CCyx → Cxy)))

4. System postulates:

1. ((x)((y) (Sx ( Ay)

2. ((x)((y) (Cx ( Ey)

3. ((x)((y) ((Sx ( Ay) →  ~INyx)

4. ((x)((y) ((Cx ( Ey) → ~CCyx)

5. ((x)((y) (~INyx →  Cxy)

6. ((x)((y) (~CCyx → Cxy)

4. Demonstration:
 1        ((x)((y) (Sx ( Ay)





P

 2        ((x)((y) (Cx ( Ey)





P

 3        ((x)((y) ((Sx ( Ay) →  ~INyx)



P

 4        ((x)((y) ((Cx ( Ey) → ~CCyx)



P

 5        ((x)((y) (~INyx →  Cxy)



            P

 6        ((x)((y) (~CCyx → Cxy)


            
P


7         ((y) (Sa ( Ay)





1( E
8         (Sa ( Ab)






7 ( E
9         ((y) (Ca ( Ey)





2 ( E
10       (Ca ( Eb)






9 ( E
11       ((y) ((Sa ( Ay) → ~INya)




3 ( E
12       ((Sa ( Ab) → ~INba)





11 ( E
13       ((y) ((Ca ( Ey) → ~CCya)                                                   4 ( E
14       ((Ca ( Eb) → ~CCba)                                                           13 ( E
15       ((y) (~INay → Cay)                                                              5 ( E
16       (~INab → Cab)                                                                     15 (  E
17       ((y) (~CCya → Cay)                                                             6 ( E
18       (~CCba → Cab)                                                                     17 ( E
19       (((Sa ( Ab → ~INba) ( ((Ca ( Eb) → ~CCba))                    12,14 ( I

20       (((Sa ( Ab → ~INab) ( ((Ca ( Eb) → ~CCba) (
             ((~INab → Cab)                                                                   19,16 (  I

21        (((Sa ( Ab) → ~INba) ( ((Ca ( Eb) → ~CCba)) (
             ( ((~INab → Cab) ( (~CCba → Cab)))                                 20,18 ( I

22       ((y) ((((Sa ( Ay) → ~INya) ( ((Ca ( Ey) → ~CCya)) (
                ( ((~INay → Cay) ( (~CCya → Cay))))                               22 ( I
23       ((x)((y) ((((Sx ( Ay) → ~INyx) ( ((Cx ( Ey) → ~CCyx)) (
                ( ((~INxy → Cxy) ( (~CCyx → Cxy)00                                  22 ( I                 

  The Absolute Relation with which the Logic of Essence ends, is apparently devoid of content, and does not tell anything. It appears that Hegel, in this part of the Science of Logic only worked to demolish traditional Metaphysics, as would be done later by Nietzsche and Heidegger, without reconstructing a Philosophy that could, as a true Philosophy, answer the classical questions: What are we? Whence do we come? Whither are we going? This extremely negative appearance, however, is misleading. Already in the concept of Absolute Relationshiop, Hegel – and I with him – are saying extremely important, serious things. The most important of them is that the Universe is not composed of atoms or solid bodies, as was thought in the old Metaphysics, and as is imagined by common sense. No, the Universe is a giant network of relations that constitute Totality in Movement. The relations as such constitute their poles, or, in other words, the threads of the network of relations interlink in us. What we think is solid and massive, are the nodes in the network of relations. This means that the Universe, being Totality in Movement, moves and is moved by the relations that constitute it. This does allow us, indeed, obliges us to say that I am not I, but a point in the network of relations. This allows me, indeed obliges me morally (weak need) to broaden my I, so that I will include my classmates, my whole University, my country, all the countries of the world, all of the galaxy, all of the Universe. Human dignity, the dignity of the I, consists precisely in it being not only the unique I, but the Universal I that is the Universe. But, in order to prove this in further detail, we must go to the  Logic of the Concept. 
BOOK THREE- LOGIC OF CONCEPT
INTRODUCTION
    In the Logic of Being, Hegel – and I- discuss the beginning of all of Philosophy that intends to be critical, as well as of the main determinations that characterize the Universe: Becoming, Quantity, Quality and, connected to these, the categories of Finitude, Infinitude and Measure. These categories determine the Universe as a whole, and any part of them, no matter how minuscule. The Logic of Being exists throughout the Universe, both of the existing beings and of the possible beings. The categories discussed here are vast, but have little content. A the end of the Logic of Being, we shall know little more than we already do in common sense, but we shall have precise concepts of intellectual representations which in our everyday life are extremely vague – One could not say too much about the beginning, which Hegel discusses in the chapter without a number, that is the problem of how a Philosophy can be critical today.

   Here already, at this extremely important begining, in Hegel’s claim to deduce everything a priori we find the greatest and most profound error in the system. Hegel, following the ideal of Philosophy elaborated by Fichte (Über den Begriff der Wissenschaftslehre), intends to deduce a priori all the categories beginning with Pure Thinking (reines Denken)
. Hence the destructive force of the objection made by a famous philosopher of those days, which became known by his name: The objection of Herr. Krug’s pen (die Feder des Herrn Krug). According to the Fichtean and Hegelian claim to deduce everything from Pure Thinking, it would be possible to deduce everything including Herr Krug’s pen.
   My position after all criticism about this by Schelling, Kierkegaard, etc, is that it is impossible to perform completely deductive Philosophy as Fichte and Hegel intended. The Hegelian system must be corrected here. What should be done, in order for a Philosophy to be critical, is to render explicit both the beginning and every category as it is introduced into the system. In Real Philosophy, besides the categories, the a posteriori elements that enter the system must be made explicit. That is why, in the formalizations that I elaborated, there is always an item with “System postulates”   – Considering this bifacial structure – a priori and a posteriori – of the system, which is the criterion of truth? The criterion of truth is not only the internal coherence of the system, but also and mainly the coherence of the system with the totality of the known universe. The system proposed is, thus, open, because if new knowledge, new theories and new facts arise, the system must be re-examined in order to see whether something must be added or even corrected. 
   In the Logic of Essence, Hegel – and I agree with him – discusses the basic concepts of traditional Metaphysics: mere appearance, identity, difference and coherence (we translate Widerspruch as coherence; we have already seen why), foundation, existence, appearance, etc. The central characteristic of the Logic of Essence is that all Platonic forms or Aristotelian substance, or even the thing about properties and appearance of things, all of this will be radically dissolved. Hegel, even more than Nietzsche, destroys the great concepts of philosophical tradition. But what is left? What is the world we live in? What am I? Hegel – and I – answers: a web of relations.  What we think to be solid things, under the critical gaze of Dialectics dissolves in the air. At the end of this destructive part, Hegel – and I am with him in this – discusses what Hegel calls Absolute, but once again it is not the Absoute Being of the Medieval, but an absolute relation. – The Hegelian claim of deducing everything a priori is the first and most serious error of Hegel’s system. We correct this error on introducing, in each formalization, the “System Postulates”, which make it clear that the corrected system must present a priori elements and a posteriori elements, and even in those, the a priori postulates must be made as the system advances.  
   The second great error generally attributed to the Hegelian system is that of being Necessitarian. All of the Universe is ruled by necessary laws and nothing escapes them. In this context, it should be mentioned that Hegel, carefully analyzed, does not state that the entire system is ruled by an absolute necessity. In Hegel there is no absolute necessity, except that which is the counterpart of absolute contingency. A careful reading of this chapter on the dialectics of the modalities in the Absolute and its formalization (cf. Logic of Essence), shows that Hegel says only what we all also state. This table that exists contingently while it exists, exists necessarily. Necessity and contingency, in Hegel – and I agree fully with this – are always two sides of the same coin. There is no necessity, where there is no existing contingency; there is no existing contingency, where there is no necessity. Absolute Necessity is the same as Absolute Contingency (absolute Zufälligkeitt). The formal necessity that is talked about by logicians and mathematicians, and that so frequently is identified with Hegel’s absolute necessity, has nothing to do with the latter; formal necessity is always the necessity of something contingent that in fact exists, and while it exists, necessarily exists, although it might also not exist. Hegel’s system, apparently so closed in its modal aspect, here too opens to the future and to History.- I do not believe, however, that Hegel managed to achieve total clarity on this topic, since in several later texts, including the Lessons in the Philosophy of History, he hesitates between the dialectically correct meaning that he elaborated and the logical-mathematical concept of the term.     

   
This objection, which is usually made against the Hegelian system, is, as discussed above, that of being a Necessitarian system that excludes any contingency whatsoever, or, in modern language, any facticity. The system is then rendered equivalent to the traditional mathematical and logical systems, where there are only two modal operators: possibility and necessity. It was in this sense, indeed, that the contemporary Modal Logic evolved, eliminating the concept of  Wirklichkeit which we still find in the treatises of the logicians from the time of Kant and Hegel. This huge distortion of the system – and of the original meaning that we find in Hegel – led to Marxism and Historical Necessitarianism. Everything that happens in History is ruled by necessary laws and, thus becomes in itself something necessary. Many of the tragedies that occurred in the History of the 20th Century originate in this concept of necessary laws, in the necessitarianism of History, including the inexorable neeed for the great Communist Revolution. Many millions of dead are the result of a simple error of logic that, applied to Politics, produced awful things. Or, as the Medieval philosophers said:  Parvus error in initio, magnus in fine (A small error in the beginning, a large error at the end).  The error of necessitarianism, we showed in its root in the analysis of the modalities of the Logic of Essence.  
  The fourth great error attributed to Hegel is the role assigned to contradiction (Widerspruch). According to Hegel, contradiction is the motor of all Dialectics, and even more, the motor that moves the Universe. Now, the objection says, that who admits that contradiction is possible abandons the rationality of discourses and, when saying, and at the same time unsaying, is no longer saying anything, and cannot speak any longer. Or, in the words of Aristotle in the book Gamma: “he is reduced to the state of a plant” – Now on presenting contradiction as the main element of his dialectical method, Hegel commits the greatest mistake that a philosopher can make, because, abandoning the Principle of Non-Contradiction, he destroys any possibility of rational discourse. Saying, and from the same point of view unsaying, is the worst sin of a man who desires to be rational. He abandons the terrain of rationality and enters the intellectual chaos in which anything goes and does not go, anything can be said and unsaid, everything can be, and in the same aspect not be. 

   Hegel really speaks very often about contradiction as the motor of Dialectics and the Universe. Thesis and antithesis, says he, are in contradiction and are both false. And only overcoming the contradiction that leads to true synthesis, but without the contradiction we would not get to this – In several previous works I showed that contradiction in Hegel does not mean the contradiction of Aristotle and the logicians, but contrariness. The proof of this is simple and strong. Thesis and antithesis in Hegel always have the same grammatical subject and- always – the same quantifier. We do not realize this because Hegel, on purpose, whenever he can uses anacolutes, where the grammatical subject is hidden.  But if we reconstruct the whole sentence of thesis and corresponding antithesis, we will see that the subject and the quantifier are always the same –always.  Indeed the distinction between contradiction and contrariness, although very clear in Aristotle, and in later logicians, was not adopted by all philosophers. Thus, Nicolaus Cusanus hesitates between one and the other terminology, and the jurists and parliamentarians until the present, in many cases, uses the term contradiction to signify contrariness and vice-versa. 

   My personal position about this is that Hegel did not make a mistake, he only used inappropriate terminology and whch in his time was still confused.  Where, therefore, one reads contradiction in Hegel, one should always understand contrariness. And two propositions in an opposition of contrariness may  - we have known this since Aristotle – be simultaneously false. Hegel, therefore, did not make mistakes here, but he was confused and he used inadequate terminology. The text on the essentialities of reflection, at the beginning of the Logic of Essence, if well analyzed, consider the interpretation above to be true. That is why I, in this paper, systematically use, instead of contradiction, the term coherence.This was demonstrated in the second chapter of the first part of the Logic of Essence. Because Widerspruch in the Hegelian text sometimes means contrariness, and at other times, coherence. 
   Hegel ends the Logic of Essence stating that there are no essences in the sense of tradition, only relations. A goat is not a goat because it has goat essence, but because it is a given configuration of relations. In a much harder example because of its ethical consequences: Man is not man because he has an essence or human nature, but simply because, as a product of primate evolution, he has this given configuration of relations. Thus, instead of the old concept of essence, we now work with the category of configuration of relations. That is what Hegel calls Begriff (concept).

   The Logic of Concept deals precisely with the most important configurations of relations to explain, philosophically, the inorganic, the organic, and finally the absolute idea. Concept, thus, does not mean, in Hegel, what the Greeks, Medievals and Moderns would call essence or substantial form. For Hegel, as we saw, nothing of this exists. The essences, yes, even things, were dissolved in relations. The very essence of the Absolute is no more than an absolute relatio.

   But after all, what is this relation? What constitutes it? What does it contain? What is a configuration of relations? How can they substitute what Plato called form and Aristotle called essence? This is the theme of book three of the Science of Logic, the Logic of Concept.

   When we take another look at the contents of the Logic of Concept, we will find – as usual in Hegel - three parts, each of them with three chapters:

LOGIC  OF CONCEPT 
Part One: Subjectivity
     Chapter 1: Concept
     Chapter 2: Judgement
     Chapter 3: Syllogism 
Part Two: Objetivity
      1. Mechanism 
      2. Chemism
      3. Ideology  
Part Three:  Idea 
       1. Life
       2. The Idea of Knowing
       3. The Absolute Idea 
PART ONE: SUBJECTIVITY 
1. Notes on subjectivity
   A reading, even superficial, of this Book Three, shows us that of the three books of Science of Logic, this is the one, that over time became most obsolete; most of the parts are of interest only to the Historian of Philosophy who, wishing to study the period,  goes deeper into texts that, from the point of view of a true Philosophy, do not have any or almost no speculative value. This becomes obvious when we see that the texts on Subjectivity (Subjektivität), Concept, Judgment and Reasoning, have the claim of being a Meta Logic  of all the possible Logics, and that the vigorous speculations on Objectivity (Objektivität), which constitute part 2 of this Book three, are a Meta-Physics of Physics, a Meta-Biology of Biology and a Meta-Ideology of Life, of Knowing and of the Absolute Idea.
   The fact that this book three is almost entirely obsolete should not be surprising, since Hegel based it on the Physics and Biology of his time; the advances of these sciences in the last one hundred and fifty years have made it amost impossible to provide a corrective commentary; it would be necessary to rewrite everything. What logician would dare, today, to write a Meta-Logic of all Logics? What physicist, without yet having the Great Unified Theory, could elaborate a Meta-Physics? The complete impossibility of dealing with these themes correctly made me decide to simply leave them out of this work. In a future, which I expect will not be very distant, somebody, based on much more advanced scientific theories, could possibly write what I , here and now, consider impossible to elaborate or expound. 
   Meta-Biology, however, has advanced so much that, in my opinion, it can and should be discussed in this Book Three. Systems Theory and Theory of Evolution have already achieved a maturity and breadth that allow the philospher, I think, to work on these themes seriously – I hope that the readers will pardon me, but the only part that will be discussed and formalized in this Book Three will be the chapter on the philosophical fundamentals of Biology: Meta-Biology. – This has an additional advantage. In dealing with Meta-Biology, we will be able to show clearly – I think – what a concept (Begriff) means for Hegel - and for me We should recall that in Book Two, in the Logic of Essence, we dissolved everything that was considered solid and firm, and only a play of relations remains as an object of Philosophy. In fact, the essence and the Absolute were dissolved into essential relation and absolute relation. The question that must be asked in this context is as follows: Can a theory that has diluted everything into relations, talk about a goat, a table, man, the Absolute.?  And if the answer is yes, how? We shall see this when we outline the fundamentals of Meta-Biology, showing how based on this, one can, in principle, reach the goat and the man, i.e., concrete beings and concepts. We will also see, in elaboration, that goat and man are not the object of Meta-Biology, but of Biology proper. And the dignity of man? The foundation of Ethics in human nature? This will also be the object of our concern, and we think that we have solutions that satisfactorily answer the questions asked – Considering what has been presented above, we stopped following the sequence and terminology of Hegel.

2. THE SINGULAR AND THE UNIVERSAL 
   Hegel begins the Logic of Concept with considerations that appear to be completely out of place. Instead of defining and explaining what the category of concept is, he discusses the Singular I, the Particular I and the Universal I. It is neither chance nor neglect, since the Universal I will be identified with what he calls concept. This will be expounded in the subsequent chapters. In this first chapter, as though conceding something to the reader, Hegel explains, without demonstrating it, that concept, to him – and also to me -  is the radical broadening of the Unique I, that, knowing that it covers all of the Universe, identifies with it and becomes the Universal I. Concept, as we shall see, is the I that covering all things of the Universe,  and identifying with it, is known as the Universal I. All the rest is concept only in a weaker sense, namely, a configuration of relations within the Universe.
    The Universal I appears to be easy to explain and understand. This is the I that each of us says when one is hungry or thirsty, when one works or rests, when together with other men, one speaks, discusses, argues. The Singular I is the one that we all are, and that is not only inside us, but comes to the surface of the skin. All of this belongs to, or rather, is the unique I. 
   But this Singular I becomes broader when we say we. We play soccer, we work together when carrying a box, we chat. In all of these cases the principal agent is not the Singular rather the we, first person plural in the verbal forms – Observing what happened we find that the Singular has become broader, and has become something larger than what it was in its uniqueness. Has the I changed? Yes and no. The singular I, the individual, becomes a part of a greater totality, of a greater I.
   If this broadened I continues to be broadened, it becomes part of a larger whole that is a University, a Nation, a State. Broadening this Singular I even further, it knows itself to be part of humankind itself. I am I, but with the same right I can and must say that I am humankind.
   If we broaden the Singular I still further, so as to include all of nature in it, yea, all of the Universe, the Singular I which am I here and now, is simultaneously the universal I that covers all of the Universe. I am Singular I and I am the Universe. – From this results the dignity of man, this radical and complete broadening of the I constitutes human nature. This  broadening of I, in which the singular man is also humankind, .is where Ethics has its metaphysical foundation.

   The I that does Science or Philosophy does not talk to half a dozen mates in a language game. No, it raises a thesis or a theory that, if right, should be accepted by all men of all times and all places. If God exists, He will also have to accept this thesis or theory. Here we see clearly that, whoever writes Philosophy writes both as a Singular I and as a Universal I. The mistakes, imprecisions, gaps, omissions, etc., should be attributed to the Singular I, the theory in its all embracing universality, if correct, should be attributed to the Universal I. The reader of these lines is a singular I and a Universal I. – This goes for the theory of truth as universal coherence, as well as for really universalist ethics. 
   To be able to introduce the categories of Meta-Biology more didactically, and through them to render concept explicit, we will return to a topic that we already dealt with in chapter two of part two of the Logic of Essence, repeating four formulations which have already been made, so that one can understand and value, in its fullness, what I call Circle of Identity. Because what Hegel calls Widerspruch (contradiction) is actually Coherence, which if well understood, is really the motor of Dialectics and of Nature itself. Emphasis will now be displaced to the movement of this circle of relations, which, on turning around itself, engenders the Universe. We will see this below.  
3. THE CIRCLE OF IDENTITY 

1. Hegel states several times that contradiction (Widerspruch) is the motor not only of the dialectical method, and also of Nature, yea, of the Universe. In the commentary on the corresponding chapter, we translate Widerspruch by the word coherence. We will now return to this issue in greater detail so that, based on this we can show two things. First, Widerspruch is an extremely complex concept, but has nothing to do with the contradiction of the logicians; Widerspruch is coherence; second, we shall show that the circle of relations that constitutes the Hegelian Widerspruch is a moving circle, and that this circle is really the motor that moves the Universe.   Much has been written about contradiction  in Hegel
, the literature about this is huge. From Trendelenburg
 to Popper
 and Analytical Philosophy, this topic was placed at the center of the discussion between analytics and dialectics, and we, Hegelians, have to confess that our answers so far leave to be desired. There are courageous attempts to explain contradiction as the motor that moves the Universe and, thus, also Nature. But a sufficiently clear, reasonably, uniquely simple answer – and why not? - a cogent answer is still lacking. This chapter will attempt what may be impossible: to answer the above question. I shall try to answer the structure of contradiction in Hegel as precisely as possible – and therefore also in symbolic Logic. From the word go it should be said that contradiction in Hegel does not mean contradiction in the sense the logics give the term. But then, what is contradiction?  How can it move Nature, indeed, all of the Universe? Isn’t Aristotle right when he states in the book Gamma, that whoever fell into contradiction can no longer speak, and is reduce to the state of a plant?
   Contradiction in Hegel is a concept that includes the opposition of two opposites, their mutual determination, their difference, and finally their dialectical identity. That is what I will try to show and justify, step by step.  
   As a first step I show that the contradiction of Aristotle and the logicians, if well analyzed, includes as the most basic of its elements the opposition between opposites . The contrariness 
 - not contradiction – is at the heart of the concept of contradiction. Hegel inherited this from Plato. Enantia, in the game of opposites, does not mean a concept, but a relation of contrary opposition that exists between two concepts, which, being in such an opposition, one to the other, constitute each other mutually. Hot and cold, tall and short, fair and unfair, wise and ignorant, determinate and indeterminate, etc. According to Plato, the game of opposites, i.e., dialectics, is only played because we work with enantia, with contraries. We do not understand one of the poles without understanding the other, we do not manage to say the one without connoting the other. If we fix one of the poles of enantia, completely losing sight of the contrary pole, we are left with a term that is devoid of content, a meaningless term, a pole that is no longer anything, since it lacks the other pole that constitutes it.
   This will be the first step of our demonstration. He who speaks of identity in “x = x”, is speaking of a merely formal identity, as, indeed, its instance “4 = 4”, without realizing what we are really saying. Furthermore, as Hegel acutely remarks, to express identity we must place an ‘A’ before and the other ‘A’ after the equal sign. Only so will we be able to write ‘A’ = ‘A’. But, as an analytic philosopher will object, the referent of both ‘A’s is precisely the same, i.e., the first letter of our alphabet. All of this, which is merely formal, is obviously correct. The analytic philosopher argues: But does this identity M ‘A’ = ‘A’ say something that is not expressed by the first ‘A’? Is the referent not the same? If, despite this, we say ‘A’ = ‘A’, do we want to say that referent = the referent; nothing more; furthermore, is the referent then really the same? However, the same equal sign is used when one says “3 + 2 = 5”, where different terms are on both sides. They are, in a given axiomatic system, formally identical, yes, but ‘3 + 2’ is not symbolically identical to ‘5’. We are so used to the numerical system, and to calculating with it, that we do not realize that the identity sign does not mean its pure and simple repetition. Let us take as a later example, Einstein’s formula. Who, on saying that r E = mc2, would intend to say that energy, mass and velocity of light have the same referent? Much on the contrary, what is being said is that opposite and clearly different entities, in a given configuration, become identical. The opposition between energy, mass and velocity of light allows, from an aspect of Mathematics applied to Physics, that the three be identical, i.e., linked by the equal sign. 

   Thus, in the example above, the meaning of our first postulate or axiom becomes clear. All of the formal identity presupposes an opposition between the two poles that we call identical. Does dialectical identity only exist when it pressuposes an opposition? – Does this mean that there are no tautologies? Yes, but when we formulate ‘A’ = ‘A’ we are not saying the same thing that we express when we say simply ‘A’. We say more, much more, we affirm identity in its formal sense and not only ‘A’.

   From this results our first postulate of a formalization of identity as dialectical:  ((x)((y) (x = x → ODxy). The reading of the formula is the following: For ever x what goes is that, if x is identical to x, then there is a dialectical opposition between x and y. Let us observe that both x and y are variables that go through the whole universe of discourse on being, i.e., on the Universe.  
It is not excessively redundant to repeat the formalization of this first step in classical Logic. 
Formalization key:
ODxy: x is a determination that is opposed dialecticaly to y
DDxy: x  is a determination that is determined by its relation towards y
DIxy: x is  a determination that  is dialectically different from y
IDxy: x is a determination that is dialectically identical to y
Theorem 1 – Internal Opposition in Identity:  ├  ((x) ((y) ODxy      

1     ((x) ((y) (x = x → ODxy)             
  P – Postulation of opposition
2     ((x) ((y) (ODxy →  DDxy)  
   
  P – Postulation of determination
3     ((x) ((y) (DDxy → DIxy) 
  
  P  - Postulation of difference
4     ((x) ((y) (DIxy → IDxx)      
     
  P  - Postulation of identity

5     ((y) (a = a  → ODay)                              1 E (
6     (a = a → ODab)                                        5 E (
7     a = a                                                           I = 
8     ODab                                                         6,7 MP

9     ((y) ODay  
   
                           8 I (
10   ((x) ((y) ODxy                                         9 I (
2. The second step in the logical analysis of the dialectical identity that is being proposed here says that the two poles that oppose each other dialectically and thus constitute identity, are two moments which determine each other mutually. Each pole determines its contrary pole and gives it the determination without which it would be nothing. The thesis of mutual determination of the two poles of an opposition is the main characteristic of Platonic enantia. The opposition between the two poles that constitute the identity is not something static, but a dynamic relation of mutual determination. Without hot, we would not know what cold is. Further. Without hot, cold would not exist. We will see in our second part that we have to take into account infinite gradations between hot and cold.
   We shall symbolize this relation of mutual determination as DDxy.   

Theorem 2 -  The mutual determination of the poles of dialectics in Identity
 ├   ((x) ((y) DDxy

1     ((x) ((y) (x = x  → ODxy)             
  P – Postulation of opposition
2     ((x) ((y) (ODxy →  DDxy)  
   
  P – Postulation of determination
3     ((x) ((y) (DDxy → DIxy) 
  
  P  - Postulation of difference
4     ((x) ((y) (DIxy → IDxx)      
     
  P  - Postulation of identity

5     ((y) (a = a → ODay)                                 1 E ( 

6     (a = a → ODab)                                          5 E (
7      a = a                                                            I =       

8     ODab                                                           6, 7 MP

9     ((y) (ODay → DDay)                                 2 E (
10   (ODab → DDab)                                          9 E (
11   DDab                                                            8,10 MP 

12   ((y) DDay                                                    11 I (
13   ((x) ((y) DDxy                                           12 I (
  Although the merely formal identity – the merely logical identity – has a very simple structure, the dialectical identity is constituted, as we see by several elements. There is no identity in the full sense without two poles that oppose and determine each other mutually. A pole alone is not completely identical even to itself. 
3. The dialectical identity, besides containing the opposition beweeen two poles and the mutual determination between them, also contains the dialectical difference between these poles. The third step in the exposition is therefore to show that all and any identity, when not purely formal, but dialectical, besides its two poles contains the difference. Who says identity of something with something, who states the opposition between the two, also states the difference. This means that identity also always contains the difference between the two poles that constitute it. There is no identity with a single pole; such an identity would dissolve, because it lacks the other pole, the different pole, without which it cannot subsist, because it constitutes and determines it. We will call this difference a dialectical difference and symbolize it as IDxy.

Theorem 3 – The internal Difference of Identity 
 ├  ((x) ((y) DIxy

1     ((x) ((y) (x = x  → ODxy)             
  P – Postulation of opposition
2     ((x) ((y) (ODxy →  DDxy)  
   
  P – Postulation of determination
3     ((x) ((y) (DDxy → DIxy) 
  
  P  - Postulation of difference
4     ((x) ((y) (DIxy → IDxx)      
     
  P  - Postulation of identity

5     ((y) (a = a → ODay)                                 1 E ( 

6     (a = a → ODab)                                          5 E (
7     ((y) (ODay → DDay)                                2 E (       

8     (ODab → DDab)                                         7 E ( 

9     (a = a → DDab)                                           6,8 SH                  

10   ((y) (DDay → DIay)                                  3 E (
11   (DDab → DIab)                                           10 E ( 

12   (a = a → DIab)                                             9, 11 SH 

13   a = a                                                              I =                               

14   DIab                                                             12,13 MP 
15   ((y) DIay                                                     14 I (
16   ((x) ((y) DIxy                                            15 I (
   Thus, one cannot talk about identity in its full philosophical meaning, without at the same time stating the difference which is intern to it. Identity, in Dialectics, is differentiated within itself, forming new pairs of opposites. Thence arises the movement of panta rei which characterizes the system; we will return to the theme of movement in the second part. But if a difference only exists between poles constituting an identity, it follows that, for a philosopher in the Neoplatonic tradition, and for whoever accepts the demonstrations presented above, the Universe is unique, one in its substantiality, a Totality in Movement. Everything else is only folds of this unique substance. But every dialectical system (for instance, Plotinus,. Proclus, Giordano Bruno, Schelling, Hegel ) contains this element, without which multiplicity would be left without the unity that organizes and rules it.  
4. At this point in the demonstration, the analytical philosopher would say that we managed to destroy completely what he calls identity. Further. He would say that when destroying  identity we reach a result which is the contrary of the one we proposed to achieve. Because we cut, we dissected, we sectioned this identity to such an extent that nothing was left of it.  
   Yes, we do have opposition between two poles, mutual determination among them, we have a difference, but was the true identity torn, dead as a white skeleton drying at the roadside? Where is identity?  We always talk about x and y. But where is that which really interests us, the identity of x with x. It is timely to recall that here it is no longer a matter of the merely formal identity of  “x = x”, but an identity that is philosophically well thought out, and that exists in Nature. The predicate we use for this identity relation is IDxx. Notice that it is no longer a relation between x and y, but a relation between x and x. Let us thus return to the beginning, to the concept of identity.

   The problem is that the category of dialectical Identity is a complex concept that contains within itself opposition, mutual determination of opposite poles, and closing the circle, once again, identity. The category of identity in Hegel and in the Neoplatonics is not something simple, fixed and stable like the substance of Aristotle, and thus of most of the logicians, since these follow – even when they deny it – the Metaphysics of the Stagirite. The Aristotelian substance is an entity that exists in and of itself and that can, then, in a second moment, come into an opposition relation with another substance that also exists in and of itself. The opposition, in the Aristotelian conception, is a relation that, before it can exist and be thought of, assumes the so to say autonomous and self-sufficient existence of two substances. In Hegel and in the dialectical systems – that is also my opinion – the Universe is a unique substance in movement, it folds and unfolds, without ever breaking its unity. Further. In the dialectical systems such as this that we are expounding, there are only relations, not things (8) or substances. What we think are things, substantial entities, in Dialectics are only configurations of relations. The relations exist before any thing or substance; what we call things and substances are configurations of relations which, because they are more or less stable, appear to us to be things. What really exist are not things or substances, but the relations that constitute them. Identity is a relation, opposition is a relation, mutual determination is a relation, difference is a relation. Everything is relative except the fact that everything is relative.   Only the Universe as a Totality in Movment, as a whole, is not relative. That is why dialectical identity is this circular movement that, beginning with the still poor identity, passes by opposition, by mutual determination, by difference, thus returning to the now enriched identity.  But only this identity is the full identity, is the synthetic identity in which the opposites were overcome and put away, conferring content on them. Is it this content that frees it from being called only a formal identity? Identity is thus the configuration of relations described above; the best logical instrument to formalize it may be conjunction. Thus arises the theorem of dialectical identity between x and x. Note that this is the first time that a theorem, instead of discussing x and y, discusses x and x. 
Theorem 4 – The dialectical Identity between x and x
 ├  ((x) ((y) ((ODxy ( DDxy) ( (DIxy ( IDxx))
1     ((x) ((y) (x = x  → ODxy)             
  P – Postulation of opposition
2     ((x) ((y) (ODxy →  DDxy)  
   
  P – Postulation of determination
3     ((x) ((y) (DDxy → DIxy) 
  
  P  - Postulation of difference
4     ((x) ((y) (DIxy → IDxx)      
     
  P  - Postulation of identity

5     ((y) (a = a → ODay)                                1 E (
6     ( a = a → ODab)                                        5 E (
7     a = a                                                           I =

8     ODab                                                          6,7 MP

9     ((y) (ODay → DDay)                               2 E (
10   (ODab → DDab)                                        9 E (                                       
11   DDab                                                         10,8 MP

12   ((y) (DDay → DIay)                                3 E (
13   (DDab → DIab)                                        12 E (  

14   DIab                                                          13,11 MP

15   ((y) (DIay → IDaa)                                  4 E (              

16   (DIab → IDaa)                                          15 E (
17   IDaa                                                          14,16 MP 

18   (DIab ( IDaa)                                            17,14 I (
19   (ODab ( DDab)                                 

  
     8,11 I (
20   ((ODab ( DDab) ( (DIab ( IDaa))          
    
     19,18 I (
21   ((y) ((ODay ( DDay) ( (DIay ( IDaa))      

     20 I ( 
22   ((x) ((y) ((ODxy ( DDxy) ( (DIxy ( IDxx))  

     21 I (     
   Here we complete the circular structure of the category of identity, where the end meets its beginning again. I believe that for all the logicians - and, why not? – for all Hegelians, the exposition was simple and comprehensible.
   The Circle of Identity expounded above begins with the formal identity and passes and includes the opposition, mutual determination, difference, and finally comes back to identity, now already dialectical. The exposition above dealt with each step of the demonstration as a static element. But this is a fundamental deficit, since if the whole system should be moving, then also the Circle of Identity should be moving. The relations that constitute the Circle of Identity cannot be static. How can one begin moving them? If the Circle of Identity turns around itself, we apparently already have the desired movement. Let us imagine a circle composed by A, B, C, D, in which D makes one return to A. In such a structure, the circle turns around always with the same elements, and nothing changes, nothing arises, nothing new happens. Here it is the perpetual return of what is always the same. Such a circular structure turning around itself may be thought of without contradiction; it is perfectly possible. But that is not what happens, in the real world, with the Circle of Identity turning around itself, since when turning this engenders all things in the Universe. Theoretically, the Universe could be a turning around always of the same elements that constitute the Circular Identity. But this is not so. The turning of the Circle of Identity, every time it goes around, engenders variations of itself, since the opposition which is the first innate element in the circular chain, on turning around changes its poles. The first circle is always different, and is in opposition to the second and to all the later circles; what at first sight appears to be identity is difference and opposition. The first is never the second, the second is never identical to the third, etc.  
    But this must now be studied carefully. This is the issue of self-engendering of the Universe as a Very Universal System and of engendering the subsystems which, like we, inhabit it. 
4. THE CIRCLE OF IDENTITY IN MOVEMENT
THE GENESIS OF PLURALITY
    In order to introduce movement in the Circle of Identity, more clearly, this chapter will be presented in short sub-items to be examined and considered one by one. Each of them concatenates with the preceding one.
1. Identity is a configuration of relations that can be expressed in a circular form, since each relation is binary: logic –formal identity, opposition, mutual determination, difference, identity. Thus, the circle that begins with the empty identity and ends with the enriched, full identity closes – This is, therefore, always Rxx or Rxy.

2. The system demands that everything be in movement (Txy)
; therefore also identity should be in movement. 
3. If the movement in this case were only a circular movement of the relations that constitute the identity, without any change, and only with a replication of the same relational structure which were to arise next to the first one, we would not have a system that would be motionless like Parmenides’ sphere. Because, besides the one we would have the two, the three, etc.  The sphere would no longer be one and unique, but only one with others next to it. Identity, in this case the sphere, would always be the same – hypothetically – qualitatively. We would have the perpetual return of the always same (ewige Widerkehrt des Immer Gleichen) and not the world in movement, full of transformations, in which we live. 
4. But let us admit ad argumentandum: The first and simplest form of movement, from which something qualitatively new emerges, is the replication of a relational strucutre which is reduplicated in a configuration of exactly the same relations – This might, in principle, occur inside or outside the structure of the primary Identity. 
5. Like in the beginning of thinking and being, we do not have anything but the relation of Identity, which is the Universe itself, and if there is nothing outside it, a new configuration of Identity relations can only arise within the larger Identity. The larger and primal Identity – the Universe – which is a circle of relations, engenders within itself another Identity, equal to itself, i.e., - apparently – with the same relational structure. A new egg comes from inside the primitive, larger egg. – Here, however, there is an opposition between primal Identity and the Identity that arose inside it. The opposition relation changed here. In fact, since outside the primal and initial Identity which is the Universe, there is absolutely nothing, the first replication of the relational structure of Identity has to be processed within the Universe. Because outside it there is nothing, nothing can exist. Thus, one of the constitutive elements of Identity changed: the relation of opposition became more complex, and since the Universe is the first determining Identity, it transforms all the following relations. Besides she simple configurations of identity – opposition – mutual determination – difference -  a new and very important opposition appears. The opposition between the primal Identity, which is the Universe, i.e., which is the Whole, and the second Identity, which is inside the first Identity and is not the Whole, but a part within the whole. Here arises the relation between the Part and the Whole, a fruit of the Becoming which permeates the system.
A  -  ENGENDERING THE FIRST SUBSYSTEM
1. Symbolization key:
ODxy: x is a determination whichis dialectically opposed to y
DDxy: x  is a determination that is determined by its relation towards y
DIxy: x is a determination that is dialectically different from y
IDxx: x is a determination that is dialectically identical to x
ESxyz: x engenders y within z

EIxyw: x engenders y within z
SSxy : x is a subsystem of y

u: Universe
         ├  ((x) ((((ODxu ( DDxu) ( (DIxu ( IDxu)) ( ~x = u) → (ESuxu ( SSxu))


1     ((x) ((y) (x = x  → ODxy)             
  P 

2      ((x) ((y) (ODxy →  DDxy)  
   
  P 

3      ((x) ((y) (DDxy → DIxy) 
  
  P 

4      ((x) ((y) (DIxy → IDxx)      
     
  P 

5      ((x) ESuxu                                              P

6       ((x) SSxu                                               P



7                            (((ODau ( DDau) ( (DIau ( IDau)) ( ~a = u)                H                           

8                               ESuau                                                                               5 ( E

9                                SSau                                                                                 6 ( E

10                              (ESuau ( SSau)                                                                 8,9 ( I

11       (((ODau ( DDau) ( (DIau ( IDau)) ( ~a = u) → (ESuau ( SSau))          7-10 PC                        

12       ((x) ((((ODxu ( DDxu) ( (DIxu ( IDxu)) ( ~x = u) → (ESuxu ( SSxu)) 11 ( I

 6. We have, thus, a primal Identity and a second Identity. From the primal Identity and within it arose the second Identity with a clear structural difference. The primal Identity, being the Universe itself, cannot have anything outside itself. It does not receive any influence or determination which comes from outside. In this case, the Circle of Identity is closed on itself, and does not have any environment (Umwelt) in which it may be placed, and from which it can receive external influence. 
7. The second Identity, however, is an egg within a larger egg which is the Identity of the Universe. This second Identity is an entity that has an “inside’ and an “outside”. That is why it cannot be the same as primal Identity: there are other oppositions, there are other determinations. The configuration of relations which constitute Identity now have a new opposition, the opposition between it and the primal Identity. That is how the “inside” and the “outside” emerge. Inside it is the same as primal Identity, outwards it is completely different, since it is an entity in an environment (Umwelt). – Here appear the questions as to if and when the environment influences quantitatively or qualitatively the lesser identity that is inside the primal identity, the input and output problems. Or vice-versa: How and when the emergence of a new Identity, even if secondary, within the primal Identity influences and determines the latter – We have just explained the difference between the Inside (Inneres) and Outside (Äusseres)

B  -  ENGENDERING THE REMAINING SUBSYSTEMS
1. Key symbolization:
ESxyz: x engenders y inside z 

SSxy: x is a subsystem of y
EIxyz: x engenders y through z
Dxy: x is inside y
DPxy: x is partially inside y
u: Universe
2. Correct proposition:

├ ((x) ((SSxu ( ~ ((y) (SSyu → y = x)) → ((y) ((SSyu ( EIuxy) ( ((Dxy ( DPxy) ( ~Dxy)))  

3. Demonstration:
1         ((x) SSxu

2         ((x) ((y) EIuxy

3         ((x) ((y) Dxy

4         ((x) ((y) DPxy



5                    (SSau ( ~ ((y) ( SSyu → y = a))                                            H


6                     SSbu







1 ( E

7                    ((y) EIuay                                                                               2 ( E  

8                     EIuab                                                                                       7 ( E

9                    ((y) Day                                                                                   3 ( E


10                                           Dab                                                                      H


11                                           (Dab ( DPab)                                                      10 ( I

12                                           ((Dab ( DPab) ( ~Dab)


      11 ( I


13                                            (SSbu ( EIuab)                                                    6,8 ( I

14                                              ((SSbu ( EIuab) ( ((Dab ( DPab) ( ~Dab))       13, 12 ( I

15                                              ((y) ((SSyu ( EIuay) ( ((Day (DPay) ( ~Day)) 14 ( I       

16           ((y) ((SSyu ( EIuay) ( ((Day ( DPay) ( ~Day))                                 9,10-15 ( E

17          ((SSau ( ~ ((y) ( SSyu → y = a)) → ((y) ((SSyu ( EIuay) ( ((Day ( DPay) (      

              ~Day))                                                                                                                                

18   ((x) ((SSxu ( ~ ((y) (SSyu → y = x)) → ((y) (SSyu ( EIuxy) ( ((Dxy ( DPxy) (     

             ~Dxy))                                                                                                           17 ( I            

8. Let us assume, now, that the process of engendering a third Identity inside and from the primal Identity is reiterated. We then have the primal identity which is the Whole, and within it two new Identities that – let us once again assume – have the same internal structure as the primal Identity. – We have already seen that this is not possible, since, changing the element of opposition, all of the configuration also changes. We thus have two new identities that may be equal to each other, but are structurally different from the primal Identity. Are these two new Identities – or if anyone wishes, subidentities – related to each other?   Even if one does not admit to a direct relation between them, they are related, one with the other, by the relation that both have with the primal Identity
9. This replication of secondary Identities inside the primal Identity constitutes the passage from the unity of primal Identity, which is the the first principle, to the multiplicity of entities or beings. Here is the genesis of multiplicity. In other words, if we understand Identity as a circular chain of relations and place it as the first principle of the Universe, indeed like the Universe itself, the very structure of what is Identity places the system in movement and engenders within itself, a series of secondary identities. These are interconnected, at least by the relation with the primal Identity – Here we infer the Unity and Plurality.
10. If the secondary Identities, however, in turn, engender new configurations of Identity, we shall soon have a web of Identities in which there are also relations of one subidentity to another or others. Because, in each case, a new opposition relation arises, and thus a new circle that constitutes a new Identity. – Here one will object that the subidentities may have opposition relations towards primal Identity, but not necessarily to each other. The answer is simple: since the category of difference presupposes the category of opposition, the subidentities are not only opposed, they are different from each other and thus, interlinked.  From this web of subidentities originates the complexity of the world we live in, with qualities that originally come from the primal Identity,   but are not expressed in them; an infinity  of other qualities will arise during the course of the process of first Identity. Here arises the concept of Nicolaus Cusanus, of  implicatio et explicatio. 

11. This multiplicity of subidentities, all of them subsisting within the primal Identity, and ultimately coming from it, because they are in movement, give rise to the two main categories of Philosophy of Nature: Quantity and Quality. Quantity arises through the mere multiplicity of subidentities, quality emerges because each subidentity, if there is a change in its opposition relation, also presents a configuration that is different from all the others. Deduction of Quantity and Quality.
12. Time is the process of emergence and disappearance of subidentities. We have already seen that they emerge. But do they disappear? Yes, whenever there is an internal contradiction that may arise due to the change in the network of oppositions, or an external opposition, something inevitable in a network of relations that is so complex and in perpetual movement. The rise and disappearance of subidentities in the web of subidentities  constitute the real time. The prius et posterius here, in this world of changes and transformations have as real time what happens in the web of the Universe, between the rise and disappearance of a being or real thing. The non-identity between the rise and disappearance, as procedural flux, - by abstraction – becomes the ideal time prevailing in the world of pure quality and pure quantity. – Here is the derivation of the ideal time. Real time is the real distance between the real quantity and the real quality from the beginning to the end of this movement. 

13. The multiplicity of subidentities, already by their origin, is sometimes organized in a pyramidal manner, sometimes as an inverted tree. Since one comes from the other, and is related to its collaterals, we have a network of family relations similar to that which exists among men. Creating the genealogy of subidentities, we managed to reconstruct the pyramidal structure into which the Universe is organized. Plato and the Neoplatonic philosophers were right when they divided and subdivided, but they always returned to the Universe in its pyramidal form. The error committed by Plato, Plotinus, Porphirius and others consists in thinking that the division which arises from the first principle and goes down the road of descending dialectics is always dyadic; there are also triadic and n-adic divisions.  
14. If we replace the terms Identity, used above, by System, we shall see that in what was written above faithfully expounded the hard core of the Systems Theory of Bertalanffy
, Luhmann
 etc. We have a first beginning, the great System of the Universe, and by evolution (precisely according to the rules of Darwin’s Theory of Evolution: replication with variation and natural selection) the multiplicity of the things of the world in which we live. Here it is therefore an exposition of the Systems Theory conjugated with the Theory of Evolution, both expounded in another terminology.
15. But there are also differences that must not be swept under the carpet. Systems Theory, first of all finds it very difficult to explain precisely what system is. Each author appears to use a concept different from that of the others: there is great confusion to say the least. It is the merit of Geo Siegwart
 that he tried to systematize the different meanings of the term system. In this work we are introducing a new, precise meaning of system. We only began to use the term at the end of the work, after having performed all the elaboration of the main concepts of a Systems Theory. From the word go we used the term  Identity, not only because this category is our theoretical point of departure, but to avoid confusion with the different meanings attributed to the word system 
16. The second reason is stronger, as far as we are concerned. We clearly show from where we come and where we are going. On purpose we did not use the logical terms set, or M, Trägermenge, structure, R, organization, order, and S, which is what is organized. Such a theory would be meaningless for our purpose, because it presupposes as pre-jacent, both the structure (R) and that which is organized (S). To make things worse, sometimes the set itself  (M, Trägermenge) is seen as something separate from R and S. – Here I think were placed the ultimate theoretical fundamentals both of Theory of Evolution and of Systems Theory. 

17. In our exposition we begin by analyzing the term Identity. Beginning with the merely formal identity, as used by Logic (x = x), we elaborated the circle of relations that constitute the dialectical Identity: logical identity – opposition – mutual determination – difference – dialectical identity. This definition is also not arbitrary or done ad hoc, but a full part of a larger system, of a Neoplatonic and Neo-Hegelian system that has been duly corrected and transformed. It is only after we elaborate the main key-concepts that we suggest translating the word Identity as System. The expansion of the central ideas of this chapter, in a way, serve as a philosophical foundation in nuce of the System Theory and of the Theory of Evolution. 
5. THE ABSOLUTE IDEA
   As mentioned at the beginning of this work, in this Book Three, in the Logic of Concept we would, as we did, only present three studies: the first about the dialectical movement between the Unique, the Particular and the Universal; the second about the dialectical Circle of Identity, Difference and Coherence ( in Hegel Widerspruch), that constitutes the hard core of Dialectics itself, as a method and as metaphysical content; the third about the expansion of this Circle of Identity, so that one can launch, in Meta-Biology, the philosophical fundamentation of Systems Theory and Theory of Evolution .
   Hegel writes at length, in the first part, on concept and subjectivity, in the second part, on Physics and Chemistry. I skipped these topics, without comments and withour presenting theories of my own concerning these themes, because I think that without the Great Unified Theory, which has not yet been elaborated, it is completely impossible to elaborate a Meta-Physics that is minimally scientific. About Biology, I completely abandoned the Hegelian text and presented, based on the the dialectical Circle of Identity, a proposal for the foundation of the Systems Theories and of the different Theories on Evolution. A greater expansion of these themes of Meta-Biology might be possible, but the appropriate treatment of the issues that are currently so controversial would be excessively long and go beyond the limits of this book.
   The third and last chapter of this part three of Book Three, Logic of Concept, discusses the Absolute Idea. We thus return to the heart of Philosophy in its broadest and richest sense. As to the Absolute Idea, we can and should speak.  In this final chapter I will use a different technique from that used in the previous chapters. Instead of trying to remain attrached to the divisions and to Hegel’s text, only then  presenting and discussing my own ideas, here I will set aside the Hegelian guiding line, and thus speak more freely about the system that I am proposing here. Because, as was said, this book, before being a corrective commentary concerning the Hegelian doctrine, is the presentation of  a project of a  Neoplatonic system, written by me and it is of my own intellectual responsibility, which allows bringing a very ancient, important tradition to the 21st century. Whenever possible I took support from Hegel, because the last of the great Neoplatonic systems came from him. And the language created by Hegel became so incomprehensible that it was necessary to reconstruct the Neoplatonic system.
   The first great issue presented here is the following: Is the system proposed – both by Hegel and by the author of these lines – an idealistic system? If we define idealism as the Platonic doctrine of a world of ideas that is completely separate from the world of things, this system is certainly not idealist. On the other hand, this system cannot be qualified as realistic, nor as materialistic. It is not realistic, because as opposed for instance to Descartes, it does not separate spirit and matter in a way that one will be completely irreducible to the other. It is not materialistic in the usual sense, because it does not seek to, based on the matter, know and map all the laws that rule the Universe.
   The answer to this first question can be given by parts. The system proposed here is a harshly monistic one. There are no two or more principles that combined, constitute the Universe. There is a single principle, or, in other words, all the laws that rule the Universe, as the Universe itself is the fruit of a single principle. 
   Second question: This principle is spirit or matter. Placed harshly, like this, I answer that the entire system is idealistic spiritualistic, i.e., this is a contemporary form of objective idealism. All of us, educated in a dualistic system, think that it is impossible to reduce knowledge to the materiality of the body and of the world in which we live. This is a great mistake. Our thoughts, when finally elaborated and articulated, are composed by sentences.   A sentence is composed by words. Words come from the grunts of our distant ancestors, the primates. What is a grunt? A grunt is a sound emitted by a being, which many of us think is completely irrational, a sound that in the social group of primates, whether it be from birth or by learning, allows the members of the group to communicate with each other. A grunt is therefore a sound that denotes an object or an action, the linguists would say; a grunt is a sound that in the concert of grunts of the group of primates, contains meaning and is used as language, rightly say the philosophers who really think about it..     

   Third question: Is the system necessitarian or contingent? There cannot be a system which is only contingent, since a contingent law is not even a law. On the other hand, this project of a system is not necessitarian, because it interlinks, as was plentifully expounded and demonstrated, necessity and contingency. Let us think of a reinforced concrete building: there are beams that are untouchable and filling walls that can be displaced according to the wishes of the architect or resident. Thus, too, this system is constituted of necesssary laws (logically harsh necessity) with weak necessity (ethics, biology, etc.), and of contingent elements that appeared in a small amount, because here it is not an issue of mapping the entire reality of the Universe, but the principles that rule it. Despite this, it was inevitable, in the argumentation, to use the premises that possibly are not contingent, but that we only know from the empirical world, beginning with the fact that the Universe, and the Being and the Nothing are in movement.

   Fourth question: Does this mean that also a stone, something inorganic, is a type of spirit? The answer is a decided yes. Also the world that we believe is inorganic has a form of life, even if very primitive and almost imperceptible. The entire Universe is a large being full of life, the Universe itself is life. But this life is not the life of contemporary biologists, which is a type of life that is already well-structured; it is life in a very broad concept and much weaker than the traditional one. We define life as everything that moves in the Dialectical Circle of Identity; in the sense above well delineated and rigorously defined, the entire Universe and everything that exists in it is life.  With this statement, that uses a different terminology from the biologist and common sense, we are, I say, in the company of Plato, who in the Timeus dialogue says precisely this, of Plotinus, Proclus, Giordano Burno, Goethe, Schelling, Hegel and, nowadays, many physicists (for instance Lee Smolin, I. Prigogine) and biologists who discretely expand the Theory of Evolution and the concept of life.
   The Absolute Idea is first of all Life, not in the weak sense described before, but in the strong sense of the principle that is the apex of the pyramid that constitutes Philosophy. And Life is not in the system only as one more concept. No, Life is the very pulsating of the living being, Life is the movement in which the Circle of Identity begins everything moving that is internal to things, that reproduces, that diversifies and, finally, by its variations, fills our world with the variety of beings that it contains. Life also means us, with our matter and our spirit, indissociable, one constituting the other. Life is we when we live and when we die, because death is no more than a transformation of the form of life that was ours. 
   Knowing is one of the noblest forms of Life. The living being, when it knows, has acquired one of the highest steps in the evolutionary scale, or, in philosophical language, in the ascending dialectics. Knowing allows us to want, and wanting allows us to love. Loving is to leave behind, having surpassed them, the lower steps of  our being, and, taking flight for the Good and the Beautiful, for the Absolute Idea, identifying us spiritually with the first principle. According to Plotinus, only through this return to the first principle, which is done only by knowledge and love, does man become fully a man and acquire his maximum dignity. 
   The Absolute Idea is, finally, God. Not that God of Catholics and Protestants, in which transcendence and immanence are inversely proportional, but the immanent God of the mystics, such as Master Eckart, Jakob Böhme, and so many others, the god of pantheism. Master Eckhart found God in all things, in the small ones and the big ones. The mosquito that bothered him and the immensity of the sky full of stars, God is in both, because everything is divine, and God is in everything. Thus, the Universe itself is divine, indeed, it is God, because as an Absolute Idea He is enthusiastic, He lives, He knows, He loves and thus engenders Himself.
   The absolute Idea ends the Philosophical system, because on returning to the Good and the Beautiful, we understand and love everything. Philosophy can and should still detail parts that were discussed very shortly here, and without details. Therefore, one should have a Philosophy of Meta-Logic, a Philosophy of Meta Physics, and a Philosophy of the Meta-Spirit. But these are only later details of what was expounded here in the fundamentals.  
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