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Abstract. This paper represents an attempt to offer some outlines regarding the nature
and functioning of Hegel’s logic as a model for a wider type of logic — dialectical spec-
ulative. The main point is that, despite the fact that this type of logic has not passed
through an evolution process since Hegel (mainly because its relations with metaphys-
ics and ontology were unclear), it has strong resemblances to the other types of logic
that are more developed — classical-traditional and symbolic-mathematical. The re-
search explains ideas like connectors, syncategorematic terms or rules for deduction in
the context of dialectical-speculative logic and explicitly states some tasks for further
research.
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When reading Hegel’s logic, a person — be she or he more or less aware of
the nature and style of it — is subject to what may pass as one of the largest miscon-
ceptions of the history of philosophy: that between logic and metaphysics. This er-
ror was created, in fact, by Hegel himself who purportedly stated that his ontology
is a logic'. And here the reader faces a new mistake — that of considering that met-
aphysics and ontology are one and the same.

The most important effect of these mistakes seems to be even the delays in the
development of a branch of logic — dialectical-speculative logic — given the fact that
one may easily accept that a mature form of logic is reached when it takes a symbolic
form, with all that follows from here: rules for deduction, connectors a.s.o.

1 A clear account — clearer than his usual way of explaining things — regarding the relationships
between metaphysics, ontology and logic can be found in G.W.F. Hegel, Werke in zwanzig Bdnden.
Wissenschaft der Logik. I, Frankfurt am Main, Suhrkamp Verlag, 1972, especially “Allgemeine Eintei-
lung der Logik”, pp. 56-62.
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The main concern of the following paper is to offer a few tools in order to
avoid these mistakes — either if reading Hegel’s logic is in question, or if trying to
formally elaborate it is at stake. Of course, one may easily understand that it is
quite impossible to eliminate all possible mistakes regarding the logic of this Ger-
man philosopher. Moreover, the following lines are meant to clear up the way in
interpreting and developing one of the most famous philosophical ideas of all times
— so they should be seen more like preliminaries that are meant to do justice to a
field of research that was strangely abandoned shortly after the death of Hegel.

METAPHYSICS AND ONTOLOGY - A MINE FIELD

There are at least two possible ways to understand the distinction between
these two classical philosophical sciences — that are relevant for the present re-
search: either check the way they appear throughout the history of philosophy, or to
look for the meaning that Hegel uses when referring to them. Of course, it seems
quite reasonable to refer to the period that ends in 1831 — the year of the death of
Hegel. Still, this leaves the researcher with a period of more than two thousand
years — which renders the attempt to set up a unified meaning really impossible.
Nevertheless, much of the work has been done by Hegel himself, as he seems to
have a quite clear grasp onto the concepts — so it seems that the second option
seems to be if not more legitimate, then at least easier to choose.

As a preliminary it is rather important never to leave aside the idea of Hegel’s
system — as he had, according to his own words, a holist grasp on human knowledge,
stating that the truth is the whole (Das Wahre ist das Ganze)*. The genesis of his phi-
losophy follows exactly his own rules that he applied to the entire world philosophy —
meaning that stages that were overpassed are still kept as relevant within the present
form of the system of knowledge. This is the very core of the concept of Aufhebung
(speculative suspension) that crosses as a red line the entire philosophy of Hegel. For
the present research, one must see that Hegel’s conception on metaphysics and ontolo-
gy was permanently under the power of his phenomenological conception — at least
from a methodological point of view — though it is the belief of the present paper’s au-
thor that it was more than that: the Phenomenology of Mind sets up all the possible top-
ics and methods for human spirit and it tackles them keeping permanent track of the
way consciousness relates to them.

In his Phenomenology of Mind Hegel sets up a procedure that can be further
found in all his works. It is always the perspective of the human spirit that which
unveils reality and truth about reality. So, in fact, here one can notice the influence
of Kant, since it is the point of view of the spirit that is always in question — even if
the point of view of the spirit is that the spirit itself states that it is completely

2 Ibidem, Phiinomenologie des Geistes, Frankfurt am Main, Suhrkamp Verlag, 1973, p. 24. Truth
is also a system. See p. 28.
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withdrawn from the matter’. This offers a first idea about the difference between
metaphysics and ontology: as such, metaphysics is the method to unveil the object
of the consciousness — it simply means going beyond what merely appears to con-
sciousness in the process of knowledge. Ontology is a certain point of view of the
consciousness® in which consciousness pretends it is completely withdrawn from
knowledge — meaning that the nature and structure of human spirit do not affect in
any way the object of knowledge. It is still a position of the consciousness faced to
the object of knowledge, but either the consciousness is not aware of it, or it pre-
tends it can complete ignore its own presence within the act of knowledge.

If all these are reasonable, then a first difference between metaphysics and ontol-
ogy is that metaphysics is a procedure, while ontology is a certain result of knowledge
— one from which conscious claims complete absence. This statement can find legiti-
macy within the history of philosophy itself — though this does not function as an ar-
gument that may count as very relevant for the present research, Nevertheless, just as a
supplementary “helping hand”, one may notice that metaphysics seems to be the ability
of human spirit of going beyond what simply appears, i. €. beyond physics. This is the
historical meaning that starts from Aristotle -the notorious coincidence between this
meaning of metaphysics and the way the books of the famous Greek philosopher were
arranged may count, in fact, as a happy coincidence. Ontology, on the other hand,
seems to comprise a long range of conceptions onto the world as it is independently
from the human mind — most of the ontological systems could be considered as relying
onto the idea of revelation, from which all elements of consciousness are withdrawn —
as it functions as an inert receiver.

If these are to be considered, then the roots of this difference between meta-
physics and ontology are to be found in Hegel’s Phenomenology of Mind, and that
could count as valid for his entire conception. Moreover, despite the fact Hegel was
never too interested into meta-philosophy, meaning that he never offered an elabo-
rated perspective onto the parts of philosophy, its sciences, its methods and proce-
dures and the other issues related to these, one may believe that either this could
count as a lack of interest for relevant topics, or as a proof that these questions
were already answered during the times of German Idealism. The second point
seems to be more credible, as Hegel himself mentions Wolff’s meta-philosophical
conception in his History of World Philosophy II°. And there seems to be no coin-
cidence in the fact that Hegel places Wolff in the section called “The Period of
Metaphysics”, together with early modern philosophers. Besides, Hegel feels the
need to clearly mention Wolff’s passion for method. Still, here metaphysics seems

3 Ibidem., p. 56. Here, when Hegel says “reasoning”, he means Kant’s reasoning.

4 This is what Hegel means at the beginning of his Logik from the Enzyklopdidie der Philoso-
phischen Wissenschaften 8, Frankfurt am Main, Suhrkamp Verlag, 1985 — he starts by stating the
three positions of thinking regarding objectivity.

5 He offers an entire chapter to Wolff’s philosophy. See G.W.F. Hegel, Vorlesungen iiber die
Geschichte der Philosophie, Hamburg, Felix Meiner Verlag.
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to be an all-comprising method that by means of applications generates the subor-
dinated fields which resemble to results of knowledge processes: ontology, cos-
mology, psychology, and theology. It is quite easy to see that metaphysics seems to
be more of a procedure that grants the unity of the subordinated fields of research,
rather than an all-comprising science; it is more likely that Wolff tried to find an
all-comprising method — or at least that Hegel thought that this was his intention,
also because Wolff is a part of a philosophical period dominated by Descartes, who
made methodology the most important philosophical science.

So why would be this relation between metaphysics and ontology a mine field?
Because it seems that whenever one steps onto an ontological problem, the meta-
physical method explodes under her or his foot, destroying the difference between
the two. And this is exactly what happens when stepping onto a metaphysical prob-
lem. This could count as a third difference between the two — a difference that func-
tions as a stronger binding between them — as Hegel would have enjoyed, given his
passion for dialectical-speculative syntheses: that between method and system. And
probably here arises the proof of misconceptions and confusions regarding Hegel’s
conception on logic and philosophy. His method could count as a metaphysical one.
It is the strong belief that the author of the present paper that it is a metaphysical one.
But the system is a logical one — i.e. an ontological one, since Hegel’s very statement
is that his own ontology is a logic. So, the result of applying a metaphysical method
to the object of knowledge has the system of knowledge as a result; the very nature
of this system is ontological until the last part of it, when it proves itself to be, in fact,
logical. That is, everything is logic, everything is an idea.

WHAT SPECULATIVE THINKING NEEDS - A LOGIC OF LOGIC

Still, even if the previous arguments are accepted, one further has the feeling that
something fundamental is missing from the picture: the logic itself. Except for a very
original and personal interpretation of Aristotle’s syllogistic, there seems to be no con-
cern for logic as such in Hegel’s Science of Logic or in his Logic of the Encyclopaedia.
No deduction rules, no definitions of terms, no interest for symbolic forms. Instead,
one may find most of the classical categories of metaphysics and ontology united in an
all-comprising system and almost magically related to one another.

The perplexity is justified: Hegel had no idea about symbolic-mathematical
logic. In fact, he had no idea about the possibility of using symbols to set up a sys-
tem of logic. Still, he applied throughout his logic the idea of logical form. In fact,
he claims more than once that logic is a science of the form® — and if his idea that
ontology is logic counts as valid, then everything is a form. But this statement must

¢ For instance, in the preface of his Phdnomenologie des Geistes., ed. cit., especially where he
presents the speculative sentence.
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be considered with even greater precaution: not all forms are forms that can be ren-
dered by symbols and can obey the rules of symbolic systems. In fact, all forms of
knowledge — determinations of thought or Denkbestimmungen’ — have an issue
precisely with the relationship among metaphysics, ontology, and logic. Until
reaching the final stage of knowledge, the concept, in which mind and its object are
completely united, all forms of knowledge need an adjacent ontology — i.e. a doc-
trine about an outer reality that develops according to rules that are not yet the rules
of thought, and therefore are not the rules of logic — and a metaphysical method, —
i.e. a method of transcending what seems to be immediately given to the mind or
spirit in order to reach the ontological level. In terms of Hegel, the concept has
stages of grasping its objects. In the end, the form that succeeds in conquering the
object is that of the concept — a form that pertains to logic and that renders the na-
ture of the object of knowledge in its entirety, with no further need for adjacent on-
tology or metaphysics, which have been completely replaced at this stage.

Given all these statements, the logic of Hegel seems to be still missing. What
could be the solution?

FORMS, SYMBOLS, SYNCATEGOREMATIC TERMS —
THE FINAL FRONTIER

As already stated above, Hegel knew nothing about symbolic systems. The
times of Frege, Boole and Russell were yet to come. Nevertheless, he was a thinker
of logic, of logical forms and logical deductions. However, this statement needs
further support.

a. Logical forms. It is quite easy to accept — and it lies above, at the beginning
of this paper — that a mature logic has its own apparatus. Specific logical forms
could probably count as the most important things in the genesis of a logic. Hegel’s
logic had them, but Hegel did not know that. The main logical form of Hegel’s was
the concept and it plays the role of the notion for classical logic or that of the term
for symbolic-mathematical logic. But there is a difference from those. Notion from
classical logic, just as the term from symbolic-mathematical logic counts as primi-

7 Sometimes commentators use “category” when they refer to Hegel’s Denkbestimmungen. It
is a long debate that may be tracked down as follows: Eugéne Fleischmann, La science universelle ou
la logique de Hegel, Paris, Plon, 1968, p. 28; Hans-Georg Gadamer, “The Idea of Hegel’s Logic”, in
Robert Stern (editor), G. W. F. Hegel. Critical Assessments. Vol. III Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit
and Logic, London, Routledge, 1993, p. 227; John Niemeyer Findlay, Hegel. A Re-Examination,
London, George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1958, p. 151; William Maker, “Understanding Hegel Today”,
in G. W. F. Hegel. Critical Assessments, Vol. III Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit and Logic, Lon-
don, Routledge, 1993, p. 273; Johann Eduard Erdmann, Outlines of Logic and Metaphysics, London,
Swan Sonnenschein & Co. Limited, 1896, p. 5; André Doz, La logique de Hegel et les problemes tra-
ditionnels de [’ontologie, Paris, Vrin, 1987, p. 27; Nicolai Hartmann, Die Philosophie des deutschen
Idealismus, Berlin, Walter de Gruyter, 1974, p. 363.



126 Stefan-Dominic Georgescu 6

tives, while the concept is not a primitive. Both classical and symbolic-
mathematical logic start from primitives and use specific rules in order to reach
well-formed formulas that may be evaluated from the point of view of the truth-
value. It is quite interesting that here classical logic seems to be the root of both
symbolic-mathematical and dialectical-speculative ones. If formalized in terms of
symbolic-mathematical logic, classical logic may be — with some efforts, neverthe-
less — proved to be just a particular case. Dialectical-speculative logic starts from
the reinterpretation of classical logic® — or at least this is what Hegel allows us to
believe, mainly by using the same concepts as those of Aristotle and the tradition
that followed. But, while classical-traditional logic that started from Aristotle, and
symbolic-mathematical logic that started from Frege and Russell seem to start from
simple primitives, dialectical-speculative logic seems to start from complex ele-
ments and reach simplicity and unity. In fact, as regards the procedures of logic,
one could read the logic of Hegel (which is not yet the dialectical-speculative logic
as such, but just an application of it) as starting from primitives and reaching com-
plexity — and this brings it closer to the other two types of logic. But the reading
could be done the other way around — and this would gain an important difference
for dialectical-speculative logic.

Be this as it may, the primitives of dialectical-speculative logic seem to be
complex — a paradox that Hegel would probably enjoy. If this is the case, then this
type of logic has its own fundamental logical form which is just partly related to the
other two types of logic. The other specific forms of all three types of logic count as
combinatoric forms — and are accountable for the generation of complexity. Still,
when he elaborates his logic, Hegel starts with the personal interpretation and appli-
cation of syllogism — he applies this to the first metaphysical categories, being, noth-
ingness and becoming stating that the first concept is becoming’ (the underline is
intentional). So, the first grasp of reality is undertaken by means of syllogism in He-
gel’s logic — yet he says nothing about the application of this form. Why not? Proba-
bly because it was not, in fact, a real syllogism, i.e., a complex form obtained by
means of combining notions and judgements. It was a new form within which, in a
single logical act, complexity was grasped — putting aside what seemed to be a mere
combination of primitives in the case of the classical-traditional interpretation of syl-
logism. The procedure goes on and on along Hegel’s logic — and it has nothing to do
with the famous triad thesis-antithesis-synthesis. On the contrary, as a strictly logical
procedure, the advancement in dialectical-speculative logic is completely the other
way around: triadic complexity is reduced to dyadic complexity and then to monadic
complexity that proves itself to be complex again. The miracle of this type of logic is
that it may be read also in an opposite manner. One may start from a certain determi-

8 See Werke in zwanzig Bénden. Wissenschaft der Logik. II, Frankfurt am Main, Suhrkamp
Verlag, 1975, especially the chapters “Der Begriff”, “Das Urteil” and “Der Schluss”.

® Werke in zwanzig Binden. Wissenschaft der Logik. I, Frankfurt am Main, Suhrkamp Verlag,
1972, chapter “Werden”, especially “Anmerkung I”. p. 83 sqq.
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nation as a concept — let us say the first metaphysical triad to which dialectical-
speculative logic is applied begins with the concept of being. Then follows the oppo-
site of nothingness which already implies complexity (the relation between the two,
that would have judgment as a corresponding form in classical-traditional logic), then
becoming (correspondent of syllogism) a.s.o. So, this interpretation is completely le-
gitimate and would turn dialectical-speculative logic into classical-traditional logic
(with some minor adaptations). But this would seriously question Hegel’s idea of fi-
nal unity of all logical determinations into the all-comprising concept — that of the
idea. If a separate dialectical-speculative logic is accepted, then it starts with the
complexity of the concept and it ends with the unity of the idea — at each stage a sort
of identification of the concept with the idea being possible'’.

To wrap up, the idea of a dialectical-speculative logical form relies upon a
meta-logical novelty — that of building up a logical system starting from complexi-
ty and reaching unity, with the possibility of using the opposite interpretation in all
moments of the logical system.

b. Symbols and syncategorematic terms. Probably the two most important
ideas that symbolic-mathematical logic has brought about are represented by the
use of symbols to express forms and the use of syncategorematic terms. Terms and
well-formed formulas (which are the results of sound use of logical forms as func-
tions, operations and relations) represent the logical forms of this type of logic and
are to be represented with symbols. They are supposed to respect grammar (syntac-
tical) rules, but also semantic rules. Practically all contents of human knowledge
can be “poured” into the shapes set up by symbolic-mathematical logic or the other
way around: all human knowledge can be formalized and evaluated for soundness
regardless of its contents by means of the rules of symbolic-mathematical logic.

The success of symbolic-mathematical logic is most astonishing as it is
younger than dialectical-speculative logic. One answer could be rendered by the
fact that symbolic-mathematical logic started indeed by using symbols; in a way,
classical-traditional logic is also symbolic or, to put it another way, its symbolic
expression makes it reach its highest point. Why was dialectical-speculative logic
deprived of this type of symbolic expression? Was this really the reason it never
developed towards being a powerful instrument for knowledge after Hegel?

Two possible answers can occur: the historical one, that answers more to the sec-
ond question and which would mostly rely upon assumptions and hypotheses, but also
counterfactuals that leave a trace of uncertainty. The second one would be the attempt
to identify those elements of dialectical-speculative logic that have a counterpart in
symbolic-mathematical logic — and this one answers more to the first question.

In classical-traditional logic the logical forms are represented by notion,
judgement and syllogism. Notions are primitives that bear a definition, while judge-
ments and syllogism are the results of combination of notions. One must notice that a

10 For this interpretation of Hegel’s logic and for the discovery of new logical forms that are spe-
cific to dialectical-speculative logic I am indebted to my former PhD coordinator, Alexandru Surdu.
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logical form needs not to be primitive in order to be fundamental — judgement and
syllogisms prove this with a vengeance. Syllogism itself is bots a combination of no-
tions, and a combination of judgements. Mediation is an important logical concept —
and it has the traces of a syncategorematic term — as judgements are immediate infer-
ences, while syllogisms are mediate inferences. So, it seems that the very nature of
these two logical forms evolves and rotates around the concept of mediation. It is
questionable whether this mediation is intensional or extensional — those with a bias
towards metaphysics would probably choose the first option, while those more logi-
cally biased the second. Whether mediation is a shared meaning or a shared class of
elements is not really in question — both interpretations may be valid. The main point
is that what keeps together these two logical forms — judgement and syllogism — is
related to the concept of mediation. So, one may conclude that mediation as a syncat-
egorematic term could be a sort of a class of connectors.

Things are similar in the case of symbolic-mathematical logic and dialectical-
speculative logic. For symbolic-mathematical logic, it is a well-known fact that
connectors (syncategorematic terms) can be expressed by one another with the aid
of negation (which resembles more to an operation). But this would be done with
the help of truth tables. So syncategorematic terms are not changing their meanings
along the logical process and may be considered as cases of some other connectors.
As for dialectical-speculative logic, each part of Hegel’s logic, for instance, has its
own syncategorematic term or connector: the doctrine of being has “passing into
the other”, the doctrine of essence has “reflection-into-the-other”, while the doc-
trine of essence used “development™'!. Hegel seems to believe — although this can-
not be documented by his works — that these three connectors do not change their
nature and meaning along these parts of this logic; still, it is even more interesting
to notice that these three connectors or syncategorematic terms seem to be forms of
a general connector, he calls Aufhebung. This may be a connector, but it is not a
syncategorematic term, as it takes these three forms for each of the section of He-
gel’s logic. So, the three above-mentioned connectors are cases of Aufhebung
which apply all throughout the system of logic. This means that all three connect-
ors may be considered forms of Aufhebung and can be expressed through it, just as
in the case of classical-traditional logic and symbolic-mathematical logic. So, one
mutual standard for the three types of logic can be stated and respected by all of
them: connectors and syncategorematic terms must be expressed by other connect-
ors and syncategorematic terms according to some stated rules. It is quite easy to
see that this is more a meta-logical rule than a logical one.

1 1t is noticeable that Hegel does not treat these concepts as special ones. The first two have
their own chapters, but the last is merely used every now and then. It is possible that he never consid-
ered them as special, despite the fact that they operate in his logic. See Werke in zwanzig Bénden.
Wissenschaft der Logik. I, Frankfurt am Main, Suhrkamp Verlag, 1972, chapter “Ubergang in das
Wesen”, p. 456 sqq. and Werke in zwanzig Bdnden. Wissenschaft der Logik. 11, Frankfurt am Main,
Suhrkamp Verlag, 1975, chapter “Das Wesen als Reflexion in ihm selbst”, p. 17 sqq.
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RULES OF INFERENCE - THE GATE TOWARDS LOGIC

What do indeed syncategorematic terms, forms, symbols, and connectors bring
about? They bring about precisely some rules of inference in the absence of which a cer-
tain attempt may not bear the name of logic. For classical-traditional logic mediation
brings about rules for inference, either immediate inferences or mediated ones. Inversion,
obversion, conversion and all the others are just as many forms of mediation (or immedi-
acy), and so are the rules of syllogism (distribution of terms, inferences with negative
premises, etc.). In the case of symbolic-mathematical logic, rules of inference are deter-
mined by the truth tables, validating the above-mentioned statement that semantics is the
realm of connecting connectors to one another; in the case of this logic, all transfor-
mations of a syntactic nature (the well-formed formulas) must be validated through se-
mantics or invalidated by it (showing that from truth one may never get falsity).

What is the case with dialectical-speculative logic? In Hegel’s conception on logic
there seems to be no standardised set of rules of inference, but merely an application of
the logic to metaphysics and ontology. This is mainly because this standard set of rules
would have been the above-mentioned logic of logic. The minimum standard for this set
of rules would be, just as in the case of the other two types of logic, to define and use the
concept of soundness and furthermore to state some syntactic rules that bring about a
specific concept of well-formed formulas. The method of logic, in the case of dialectical-
speculative thinking (mainly using Hegel’s perspective) would be to check syntax and
soundness by applying the logical system to the metaphysical set of categories. So, the
realm of this type of logic would be that of categories, not of finite things (as it was im-
plicitly admitted by Hegel). On the other hand, symbolic-mathematical logic seems to
remain, in most of its forms, a powerful tool for empirical sciences, while classical-
traditional logic could still serve its role as a foundation for normative approaches (like
law and ethics). This perspective leaves open the question regarding the relationships
among the three types of logic and, together with that, the question of unity of thinking.

FURTHER TASKS

What remains to be done for dialectical-speculative logic? First of all, an elabora-
tion of a system of symbols that soundly express its procedures, meaning a syntax. Sec-
ondly, a set of inference rules must be issued that guarantee the soundness of inferences
within the process of deduction. And last, but not least, a clear but opened area of appli-
cation of this type of logic — starting with a set of categories. This would bring about a
productive cooperation with all fields of research — be they exact, social or humanist or
be they descriptive or normative (and also theoretical and practical). Since in all fields of
research one uses categories, dialectical-speculative logic could bring about both unity
within a science as such, and unity of knowledge that could gather together all sciences.



