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Hegel and the Greeks on Being and Negation
Anton Friedrich Koch, Heidelberg

I. Plato and Aristotle Face the Parmenidean Challenge
According to Parmenidean disjunctivism – I borrow the term from Irad Kimhi – we either think, and then always and only pure, affirmative being; or we negate, then we fantasise (doxazomen) about plurality and becoming. The physical cosmos, then, is in the last analysis only posited by our imagination. Nevertheless, in the second part of his philosophical poem Parmenides ventured a detailed account of the basic structure of the cosmos, thus trying to save the phenomena. To Plato and Aristotle, however, this seemed more like mocking the phenomena than saving them, and so they began their respective philosophical careers trying to make it better.
Unfortunately, in their common diagnosis of the Parmenidean problematic they greatly underestimated its seriousness. To them – Plato first and Aristotle in his wake – the basic problem seemed to lie in the differentiation of unified being into various kinds of being, various beings. To illustrate, compare the differentiation of being to the differentiation of a basic visual colour, say yellow. Let yellow, that is to say, stand in place of being. Now, think of two kinds of yellow, two yellowish colours like orange and lemon. How do you get to them from pure yellow? Well, you get orange from yellow by adding red and lemon by adding green, and there does not seem to be any problem here. We have a genus, yellow, and two differentiae, red and green, which account for two species of yellow: orange and lemon respectively. If, however, we now put back our original being in place of yellow and then two ontological principles, say the warm and the cold, in place of red and green, the analogy breaks down. The warm and the cold cannot account for the differentiation of being, because in order to account for anything they themselves have to be, first of all; but then the differentiation of being must have already happened.
The Eleatic stranger in the Sophist (243d-244a) lets ontological dualism – and pluralism, for that matter – collapse into Eleatic monism through precisely this argument before offering his own, i.e. Plato’s solution, which lies in the idea of a set of highest genera partaking in each other in various patterns of participation. Thus, being, considered in isolation, only is; it is neither at rest nor in motion, neither identical to itself nor different from anything else. Identity, in its turn, and again considered in isolation, is just identical, devoid of being, rest, motion and difference – and so on for each of the other highest genera. In an ontological situation like this, if being were selfish and stingy, it could never attain its own essential ontological structure of (1) being partly at rest, (2) partly in motion, (3) identical to itself and (4) different from other things. Thus, being has to feed the other genera with being in order then to be treated by them with what they have to offer in turn.
Although this is undoubtedly an ingenious proposal to solve the riddle of the differentiation of being, Plato’s pupil Aristotle took another route. Through his own version of the argument of the Eleatic stranger, which we just illustrated with recourse to colours, Aristotle concluded, in Metaphysics B 3 (998b22 ff.), that being is no genus. The differentiation of a genus hinges on the existence of a differentia that is already different from the genus. Therefore, in the special case of a supposed genus being, we would get a differentia different from being, only if being had already been differentiated. Being, therefore, on pain of a vicious circle, must right from the start be said in many ways, and its generality must lie beyond the generality of a highest genus. This again is an ingenious solution. But in both cases, Plato’s as well as Aristotle’s, what is solved is at best a side problem of the main and basic problem of Parmenides. 
Plato comes closer to the basic problem than Aristotle in that he has the Eleatic Stranger reflect on and reject the doctrine of “our father” Parmenides that not-being can neither be the case nor be thought in any way. Plato thus correctly traces the Eleatic basic problem to the difficulty of thinking what is not. His solution of the riddle of differentiation is meant to solve this problem too. Thus consider again the highest genera. One of them is being. The others are different from being, they are not being. In this sense, they may be viewed as making up the realm of not-being. The realm of not-being, however, according to Plato’s doctrine of the highest genera, partakes in being, as being partakes in the other genera in reverse. In that sense, then, one can say that not-being is, i.e. is the case and/or exists. (Being the case and existential being are not yet separated at this stage of Plato’s argument. They will be separated, albeit by implication only, some pages later, when the Eleatic Stranger accounts for our fallibility by distinguishing between designators and predicates, onomata and rhêmata.)
But why did Parmenides think that not-being could neither be the case nor be grasped in thought, in the first place? An easy answer suggests itself to us precocious latecomers. We tend to think that we nowadays know that thinking is spontaneity, while Parmenides was confused about the difference between spontaneity and receptivity and assimilated thinking to perceiving. Even if that were right, though, it would be completely beside the point. To see why, let us now turn to Hegel’s Logic at last.
II. Being and Nothingness at the Beginning of Hegel’s Logic
I side with Stephen Houlgate in believing and claiming that the Logic was designed by Hegel as the one and only science without presuppositions, i.e. as the science without contrary (to use Sebastian Rödl’s phrase). Indeed, the Logic is presupposition-less in all relevant respects: At its outset, we have neither a doctrine, nor a terminology, nor a method, nor a topic to rely on. A presupposition-less science like that has to start with a completely noncommittal, minimal content, one that is entailed by any truth claim whatsoever: the One logical constant Witt​genstein appeals to in the Logisch-Philosophische Abhandlung (“Die Eine logische Konstan​te”, 5.47). Let us call that maximally general, minimally committal content “being” for short. Hegel calls it so. It is the neutral common factor of everything that could ever be the case; thus being, pure and simple.
In a way, then, Hegel, at the beginning of the Logic, seems to be in a theoretical impasse that resembles the situation Plato and Aristotle found themselves in, when they were reflecting on being and asking themselves how to differentiate it. To Hegel, the situation might seem even more aporetic than to them, because Hegel has put himself under the constraint of strict presupposition-less-ness. Far from being a handicap, however, this constraint in fact points to a solution superior to the proposals offered by Plato and Aristotle.
We will approach that solution in due course. For the moment, let us first note that being, on Hegel’s account, is not an individual, nor a species, nor a genus (as for Plato), nor a trans-generic transcendental (as for the Aristotelian tradition). Instead, it is a complete content of thought, as a proposition would be, though not propositionally articulated, but completely simple, not a synthesis of a designator and a predicate, but an asyntheton. Aristotle, by the way, gives a sketch of a theory of the asyntheta in Metaphysics ( 10, saying that truth in their case means to be literally in touch with what is real and that the opposite of truth here is not falsity but ignorance. Being, thusly understood, is an analogue of a sense datum, more precisely, a purely intelligible or, better still, a purely logical analogue of a sense datum, thus a logical content to be known by Russellian acquaintance first and foremost, and by description only afterwards in our external reflection.
This is why Hegel begins the Logic with the exclamation “Being!”, thus trying to lend a voice to logical acquaintance proper, before he himself in his external reflection takes over by offering a set of descriptions of being. He tells us, first, that pure being is indeterminate, not for him and for us of course – he offers determinations –, but for logical acquaintance proper, i.e. for pure thinking, and second that it is immediate, again for logical acquaintance or pure thinking, while he and we arrived at pure being by way of abstraction, i.e. by way of negative mediation. Thirdly, being is equal only to itself, i.e. incomparable, and fourthly a completely empty content; there is nothing in it to be acquainted with. In fact it is, fifthly, identical to the very act of empty acquaintance with it, be that act more like an act of intuition or more like act of thought. Thus, the usual dualities of intuition and thought, act and content, subject and object are not yet relevant and not yet established at this early stage of logical progress. Sixthly and finally, pure being is identical to Nothing, with a capital “N”, i.e. to nothingness.
Now, why should pure being be identical to nothingness, and what could that mean? Pure being is what is held constant through the variation of possible truth claims. We therefore have to abstract from whatever might make a difference between two arbitrarily chosen truth claims. What is thereby left over, is indeed next to nothing, albeit nothing with a lower case “n”. Thus, being, pure being, turns out to be just one more title for the empty situation in which nothing yet exists and nothing is the case.
But would that really be one and the same situation, the one in which nothing exists and the one in which nothing is the case? If nothing existed, would not still something be the case, namely that nothing existed? In normal circumstances, what is the case is the case with respect to something that exists. That snow is white is the case with respect to the existing snow, which is white. That there are no unicorns is the case with respect to the existing spatiotemporal universe, which contains no unicorns. But with respect to what could it be the case that nothing exists? If nothing exists that fact will have to be the case with respect to itself, and this is exactly where we get this paradoxical, incoherent thing called nothingness. Nothingness is or would be an asyntheton, just like pure being, in fact it would be identical to pure being, because it was pure being that turned out to be nothingness, after all.
Its paradoxical character stands out clearly, as soon as we realize that for asyntheta there is no difference between existing and being the case, as witness: sense data. Therefore, if nothing existed, then nothingness would be the case and exist, and would at the same time not exist and not be the case. Nothingness thus its own contrary or opposite. Insofar as it existed and was the case and was identical to itself, one might call it being, pure being. Insofar, on the other hand, as it was its own contrary and thus absolutely different from itself and was therefore as well not the case and inexistent, one could call it Nothing – or better nothingness, in order to make clear that the expression was meant as a designator, not as a negative quantifier.
The upshot of our reflections on being and nothingness so far seems to be that the science without contrary must begin in complete inconsistency. This, however, was to be expected. As our conference subject is Hegel and the Greeks, let us consider yet another school of Greek philosophers besides the Eleatics, Academics and Peripatetics, namely the Pyrrhonian sceptics. They declared themselves capable and willing to prove the opposite of any given sentence. It should be clear then that the science without possible contrary ought to incorporate its own contrary right from the start in order to be acceptable to the sceptic.
Hans-Peter Falk, 35 years ago, in his book Das Wissen in Hegels “Wissenschaft der Logik”, interpreted the beginning of the Logic along these lines. Since he too defined the Logic as the presupposition-less science, he concluded that the Logic had to start with a contradictory pair of sentences devoid of any given terminology, consisting only of logical expressions like variables, connectives and the identity predicate. The choice is easy then, and Falk, accordingly, came up with the two open sentences “x=y” and “~(x=y)”. If we interpret Hegel’s expressions “being” and “nothingness” as variables, then this is exactly what Hegel says about being and nothingness: They are the same, and they are not the same (but absolutely distinct). The structure that would – per impossibile – satisfy the inconsistent set of these two open sentences is what Hegel calls becoming; and the variables of the two sentences are assigned the two dependent moments of becoming, being and nothingness or, more precisely, ceasing-to-be and coming-to-be. (Becoming is becoming all the way down, it is not built up from independent building blocks or modules; rather its moments presuppose the whole of becoming and are them​selves just ways of becoming.)
But why should we take seriously an impossible structure called becoming, defined as satisfying an inconsistent pair of open sentences? Should we not rather conclude that the supposed science without contrary has turned out to be science fiction, and an inconsistent one at that? What has led us into our present theoretical situation was our quest for the neutral common factor of all possible truth claims. Is there something wrong with the idea of such a common factor, something wrong, that is, with the idea of pure being as such? In order to come to grips with questions like these, let us next have a look at the principle of non-contradiction, as discussed by Aristotle in Metaphysics (. 
III. The Principle of Non-Contradiction
In Metaphysics ( 3 Aristotle offers two versions of the principle of non-contra​dic​tion, one of them known as the ontological principle of non-contradiction (OPNC) and the other known as the psychological principle of non-contradiction (PPNC): 
(OPNC) For the same thing to hold good and not to hold good simultaneously of the same thing and in the same respect is impossible (given any further specification which might be added against the dialectical difficulties). (Met. ( 3, 1005b19-22)

Aristotle claims that this is the safest of all principles and justifies this assessment by pointing out – and now comes the psychological principle – that: 
(PPNC) It is impossible for anyone to believe that the same is and is not [i.e. that the same state of affairs is the case and is not the case]. (Met. ( 3, 1005b23f.)

Aristotle adds a little remark: It is impossible for anyone to believe that the same is and is not, as some believe Heraclitus says (b24f.). So at least some people think there is someone who rejects the psychological principle of non-contradiction and claims that it is possible to believe p and not-p in one act of thinking. We shall come back to that later.
What binds ontology and psychology or, if you prefer, metaphysics and linguistics together, is logic. For logic – general as well as Hegelian logic – is a science not just of beliefs or sentences, but of true beliefs and true sentences, and truth is what connects beliefs and sentences with the world. In other words, logic – general as well as Hegelian – is the science of being and of thinking in one stroke. 
In Hegel that comes out clearly right at the beginning of the Logic, where being, pure being, is not yet to be distinguished from the act of thinking or intuiting pure being. But it also holds generally, because the original tie between being and thinking, though sometimes hardly visible, can never be severed. Therefore, it is more correct to speak of two versions of one principle of non-contradiction than of two principles. According to that one and twofold principle, it is impossible that the same is the case and simultaneously not the case and impossible to hold true that some​thing is the case and simultaneously hold true that it is not the case.
How does the beginning of the Logic fare with respect to this principle? We have here to consider two ways in which the contradiction appears, first as the internal contradiction of nothingness and second as the correlated external contradiction of the identity and the non-identity of being and nothingness. As long as we reflect only on pure being no contradiction is visible; if by contrast we take nothingness in isolation, the contradiction becomes apparent. Nothingness is the empty situation in which nothing exists. Hence, if nothing exists, nothingness will exist and therefore something will exist. Nothingness therefore is a limiting case of being, and as it is completely empty and indeterminate it is the limiting case of pure being. Nothingness thus introduces the concrete, incoherent overall picture, i.e. the untenable structure of becoming. This untenable structure will immediately give way to its opposite, i.e. the common opposite of nothingness and becoming, which is again being, considered abstractly, i.e. in isolation. This abstract form of being Hegel calls “Dasein”, being-there. In being-there the incoherence of nothingness and becoming is suppressed, immobilized or congealed, which is why Parmenides could so easily take being-there for pure being and formulate his disjuncti​vism of being and nothingness.
This was the internal contradiction of nothingness (and of becoming). Now let us look at the external contradiction of the identity and the non-identity of being and nothingness. Here again we may abstract from either side. If we abstract from the identity, we will get Parmenidean disjunctivism again: Being is being, which is fine, and nothingness is nothing. Either we think, then we think being; or we are engaged in nothingness and becoming, then we fantasise. If, on the other hand, we abstract from the non-identity, we will get the unstable unity of being and nothingness, where nothingness prevails over being under the label of becoming, an unstable unity that will give way immediately to its one-sided and relatively stable opposite, being, i.e. being-there to be precise.
If that is or comes close to Hegel’s treatment of the initial logical situation, we may safely conclude that he does not need a paraconsistent logic and is certainly not a dialetheist. He does not need a paraconsistent logic, because in the austere situation of being, nothingness and becoming no major or chaotic logical explosion is to be feared, for lack of fuelling materials. The only explosion that takes place is the logical big bang called becoming that initiates the evolution of logical space. And Hegel is not a dialetheist because he does not acquiesce in the initial contradiction. Neither he in his external reflection nor pure thinking proper that he is reflecting on is willing or able to take the contradiction for granted or for true of some solid reality. A contradiction may be correct in a way qua description of an untenable situation, but it is as untrue as the given situation is untenable and unstable.
This is why Hegel has to introduce becoming as a new and irreducible form of logical content, after all, as Plato and Aristotle did before him, albeit in different ways. (Plato introduced the ontic mode of exaiphnês, suddenness, in the Parmenides, 156e, and Aristotle analysed kinêsis, i.e. movement or change, as a second class actuality: the actuality of the possible qua possible, in Physics III 1, 201b4f.) Remember that the twofold principle of non-contradiction says that it is impossible that the same is the case and simultaneously is not the case and impossible to hold true that something is the case and simultaneously hold true that it is not the case. We have here an original distinction of logical rest and logical motion. Nothing – no fact or thing – at rest can meanwhile be simultaneously p and not-p; and no one can be at rest thinking that p and simultaneously thinking that not p. If someone, perhaps Heraclitus, were to believe that one can judge p and not-p together, in one act, then this must mean that one’s act of judging is a movement, a kinesis, from p to not-p or from not-p to p.
Only things in motion (i.e. in becoming or alteration) can in a way be correctly depicted via an inconsistent description. Only thinking in motion may be or, more precisely, may appear to be inconsistent. At least this is the state of affairs at the beginning of the Logic; in later stages of logical progress, further forms of coping with inconsistency will come into play. One of them is not just motion, but motion reinforced by additional compartmentalisation through abstraction, which brings us to our next topic.

IV. Otherness and Self-Negation

Abstraction was already Hegel’s means (as well as that of pure thinking) to arrive at the one-sided, relatively stable unity of being-there. But in the course of the logical development of being-there, the initial contradiction strikes back, and thereby a stage is reached where being-there is identical to and distinct from itself. This is the stage of (i) being-there qua something and (ii) being-there qua another. It is at that stage that pure thinking has to be compartmentalised and logical space has accordingly to be divided in two identical halves: the Something and the Other. Pure thinking in the guise of the Something negates the other side by shading it under the negative label “the Other”. But the situation is completely symmetrical as Hegel in his external reflection says and as we, his readers, in our external reflection see.

Otherness therefore does not belong internally to either side and thus has to be considered in isolation originally, not only by us in our external reflection, but also by pure thinking proper, which must have already grasped it; or else logical space would not have been divided and pure thinking would not have been compartmentalised. We are here, by the way, at the logical origin of the so-called unconscious, famously hyped in psychoanalysis. The opposite sides of a contradiction cannot be united in one conscious act of holding true; hence one side has to be repressed into a shaded compartment of consciousness, the unconscious. What is specific of the logic of being-there and has no analogue in depth psychology is the peculiar symmetry of something and the other: The consciousness of the Something, so to speak, is the unconscious of the Other, and vice versa.
In this symmetric situation, the otherness of each side, as has just been said, seems to be extrinsic to both sides and thus has to be viewed and grasped in isolation originally. This is the famous or infamous thought content of the other itself or the other of itself and the first explicit case of the operation of negation turned upon itself in the Logic. Negation turned upon itself is non-well-founded negation or self-negation for short. There is no given content there, no immediate p, which then might be negated: “not p”. Rather, what is being negated here is always already the result of its having been negated. The other of itself, in other words, is its very own negative, just as the non-well-found​ed set ( is its very own unit set or singleton. Who understands the operation of set formation, understands what ( is. Likewise, who understands the operation of negation, understands what self-negation is.
Interestingly enough, the thought content of self-negation can by way of semantic ascent be easily formulated in normal language, where it then takes one of the many guises of the well-known Liar, such as the following: “The sentence you are presently listening to or reading is not true”. The hard problem of self-negation then is, first, that you can always run into it, if you are capable of negating at all, and, second, that you cannot give leave to it and to its contradiction by negating it. Self-nega​tion is what its name says, so if you try to negate it, you will invariably assent to it and endorse it. You may negate a normal contradiction like “p and not p” by saying that it is not the case that p and not p. But if you try to negate a liar sentence by saying that what it says is not the case, then you side with the liar sentence in rehearsing what it says. In this way, thinking is trapped in the antinomy of self-negation.
This then is the hard problem of negation, the one that Parmenides must have had in mind, and that Plato and Aristotle did not see, and it has nothing to do with Parmenides’s alleged naivety, quite the contrary. He saw what few philosophers are willing to see today: that the so-called semantical paradoxes are logical paradoxes at root, paradoxes of negation. If the operation of negation is in a thinking person’s intellectual repertoire at all – and how could it not be –, then nothing will be there to block the thought of self-negation, and with that thought the person’s thinking will be trapped in an antinomy. Hegel's Logic furthermore shows that the antinomy of negation is not only an imminent danger, which most of us have already succumbed to by chance, at least those of us interested in philosophy and logic, but a necessary thought content, which has its fixed place in the evolution of logical space.
But to repeat, Hegel is not a dialetheist, nor a Parmenidean disjunctivist. He is a nonstandard coherentist of truth and a logical conjunctivist. Qua coherentist he believes that the evolution of logical space will only reach its fixed point of truth when all contradictions are resolved, and reality coheres with itself, as thinking then does as well. And qua logical conjunctivist he believes that there cannot be a single thought content that does not include both being and negativity. These convictions, of course, are no presuppositions of his Logic, but results.
As regards logical coherentism, it is clear that coherence, i.e. consistency, of thought is a necessary condition of truth. This is just the safest principle of all, the one of non-contradiction in its ontological version. If it were not valid, then our everyday thinking would collapse in logical explosion, and pure thinking would lack a principle of logical evolution. Hegel’s Logic would be a non-starter und stop with the identity and non-identity of being and nothingness as its early, uninteresting fixed point. But, is coherence of thought as well a sufficient condition of truth? Yes, it is, albeit only within the evolution of logical space that is the topic of Hegel’s Logic. We saw that being, qua asyntheton, is identical to the act of thinking or intuiting being. So the evolution of logical space and the evolution of pure thinking are one and the same logical evolution and will come to a halt together, as soon as a coherent fixed point is reached.
As regards logical conjunctivism, on the other hand, we saw it arise with being and nothingness already; and it, by the way, is Hegel’s solution to the Platonic and Aristotelian problem of the differentiation of being. Being is not yellow, so to speak, but red and green all over, which is to say that it is affirmation and negation all over and thus its own principle of differentiation or, in Hegelian terminology, the principle of self-deter​mi​nation, which, as such, is famously labelled the concept.

So, if self-determination – the long and winding story told throughout the Logic – is the solution to the problem of differentiation, what is Hegel’s solution to the hard problem that philosophy inherited from Parmenides, the antinomy of negation? In the special case in which self-negation first comes up in the Logic, as the other of itself, Hegel offers the following – an interim solution as always in the Logic, before its fixed point, the absolute idea, is reached:

The other of itself is characterised by non-well-founded-ness and by negativity. If we abstract from negativity, we will get non-well-founded affirmation, self-affirmation for short. In normal language this content is expressed via semantic ascent by means of the truth-teller: “The sentence you are presently listening to or reading is true”. In the logical context of Hegelian being-there it takes the form of the Something that is again identical to itself. If on the other hand we abstract from non-well-found​ed-ness, we get negation relative to something else. In the logical context of being-there the negative of the Something is its Other. In this way, the contradiction of otherness is suppressed for a while, but it is still virulent and becomes stronger and stronger and reaches its fullness again in the thought content of the finite that then rises to the infinite.
Much later, at the interface between the logic of being and the logic of essence, self-negation returns in a new guise, this time without contamination with immediate being so that this time alteration and otherness or shading a part of logical space will not help to overcome the antinomy. This time logical space as such, the whole of it, has to be shaded in a way. In fact, it is now hidden behind shine and baptised essence by Hegel.
In the sphere of being, pure thinking was, or at least seemed to be, acquaintance with more or less immediate logical contents. But with essence, we enter the realm of Heraclitus’s dictum that physis kryptesthai philei, that true nature loves to hide. In fact, at the beginning it is totally hidden, but even in the later stages of essence, thus in absolute necessity, essence still is light-shy, or even the light-shy, das Licht​scheue, where Hegel obviously toys with the connotation of light-shy rabble (licht​scheues Ge​sin​del) at work only in the dark. The progress from essence to the concept therefore turns out to be a progress from the opacity of blind anankê or surd necessity into the transparency of freedom and rationality.
Shine, absolute shine, takes the foreground at the beginning of the logic of essence as a mere sêma – which means sign and tomb or barrow, sign of essence, tomb of thinking proper. This sêma points to hidden essence – so we are here at the logical origin of semantics – and it, i.e. shine, is all that is left of being, while shin-ing is all that is left of pure thinking. This then is another way of reacting to the antinomy of negation: Let thinking, i.e. shining, be trapped within itself and its antinomy, and give up on the idea of truth and reality for the time being. 
In certain respects, this situation resembles the one Parmenides found himself in, apart from the fact that he believed that essence was not hidden, but lay open to pure thinking, as if it were immediate being. With regard to this difference, therefore, the situation resembles the one the Pyrrhonian sceptic puts himself in who gives up on the idea of a hidden essence and thus of truth and reality altogether. Hegel however tries to steer a middle course between the Eleatic Scylla and the Pyrrhonian Charybdis, thereby following the example of Plato and Aristotle and trying to save the phenomena, though in a more effective way than they were able to, in that he addresses the hard problem of Parmenides, the antinomy of negation, and tries to solve it.
The prospects for a solution may seem poor at first sight, for the Logic, right from the outset, takes the form of permanent disaster management, with the antinomy of negation appearing over and over again in ever new forms. Why should the reappearing ever come to a halt? Hegel himself hints at the necessary and sufficient condition of success, in the foreword to his System of Science. First Part, the Phenomenology of Spirit. There he says that neither the bud nor the bloom nor the fruit is the truth about the plant, but the whole process that returns in itself by making the fruit the seed of new plant. So the whole logical process would be the coherent logical truth if it could be designed as a large circle whose incompatible stations could be kept far enough apart. 
Even within the logic of being one could have already counted on something like that, prima facie, when first quality turned into quantity and then quantity turned back into quality. But this circle did not grow into stability, but collapsed into the immediate measure at first, and then, at the end of the logic of measure, it took on the form of a very narrow circle of alternating incoherent states of a real substrate. Thus the logic of being ended in the all-round contradiction of absolute indifference, i.e. in a logical explosion, after all.
Why should the absolute idea, which concludes the Logic, fare any better? Well, my topic was “Hegel and the Greeks on Being and Negation”. So I can gratefully leave this tantalising question to another occasion and for someone else to answer.
