PART ONE

The Problem of Nothingness




CHAPTER ONE

The Origin of Negation

I. THE QUESTION

Our inquiry has led us to the heart of being. But we have been

brought to an impasse since we have not been able to
~ establish the connection between the two regions of being
- which we have discovered. No doubt this is because we have

chosen an unfortunate approach. Descartes found himself
- faced with an analogous problem when he had to deal with
the relation between soul and body. He planned then to look
~ for the solution on that level where the union of thinking
~ substance and extended substance was actually effected—that
is, in the imagination. His advice is valuable. To be sure, our
concern is not that of Descartes and we do not conceive of
imagination as he did. But what we can retain is the reminder
that it is not profitable first to separate the two terms of a
relation in order to try to join them together again later. The
relation is a synthesis. Consequently the results of analysis can
not be covered over again by the moments of this synthesis.

M. Laporte says that an abstraction is made when
something not capable of existing in isolation is thought of
as in an isolated state. The concrete by contrast is a totality
which can exist by itself alone. Husserl is of the same opinion;
for him red is an abstraction because color can not exist with-
out form. On the other hand, a spatial-temporal thing, with
all its determinations, is an example of the concrete. From
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. 34 BEING AND NOTHINGNESS

this point of view, consciousness i i
of vie ss is an abstraction since i
:::nc'eal_s within itself an ontological source in the region of
be m-lt_self,.and 'conversely the phenomenon is likewise a
: :ttractlon since it must “agpear” to consciousness. The con
l.;-( e can be only the synthetic totality of which consciousnes
like the p'he‘nomenon, constitutes only moments. The concret
:301:11;:1 ngt‘x] tinie world in that specific union of man with th

whic] eidegger, for example “being-i
, k O , calls “being-in-the
Xc;orld. ? We"dehberately begin with the abstract if we guesttin
itsxgenggi(ig as Kant does, inquiring into the conditions of;
ossibility—or if we effect a pheno: logi i

like Prosensl) wy if we p menological reduction

X reduce the world to the s
noema-correlate of consciousness. But we willta::) oﬁxctJE:

of its modes,

The relation of the regi ing i
t gons of being is an origi -
g;nc:isizéd is ;. 1:21!': of the very structure of thezggblgianlg: n;;;t
vere is in our first observations. It i '
B (A {
?OV:V 1:0 ho;.:en our eyes and question ingenuously thisent%ltl&;.:{2
tt:ytalit ;Cth ;st gv:an;lnalilth;-world. It is by the description of this
t we s e able to reply to these two ions:
lfhle)-wvotlll;; ?Z;h%viyx:thetic relation which we caﬂquiﬁzl‘g)gxsll
at must man and the 1d i
for a relation between the, ble? T st o aer
. m to be possible? In truth, th
questions are interdependent, and wi 1o reply
to them separately. But each’ t £ g coope to reply
the conduey op o Bt cac ype of human conduct, being
world, can release f i
taneously man, the world, and the relati ioh wnites thans,
only on condition that we envi 2o these forme of orcs them,
A nditi sage these forms of
;«:;hges.objecuvely apprehensible and not as subjec(t:i(::d:f‘f::czg
ich disclose themselves only in the face of reflection,

We shall not limit ourselves to the study of a single

sp:‘gi;rln ;fd“;gl::t Wge fshaﬂ try ;n the contrary to describe
. eeding from one kind of conduct to th
attempt to penetrate into the i he rela.
ttemy I: profound meaning of the -
g:tl:e n?avl:':ivgldc'a But first of all we should chgoose a sirnegl?e
n s 90 .
e serve us as a guiding thread in our
Now this very inqui i i |
_ this quiry furnishes us with the desi
conduct; this man that I am—if | apprehend him such :sulig

is at this moment in the world, I establish that he stands be. | :
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f$ore being in an attitude of interrogation. At the very moment
when 1 ask, “Is there any conduct which can reveal to me the

ation of man with the world?” 1 pose a question. This

question I can consider objectively, for it matters little
~whether the questioner is myself or the reader who reads my
work and who is questioning along with me. But on tpe
;other hand, the question is not simply the objective totality
“of the words printed on this page; it is indifferent to the
-symbols which express it. In a word, it is a human attitude
filled with meaning. What does this attitude reveal to us?

In every question we stand before a being which we are

* questioning. Every question presupposes a being who ques-
tions and a being which is questioned. This is not the original
relation of man to being-in-itself,
the limitations of this relation and takes it for granted. On
the other hand, this being which we question, we question
about something. That about which 1 question the being
~ participates in the transcendence of being. I question being
about its ways of being or about its being. From this point of
view the question is a kind of expectation; I expect a reply
from the being questioned. That is, on the basis of a pre-

but rather it stands within

interrogative familiarity with being, I expect from this being a

A revelation of its being or of its way of being. The reply will

be a “yes” or a “no.” It is the existence of these two equally
objective and contradictory possibilities which on principle
distinguishes the question from affirmation or negation.
There are questions which on the surface do not permit a
negative reply—Ilike, for example, the one which we put
earlier, “What does this attitude reveal to us?” But actually we
see that it is always possible with questions of this type to
reply, “Nothing” or “Nobody” or “Never.” Thus at the mo-

" ment when I ask, “Is there any conduct which can reveal to

me the relation of man with the world?” I admit on
principle the possibility of a negative reply such as, “No, such
a conduct does not exist,” This means that we admit to being
faced with the transcendent fact of the non-existence of such
conduct.

One will perhaps be tempted not to believe in the objec-
tive existence of a non-being; one will say that in this case
the fact simply refers me to my subjectivity; I would learn
from the transcendent being that the conduct sought is a pure
fiction. But in the first place, to call this conduct a pure
fiction is to disguise the negation without removing it. “To
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question implies the existence of a truth. By the very questi

the questioner affirms that he expects an ol};jective lr'chlly, sut:’;l1
that we can say of it, “It is thus and not otherwise” In a
word the truth, as differentiated from being, introduces a
third non-being &s determining the question—the non-being

of limitation. This triple non-being conditions every question |

and in particular the metaphysical questi Y qu
question, pay: question, which is our

We set ont upon our pursuit of being, and it seemed to

us that the series of our questions had led us to the h

bexgg. But behold, at the moment when we thought w:mv:vte?i
arriving at the goal, a glance cast on the question itself has
revealed to us suddenly that we are encompassed with noth-
ingness. The permanent possibility of non-being, outside us

and within, conditions our questions about being. Further- |

more it .is non-being which is going to limit the reply. What
3‘eyltngwul;zllt be mbus.t of necessity arise on the basis of what it is
not. atever being is, it will allow this formulation: “Bei
is that and outside of that, nothing.” ation: “Being
Thus a new component of the real has just appeared to

us—non-being. Our problem is thereby complicated, for we |

may no longer !imit our inquiry to the relations of the human
be{ng to being in-itself, but must include also the relations of
bgmg with non-being and the relations of human non-being
with transcendent-being. But let us consider further.

II. NEGATIONS

SoMEONE will object that being-in-itself can not furnish neg- |
ative replies. Did not we ourselves say that it was beyond |

e fiction” is equivalent here to “to be only a fiction.”
Cbnseqqently to destroy the reality of the negatiox}l, is to cause
the reality pf the reply to disappear. This reply, in fact, is
(he very being which gives it to me; that is, reveals the nega-;
tion to me. There exists then for the questioner the per-
manent o.b].ectlve possibility of a negative reply. In relation to
this possibility the questioner, by the very fact that he is
questioning, posits himself as in a state of indetermination:
he dqes not know whether the reply will be affirmative o;
negative. Thus the question is a bridge set up between two
non-bemgs.: the non-being of knowing in man, the possibility
of non-being of being in transcendent being. Finally the
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flirmation as beyond negation? Furthermore ordinary ex-

perience reduced to itself does not seem to disclose any non-

being to us. I think that there are fifteen hundred francs in
my wallet, and I find only thirteen hundred; that does not

mean, someone will tell us, that experience had discovered
for me the non-being of fifteen hundred francs but simply
that T have counted thirteen hundred-franc notes. Negation
‘proper (we are told) is unthinkable; it could appear only on
the level of an act of judgment by which I should establish a
comparison between the result anticipated and the result ob-

tained. Thus negation would be simply a quality of judg-
ment and the expectation of the questioner would be an ex-

f pectation of the judgment-response. As for Nothingness, this

would derive its origin from negative judgments; it would be
& concept establishing the transcendent unity of all these judg-
ments, a propositional function of the type, “X is not.”

We see where this theory is leading; its proponents would

I make us conclude that being-in-itself is full positivity and
E does not contain in itself any negation. This negative judg-
§ ment, on the other hand, by virtue of being a subjective act,
' is strictly identified with the affirmative judgment. They can
L not see that Kant, for example, has distinguished in its in-
" ternal texture the negative act of judgment from the affirma-
I tive act. In each case a synthesis of concepts is operative;
E that synthesis, which is a concrete and full event of psychic
[ life, is operative here merely in the manner of the copula “is”

and there in the manner of the copula “is not.” In the same
way the manual operation of sorting out (separation) and the

| manual operation of assembling (union) are two objective
§  conducts which possess the same reality of fact. Thus negation
L would be “at the end” of the act of judgment without, how-
'~ ever, being “in” being. It is like an unreal encompassed by

two full realities neither of which ‘claims it; being-in-itself,
if questioned about negation, refers to judgment, since being
is only what it is—and judgment, a wholly psychic positivity,

. refers to being since judgment formulates a negation which
| concerns being and which consequently is transcendent.
¢ Negation, the result of concrete psychic operations, is sup-

ported in existence by these very operations and is incapable
of existing by itself; it has the existence of a noema-corre-
late; its esse resides exactly in its percipi. Nothingness, the

L conceptual unity of negative judgments, can not have the
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rks of the watch, is not a judgment; it 1s a dis-
: zlllgsuv:: of being on the basis of which we can make a ]elcxidg;
b ment. And if I expect a disclosure of being, I am prepar t
l the same time for the eventuality of a disclosure of a nonft
being. If I question the carburetor, it is because 1 consu;;; i
- possible that “there is nothing there” in the carburetor. Thus
L my question by its pature envelops a certain p}'e-judflc;;;.t_we
comprehension of non-being; it is in 1tse§f'a relation o B emg.
I with non-being, on the basis tc;;fbtk.xe original transcendence;
, in a relation of being with being. )

. mai:digrelgver if the proper nature of the question is obscuretd
I by the fact that questions are frequently put by one man to
L other men, it should be pointed out .here that there are
' numerous pon-judicative conducts which present this im-
. mediate comprehension of non-being on the pasm of bemg——
L in its original purity. If, for example, we cc_mslder de.vtrucn‘oﬂr:i
| we must recognize that it is an activity which doubtless cod

t utilize judgment as an instrument bl_xt v'vhxgh can not be' e-
| fined as uniquely or even primarily ]udlg:at1x'/'e. Destructlon-
| presents the same structure as “the question. In a sense, Cet:'
1 tainly, man is the only being by whom a destruction can be
. accomplished. A geological plication, a storm do not des;rifoy
—or at least they do not destroy dire:ctly; they men:ely mol \
. the distribution of masses of beings. T‘here is no less
E after the storm than before. There 1s something else. Even tl;ls
f expression is improper, for to posit otherness there must be
| o witness who can retain the past in some manner and com-
pare it to the present in the form of no longer. Jn the absence
| of this witness, there is being before as after the storfn—'—t!:at
. is all. If a cyclone can bring about the dea?b .of. certam'hvmg
b beings, this death will be destruction ogly if it is experienced
. as such. In order for destruction to exist, there must be.ﬁr.st
L g relation of man to being—i.e., a transcendence; and within
the limits of this relation, it is necessary that rpafx.apprehe:nd
| one being as destructible. This supposes a limiting cutting
| into being by a being, which, as we saw in connection with
E truth, is already a process of mihilation. The being under con-
| sideration is that and outside of that nothing._The guoner yvho
| has been assigned an objective carefully points his gun in a
certain direction excluding all others. But even th}s v'voul.d
'~ still be nothing unless the being of the gunger’s objective is
i revealed as fragile. And what is fragility if not a certain
| probability of non-being for a given being under determined
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slightest trace of reality, save that which the Stoics confer on
their “lecton.”* Can we accept this concept?

The question can be put in these terms: Is negation as the
structure of the judicative proposition at the origin of
nothingness? Or on the contrary is nothingness as the struc-
ture of the real, the origin and foundation of negation?
Thus the problem of being had referred us first to that of
the question as a human attitude, and the problem of the
question now refers us to that of the being of negation.

It is evident that non-being always appears within the
limits of a human expectation. It is because I expect to find
fifteen hundred francs that I find only thirteen hundred. It is
because a physicist expects a certain verification of his |
hypothesis that nature can tell him no. It would be in vain to
deny that negation appears on the original basis of a relation
of man to the world. The world does not disclose its non-
beings to one who has not first posited them as possibilities. |
But is this to say that these non-beings are to be reduced to
pure subjectivity? Does this mean to say that we ought to give
them the importance and the type of existence of the Stoic
“lecton,” of Husserl’s noema? We think not.

First it is not true that negation is only a quality of
judgment. The question is formulated by an interrogative
judgment, but it is not itself a judgment; it is a pre-
judicative attitude. I can question by a look, by a ges-
ture. In posing a question I stand facing being in a
certain way and this relation to being is a relation of
being; the judgment is only one optional expression of it. |
At the same time it is not necessarily a person whom the |
questioner questions about being; this conception of the ques- |
tion by making of it an intersubjective phenomenon, detaches |
it from the being to which it adheres and leaves it in the |
air as pure modality of dialogue. On the contrary, we must
consider the question in dialogue to be only a particular |
species of the genus “question”; the being in question is not {
necessarily a thinking being, If my car breaks down, it is the ‘
carburetor, the spark plugs, etc., that I question. If my watch
stops, I can question the watchmaker about the cause of the 4
stopping, but it is the various mechanisms of the watch that 1
the watchmaker will in turn question. What I expect
from the carburetor, what the watchmaker expects from ]

*Tr. An abstraction or something with purely nominal existence—like 1
space or time.
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denly arrested by his face and the whole café would organ-

ize. itself around him as a discrete presence.

But now Pierre is not here. This does not mean that I

discover his absence in some precise spot in the establishment.
In fact Pierre is absent from the whole café; his absence fixes
the café in its evanescence; the café remains ground; it persists
in offering itself as an undifferentiated totality to my only

marginal attention; it slips into the background; it pursues its |

nihilation. Only it makes itself ground for a determined
figure; it carries the figure everywhere in front of it, presents
the figure everywhere to me. This figure which slips constantly

between my look and the solid, real objects of the café is |
precisely a perpetual disappearance; it is Pierre raising him-'
self as nothingness on the ground of the nihilation of the |

café. So that what is offered to intuition is a flickering of
nothingness; it is the nothingness of the ground, the nihila-
tion of which summons and demands the appearance of the
figure, and it is the figure—the nothingness which slips as a

nothing to the surface of the ground. It serves as foundation |
for the judgment—“Pierre is not here.” It is in fact the!
intuitive apprehension of a double nihilation. To be sure |

Pierre’s absence supposes an original relation between me and

this café; there is an infinity of people who are without any |
relation with this café for want of a real expectation which

establishes their absence. But, to be exact, I myself expected to

see Pierre, and my expectation has caused the absence of }
Pierre to happen as a real event concerning this café. It is an |

objective fact at present that I have discovered this absence,

haunts this café and is the condition of its self-nihilating
organization as ground. By contrast, judgments which I can
make subsequently to amuse myself, such as, “Wellington is
not in this café, Paul Valéry is no longer here, erc.”—these
have a purely abstract meaning; they are pure applications
of the principle of negation without real or efficacious founda-
tion, and they never succeed in establishing a real relation
between the café and Wellington or Valéry. Here the rela-
tion “is not” is merely thought. This example is sufficient
to show that non-being does not come to things by a negative
judgment; it is the negative judgment, on the contrary, which
is conditioned and supported by non-being. i

How could it be otherwise? How could we even con-
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ceive of the negative form of judgment if all is plenitude of

‘being and positivity? We believed for a moment that the

gation could arise from the comparison instituted between

the result anticipated and the result obtained. But let us look

at that comparison. Here is an original judgment, a concrete,
sitive psychic act which establishes a fact: “There are
1300 francs in my wallet.” Then there is another which is

b something else, no longer it but an establishing of fact and
) an affirmation: “I expected to find 1500 francs.” There
" we have real and objective facts, psychic, and positive events,

affirmative judgments. Where are we to place negation? Are
we to believe that it is a pure and simple application of a
category? And do we wish to hold that the mind in itself
possesses the not as & form of sorting out and separation?
But in this case we remove even the slightest suspicion of

" negativity from the negation. If we admit that the category of
E the “not” which exists i fact in the mind and is a positive
[ and concrete process to brace and systematize our knowledge,
> if we admit first that it is suddenly released by the presence
I in us of certain affirmative judgments and then that it comes
i suddenly to mark with its seal certain thoughts which resuit
I from these judgments—by these considerations we will have
| carefully stripped negation of all negative function. For nega-
- tion is a refusal of existence. By means of it a being (or a way
* of being) is posited, then thrown back to nothingness. If
I negation is a category, if it is only a sort of plug set in-
t differently on certain judgments, then how will we explain
f the fact that it can nihilate a being, cause it suddenly to arise,
and it presents itself as a synthetic relation between Pierre and J and then appoint it to be thrown back to non-being? If
the setting in which I am looking for him. Pierre absent § prior judgments establish fact, like those which we have taken
I for examples, negation must be like a free discovery, it must
' tear us away from this wall of positivity which encircles

us. Negation is an abrupt break in continuity which can not

b in any case result from prior affirmations; it is an original and
| irreducible event. Here we are in the realm of consciousness.
I Consciousness moreover can not produce a negation except
' in the form of consciousness of negation. No category can
| “inhabit” consciousness and reside there in the manner of a
I thing. The not, as an abrupt intuitive discovery, appears as
b consciousness (of being), consciousness of the not. In a word,
- if being is everywhere, it is not only Nothingness which, as

Bergson maintains, is inconceivable; for negation will never

b be derived from being. The necessary condition for our saying
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not is that non-being be a perpetual presence in us and outside
of us, that nothingness haunt being.

But where does nothingness come from? If it is the
original condition of the questioning attitude and more gen-|
erally of all philosophical or scientific inquiry, what is the
original relation of the human being to nothingness? What]
is the original nihilating conduct? '

ever the effort of Hegelian logic is to “make clear the in-
»}'adequacy of the notions (which it) considers one py one and
' the necessity, in order to understand them, of raising each to
2 more complete notion which surpasses them while in-
t tegrating them.”

= One can apply to Hegel what Le Senne said of the philoso-
. phy of Hamelin: “Each of the lower terms depends on th-e
Uhigher term, as the abstract on the concrete which is
' necessary for it to realize itself.” The true concrete for Hegel
 is the Existent with its essence; it is the Totality produced by
‘the synthetic integration of all the abstract moments which
" are surpassed in it by requiring their complement. In this
¥ sense Being will be the most abstract of abstractions and the
I poorest, if we consider it in itself—that is, by separating it
e from its surpassing toward Essence. In fact “Being is related
 to Essence as the immediate to the mediate. Things in general
I ‘are,’ but their being consists in manifesting their essence.
Being passes into Essence. One can express this by saying,
“‘Being presupposes Essence.’ Although Essence appears in
' relation to Being as mediated, Essence is nevertheless the true
| origin. Being returns to its ground; Being is surpassed in
i Essence.”

' Thus Being cut from Essence which is its ground becomes
I “mere empty immediacy.” This is how the Phenomenology
' of Mind defines it by presenting pure Being “from the point
b of view of truth” as the immediate. If the beginning of logic
L is to be the immediate, we shall then find beginning in
i Being, which is “the indetermination which precedes all
P determination, the undetermined as the absolute point of
i departure.”

But Being thus undetermined immediately “passes into”
} its opposite. “This pure Being,” writes Hegel in Logic (of the
. Encylopaedia), is “pure abstraction and consequently absolute
¥ negation, which taken in its immediate moment is also non-
E being.” Is Nothingness not in fact simple identity with itself,
i complete emptiness, absence of determinations and of con-
| tent? Pure being and pure nothingness are then the same
- thing. Or rather it is true to say that they are different; but
b “as here the difference is not yet a determined difference—

III. THE DIALECTICAL CONCEPT OF
NOTHINGNESS

It is still too soon for vs to hope to disengage the meaning
of this nothingness, against which the question has suddenly
thrown us. But there are several conclusions which we can]
formulate even now. In particular it would be worthwhile to
determine the relations between being and that non-being!
which haunts it. We have established a certain parallelism'
between the types of conduct man adopts in the face of being
and those which he maintains in the face of Nothingness,
and we are immediately tempted to consider being and non-|
being as two complementary components of the real—Ilike
dark and light. In short we would then be dealing with two!
strictly contemporary notions which would somehow be united
in the production of existents and which it would be useless
to consider in isolation. Pure being and pure non-being would!
be two abstractions which could be reunited only on the basis'
of concrete realities. ’ ]

Such is certainly the point of view of Hegel. It is in the]
Logic in fact that he studies the relations of Being and Non-
Being, and he calls the Logic “The system of the pure de-}
terminations of thought.” He defines more fully by saying,
“Thoughts as they are ordinarily represented, are not pure;
thoughts, for by a being which is thought, we understand |
a being of which the content is an empirical content. In logic}
thoughts are apprehended in such a way that they have no}
other content than the content of pure thought, which con-}
tent is engendered by it.”? To be sure, these determinations
are “what is deepest in things” but at the same time when one’
considers them “in and for themselves,” one deduces them]

from (hought itself and discovers in them their truth. How.’: #Laporte: Le Probléme de IAbsiraction, p. 25 (Presses Universitaires,

E 1940).
4 Treatise on Logle, written by Hegel between 1808 and 1811, to serve

2 Introduction, v. P. c. 2 cd. E. §xxiv, quoted by Lefebvre: Morceaw ; ]
] - as the basis for his course at the gymnasium at Nuremberg.

choisis.
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for being and non-being constitute the immediate moment
such as it is in them—this difference can not be named; it
is only a pure opinion.”® This means concretely that “there |
is nothing in heaven or on earth which does not contain in
itself being and nothingness.”¢

It is still too soon for us to discuss the Hegelian concept 1
itself; we need all the results of our study in order to take a
position regarding this. It is appropriate here to observe
only that being is reduced by Hegel to a signification of
the existent. Being is enveloped by essence, which is its
foundation and origin. Hegel’s whole theory is based on the
idea that a philosophical procedure is necessary in order at
the outset of logic to rediscover the immediate in terms of
the mediated, the abstract in terms of the concrete on which
it is grounded. But we have already remarked that being |
does not hold the same relation to the phenomenon as the
abstract holds to the concrete. Being is not one “structure;
among others,” one moment of the object; it is the very
condition of all structures and of all moments. It is the
ground on which the characteristics of the phenomenon will |
manifest themselves. Similarly it is not admissible that the;
being of things “consists in manifesting their essence.” For |
then a being of that being would be necessary. Furthermore if!
the being of things “consisted” in manifesting their essence,
it would be hard to see how Hegel could determine a pure}
moment of Being where we could not find at least a trace of |
that original structure. It is true that the understanding de-
termines pure being, isolates and fixes it in its very deter-]
minations. But if surpassing toward essence constitutes the!
original character of being, and if the understanding]
is limited to “determining and persevering in the determina~|
tions,” we can not see precisely how it does not determm
being as “consisting in manifesting.” ]

It mxght be said in defense of Hegel that every determma-«
tion is negation. But the understandmg in this sense is lime|
ited to denying that its object is other than it is. That
sufficient doubtless to prevent all dialectical process, but not,
enough to effect its disappearance at the threshold of its sm
passing. In so far as being surpasses itself toward something
else, it is not subject to the determinations of the undem
standing. But in so far as it surpasses itself-——that is, in so faf

8 Hegel, P. c. B, 988,
$Hegel: Greater Logle, chap. L
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‘as it is in its very depths the origin of its own surpassing—
being must on the contrary appear such as it is to the under-
standing which fixes it in its own determinations. To affirm
“that being is only what it is would be at least to leave being
tact so far as it is its own surpassing. We see here the am-
 biguity of the Hegelian notion of “surpassing” which some-
“times appears to be an upsurge from the inmost depth of the
being considered and at other times an external movement by
hich this being is involved. It is not enough to affirm that
- the understanding finds in being only what it is; we must also
“explain how being, which is what it is, can be only that. Such
an explanation would derive its legitimacy from the considera-
‘tion of the phenomenon of being as such and not from the
‘negating process of the understanding.
" But what needs examination here is especially Hegel’s
atement that being and nothingness constitute two opposites,
e difference between which on the level of abstraction
der consideration is only a simple “opinion.”
To oppose being to nothingness as thesis and antithesis,
Hegel does, is to suppose that they are logically contem-
orary. Thus simultaneously two opposites arise as the two
fimiting terms of a logical series. Here we must note carefully
hat opposites alone can enjoy this simultaneity because they
are equally positive (or equally negative). But non-being is
inot the opposite of being; it is its contradiction. This implies
t logically nothingness is subsequent to being since it is
ng, first posited, then denied. It can not be therefore that
g and non-being are concepts with the same content since
n the contrary non-being supposes an irreducible mental act.
atever may be the original undifferentiation of being, non-
being is that same undifferentiation denied. This permits
Hegel to make being pass into nothingness; this is what by
Hmplication has introduced negation into his very definition of
being. This is self-evident since any definition is negative, since
PHegel has told us, making use of a statement of Spinoza’s,
#hat omnis determinatio est negatio. And does he not write,
PIt does not matter what the determination or content is
Which would distinguish being from something else; whatever
would give it a content would prevent it from maintaining
Bself in its purity. It is pure indetermination and emptiness.
Nothing can be apprehended in it.”
¢ Thus anyone who introduces negation into being from






