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Summary 

 

Development seeks an unattainable end, save in death, namely completion. In 

development, a thing is fulfilled by its own principle, formed in determinable stages by 

its own nature as pre-determined in the source. A common analogy is the tree, sprung 

from the seed. Yet the analogy of the tree is too simplistic; for it merely explains a 

positive non-interrupted period of development; it does not explain what in fact defines 

development, namely conflict and revolution. In the long run, though, the negative 

forces of development are not destructive forces, in the light of the ultimate end of 

development; on the contrary, they actually bring about the change whereby the 

ultimate end may be achieved, or, rather, approached. In essence, development is a 

constructive serial process, furthered by conflict and fulfilled in stages through 

revolutions. 

On this notion of development, every tool is made, every industry is based, every 

organization, institution, and society is founded. What is perceived in nature, is 

constructed in human society. This is the order of hierarchy. Whereas the end is 

conceived in the beginning, the process of construction entails a direction whereby the 

end comes back to the beginning, in manifestation of the source, through determinable 

stages of development. In nature, direction is determined by nature herself; in human 

society, someone or something has to determine direction and someone or something 

has to lay the path. The idea is posited in advance; and purpose of the process is 

realization of the idea. The determinant of direction holds power of authority. By the 

decree of a determinant, movement is directed in terms of a ruling idea, the substance 

of which is to be fulfilled in the process. Yet the ruling idea invariably fails to grasp the 

principle by which development proceeds; and therefore a number of determinants 

compete in claiming the idea by which movement shall be directed. In failure of the 

ruling idea, a novel idea succeeds in substitution of this idea. Novelty is, however, 

merely justified in terms of substantive divergence; in form, it is the same system of 

logic, in pursuit of the same end on the same path. Substance is determined by 

authority, recognizing truth as such. Development does not proceed essentially by 
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substance, but determination of authority, by the decree of which an idea is recognized 

as truth and thus a ruling notion. Truth does not come forth unforeseen; it is 

determined as such in direction of movement. 
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Abstract 

 

Organization, as perceived in nature, exhibits a form of hierarchy. The form of hierarchy 

is, then, represented in the establishment of human organization and social structure. 

Society is, essentially, based on a hierarchic order of relation, established in 

representation of a form of hierarchy perceived in nature. 

Organization, particularly in the domain of the intelligent being, is not a fixed 

structure; it operates, rather, in a state of development. To unravel the inherent 

structure of development is, therefore, likewise to come to an understanding of the 

structure of organization. A status-based order of relation is only one representation of 

a variety of representations of a structure of organization. A hierarchic structure is, 

further, not necessarily only or best represented by a status-based order of relation, as 

may, however, be assumed in comparison to the ant colony, and such. Organization, as 

an order of hierarchy, is, rather, defined in terms of its structural development. In 

development of organization, certain stages may be determined in achievement of ends 

in fulfillment of the principle on which organization is based. Through these stages, 

organization manifests as a whole. The principle of organization is, in fact, the whole as 

such; and in gradual manifestation of the whole, the principle is affirmed. In fulfillment 

of the principle, the whole is unified. 

In opposition to the unified whole, the individual stands in affirmation of its own will 

and self-interest. The interest of the whole is the general will of all its members, as 

defined by the principle of the whole. The principle of the individual and the principle of 

the whole are irreconcilable. In affirmation of the principle of the whole, the principle of 

the individual is negated. In the social order, in the form of which the whole is exhibited, 

the individual is inexorably oppressed and undermined. Furthermore, in terms of 

relation, individuality cannot even as such be defined or determined; it is, in fact, non-

existent in society. Likewise, if we had a language for individuality, society could not as 

such be defined or determined. The solution, on this contradiction, is either-or. 
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1 Introduction 

 

In the attempt to grasp the flow of movement, we freeze it. In movement, observed by 

the intellect, the moment stands still. In a sequence of events, from one moment to 

another, movement obtains. One segment follows another in a successive order of 

standstills. Inherent in movement, is causality, the manifestation of which is motion. 

Further, from one segment to another, movement, or the moving thing, becomes more 

of what it is. In becoming more of what it is, movement, or the moving thing, develops 

in approaching fulfillment. For example, a motion picture, from one segment to 

another, approaches the end scene, at which point the picture is completed. By what 

measure do or can we say a thing is more or less of what it is, and in becoming more of 

what it is, can the selfsame thing ever reach completion? We may, notably, rewind a 

motion picture. Does a thing ever stop moving, even if it reaches its final goal? Does 

movement itself ever come to an end and thus to a halt? Inherent in a notion of 

movement, is a notion of development and, thus, fulfillment. Given the aim of 

fulfillment, we aim towards a higher level of existence, i.e. a better form of life. 

The idea of fulfillment, or betterment in approaching fulfillment, is presupposed in 

our every work, industry, and organization. Society in general is based on organization 

in pursuit of fulfillment. The purpose is completion, or fulfillment of the goal. In 

assuming finality, the principle of the process is established. Even though knowingly 

unattainable, the paradigm is perfection. In terms of a paradigm of perfection, the 

process is directed through determinable stages towards the end. At the outset, the end 

is determined. Determination of the end is expression of authority, demanding 

unification in strategy. For example, in the construction of a bridge, work cannot 

resume in deviation from the blueprint, manifesting the idea of the bridge in detail. 

Every participant, as an individual, as opposed to a member of the whole, is a 

divergence, in pursuing his own ends in expression of his own will. Authority thus 

mobilizes individuals in the direction of the goal. In lieu of spontaneous movement, 

strategy of organization proceeds in mobilization. For agents of free will, or will as 

expression of individuality, cannot be expected to follow the aim of organization, 

without determination of a higher end, above the will of the individual. The will of the 
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individual is generalized in terms of the will of the whole. In approaching completion, 

given the aim, expression of will, without reference to the aim, inexorably deviates from 

the strategy. The movement of the whole, in approaching completion, thus necessitates 

control, as long as individuality obtains. Is the individual able to claim individuality at all 

within the context of the whole, wherein the will is generalized in terms of a higher aim, 

in advancement towards fulfillment of organizational goals? In order to fulfill the goal of 

organization, must individuality be sacrificed on the altar of the whole? What is the 

form of organization constructed through development determined by an approach 

towards finality? Does the form of organization in itself negate individuality? If so, how 

may individuality be approached and managed within the context of organization? 

The form of organization is shaped by its principle. With the aim of fulfillment, the 

principle of finality is posited. The process is directed with the aim of a realization of a 

final product, which constitutes a stage in the whole of the organizational process. A 

developmental process, thus, requires an overseer. The end is given in the beginning. 

The purpose of the process is a realization of the end, as given in the beginning, in 

determination of the goal. In order to direct the process towards the end, the idea of 

the thing to which is aspired is imagined or exhibited in completion, as an ideal. In 

seeing the thing in the form of the idea, the process of materialization is over-seen and 

directed from a higher ground. 

 

Only from a superior position can one truly see things for what they are and 
see everything, not when one has to peer upward from below, through a 
narrow opening. (Hegel 1988:5-6) 

 

This is the first premise of authority: To observe from a superior position. The actor 

approaches a thing from a limited perspective, in terms of the situation at hand, by 

virtue of his skill, profession, or expertise, viz. from below. From a higher ground, 

however, the observer is positioned to lead and manage the process, in directing the 

process towards the end as determined in the beginning. Given the model, in terms of 

which the idea is exhibited as the end, construction of the thing may commence, with 

the aim of a manifestation of the idea. The realization of the idea is the thing, i.e. the 
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end product. In a sequence of determinable stages, each of which involves a sequence 

of events, the thing is produced as a reflection the original notion. The process is the 

ascending path of the origin towards the final objective. The one who already stands at 

the summit directs the process. 

In every process, although we may be ignorant of the result, surprised or 

disappointed by it, we expect it, with reference to a reason, known or unknown. We 

may not be able to predict the result, and the result itself may be unpredictable, but, in 

any case, it is expected. We understand the world, and we construct our world, in terms 

of this notion of movement, expressed in our expectation. In accordance with our 

expectation, we intervene in the natural cycle, in creating our own world. In order to 

achieve a certain result, we determine the result beforehand and advance towards it by 

means within our power; and, further, to achieve this result with regularity, we 

establish a system. When a result undetermined, seemingly impossible, even 

unthinkable, is determined beforehand and then shown to obtain, thus altering reality, 

a discovery is made, and, if considered an improvement, a world is then made on the 

basis of this discovery, once a system has been established in order to generate the 

results of this discovery. Prior to a known ability to use and control, and eventually 

kindle, the fire, as is in itself a system, the benefits of fire are initially imagined, in 

determining its results anew, in opposition to the prevailing perception of its extreme 

menace. Man thus approaches the fire, antecedently perceived as the enemy, thus 

avoided, and begins utilizing it for warmth, cooking, protection, war, torture, and 

execution, most specifically. 

By utilization of nature, thus in elevating himself above nature, man establishes a 

system of his own making and develops therefrom. A system of intelligent design is, in 

essence, preservation of knowledge and know-how. In the development of man, 

knowledge and know-how, however, including the system of symbols, i.e. language, 

applied for the storage of information and communication, is not invulnerable to the 

rise and fall of civilizations, cultures, and empires. As society may itself progress by 

reason of human ingenuity, man-made innovative systems arise or decline more or less 

in proportion to the fluctuating degree of societal progression or regression. Society is, 

notably, in itself a system. The social order is, furthermore, the system on which all 
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other systems of the intellect are based. In a revolution of the social order, succeeded 

by societal progression or regression, basic systems of survival and forms of life, e.g. use 

and control of fire, the sowing of the seed, and domestication of plants and animals, 

seem to endure social change and transformation relatively unchanged, once in place. 

Other systems, however, founded on a broader generalization of nature and reality, e.g. 

the system of a religious order and the system of scientific method, may be transformed 

through social revolution, and they may themselves as well transform the social order 

through their own revolution. 

In terms of linear or circular development, the process seemingly discontinues at the 

moment of revolution. However, as a result of revolution, a “new beginning” ensues; 

yet the new refers to an event that has happened before. In revolution, we choose to 

take and follow “another path” on our journey; yet we are still on the same journey, for 

a direction is shifted in order to continue the whole journey, to begin with. In 

revolution, a “fundamental change” is achieved; yet the thing transformed is still the 

same thing, and perhaps now, reinforced. What brings transformation? Granted, as a 

result of a fundamental change, the principle of a system is superseded by another 

principle, and thus a whole other system may be established. For example, as a result of 

an overthrow of government, another government with a fundamentally different 

policy, or, moreover, calling for a whole other system of government, may be 

established, in accordance with the demand of revolution. However, as a result of 

revolution, the system as such, e.g. a system of government per se, may in principle turn 

out to be more efficient and more powerful. Within the domain of an order of system, 

supersession of one principle by another maintains the principle of the system as such. 

In supersession of one principle by another, where one system is thereby substituted 

for a whole other system, the principle of a system as such is thereby affirmed and 

maintained. The fundamental change perpetuates, therefore, the fundamental principle 

of an order of system, within the same system or between different, or even opposing, 

systems. If so, what is the end of revolution? What is the end or purpose of 

development? Further, if not essentially linear or circular, and if lead from a higher 

ground, what is the inherent structure of development, within a system and between 

systems, viz. intra-relationally and inter-relationally, respectively? What is, essentially, 
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the inner logic of movement, or a moving thing, and what, if any, is the end sought, in 

terms of this logic? 

The problem, in the foregoing, may be thus stated: What is the inherent structure of 

organization, i.e. developmental systems, and what is the place of the individual within 

the social order of the organizational whole? Now, in organization, development has 

already taken shape in its continuance therefrom, in accordance with the structure of 

organization. The form of organization is, thus, simultaneously a question of the 

inherent structure of development. Notably, micro-systems and macro-systems, or the 

microcosm and the macrocosm, in structure and operation, may seem to have striking 

similarities, e.g. the structure of the atom in comparison to a solar system, and the ant 

colony in comparison to the hierarchic structure of human societies. Also, natural 

systems, organic or inorganic, and artificial systems may seem surprisingly similar in 

their structure. The camera, for example, in structure and operation, may be considered 

a replica of the eye. Can we determine a fundamental structure inherent in all systems? 

If so, by what approach do we determine the fundamental structure of all systems? Do 

we determine an objective reality of all systems; or do we, rather, observe reality in 

terms of our own mental construct? Our understanding of varieties of natural and 

artificial systems is, in any case, determined by the system itself by which we define 

systems, including our own social order, in the first place, namely language. The 

structure of organization and the structure of development are, thus, simultaneously a 

question of the structure of language. 
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2 Vademecum: Method, Problem, Structure, Conclusion, and Field 

 

In the following, the demarcated subject of this work and its various inter-related 

concepts and ideas shall be discussed in brief. The method, problem, and structure of 

this work will be expounded. Conclusions of this work will be summarized. The field of 

research shall, lastly, be discussed as well as the purpose of this work. 

2.1 The Method. 

To begin, this work is not an interpretive essay; neither is it a quantitative nor a 

qualitative research of any kind. Thus, sources referenced in this work are not, strictly 

speaking, to be understood as means of a comprehensive interpretation or expression 

of others' views, ideas, or theories. Rather, independent thoughts and ideas are 

presented and constructed, to begin with, irrespective of any particular authoritative 

ideas or theories, but the former are then woven into the context of the latter, mostly 

by means of direct quoting, in view of similarity or dissimilarity, agreement or 

disagreement, for dynamic contextual analysis. Notably though, some authoritative 

ideas or theories, e.g. those of Hegel and Kuhn, are referenced to a greater degree than 

others and may thus be considered more essential to overall ideation, i.e. generation of 

ideas. The method is, in short, an independent framework of ideas presented in reply 

to, but not strictly based on, various authoritative ideas or theories, as contextually 

applicable. The purpose of reference, in terms of this method, is to set forth a critique 

of particular themes in authoritative ideas or theories within the context of an 

independent framework of ideas or elucidation of the independent framework in the 

light of those authoritative ideas or theories. The object of critique, on this notion, is not 

a whole idea or theory, but merely an idea or theory as expressed in the quote(s) at 

hand. Since it does not pretend to say what others say, a consequence of this method is, 

for example, not to state the comprehensive meaning of authoritative ideas or theories 

in accordance with the intent of the author in question. The quote itself is, rather, 

examined, as it stands. The aim is, again, not a full interpretive presentation of the view 

of any particular author. The view of an author is shown in direct quoting and discussed 

in such limited fashion, in the inter-weaving of ideas. This is the rule: The author is said 
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to say no more than what he can actually be shown to say. Direct quoting is, therefore, 

an essential part of the method here discussed. 

An independent framework of ideas is not a theory; nor is it in any way a 

presentation of a body of opinion, views, or beliefs. Rather, ideas are set forth and 

deliberated for the purpose of an objective philosophical examination of those ideas in 

themselves and further dynamic ideation. Truth is not claimed, although discussed as an 

idea in itself. By means of direct quotation, constructive or deconstructive ideation is 

contextually, dynamically, and critically extended, in presentation of certain problems at 

hand. In lieu of an interpretive approach, whereby certain authoritative ideas or 

theories are comprehensively expounded, an idea is presented for the purpose of 

ideation as such, with the aid of authoritative ideas or theories, where a similar or the 

same idea, or a different or an opposite idea, is put forth for critical analysis. Yet a 

critical analysis is not strictly concerned with any particular authoritative idea or theory, 

but, rather, ideation in itself. 

2.2 The Problem. 

The problem with which to be dealt in this work concerns an inner structure of 

development, if such a structure may be determined, in natural and human 

organization. A structure of development may, for example, be conceived as linear or 

circular, but neither may explain adequately, on the one hand, the tendency for 

improvement or betterment, and, on the other hand, failure or collapse, in which case 

improvement or betterment does not obtain, viz. ascension or descension, respectively, 

within the context of development. Given a tendency for improvement, development 

seems to proceed in terms of a hierarchic structure, following an aim of fulfillment 

through determinable stages. We may, thus, ask: In a process of development, what is, 

if any, the inherent structure of movement, and, given the tendency for improvement, 

what is, if any, the end of development? – May development even, as may seem the 

ultimate goal of the process, come to an end and, further, to a halt? Once development 

has taken shape, what is the form, or the inherent structure, of organization, based on 

this notion of development, and to what end does organization proceed? In 

organization, based on this notion of development, what is the lot of the individual as 

an agent of the system? Is an agent of the system, by his own will, able to claim 
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individuality at all? In other words, do the actors involved impel or impede 

development, or are they themselves rather impelled or impeded by way of 

development? Does the form of organization in itself deny individuals expression of 

their will, or are individuals, within the context of organization, by way of organizational 

development, able to express their will? Also, in the case of revolution, what is the 

result with regard to development? May development be said to be merely interrupted, 

transformed fundamentally from one end to another, or is revolution an integral 

determinant in development as such? The approach to this problem focuses extensively 

on an abstract notion of development, or its inherent structure, and, with regard to this 

notion of development, organizational development in general and more specifically, 

e.g. democratic procedure. 

The reason why this work was written, in the first place, was an observation of the 

conflicting relationship, or simple disunity, between the social and the individual. Put 

simply, the individual desires freedom, but all society can offer is a prison. Organization 

of the social realm invariably restricts the individual in thinking, acting, and living. In this 

work, the disunity of the social and the individual is expounded, and the roots of this 

problem are investigated. 

The roots of this problem are found to lie in a notion of order. This order, in essence, 

is a hierarchic structure, manifested in language, perceived in nature, and built upon in 

organization or, more generally, society. The structure of hierarchy is, notably, not 

necessarily an objective reality or even a mental construct, but, rather, a formulation of 

mentality and reality in accordance with the logic of generalization inherent in 

language. The construct of hierarchy, in the first chapter of this work, is found to lie in 

language, although this construct may as well be defined as an objective reality or a 

mental construct, as is in fact deliberated in succeeding chapters. Now, this notion of 

order generalizes the individual. The social order is based on the generalization of the 

individual. Thus, the individual is placed within the context of an order based on the 

opposing principle of individuality, namely generalization. The solution is not a 

resolution of the social and the individual; it is either the social or the individual. 
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2.3 Structure. 

This work is divided into four main chapters. The first chapter, “Ultimate Generality,” 

lays out the predetermined notion of a hierarchic system as represented in language, 

namely in a hierarchy of categories, within the context of which generalization is 

applied in the definition of particulars. In this context, direct quotation from Aristotle, 

Schopenhauer, Hegel, and Arendt is applied. The second and third chapter discuss the 

hierarchic structure of development in philosophical or abstract terms, in relation to 

scientific development. More exactly, the second chapter, “Absolute Knowledge,” is 

concerned with the idea of an ultimate end of development in realization of a final goal, 

in the form of a universal theory or a system of thought. For this purpose, direct 

quotation from Hegel is applied, although no claim is presented as to Hegel's 

maintaining an end state in his overall philosophy. Some themes in Hegel's work, 

however, may be applied in deliberation of an idea of an end state. Given an end state 

is possible, the problem is how an end state may be conceived or imagined. Here, a 

contradiction in the notion of a hierarchic order presents itself, discussed throughout 

this work. The third chapter, “Infinite Progress of Reason,” is concerned with the 

developmental process as such, particularly with regard to the problem of revolution. 

For this purpose, direct quotation from Hegel and Kuhn are dynamically applied, for on 

this problem, themes in Hegel's work seem to conflict with themes in Kuhn's work, and 

vice versa. The problem concerns the impact of revolution on the developmental 

process, but in the advent of scientific revolution, development may not seem a gradual 

or accumulative process, and thus the process of development may seem not to 

proceed, at least not in any strict regularity, in terms of a hierarchic order. The 

conclusion in the chapter, however, is the opposite, namely that revolution brings the 

developmental process to another level of development. 

The last fourth chapter, “Organization as Representation of the Ideal,” discusses the 

structure of development in terms of organization and society, on the notion that 

organization, at least human or intelligent organization, may be defined as a scientific 

enterprise, or, in other words, the work of homo faber. Organization is, further, in every 

form based on a system of hierarchy, within the context of which the individual, in a 

master-slave relationship, can neither claim individuality nor freedom. However, in 

organization, individuals can be mobilized in such a way that they feel free, if they are 
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allowed to choose within a set of alternatives, without a direct command from an 

authority figure. A social order of this kind is, for example, a democratic system. 

In the last fourth chapter, in deliberation of the above, various authors are directly 

quoted, e.g. Henri Bergson, Hannah Arendt, Max Stirner, and Karl Marx. For 

organization theory, specifically, Mary Parker Follett and Herbert Simon are the main 

sources of deliberation. In matters of democracy, John Rawls is the main source of 

deliberation. 

2.4 Conclusion. 

The main conclusions of this work are the following. (1) In language, a predetermined 

notion of a hierarchic order obtains in the form of a hierarchy of categories. In terms of 

a hierarchy of categories, individuality cannot be defined. (2) Scientific development 

proceeds by way of a hierarchic order. A hierarchic order is, in fact, presupposed in 

scientific development, in the approach towards a final goal, attainable or unattainable, 

through determinable stages. (3) If an ultimate end is at all conceivable by the 

attainment of a final goal, it is a return to the source. Here, a contradiction is presented 

in the notion of a hierarchic order. The logical implications of this contradiction are 

deliberated at the end of the first, second, and third chapter. (4) Organization is an 

intelligent or scientific enterprise. (5) Organization, natural or man-made, is invariably a 

system of hierarchy. (6) An equal state of affairs does not lie beyond a hierarchic 

domain. The aim of a hierarchic order is, in principle, an equal state of affairs. A vertical 

structure, in the process of development, closes upon a horizontal structure, which in its 

essence is the ideal of a hierarchic order. (7) Organization, as a hierarchic order, seeks 

an equal state of affairs, by realization of which organization is most efficient and 

productive. The system of hierarchy seeks completion in equalization of its categories or 

elements. (8) The principle of hierarchy, based on the principle of relation, and the 

principle of individuality are irreconcilable polar opposites. (9) Organization and 

individuality, therefore, contradict each other, in principle. Resolution of this conflict is 

futile. In order to prevail, society, based on intelligent organization, must do away with 

individuality. In the ideal of organization, i.e. a complete equal state of affairs, the 

individual is nullified. (10) A social order wherein the individual feels free, although in no 

way veritably free, must be constructed in order to maintain and perfect the social 
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order as such. Democracy is such a system where the individual feels free, although the 

individual has in actuality adopted thereby an all-encompassing principle of authority. 

The overall conclusion may be stated as follows. We construct a social order in terms 

of a hierarchic structure wherein individuality cannot subsist as such. To maintain a 

social order, individuality must be undermined. The ideal of social order demands 

nullification of the individual. 

2.5 Field and Practicality. 

In consideration of a field of study, this work pursues an amalgamation of philosophy 

and organization theory. The first three chapters establish a philosophical grounding for 

the reasoning on the developmental structure of organization, set forth in the fourth 

chapter. The notion of order in movement, by which development is defined, namely 

the hierarchic structure, is found to be the basis of every form of organization. As 

discussed in the first chapter, the hierarchic order manifests in language, in the form of 

generalization. This notion of order is, thus, pre-determined in language. Now, two 

philosophical problems arise in this notion of order, namely the problem of an ultimate 

end, discussed in the second chapter, and the problem of revolution, discussed in the 

third chapter. In the light of these deliberations, the structure of organization and the 

place of the individual within organization are discussed in terms of organization theory 

and further philosophical argumentation. 

What is the importance of this work, and what may be its practicality? We may, 

basically, ask: Is freedom of the individual an acceptable sacrifice for a safe and stable 

social order? If so, we may resume in construction of the prevailing paradigm of a world 

order now in motion. If we resume in construction of this order, we knowingly pursue 

an equal state of affairs in our social order, centred around the individual, in order to 

control the movement of the individual in such a way that the individual feels free in the 

domain of social order, within which the individual moves seemingly by choice. This 

approach is unavoidable in development of organization, but if we know the nature of 

organization, we may approach the construction of our social order in such a way that 

we are able to avoid hurdles and setbacks in this enterprise, perhaps even in such a way 

that we are able to leap forward, without remorse, into the future unknown. 
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3 Ultimate Generality 

 

The intellect, or its domain, namely science, applies generalities in representation of its 

principle. Knowledge is given by overview; the broader my vision, the more I know. The 

ultimate end is absolute knowledge. 

3.1 Generalization. 

The general is the mode of definition. The individual is defined by relation. An object is 

identified in relation to another object. In itself, the thing is meaningless; it is 

understood in reference to its genus or species. The individual in and for itself merely 

stands as a negation of the whole. Nothing can positively be said about an individual as 

such. Invariably, reason incorporates individuals within a concept in relating one 

particular to another in terms of species; as units belonging to a whole, they are thus 

defined by commonality. To comprehend what is an individual consists in its 

generalization and thus illustration in terms of its opposite. 

 

Thinking always “generalizes,” squeezes out of many particulars [...] 
whatever meaning may inhere. Generalization is inherent in every thought, 
even though that thought is insisting on the universal primacy of the 
particular. (Arendt 1978:199) 

 

The individual as a concrete self is incomprehensible. The self and its other are elements 

of the same category and thus in essence the same. One thing relates to another in its 

own identity. 

Definition rests on the principle of relation. The principle of relation allows a thing to 

be generalized, i.e. designated by a concept. By generalization, the essence of the 

object is determined or, more exactly, what makes a thing what it is, although such 

precise generalization may indeed turn out to be futile. 

 

[I]f one is to say of the individual man what he is, it will be in place to give 
the species or the genus [...]. (Aristotle 1987:8 [2b30-32]) 
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The essence unites individuals by the same principle. The individual is recognized in 

terms of commonality. As an individual, I am a member of the whole. To say who I am 

lies beyond the scope of the intellect. To say, however, what I am, namely the common, 

lies fully within the scope of the intellect. Commonality makes me what I am. I am an 

extension of my species. 

 

For man is said of the individual man as subject but is not in a subject: man 
is not in the individual man. (Aristotle 1987:8 [3a11-12]) 

 

Thus, in categorization, the individual is formulated in such a way that it may be 

identified with related others or differentiated from unrelated others. On the whole, 

though, individuals are all related as beings in time and space, viz. temporal and spatial 

units within the in-between. By definition, individuals are separate. However, 

separation in itself presupposes a whole space between separate entities. Individuals 

are thus bound by a common essence by virtue of an overarching principle. 

Language is constructed in the form of the general. The particular is situated within a 

concept by which related others are likewise defined. In the scientific approach, the 

individual is not conceptualized in and for itself. Instead, the individual is conceived in 

terms of a concept. 

 

[C]oncepts do not have generality because they are abstracted from several 
objects, but to the contrary, because generality, i.e., the failure to 
determine anything individual, is essential to concepts as abstract 
presentations on the part of reason, various things can be thought through 
the same concept. (Schopenhauer 2008:75) 

 

The concept demonstrates the common essence of separate individualities. A number 

of individualities may, thus, be expressed and formulated in terms of the same concept. 

Individuals are separated by reason of difference. However, in conceptual 

understanding, difference expresses sameness in essence. For individualities are derived 
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from a single origin which is depicted in various shapes, namely in the form of the 

individual. In terms of a concept, individual difference denotes sameness of separate 

individualities. 

 

[L]anguage is to be explained in terms of this single and simple source, 
namely, concepts: abstract, non-perceptual, general presentations, without 
individuality in time and space. (Schopenhauer 2008:72-3) 

 

Now, identity is located within a conceptual sphere wherein lies an essence of a variety 

of individualities. Further, one concept overlaps with another; and thus an object may 

be identified by reference to more than one concept. Furthermore, one concept is 

invariably contained in another. A concept narrower in meaning is subsumed under a 

broader category. Thus, a set of concepts each of which overlaps with another is 

contained in a broader generalization. Hence, in the most general terms, an individual 

or all individuals may be defined by a single concept. An identification of the particular 

by reference to a concept narrow in scope, however, gives precision, although not 

individuality as such. 

 

[Science] makes use of the peculiar character of conceptual spheres [...] 
their capacity for mutual enclosure, and proceeds mainly to the broader 
spheres that lie within the concept of its object in general: in determining 
their relations to one another, everything that is thought within them is 
precisely thereby also determined in a general way, and can then be more 
and more exactly determined by means of the marking out of ever narrower 
conceptual spheres. In this way it is possible for a science to encompass its 
object entirely. (Schopenhauer 2008:97) 

 

Here, an object defined as such lies within a concept located in a system of categories. 

However, what is defined an object may in other cases be used as a generality, i.e. a 

system in itself. For an object in itself envelops other particulars narrower in scope. 

Hence, the definition of an object is determined by the object's standing within a 

hierarchy of concepts. A thing is located in a hierarchic order of concepts where its 

identity is determined. The object is designated in accordance with its location within 
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the hierarchy of concepts. Particularity is thus contingent upon a determination of 

location. Without end, a thing may be understood in broader or narrower terms. 

The concept signifies the location of the individual within the hierarchy of categories. 

The individual, localized in relation to others, belongs, in this sense, to a group. The 

category renders the universal within a concept limited in scope, viz. in a version of the 

highest thing. The universal is formulated in a system of categories within which 

individualities are placed. The categories depict a hierarchy of conceptual domains. 

Here, in a descent from the highest general to the lowest particular, one category is 

subordinated to another. In principle, every category falls under the supreme general. 

 

A science's completeness, as such, i.e., with respect to its form, consists in 
the fact that there is as much subordination and as little coordination of 
propositions as possible. Accordingly, scientific talent in general is the 
capacity for subordinating conceptual spheres with respect to their various 
determinations in such a way that [...] a science does not merely consist in a 
general term under which there is immediately spread a vast multiplicity of 
juxtaposed items, but in a gradual descent of knowledge from the most 
general to the particular through intermediate concepts and divisions in 
terms of ever finer determinations. (Schopenhauer 2008:98) 

 

In the descent of knowledge, within a narrow domain of the particular, an individual 

may eventually be located; yet only in context of the whole of hierarchic order upon 

and under which it is grounded. Further, within the individual itself, as well as above 

and below it, the hierarchy obtains in its structural development. In every object, a 

hierarchic order may be observed, unceasingly ascending or descending. A name, a 

word, or a concept invariably refers to a higher or lower, broader or narrower, 

generalization. Otherwise, the location of the object cannot be determined and the 

object thus cannot be identified. A word without location is devoid of meaning. An 

object cannot be identified without reference to a higher or lower principle. However, 

by reference to a higher or lower principle, an object is identified in terms of its place 

within the construct of categories. Notably, words denote a mere momentary 

individual. A singular is in place as such while in focus, but this singular still contains 
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other singulars, and those others yet another collective of individuals, and so on and so 

forth, as is observed by investigation. 

3.2 The Principle of Relation. 

In the context of a hierarchic structure, the individual is determined. A thing is located 

in relation to its genus or species. The object is thus identified by location in view of its 

relation to other objects. Relation is, further, formed by design, i.e. subordination of 

categories. The hierarchy of categories establishes relation, which in its most basic 

understanding is the fundamental premise of separate individualities. In its most basic 

understanding, relation is individuals' common space without which they, as separate 

independent entities, could not be identified in different locations, within the same 

domain, within different domains, or between domains. Further, individuals are 

identified by reference to a common essence, structure, or building blocks, e.g. the 

genome in organic systems; the atom in all matter. On a microcosmic level, however, 

the common essence is also viewed as a separate independent entity, within which may 

yet be found common elements. A common space is, therefore, the ultimate generality 

by which individualities are defined. 

Relation is the principle of binding-together. The principle of relation presupposes a 

medium whereby one singular is bound to another. Separate entities may, thus, be 

considered to exist independently within a whole space, notwithstanding conceivable 

dimensions or parallel worlds as they would be included therein. If two obtain, the third 

is necessarily, and antecedently, applied as reference, in order to bind the two together 

as such. The third, i.e. mediation, is the principle of relation, i.e. a ground for separation 

of independent entities within a domain, within different domains, or between domains 

where they may thus be separated. The two denote the third which is necessarily 

presupposed as the unifying principle, i.e. relation. Relation is, in this sense, formed and 

formulated in terms of a hierarchic order wherein a society of individuals obtains by 

reference to a higher principle. The dual is established by the medium in such a way 

that the two are bound together as separate independent entities. 

Individuality in itself contradicts the hierarchic order. The order is relation. The 

individual is, therefore, known solely in terms of its society. I am one among others; 

without others I am nothing. 
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The thing is ‘I’; in point of fact, in this infinite judgement the Thing is 
superseded; in itself it is nothing; it has meaning only in the relation, only 
through the ‘I’ and its connection with it. (Hegel 1977:481 [791]) 

 

Within a hierarchic structure of relation, individuality is not conceivable as such. The 

singular in itself negates a relational design. The hierarchic order, based on the notion 

of generalization, as the principle of unification, pre-defines relation of separate 

entities. Although separate and independent, entities cannot be conceived, or even 

expressed in words, as singulars complete in themselves; for they are related as 

separate independent entities. Instead, the individual is recognized by its opposite, 

namely the other, to whom the former relates as a separate independent entity. By 

reference to relation, the individual is conceptualized as a being in and of the world 

within every domain of which it is a member of a collective. Individuality complete in 

itself does not belong to the world; it is itself the world. In the absence of a hierarchic 

structure of relation, individuality is the only principle. Without a medium, either I exist 

or the other; yet if the other exists, it must be I. Things I observe are mere 

representations of my own mind; and no other minds exist apart from the I; they are my 

expressions. In a relational structure, on the contrary, entities are expressions of a 

common world; and they are bound together by a worldly essence. The dual exists in a 

common world which endures beyond existence of the self. 

3.3 The Absolute and Infinite Series. 

The hierarchic order forms an infinite series of relation. In an infinite series of relation, 

on determinable levels of generalization, a thing may be located by a higher or lower 

principle. Now, in becoming more or less of what it is, a thing progresses or regresses, 

respectively, on determinable levels of generalization. Development, or progression, is 

an ascension of movement in which obtains unification of elements whereby a thing 

becomes more of what it is. This thing is thus further generalized in terms of a hierarchy 

of categories. The bonding of atoms in the form of the molecule, for example, 

constitutes a development, in an ascending line of movement from the singular atom. 

The molecule is, in other words, a generalization of the atom, or a further generalization 
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of matter as such. Regression, or reversion, is, by the same token, a descension of 

movement in which obtains separation or disintegration of elements whereby a thing 

becomes less of what it is. The atom is, then, disintegration from the molecule, in a 

descending line of movement. 

Development consists in mediation. An ascending line of movement conjoins two 

points in one. Two poles are united in one, whereupon the one, as the unity of the two, 

becomes itself a point to be mediated against another, and so forth. Mediation presents 

a new outcome, conjoining two variant or opposing principles in a single principle, by 

means of which a thing is further generalized. A higher principle is thus presented as 

representation of two lower principles. The molecule, again, begins to form in the 

bonding of two atoms. In the case of two opposing principles, a solution is formed as 

the outcome of a tension between opposites. Yet what is, then, the highest or lowest 

principle? Now, if the hierarchy, based on duality, comes to an end either in the highest 

or the lowest thing, an absence of its own self must thereby obtain in terms of the 

ultimate or original individuality. However, since individuality is in itself impossible, 

incomprehensible, or inconceivable, the hierarchic structure resumes infinitely in 

expansion of its relational design, viz. in ascension or descension. The highest thing 

remains, however, a paradigm of movement. In aspiration of its fulfillment, the 

hierarchic order presupposes the highest or the lowest principle. Yet the principle 

cannot be expounded or formulated in any other way than in terms of relation. If 

anything may be considered an end or a beginning, i.e. the highest or the lowest thing, 

it cannot come to pass individually fixed, i.e. as a thing in itself, but rather in the form of 

a radical change, or ultimate transformation, in movement. No groundbreaking novelty 

may, then, manifest or be presented, and thus development ceases, but movement 

resumes. An ultimate change in movement cannot, however, transpire in a singular 

event, i.e. a point in time. The final state represents, in that case, a principle of absolute 

oneness, i.e. a singularity. Instead, finality involves movement through duality, as 

before, although a radical change has been detected therein, devoid of veritable 

development. What makes the final state count as such is the certainty of an 

impossibility of nullification in the case of novelty. The point at which finality occurs 

cannot, however, be ascertained in exact terms; between the final state and the 

previous one is a crossing too vague to verify a point in time. The crossing is two 
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principles intertwined, the end and movement. Finality occurs in duration; yet it 

transforms the nature of movement. 

The singular in and for itself is absolute end or absolute beginning. A principle of 

absolute oneness recognizes nothing beyond itself. Contrarily, the principle of duality 

entails the beyond, i.e. the in-between. Relation, as opposed to the thing, is the point of 

departure. A higher principle is, then, needed, in order to connect the two. Connection 

is a resolution of contrasting principles, both of which seek to become the higher thing, 

i.e. the one who defines them as such. In the end, though, the higher and the lower 

cannot coalesce as the highest; and in the beginning, they are one as related, e.g. the 

most elementary particles of the atomic nucleus, never detected in isolation. The 

hierarchic order in which the higher and the lower rise and decline is in itself a trinity, 

viz. duality bound together by the medium. The medium is in itself the highest principle, 

the third. Since the concept of duality necessitates the principle of the third, the dual 

can never finally become the third, to form a singularity. If the dual were to cease in 

becoming, in continuing formation of the sequence of mediation, the hierarchic order 

would stand meaningless. The one has no purpose as a unifier. The realization of the 

highest principle would be its demise; it is mere presupposition. The highest principle is 

perfection; and as such it undergoes no transformation or destruction, as these apply 

only to the imperfect, i.e. particulars in the process of generalization. A complete 

oneness, in past, now, or future, does not have any place in the concept of hierarchy; 

the one is assumed as nothing. 
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4 Absolute Knowledge 

 

The end is total reflection. Achievement of finality turns movement in the opposite 

direction. Transformation comes to pass through mediation of opposing systems of 

thought in the context of a gradual building-up of knowledge. The conflict of opposing 

ideas or theories finally results in an all-encompassing mediating system of thought of 

which all ideas or theories, antecedent and subsequent to this final outcome, are a 

reflection. In the ascending order of ideas, approaching a broader domain of truth, 

mediation synchronizes, eventually, a sufficient number of variant or opposing world 

views so as to arrive at a climactic systematic formulation of absolute knowledge, i.e. a 

comprehensive notion of truth. The hierarchic ordering of systems of thought, by 

reference to a higher principle, thus, comes to a point where the hierarchic order, in its 

own ascendancy, reflects upon itself. Here, the final outcome prolongs the previous 

state in a continuous reflection. Movement is no longer veritable process or progress; it 

is revolution. Rational movement, in complete synchronicity, revolves around a central 

singular notion of truth, wherein knowledge, in form and content, is, or has become, 

universal; and thus no essentially new theory is or may be presented. 

 

True thoughts and scientific insight are only to be won through the labour of 
the Notion. Only the Notion can produce the universality of knowledge 
which is neither common vagueness nor the inadequacy of ordinary 
common sense, but a fully developed, perfected cognition [...]. (Hegel 
1977:43 [70]) 

 

Universality of knowledge is achieved through the scientific process, i.e. investigation of 

the intellect, or “labour of the notion.” Further, investigation seeks a “perfect cognition” 

or, in other words, absolute knowledge by reason of which movement proceeds. The 

purpose of science, i.e. its final goal, is absolute knowledge. The idea is, then, realized 

full in content as illustrated in the beginning complete in form. In traversing a line in its 

direction, truth is ideally won at the moment of enlightenment, where pure form and 

full content finally unite, from opposite ends of the spectrum. The idea is, in this sense, 
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substantiated in culmination of the scientific process. If the idea is shown to be false, I 

affirm its negation. 

4.1 The Ideal of Reason. 

In perfect cognition, the process of thinking comes to an end. Do I thereby stop 

thinking? As a fully developed consciousness, who or what am I? If I develop in the same 

way as all others, in the direction of universal knowledge, I become what all others are, 

viz. a subject of universality. The true notion and the true way of thinking, in terms of 

the absolute, consists in reflection on, or through, finality as formulated in universal 

knowledge. As finalities, knowledge, represented in the form of the idea or theory, and 

truth are indistinguishable; the former is in fact the latter's approach towards itself. In 

the development of ideas, betterment is gained in knowledge's approaching truth to a 

greater degree in its reaching a higher level of unifying thought. Opinion in opposition 

to the universal notion is necessarily false. Since knowledge is expressed in absolute 

certainty, idiosyncrasy merely applies in the angle from which I view what is already 

known, unless my opinion or judgement in that regard is simply false. To be an 

individual, I must err; yet always as opposed to the same notion. 

Even if doubt is none, I cannot stop thinking. If the process of thinking comes to an 

end and thus, for the sake of argument, to a halt, immobility necessitates a continuation 

of its own state of being. The stop obtains by my stopping. Cessation of movement 

maintains itself in an inwards spiral, in constant circulation within its own fixed position. 

Inexorably, notwithstanding, or, rather, through, its ultimate static state, thinking 

moves in continuum. In arriving at the final station, finality is the point of departure. 

The final conclusion entails, however, total reflection, viz. a movement devoid of 

development, within the context of which a groundbreaking novelty could otherwise be 

presented, namely science in no need of philosophy or, rather, science as true 

philosophy. 

 

Only in the changes that occur in the realm of Spirit [Mind] is there anything 
new. (Hegel 1988:57) 
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Here, the scientific discipline applies the ultimate solution as its own justification, 

moving thus in a complete cycle. Development of ideas has come to an end to which 

authority it thus finally refers, in which case direction no longer consists in movement. 

Instead, movement of ideas obtains in revolution within a sphere of a central unitary 

organization of a body of knowledge, i.e. an absolute notion in terms of which a fully 

consistent and irrefutable system of logic is presented. 

 

All else is error, confusion, opinion, endeavour, caprice and transitoriness; 
the absolute Idea alone is being, imperishable life, self-knowing truth, and is 
all truth. (Hegel 1969:824) 

 

In the end, I think in knowing: I question by reason of the answer. Movement is no 

longer guided by assumption of a lack of knowledge, viz. scepticism or curiosity. Instead, 

truth is given and systematically constructed in accordance with an overarching 

principle, within the context of a fully formed system of thought. The principle of 

science justifies propositions set forth as its own justification. Thinking, in stating a 

truth, knowingly assumes the truth. Doubt and uncertainty are thus surmounted on the 

peak of history at which point thinking in the form of the linear comes to a point of total 

reflection on its own achievement, i.e. truth. 

Mediation reaches a point of absolute return. This is the end of history. However, in 

the return to the origin, although in reversion, the content of truth still amasses. Within 

the context of a comprehensive notion of truth, systems of truth are constructed in re-

affirmation of the true. In total reflection, absolute opposition of principles is not 

recognized, but only variations of the same overarching principle. Systems of thought in 

opposition are found to essentially extend the same notion of truth, i.e. the principle of 

science. By reference to this highest principle, operating as umpire, systems of thought, 

seemingly incompatible, are mediated, to begin with, in terms of a higher principle, 

even though in isolation, they remain opposed. In further synchronicity, following the 

aim of fulfillment, variations of the absolute notion, i.e. the highest principle, are as 

such mediated, given essential sameness in various expressions of truth, in negation of 

negation of this truth. The building-up of knowledge succeeds its own goal, in its 
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inevitable movement towards the unattainable, i.e. completion, approaching the 

infinite through the finite. In attainment of the goal, mediation unifies the unified. In 

the advent of unification, the intellect turns back upon itself, whereupon it reflects 

wholly upon its own achievement. Mediation thus turns backwards and, in its reversal, 

builds itself up from its own grounding in truth. 

 

[M]ediation is nothing beyond self-moving selfsameness, or is reflection into 
self, the moment of the ‘I’ which is for itself pure negativity or, when 
reduced to its pure abstraction, simple becoming. The ‘I’, or becoming in 
general, this mediation, on account of its simple nature, is just immediacy in 
the process of becoming, and is the immediate itself. Reason is, therefore, 
misunderstood when reflection is excluded from the True, and is not 
grasped as a positive moment of the Absolute. It is reflection that makes the 
True a result, but it is equally reflection that overcomes the antithesis 
between the process of its becoming and the result, for this becoming is also 
simple, and therefore not different from the form of the True which shows 
itself as simple in its result; the process of becoming is rather just this return 
into simplicity. (Hegel 1977:11-12 [21]) 

 

In arriving at the ideal, reason resumes its construction of it; yet without scepticism or 

curiosity as a prime incentive. In fulfilling its own goal, the intellect regains its end 

through knowledge. Although, or because, the idea is known, ideas continue to be 

constructed, but in the moment of enlightenment, the process of construction applies a 

finite model to its creations. However, as opposed to an absolute end of all movement, 

or, in other words, death, the finite constitutes a singularity, or “simple becoming,” i.e. 

a re-birth, by which an infinite movement continually unfolds. As the finite is reached, 

movement proceeds through it. In essence, the intellect is occupied with itself, and it 

never ceases in its own enterprise, viz. in coming to know itself through itself. In fact, 

reason in and for itself, in its own occupation with itself, necessarily proceeds through 

itself, thus immediately, in continuum, and, in so doing, mediates its own deviations in 

the process. Movement is inescapable; its finality is the moving thing, namely reason 

itself. At the moment of enlightenment, reason acknowledges its own self as the moving 

thing and thus returns knowingly into simplicity, i.e. essentiality. The essence of reason, 

i.e. truth, is resurrected as an ultimate paradigm of the scientific enterprise. In the 
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enlightenment, the approach is reversed, from discovery to memory. At this point, 

history, or the development of the intellect, becomes itself the object of reflection. 

4.2 Self-Knowledge and Reversion. 

Reason seeks to know itself. In the advent of enlightenment, the conclusion becomes 

the object of thought in lieu of the problem. However, at all times, inexorably, within 

the context of the problem, the conclusion as such is presupposed. Hence, investigation 

of the intellect approaches finality, through finality. Finality is, then, achieved as a 

moving-through in reversion, where the intellect proceeds through its own principle, as 

before, yet now by inversion. 

 

As [Spirit's or Mind's] fulfilment consists in perfectly knowing what it is, in 
knowing its substance, this knowing is its withdrawal into itself in which it 
abandons its outer existence and gives its existential shape over to 
recollection. (Hegel 1977:492 [808]) 

 

Self-knowledge is pursued in the process of knowing. Thinking turns to thought itself, in 

a return into itself, in withdrawal from the perceived outer real. In its own extension 

and representation of itself, reason represents the world in its construction of the real, 

in terms of the true. In exploration, the world is represented in terms of intellectual 

properties. As it explores the world, the intellect simultaneously investigates and thus 

unravels its own constitution and intrinsic mechanism. Enlightenment is revelation of 

reason. 

 

[The] goal is the revelation of the depth of Spirit, and this is the absolute 
Notion. (Hegel 1977:492 [808]) 

 

What lies beyond logic is finite; what proceeds through or aims beyond logic is infinite. 

At the point of transcendence, reason is split in parallel domains, enlightened by its own 

reflection. In its parallel splitting, reason is united in reflection. As one the mind is free. 

In disunity, however, in the process of knowing, reason is bound to its own negation, i.e. 
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the outer real. Essentiality is revealed in the culmination of the process of knowing, in 

the absolute notion. Unity is the end where the one becomes what it originally is. 

 

Spirit [...] is that which has its center in itself. Its unity is not outside itself; 
rather, it has found it within its own self. It is in its own self and alone unto 
itself. While matter has its “substance” outside itself, Spirit is autonomous 
and self-sufficient, a Being-by-itself. But this, precisely, is freedom – for 
when I am dependent, I relate myself to something else, something which I 
am not; as dependent, I cannot be without something which is external. I 
am free when I exist independently, all by myself. This self-sufficient being is 
self-consciousness, the consciousness of self. (Hegel 1988:20) 

 

Prior to realizing its goal of independence, in the process of knowing, the idea 

constantly relates itself to the world and depends thus on the external. However, in 

achieving its ultimate goal of self-knowledge, the mind liberates itself from the world. 

Manifested in freedom of the notion, the world is, then, finally seen in its truth, as the 

mind itself, in terms of the absolute notion, i.e. universality of knowledge within a 

system of totality. 

 

It is this final goal – freedom – toward which all the world's history has been 
working. It is this goal to which all the sacrifices have been brought upon the 
broad altar of the earth in the long flow of time. This is the one and only 
goal that accomplishes itself and fulfills itself – the only constant in the 
change of events and conditions, and the truly effective thing in them all. 
(Hegel 1988:22-3) 

 

In the process of knowing, the idea and the world stand apart. Reality is perceived as 

the outer, in terms of a variety of divergent theories. Enlightenment, in the end, unites 

the idea and the real in a singular universal notion of the world. Reality is, at this point, 

comprehensively expounded in theory and experienced fully in accordance with 

theoretical exposition. What is otherwise explained and experienced is necessarily in 

error and non-existent, or existent merely as non-existent. Truth consists in a universal 

vision. We now recognize universally, without rational disagreement, a spherical Earth, 

its rotation and revolution around the Sun at the centre of the Solar System; and we 
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shall likewise further comprehend the fundamental laws of the universe to such an 

extent that we will no longer diverge in theory, e.g. by reason of a mediation of the 

theory of general relativity and quantum theory. 

 

The eventual goal of science is to provide a single theory that describes the 
whole universe. (Hawking 1988:12) 

 

Divergent expositions of the real are assimilated and integrated as such into a system of 

totality. In the light of universal vision, the mind is free, unbound to its other, i.e. the 

outer, by the dependence upon which error obtains. Error is as such in error. 

In absolute knowledge, the antithesis is necessarily in error. In revelation of reason, 

within a system of totality, and thus irrefutability, an over-all agreement ultimately 

prevails in science. In the movement of ideas, the antithesis of the absolute will not 

come forth in the form of the rational. If the system of totality is as such negated, the 

principle itself of science is shown to constitute a complete falsity. The system of 

totality rests on the principle of relation, which, if shown to be false and thus wholly 

irrational, by its own rational standards, or invalid, by external manifestation of the 

absolute irrational, nullifies the whole scientific enterprise. Now, in terms of its own 

standards, in the absence of the antithesis, the problem of the ultimate involves the 

question of oneness, i.e. individuality. For, in the absolute end of the process of 

knowing, the development of ideas, proceeding within a hierarchic structure of relation, 

is superseded by a singular ultimate generality, or, more precisely, a principle of 

absolute oneness as opposed to a trinity of being, i.e. generalization of relation. In 

terms of a trinity of being, grounded on relation and separation of individuals, the two 

are united through mediation of the third; yet in the absence of the antithesis, the one 

no longer develops through the other, in the process of becoming the highest thing, i.e. 

the third as such, for the highest thing, fixed in its oneness, now exists over and above 

everything else; and if the highest thing now exists, it has always existed. One notion 

applies, namely the third as such, where the other, however, has thereby been deemed 

non-existent. In achievement of the highest thing, the thing in itself is not thereby 
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created, as a result of the process, but recognized as such, in re-affirmation of the 

origin. 

The hierarchic structure, in its culmination, in the form of the absolute notion, 

affirms its own contradiction. The trinity of being, i.e. the mediation of the two, 

contradicts the absolute notion, according to which the two are nothing but one; yet 

the trinity culminates in complete oneness. However, the final state, at which point the 

absolute notion is recognized, does not necessarily involve the end of movement, 

although a process of groundbreaking novelties has indeed ceased. Science is, notably, 

yet a practice in motion, where members of the scientific community learn to apply 

scientific principles and aspire to comprehend, to a degree as able, the whole of 

scientific organization, as it has been actualized. Furthermore, the antithesis still serves 

a purpose as pure error against absolute truth, in thus wholly negating its own negation, 

namely the positive, although superfluous in any endeavour towards it. At the final 

stage of development, vision of reality is transformed from a search for truth by error to 

recognition of error by truth. Yet the order of hierarchy, on which a vision of reality is 

based, is unchangeable in its form or organization, but, as opposed to envisioning a new 

order of the world, in construction of the real, it observes the world from its peak, i.e. 

the ideal or highest principle. In its knowledge of error in the light of truth, science 

resumes its operation, but backwards or downwards, descending towards the concrete 

particular, as opposed to ascending towards the universal. In ascension or descension, 

movement within the hierarchic order persists, upwards or downwards, respectively. If I 

do not fathom the grand structure, I seek to know it; in knowledge, I recollect the 

seeking, observing grandeur in every context. Either way, the structure is the same. In 

the reversion, through ascendancy of absolute knowledge, whereby science turns back 

to the concrete particular, movement regresses in preservation of knowledge, i.e. 

memory. Movement in the reversal cannot subsist without reference to immovable 

error, i.e. the absolute antithesis, in turning backwards in time or downwards in vision. 

The error is applied for the preservation of knowledge. The structure itself stays the 

same, but its context, i.e. its ongoing movement, transforms at the moment of 

enlightenment, in revelation of the rational order. 
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4.3 Reflection of the Absolute. 

Absolute knowledge is consistently preserved in recollection of the process of 

investigation. Former theories or ideas, limited in method, content, and scope, are 

traced downwards with respect to their approach to truth. Truth is the caveat of past 

thought. Here, movement of science involves preservation of the ideal, namely the 

achieved goal of the fulfillment of the principle itself of science. 

 

The goal, Absolute Knowing, or Spirit that knows itself as Spirit, has for its 
path the recollection of the Spirits as they are in themselves and as they 
accomplish the organization of their realm. (Hegel 1977:493 [808]) 

 

Now, in preserved history of science, within a system of totality, the ideal may be 

forgotten, once the past has been so deeply unearthed that the high ground, already 

achieved, is overlooked. In total reflection, absolute knowledge thus falls into oblivion. 

In that case, the reversion of science, from a process of investigation to absolute 

knowledge and total reflection, is itself overturned. Hence, although it has already been 

achieved, the goal of science is once again pursued in a process of investigation. 

However, although movement has been transformed and re-directed yet anew, oblivion 

does not alter the structure of the scientific process. The ideal is in its place at the end 

of the process. If ever intelligent beings will claim or reclaim absolute knowledge, they 

shall have revealed what has lain hidden at the summit. Thus, if it will be recalled, the 

ideal shall be identical to its predecessor, viz. the same as before. In its hierarchic 

structure, universal truth is thus eternally fixed, irrespective of the process of knowing 

as such. In other words, the final result is not relative to the progression of ideas 

antecedent to it. On the contrary, ideas necessarily progress towards the absolute 

notion. Truth lies in waiting. When the end is reached, the process has lead to a singular 

predetermined idea. In all possible worlds, the ideal is the same. 

In the eventual turning point of the process, as reason begins to reflect upon its own 

essentiality, in lieu of seeking what lies beyond itself, movement of reason leaps from 

the highest level of thought onto stages of infinity. In the culmination of the process, 

mediation unravels a single thread of reason whereby divergence of reason is finally 
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corrected. Yet, in total reflection, in becoming a final product of divergent strands of 

thought, reason unravels as such. In returning to its source, reason generates a new 

beginning through which movement unfolds de novo in memory of the past 

achievement. Now, the process of knowing forms a sequence of manifold loops of 

reasoning in reason's own formulation of a collective of its own essentiality. Eventually, 

in complete materialization, reason moves through itself in self-consciousness. The 

manifold loops of reasoning conjoin in a whole cycle at the closing of which mature 

reason folds back into itself and, retrospectively, unwinds as a whole. Finality is 

recognition of the infinite as such. 

 

In the immediacy of this new existence the Spirit has to start afresh to bring 
itself to maturity as if, for it, all that preceded were lost and it had learned 
nothing from the experience of the earlier Spirits. But recollection, the 
inwardizing, of that experience, has preserved it and is the inner being, and 
in fact the higher form of the substance. So although this Spirit starts afresh 
and apparently from its own resources to bring itself to maturity, it is none 
the less on a higher level that it starts. (Hegel 1977:492 [808]) 

 

Mature reason, starting on a higher level, preserves within itself the memory of its 

former experience, although by the attainment of a novel truth, it discounts its earlier 

systems of thought. Still, systems of thought, in the process of knowing, are constructed 

as steps, although not necessary to be taken, necessary to be over-taken, if taken, on 

the ascending path towards the ideal of reason; and as such, they contribute to the 

arsenal of science, and they may, notably, still apply in practice, although not strictly in 

theory. In order to reach a level of enlightenment, failure of a kind, e.g. geocentricism, 

needs to be overcome. In overcoming failure, science approaches its aim of its own 

realization as overarching principle and system of totality. 

 

[W]orld history is the necessary development of the elements of Reason out 
of the concept of Spirit's freedom alone, along with the self-consciousness 
and freedom of Spirit. It is the display and actualization of the universal 
Spirit. (Hegel 1988:99 [342]) 
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In itself, reason is free; and in its full realization, reason re-claims its own freedom. In 

the process of knowing, in the conception and perception of the real as the outer 

beyond, freedom is the telos of reason, in the becoming of the real in the form of a 

materialization of the idea. The idea becomes the real and thus remains bound to what 

lies beyond it. Reason is in a state of bondage; for, although free in essence, in order to 

achieve consistency, reason must refer to its own negation in affirmation of the real. 

Reason has not affirmed itself as its own affirmation. What reason is, it has been, and it 

will be; but in its realization, reason must go beyond what it has already made of its 

own quality. 

 

[T]he present form of Spirit contains all the earlier stages within itself. 
Certainly, these stages have unfolded themselves successively and 
independently; yet what Spirit is, it has always implicitly been. The 
difference lies only in the degree of development of this implicit nature. The 
life of the ever-present Spirit is a cycle of stages: on one hand the stages co-
exist side by side; on the other hand they appear as past. But the phases 
which Spirit seems to have left behind it, it also possesses in the depth of its 
present. (Hegel 1988:82) 

 

Spirit, i.e. the development of reason, possesses within itself the potential of the future 

by virtue of the ploughing of the past, viz. the working against the error and inaccuracy 

of earlier deliberations. Succession of reason's stages runs through reason itself, in the 

present, where the process continues from the level of the latest triumph of the past. A 

cycle is formed in the negation of truth, viz. when a prevailing idea, originally thus 

affirmed, is eventually negated; yet as soon as reason closes one such loop, another is 

formed in the adoption of the antithesis, in view of reason itself as truth. 

Materialization of reason undergoes constant recoiling. Reason stands as a cylinder 

around which the process, in formulation of reason, coils its ideas and theories. The 

work of history is the making of the rational by nature of reason. Reason acts as its own 

maker. 

 

Spirit's history is its act. Spirit is only what it does, and its act is to make 
itself the object of its own consciousness, to apprehend itself as Spirit, 
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explaining itself to itself. This self-apprehension is Spirit's very being and 
principle; and the fulfillment of this apprehension is at one and the same 
time the externalization of Spirit and the transition beyond it. (Hegel 
1988:99-100 [343]) 

 

The purpose of reason's development is self-knowledge whereby reason comes back to 

itself, in apprehension of itself as the principle of development. The process, by reason's 

own making, attains its goal in discovery of the nature of the rational as the mover and 

maker of the world in reason's materialization as such, i.e. the basis and the result of 

systematic construction of knowledge. In this last stage of development, reason 

becomes conscious of its own self as the force of movement towards its own 

realization. The process itself obtains in the extension of reason, but in the culmination 

of the development of reason, the direction of reason reverses course through the 

absolute notion. In awareness of its own self as the engine of movement, reason turns 

inwards at which point movement becomes memory, viz. reflection of the absolute. 
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5 Infinite Progress of Reason 

 

In its grasping the thing, reason seeks to move beyond its own construct of reality. In 

order to understand, I refute what I know. The thing I seek to know may be many 

things, or nothing at all, and as soon as I have understood its elements and properties, 

and thereby what it itself supposedly is, or is not, I have dismissed what I know; 

otherwise I would not know. Yet the thing cannot be known beyond the cognitive 

domain wherein it is conceived; for the thing in itself, or each and every thing, as 

representation of the thing in itself, is, as the idea itself of the real, conceivable not in 

objectivity, as far as I know, but merely in subjectivity, i.e. cognition. Does my idea of a 

thing mirror the thing that is there; or does the thing, rather, mirror my idea; or does 

this mirroring merely transpire within the mind itself? In sensing and observing the 

world, I have adopted an idea of the real, and I assume a consistency between my idea 

of what is real and what is supposedly real beyond my idea of the real. The idea of the 

real may, in fact, be formulated either as such or as a reference to what lies beyond the 

idea, irrespective of the idea as such. In order to achieve ontological consistency, a 

system of thought is constructed; yet doomed to failure. For the outer real, infinitely 

unlimited, is inexorably expounded by a system of the inner real, finitely limited, in that 

system's expression of its own logical construct, as it only finds the outer within itself. 

By reason of the limited confronted by the limitless, or the finite confronted by the 

infinite, error is inevitable in a system's development. A system of logic harbours within 

itself its own contradiction and therefore its own extinction. In fact, whenever I observe 

the world, and I, so to say, come to grips with reality, in understanding what I observe, I 

think beyond what I have thought, and I know beyond what I have known, traversing 

thus from one system of thought to another, in reconsideration of my idea of the real. 

The thing is transformed, once understood. 

5.1 Limits of Reason. 

In its quest for knowledge, reason is occupied with itself in the form of its own concepts 

or ideas. Reality is thus understood in terms of the idea wherein concepts are 

interwoven in a system of logic, according to the fundamental principles of reason. In 
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penetration of the real, I apply my tools of cognition. Hence, ideas or theories rest on 

the limits of reason beyond which they cannot move. 

 

Pure reason is in fact concerned with nothing but itself, and it can have no 
other concern, because what is given to it is not objects to be unified for the 
concept of experience, but cognitions of understanding to be unified for the 
concept of reason, i.e., to be connected in one principle. The unity of reason 
is the unity of a system, and this systematic unity does not serve reason 
objectively as a principle, extending it over objects, but subjectively as a 
maxim, in order to extend it over all possible empirical cognition of objects. 
(Kant 1998:610 [A680/B708]) 

 

Things in themselves lie beyond the grasp of the mind. In seeking the real, the one who 

thinks cannot surpass his own cognition. Inexorably, reality is determined by idea or 

theory within the limits of the intellect. Thus, reason as a subjective maxim cannot 

transcend into objective reality so as to experience objects in themselves, viz. as they 

really are, irrespective of cognition, whereby the real is predetermined in terms of the 

categories of reason. For the observer, objects are cognitions prior to being anything 

objectively real, which is assumed as such, but never experienced in itself. 

 

We cannot describe the outward appearance of the object without 
prejudging its inner nature and its organization. (Bergson 2005:213) 

 

Still, reason is continually directed towards reality in seeking to know what things in 

themselves are or may be, although, in so doing, it is only wrapped up in itself, viz. 

cognitions of understanding. 

 

It is true: we cannot provide, beyond all possible experience, any 
determinate concept of what things in themselves may be. But we are 
nevertheless not free to hold back entirely in the face of inquiries about 
those things; for experience never fully satisfies reason; it directs us ever 
further back in answering questions and leaves us unsatisfied as regards 
their full elucidation, as everyone can sufficiently observe in the dialectic of 
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pure reason, which for this very reason has a good subjective ground. (Kant 
1997:105 [4:351]) 

 

Inherent in reason is its need to know; and this need is not satisfied by perception, 

common sense, or empirical statements on the supposed nature of reality. Thus, in its 

dialectic process, reason transcends the boundaries of the intellect in seeking 

knowledge of reality itself or what may lie beyond it. However, in transcending what is 

known or can be known, various theories are introduced in the field of science some of 

which are at odds with each other. As a result, reality, or what may lie beyond it, seems 

a mosaic of views and science, within its enclosed system, quite incapable of explaining 

what is in fact real and not real. 

 

Reason, through all of its concepts and laws of the understanding, which it 
finds to be adequate for empirical use, and so adequate within the sensible 
world, nonetheless does not thereby find satisfaction for itself; for, as a 
result of questions that keep recurring to infinity, it is denied all hope of 
completely answering those questions. The transcendental ideas, which 
have such completion as their aim, are such problems for reason. (Kant 
1997:107 [4:353-4]) 

 

As reason demands completion in its system of ideas, questions unceasingly arise in the 

quest for knowledge. In thus overreaching the bounds of sense, reason remains 

unsatisfied and resumes its dialectic in the process of knowing as a result of which 

varying ideas or theories are presented. However, in the dialectic process, reason in its 

own principle does not alter or transform. Reason is not dialectical in itself. Instead, the 

dialectic process is engendered through reason fixed in itself, limited in its logical 

compass. The fundamental laws of reason apply in any dialectic process wherein a 

conflict of varying ideas or theories obtains. Thus, in solving a problem in the context of 

varying ideas or theories, or in choosing between those ideas or theories, the laws of 

reason are implemented, e.g. the principle of non-contradiction. 

 

The ideas of pure reason can never be dialectical in themselves; rather it is 
merely their misuse which brings it about that a deceptive illusion arises out 
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of them; for they are given as problems for us by the nature of our reason, 
and this highest court of appeals for all rights and claims of our speculation 
cannot possibly contain original deceptions and semblances. (Kant 1998:605 
[A669/B697]) 

 

Now, the nature of reason is to seek knowledge beyond its boundaries, viz. of the 

transcendental ideas, or, more exactly, of a supreme being, immortality of the soul, and 

ultimate freedom. (Kant 1998) This is the final aim of reason: To gain absolute 

knowledge of the ultimate questions. 

 

Reason is driven by a propensity of its nature to go beyond its use in 
experience, to venture to the outermost bounds of all cognition by means of 
mere ideas in a pure use, and to find peace only in the completion of its 
circle in a self-subsisting systematic whole. (Kant 1998:673 [A797/B825]) 

 

Further: 

 

The final aim to which in the end the speculation of reason in its 
transcendental use is directed concerns three objects: the freedom of the 
will, the immortality of the soul, and the existence of God. (Kant 1998:673 
[A798/B826]) 

 

The transcendental ideas, on the other hand, defy the laws of reason, as do objects of 

experience as things in themselves. These are merely known as ideas or, at most, 

potential realities. Nothing is known irrespective of how it is understood and thus 

observed. Further, if so, truth remains within the limits of the intellect, and thus, the 

final aim of reason can never be achieved. Instead, reason may evaluate, in terms of its 

categories and principles of logic, whether objects of thought accord with a sense of 

reality. Consequently, although seeking according to its nature to go beyond its own 

limits, reason must in its pure use recoil upon itself and consider anew the basis of its 

own ideas. 
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The greatest and perhaps only utility of all philosophy of pure reason is […] 
only negative, namely that it does not serve for expansion, as an organon, 
but rather, as a discipline, serves for the determination of boundaries, and 
instead of discovering truth it has only the silent merit of guarding against 
errors. (Kant 1998:672 [A795/B823]) 

 

Boundaries of reason need to be determined and re-affirmed to counter the dialectic 

process wherein limits of the intellect are exceeded. As a result of the expansion of 

reason beyond itself, in its dialectic process through its natural tendency to question, 

errors are made in the formation of theory. However, as opposed to continually 

expanding, reason as such, in its pure use, balances itself according to its own limits. 

Hence, development takes place beyond the borders of reason. Reason discovers and 

sets forth new theories by which effort science develops. However, the limits of reason 

in themselves do not expand. Truth is invariably framed within the limits of reason. 

Reason does not evolve in itself, but for that very reason it advances the scientific 

enterprise, in working against error. 

5.2 Truth as Ideal of Reason. 

Limits of reason are fixed, despite its natural tendency, as understood in the sense of 

reason's pure discipline of guarding against error. However, in the course of history, as 

discoveries are made, as science and philosophy further shed light on this murky reality 

and the workings of the mind itself, may the mind not broaden, as it is itself surely 

enlightened by new facts? As science develops, and reality is further known, does an 

intellectual being not therewith strengthen and expand the core of its own reason and 

understanding? Further: As reason is indeed capable of discovery, is it not already 

unlimited in its scope by reason of its eventual refutation of its discoveries? In guarding 

against error, thus accepting new truths, reason may thereby be expanding. Now, if 

reason in its own principle cannot go beyond its own limits, in experiencing the 

objectively real, the thing in itself is presumed as the external, if existent at all. All what 

is known and can be known is the object as presented by the mind as idea; and what 

lies behind the idea is forever a mystery. However, in assuming the thing in itself as the 

external beyond, I am in so doing going beyond what I may in fact know. Even if I do not 

state the existence of the thing in itself, except as a possibility, I equally assume, i.e. 
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reality as the possible beyond. For if the real exists as such, it must be external to the 

mind as well as unattainable by reason. Yet I have no proof or evidence of the thing in 

itself as the external beyond, and, moreover, I cannot ever have any proof or evidence 

of the external beyond, if I can only assume the real as a possibility, never to be fulfilled 

or realized. Hence, if reason, as a pure discipline, enclosed within its own limits, is 

unable to transcend into reality, I am not supposed to be able to assume anything about 

reality. Yet, in the account of reason as a pure discipline, the thing in itself, i.e. the 

external objective real, is presupposed as the beyond, although the thing in itself is 

never to be seen, in this  true form or essence, or approached in any sense. Thus, as is 

maintained, knowledge can never grasp reality, which I must, on the other hand, know 

as such, viz. as the beyond, to so assume. On the other hand, given the above, such a 

statement of reality must itself lie beyond the limits of the intellect. 

 

[I]f the fear of falling into error sets up a mistrust of Science, which in the 
absence of such scruples gets on with the work itself, and actually cognizes 
something, it is hard to see why we should not turn round and mistrust this 
very mistrust. Should we not be concerned as to whether this fear of error is 
not just the error itself? (Hegel 1977:47 [74]) 

 

In such a case where I doubt reason may venture outside its own territory, within the 

scope of truth, I may just as well question that very fact, viz. the limit of reason. For how 

may I, then, state anything on what is beyond the domain of reason and thus where to 

draw the limit? If I assume the beyond, I know it through my assumption of it as such. 

Still, in my distinction of knowledge and reality, I may only know the latter as the germ 

of the former, namely as a mere presupposition. If the beyond exists, I may only 

conceive it as a possibility, but yet, if reason is fixed in its limits, it will be impossible to 

grasp. The possible beyond, however, claims knowledge of the real on which my 

reasoning is based in distinguishing between thought and reality in terms of the limits of 

reason, namely that what is beyond, if ever it is there, is in reality external to the mind. 

 

Indeed, [the] fear [of error] takes something – a great deal in fact – for 
granted as truth [...] it presupposes that the Absolute stands on one side 
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and cognition on the other, independent and separated from it, and yet is 
something real; or in other words, it presupposes that cognition which, since 
it is excluded from the Absolute [i.e. reality itself], is surely outside of the 
truth as well, is nevertheless true, an assumption whereby what calls itself 
fear or error reveals itself rather as fear of the truth. (Hegel 1977:47 [74]) 

 

Since I am not supposed to know the real as such, given the limits of reason, a 

distinction between thought and reality, where the latter is inexorably unattainable or 

unknowable by the former, seems not to hold. As the outer is presumed by the inner, 

reality is, instead, first known in its conceptualization, as a presupposition, whereupon 

reason, according to its nature, seeks to lay grounds upon its idea of the world. The 

presupposition, if unrecognized, as such, reveals the error, but at the same time, as 

recognized, a truth on which reason stands, until the notion in question is refuted, at 

which point another truth is brought to bear. Therewith, the process of investigation 

begins in its search for truth, in contemplating an opposing notion, arising out of its 

predecessor as a critical theory, in this case of truth itself. 

Truth is the final goal of reason. In fulfilling its own goal, reason advances towards 

truth, and, in so doing, understands the world ever to a greater extent, or so is its 

intention. In the course of scientific progress, cognitive expansion takes place. Thus, the 

limits of reason may be said to expand, as new truths reveal themselves, in scientific 

investigation or in the history of science. If I gain considerable knowledge, it has an 

impact on the mind itself. For example, time may at one point be understood as static 

or absolute, but at another point, as theories of science develop, as relational or 

relative; and in the latter sense, I may be said to have acquired a fuller and more 

realistic view of the world, in expanding the mind's horizon. Reality is thus known and 

understood to a greater degree as scientific theories develop, in which context reason is 

itself, confronted by its own errors, at work in enlarging its own capacity. Further, as 

reality is represented as a notion, through presupposition, reason seeks to realize its 

own idea of the world, i.e. what is truly real, as the scientific process unfolds, and 

thereby its own self. 

 

Reason is the certainty of being all reality. (Hegel 1977:142 [235]) 
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Still: 

 

Actual Reason [...] is not yet in truth reality, and it is impelled to raise its 
certainty to truth and to give filling to the empty ‘mine’. (Hegel 1977:145 
[239]) 

 

What is progressively represented as reality is my own presupposition of the real, i.e. a 

certainty, actualized as truth. The mind is thus embodied in reality, as the latter is 

presented through the former. In a gradual ascent towards the real, reason extends its 

own domain in the development of ideas. In such a way, the gap between thought and 

reality is consistently abridged. The idea and reality incline towards each other as a 

result of which truth becomes more distinct. Granted, in the aspiration of revealing the 

true, a number of false theories may be introduced in the field of science, but on the 

whole, at a point where various systems of ideas have converged, the movement of 

ideas remains constructive. So, within the context of development, theory is realized in 

practice as more consistent with experience as a result of which cognitive expansion 

obtains. In this dialectic process, between reason and reality, science develops an 

absolute theory of the world; and in the current of scientific enterprise, the mind eyes 

the horizon ever closer, viz. the fulfillment of the absolute seen through its own self. 

 

[S]elf-consciousness is all reality, not merely for itself but also in itself, only 
through becoming this reality, or rather through demonstrating itself to be 
such. It demonstrates itself to be this along the path in which first, in the 
dialectic movement of ‘meaning’, perceiving and understanding, otherness 
as an intrinsic being vanishes. (Hegel 1977:140 [233]) 

 

Otherness, or the outer as opposed to mind, is piecemeal dissolved as such in 

continuing resolution with its own opposite, namely the inner. As theory and reality 

draw closer to each other, the outer and the inner reveal themselves as two strands of 

the same notion, namely reason as such in its occupation of its own self. Eventually, as 

is the goal, reason becomes reality in fulfilling itself as such. This is the purpose of 
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reason: to fulfill itself as the whole of reality and thus demonstrate itself as truth. As a 

result, at the end of history, reason is free in its contemplation of itself. For the negation 

of reason, i.e. the real, has been incorporated into it. Thus, reason no longer relies on its 

own opposite in its understanding of its own self. 

 

The final goal of the world [...] is Spirit's consciousness of its freedom, and 
hence also the actualization of that very freedom. (Hegel 1988:22) 

 

As the opposite no longer applies, the idea is whole, and, as a result, understanding is 

complete in its process of investigation. In this moment of final enlightenment, freedom 

has been actualized in unity as reason has overcome its dependence on the other, i.e. 

reality, or the outer, in the incorporation of the objective in the subjective. Within the 

context of absolute theory, reason is conscious of its own self as truth. The actualization 

of freedom of consciousness is revelation of truth whereby the spiritual and the worldly 

unite in absolute knowledge. Towards this goal, i.e. finality, reason strives, 

notwithstanding seemingly constant error, at which point the mind becomes free from 

the shackles of doubt. Of course, error is still made, but in the context of a general 

theory of science, truth has been revealed, and thus agreement obtains in the field, as 

regards the fundamental laws of the universe. Thus, although recurring in the scientific 

process, limits of the intellect are in fact not fixed, as they are exceeded in the 

revelation of a universal theory. As reason advances towards the final goal, its limits 

expand, until they finally degenerate in the advent of freedom. For in the scientific 

process, reason further demonstrates its own principle in the world, whereby the 

objective more distinctly reflects the subject, and vice versa. Eventually, truth comes to 

light in reason's enlightenment of its own principle as the guiding force of progress, 

mediating object and subject into a single grand theory of the world. 

5.3 The Paradigm. 

Progress consists in betterment in anticipation of the ideal. Thus, ideas or theories 

develop as they seek and in as much as they gain fulfillment of the absolute notion, and 

so they prevail or fail based on an accomplishment of a higher degree of a final status of 
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truth. However, no particular idea or theory can in fact achieve ultimate standing in the 

hierarchy of ideas. As soon as the ultimate notion is confirmed, all ideas or theories are 

abandoned, including the last in the line of progression. 

 

To be accepted as a paradigm, a theory must seem better than its 
competitors, but it need not, and in fact never does, explain all the facts 
with which it can be confronted. (Kuhn 1962:17-18) 

 

If any theory can be considered a paradigm in the domain of science, it directs 

movement of ideas towards the ultimate notion as a model of truth. A singular theory is 

never complete as it is an approach to what is ultimately true, and thus explanation is 

limited to a version of the grand context; and a theory may, in that regard, even count 

essentially as an error. Now, a theory has become a paradigm by reason of mediating to 

a greater extent the idea and reality in the ideation of the perceived real. In the 

conscious or unconscious search for absolute mediation, although, if conscious, 

knowingly unattainable, precedent models of truth have missed or struggled with an 

element that is brought to light and explained by the paradigm. However, although 

more effective than its predecessors, the paradigm cannot wholly explain reality, and 

therefore another theory will ascend to the throne of a paradigm, when groundbreaking 

truth is revealed anew as a result of which the ruling model is superseded. 

 

Paradigms gain their status because they are more successful than their 
competitors in solving a few problems that the group of practitioners has 
come to recognize as acute. To be more successful is not, however, to be 
either completely successful with a single problem or notably successful 
with any large number. The success of a paradigm [...] is at the start largely a 
promise of success discoverable in selected and still incomplete examples. 
Normal science consists in the actualization of that promise, an actualization 
achieved by extending the knowledge of those facts that the paradigm 
displays as particularly revealing, by increasing the extent of the match 
between those facts and the paradigm's predictions, and by further 
articulation of the paradigm itself. (Kuhn 1962:23-24) 
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In the form of progression of paradigms, the real is thus further explained and 

articulated by theory. The notion of the ideal brings the promise of truth and thus 

guides progression of ideas in mediation of theory and reality. Now, given the ideal, the 

accepted system of logic must be considered imperfect. Thus, theory is meant to 

improve in its system of logic, but when the logical construct eventually reaches its limit 

in the process towards the ideal, in its failure to represent it, one theory succeeds 

another through a revolution in the development of ideas. In a scientific revolution, a 

world view is debunked by a new system of logic as the real is observed as inconsistent 

with the old system. Prior to revolution, a crisis obtains in the field of science whereas a 

failure has been detected in the prevailing system of logic seemingly without any viable 

alternate theory. (Kuhn 1962) In such a state of confusion, the scientific community 

scrambles to construct an alternate theory that overcomes the fault within the 

prevailing world view. Once a substitute theory is formulated, science as a whole has 

progressed in the form of a new paradigm whereby reality is more effectively explained. 

The scientific enterprise leaps towards a novel view of the world, as the scientific 

community breaks out of its paradigmatic presuppositions, in order to solve recurrent 

problems of observation, and so further closes the gap between theory and reality, or 

such is the mindset. The crisis is thus absolved as the scientific community accepts the 

discovery inherent in the novel theory that proffers a solution to anomalies within the 

context of the former theory. 

Science rests upon a paradigm and functions accordingly, unless affected by a crisis. 

Now, in a period of crisis, the novel theory arisen responds to the prevailing world view 

in attempting to replace it. However, not until a novel theory is accepted is the 

prevailing theory rejected. (Kuhn 1962) For a theory is maintained in principle as long as 

it has not been shown by its supposed substitute to be false or ineffective in explaining 

certain problems or facts. 

 

The decision to reject one paradigm is always simultaneously the decision to 
accept another, and the judgement leading to that decision involves the 
comparison of both paradigms with nature and with each other. (Kuhn 
1962:77) 
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In fact: 

 

To reject one paradigm without simultaneously substituting another is to 
reject science itself. (Kuhn 1962:79) 

 

If the latter theory is accepted, the former theory is immediately rejected. One theory 

replaces another, though, through a long-standing debate on fundamental properties, 

e.g. deliberation on time as absolute vs. relative. The latter is maintained on the 

condition of the falsity of the former. A scientific revolution presents thus a novel world 

view incompatible with the old system of logic. 

 

The normal-scientific tradition that emerges from a scientific revolution is 
not only incompatible but often actually incommensurable with that which 
has gone before. (Kuhn 1962:103) 

 

Now, if scientific revolution consists in an interchange of incompatible, if not 

incommensurable, theories, development cannot be considered strictly linear or 

cumulative. (Kuhn 1962) In other words, the new paradigm does not seem to extend its 

predecessor by addition to theoretical tradition. 

 

[S]cientific revolutions are [...] non-cumulative developmental episodes in 
which an older paradigm is replaced in whole or in part by an incompatible 
new one. (Kuhn 1962:92) 

 

Instead, the scientific community adopts a new paradigm by reason of which the 

previous one is invalidated and even discarded. Thus, in the scientific process, in the 

aftermath of a revolution of science, a cleavage has manifested between the old and 

the new paradigm. This split in the scientific process forbids a direct cumulative 

construction of knowledge from one paradigm to another. 
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The transition from a paradigm in crisis to a new one from which a new 
tradition of normal science can emerge is far from a cumulative process, one 
achieved by an articulation or extension of the old paradigm. Rather it is a 
reconstruction of the field from new fundamentals, a reconstruction that 
changes some of the field's most elementary theoretical generalizations as 
well as many of its paradigm methods and applications. (Kuhn 1962:84-5) 

 

Development thus involves transformation as opposed to cumulation. In a paradigm 

shift, science as a field acquires new fundamentals as it leaps from one world view to 

another, although the scientific community may linger to an extended degree in its 

newly acceptance of the novel theory with the memory of its bygone tradition. In any 

case, in theory and methodology, the new and the old paradigms are divided, if not 

opposed to each other, and thus knowledge is not accumulated in the form of a 

synthesis or any kind of thread between thesis and antithesis. In this divide in the 

history of science, thesis and antithesis stand mutually exclusive without mediation 

whereby they would coalesce into a concessional third paradigm. Hence, the structure 

of scientific progression does not assume a shape of hierarchy, as synthesis does not 

apply in development as a higher principle. Still, as one paradigm has been substituted 

for another, science may be said to have progressed in the sense that it has been 

enriched in understanding and accuracy. One paradigm may thus be considered more 

successful or effective than another in articulating facts and solving problems of science. 

In short: “Though science surely grows in depth, it may not grow in breadth as well.” 

(Kuhn 1962:170) Further: 

 

The developmental process [is] a process of evolution from primitive 
beginnings – a process whose successive stages are characterized by an 
increasingly detailed and refined understanding of nature. But nothing 
[thereby] makes it a process of evolution toward anything. (Kuhn 1962:170-
1) 

 

So: 
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We may [...] have to relinquish the notion, explicit or implicit, that changes 
of paradigm carry scientists and those who learn from them closer and 
closer to the truth. (Kuhn 1962:170) 

 

Here, science may be assumed to have proceeded through certain points in 

development, at various stages in its history, whereby an articulation of reality has been 

attempted in theory. The articulation of reality gains accuracy throughout stages of 

scientific history. However, accuracy is obtained by virtue of incommensurable theories, 

i.e. antithetical world views. Thus, although the scientific enterprise has a past from 

which it has evolved, nothing can in fact be stated with regard to its future or aim. As 

science is a transformative discipline, it leaves gaps in its path, in past, present, or 

future, and thus cannot be defined as a linear cumulative process. Truth as an ultimate 

goal of science is therefore in doubt. For accuracy has no claim over truth. Science may 

in fact be looking in the “wrong” direction, after all. 

5.4 Truth via Transformation. 

A strictly transformative approach to science, in its denial of a linear cumulative 

progression towards an end, by its emphasis on incommensurability between two views 

of nature, disregards the scientific process in its comprehensive scope, guided by the 

principle itself of science. On this notion, as reason works against its own errors, 

transformation occurs by way of a paradigmatic solution to complete failure in a former 

paradigm, but the new paradigm does not thereby bring science any closer to truth. In 

terms of truth, science may simply stay within the same limits. However, with regard to 

the scientific process in itself and as a whole, in its recurrent leaps from one paradigm 

to another, a consistency may be observed in movement, namely a thrust towards 

transformation as such. To begin with, why does transformation arise at all? Granted, a 

failure is detected in theory thus giving rise to a period of trial and error in seeking a 

solution, within the context of this same theory, ultimately not shown to suffice. 

Consequently, a vacuum obtains for a novel theory or a body of theory wherein former 

fundamental principles do not, and need not, apply. Yet a constant proclivity to 

transform implies a need for fulfillment and a direction thereto. For whether or not it 

does, transformation is supposed to bring to bear a more successful and truer, or “more 

accurate,” world view in virtue of a coherency between theory and reality. Granted, 
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although a thing transforms, it need not enhance. Still, within the context of a 

comparison between theory and reality, enhancement is presupposed in the 

transformative process, i.e. a more accurate and thus more effective body of theory. A 

theory is more accurate and more effective if it has enhanced the understanding of 

reality and the cosmos, and so, in this sense, if it is a truer view of the world. Notably, 

science does not seek failure. A theory errs or may err as science is already moving on 

the supposition of truth. Only when the scientific community learns it is mistaken, does 

it aspire to transform; for in this way, truth may be pursued anew. In this sense, 

transformation designates a desire for truth in the moment of complete failure of the 

prevailing system of logic. Thus, unless a sufficient ground applies for adoption of a 

system of logic, the novel theory is not accepted, i.e. recognized as true above the 

former view. To reject truth is, rather, to reject science itself. 

Truth is pursued through transformation. Now, the incentive of development is 

truth; and transformation thus occurs for that purpose. Transformation is meant to 

procure betterment of science in the form of a fundamentally truer world view, 

although the notion of truth may not obtain as a belief in truth; rather, the notion of 

truth obtains as a presupposition of truth. In its attempt to relate theory and reality, as 

perceived or observed, or the mind and the world, science expresses the true, i.e. 

mediation of the theoretical and the practical in observation of the real. If a theory is 

recognized to proffer a more accurate and a more effective way to understand and 

explain the world, or experience thereof, it may be deemed truer than its predecessors; 

for it is assumed thereby, as theory, a further approach to reality, or experience thereof, 

closing the gap between theory and reality. Surely, the scientific community, as it may 

itself admit, may be mistaken in its recognition of a novel theory. However, at the 

moment of enlightenment, the novel theory is chosen or recognized as an estimate of 

truth, or even truth itself. Truth may be a deception, but it nevertheless impels science 

to succeed. As an idea, truth is very real. Further, in a scientific revolution, although 

meaning of concepts alters or transforms, reference is still the same. The concept of 

time as either absolute or relative transforms from one meaning to another; yet what is 

still a matter of deliberation is in fact time as such. Moreover, meaning is transformed 

not only to come to terms with failure within the prevailing view, but to describe the 

world in such a way as may best serve to be true; otherwise, transformation misses its 
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reason for being. An altered definition thus refers to the same concept so as to procure 

its truth. As the revolutionary spirit determines what theory should, and at the same 

time should not, prevail, transformation expresses and applies in essence the principle 

itself of science as reason in deliberation of truth in the form of association of theory 

and reality. In transformation, reason forfeits its premises in favour of its own essence. 

In the crisis mode, science becomes a true deliberative enterprise, in league with 

philosophy, whereas reason has not yet accomplished a construction of a new 

paradigm. Still, as is most apparent in moment of crises, the purpose of the scientific 

process is truth and thus to construct a body of theory as revelation thereof. In this 

state, a novel theory arises as paradigm on the basis of its capability to associate theory 

with reality, or observation with theory. Recognition, or, in other words, choice or 

decision, comes to pass in moment of transformation: This is the turning point, at this 

moment of clarity, where a novel theory is determined as paradigm, although, indeed, a 

prolonged period is likely to pass until a theory becomes fully or largely accepted as 

paradigm. Acceptance of paradigm may be traced to the state of transformation, where 

a particular theory or body of theory is recognized over another; yet the determination 

of paradigm is not only a matter of urgency, but, and in fact primarily, authority, viz. an 

authoritative judgment by figures of authority within the scientific community. Without 

an authoritative judgment as to a prevailing paradigm, and without the preconceived 

notion of a prevailing paradigm in the first place, one paradigm will not be determined 

over another. Again, a choice of paradigm may be false in its estimate of truth; 

nevertheless, the structure of development, i.e. history of science, manifests by decision 

of the scientific community in matters of truth. The decision in and for itself, as opposed 

to its substantive validity, generates the structure of scientific development, viz. the 

authority of truth in lieu of truth itself. Scientific development is not constructed by 

truth itself, but rather the transformative spirit within the context of which scientific 

authority validates a novelty, or a truth, as such. 

5.5 The Principle as Medium. 

Truth is what is made to be true. Determination of truth follows the aim of science, i.e. 

the ultimate true. The aim of science is realization of its own principle. Now, in realizing 

its own principle, science may evolve by way of incommensurable theories. Consistency 
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in accumulation of knowledge is by no means a necessity in scientific development of 

which truth is the aim. In fact: 

 

[The] union of the two poles – the realization of the universal Idea in 
immediate actuality, and the elevation of the singular into universal truth – 
occurs, first of all, under the presupposition of the distinctness of the two 
sides and their indifference toward one another. (Hegel 1988:31) 

 

Truth is, indeed, a union of incommensurables. If complete failure results in the 

prevailing theory or body of theory, in its present agreement with factual evidence, 

science begins to adopt a view incompatible or incommensurable with its existent 

system of logic. Failure ensues because of an eventual lack of agreement between 

theory and factual evidence, or, put otherwise, a deficiency of truth. However, 

discovery of paradigm, whereby a novel theory is procured, establishes consistency 

anew in the scientific approach to reality. Inexorably, in the scientific approach to 

reality, the principle of science is applied in judging the validity of a theory. Thus, 

decision as regards a choice of incompatible theories or bodies of theory is rooted in the 

scientific principle, i.e. reason in its search for truth. When the umpire determines or 

decides which of two competing and opposing theories is true or accurate, or more 

likely so to be, he applies the principle itself of science, already and always presupposed 

in the scientific enterprise, whether in a period of crisis or business-as-usual. Since the 

principle still applies, science does not halt in a crisis. Otherwise, a movement towards 

revolution resulting in a new paradigm would not subsist. Further, by a choice of 

paradigm, theory and reality are mediated in the form of a novel theory. Since a lack of 

coherence and consistency has plagued science during crisis, the novel theory is 

accepted as a prevailing paradigm; with a singular ruling idea, science, as a whole, may 

accord with a notion of reality, given the facts, as observed and comprehended. 

Although the novelty is incompatible with its predecessor, science accumulates 

knowledge in its approach to reality by mediation of the theoretical and the physical. In 

fact, because the scientific enterprise transforms by a leap from one paradigm to 

another opposing paradigm, thus producing a substitutive ruling idea at variance with a 

former world view, theory is allowed to move further towards a notion of the real. Such 
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is the assumption, at any rate; and presupposition of truth is in fact the goal towards 

which science proceeds and by which science measures its achievements; the history of 

science is thus made, viz. by application of the principle of science via acceptance of the 

scientific community. Whether truth is in itself known beyond determination of reason 

through reason is simply another such determination. 

Given the above, as theory and reality are mediated by virtue of a scientific 

revolution, the new paradigm and the old, though incommensurable as against each 

other, are likewise reconciled within the whole context of the principle of science. For 

science in its own principle gains knowledge, or is assumed so to do, by acquisition of a 

new paradigm, i.e. discovery, although, or rather by reason of being, incommensurable 

to its predecessor. Incommensurability of paradigms thus procures, by way of a 

dynamic opposition, a source of knowledge for the scientific enterprise as a whole. In its 

selection of one paradigm over another, the principle applies both paradigms in its 

favour. One paradigm is selected in the light of another's complete failure; without 

knowledge of complete failure, a novel world view cannot be established. Conversely, in 

the wake of a novel theory, the failed system is seen as such through its substitute, as 

falsity in the eyes of truth, understood finally as failure in view not merely of itself, but 

equally, or more so, of its nemesis. In applying knowledge of one theory by the other 

through movement by reason of its own principle, science further develops beyond 

paradigmatic solutions. Notably, as rooted in the principle of science as such, the 

system of logic at no point is wholly dependent upon a single paradigm during its reign. 

Instead, development subsists on condition of the paradigm's temporality. As soon as a 

paradigm has eventually been accepted, the dissolution of the selfsame paradigm 

begins. The paradigm, as the model of truth, carries within itself its own termination. 

For science maintains criticism through its own principle. Within the context of criticism, 

evolution transpires by cause of a dialect of error and truth in the sense of the old and 

the new, respectively, yet also, moreover, the sequel, i.e. consequence of the new 

model. As progression resumes through deliberation, on the platform of paradigm, the 

field of science is astir, in its departure from a fixed platform. In this sense, mediation of 

the true and the false continually operates through the principle in the guise of models 

of truth. The prevailing world view is not accepted over the principle itself. Otherwise, 

the discipline goes beyond itself, yet through itself, so impossibly. Synthesis is 



 

59 

interminably inherent in the principle of science in its mediation of theory and reality, 

viz. truth and error. Error as well as truth is incorporated in the principle in the dialect of 

which theory and reality are continually mediated. Therefore, although, or because, 

transformation defines scientific development, science is indeed cumulative. Knowledge 

is accumulated not simply by mediation of thesis and antithesis, incommensurable as 

they may be, but rather theory and reality in the form of these theories. The process of 

mediation, by the principle as over-all synthesis, utilizes polarization within the 

theoretical in order to go beyond its own paradigms. In so doing, the principle mediates 

opposite theoretical disciplines in its own context of a dialect of reason whereby an 

alternative to a dominant world view is formed as an interim resolution of opposition 

constitutive of the scientific discipline in general. By presentation of a new paradigm, 

science has thus taken a further step towards truth, which is in point of fact a raison 

d'être of scientific development. Lastly, even if no mediation ever operates in the 

domain of science, and incommensurability thus stands, without veritable synthesis of 

opposing world views, the principle of science invariably deems one theory valid over 

another; and decree by reference to the principle suffices to form a hierarchy of ideas, 

to wit, a cumulative construction by reason of authority. 

5.6 Finality as Progression. 

Transformation is the principle. In its movement, the scientific enterprise seeks 

transformation at the moment of which development is defined as such. At this 

juncture, when a novel theory is accepted as paradigm, whereby the former system of 

logic is negated, a higher level has been attained in the domain of science; for the 

scientific principle has hereby been actualized to a greater extent, deepened and 

broadened in its scope, freed from its own falsity. With a transformative novel world 

view, another dimension of the scientific principle is revealed. As a former view has thus 

been negated, designated as failure, greater accuracy results by the culmination of its 

substitute, which supposedly corrects this falsity. Accuracy thus provides adjustment of 

the scientific principle, viz. a finer tuning of a whole notion of truth. So, with an added 

dimension, resulting in further accuracy, the scientific principle, in its substance, is 

rendered more vivid and its impact on the world furthered. Theory and reality have 

further converged within the scope of the principle. As the process of investigation 
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resumes, consistency is thereby greater in the context of the principle. By 

transformation, science is thus emancipated from the shackles of error, viz. its own 

inability to interpret the world. The history of science, and history as a whole, as shaped 

by science, is, in this sense, a greater revelation of truth, and freedom therewith, 

whereby theory and reality gradually overlap as the scientific principle envelops the 

worldly context. 

 

World history [...] presents the development of consciousness, the 
development of Spirit's consciousness of its freedom, and the actualization 
that is produced by that consciousness. This development entails a gradual 
process, a series of further determinations of freedom, that arise from the 
concept of world history. The logical nature, and moreover the dialectical 
nature of the concept in general is that it is self-determining: it posits 
determinations in itself, then negates them, and thereby gains in this 
negation an affirmative, richer, and more concrete determination. (Hegel 
1988:67) 

 

The principle is realized in a process of self-determination. Gradually, self-determination 

of the principle of science, through paradigm shifts, mediates the idea and the real. The 

principle determines itself by way of addition of theoretical dimensions in its approach 

towards reality. With each added dimension, science as a whole gains clarity, in 

approaching the real, whereas the scientific principle disengages itself further from the 

friction of opposing systems of thought. Since it allows science further to approach a 

notion of the real, in closer association of theory and reality, thus externalizing the 

principle to a greater extent by releasing it from its own discord within itself, a new 

dimension is deemed truer, more accurate, or more effective, when truth may in fact 

simply be stated as effectiveness in explaining reality, adjusting the principle therewith. 

In the gradual overlapping of theory and reality, knowledge is thus accumulated in 

terms of a resolution of a dimensional conflict of contradictory theories or bodies of 

theory. Resolution is accomplished in the form of a fundamental representation of the 

scientific principle itself, discharged from theoretical friction of opposing systems of 

logic; and although at a certain point represented in a singular system of logic, 

incompatible with another, this system of logic resolves, transitorily, the idea and the 

real as such. Liberation from theoretical polarity transpires, though, as crisis looms 
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anew. For, as it continually pursues its own perfection, the fulfillment of its complete 

realization, enveloping reality in full, the principle requires immediately yet another 

antithesis through which to move towards its own self as ideal. The antithesis is, 

notably, not presented as such, as a developed system of thought, as soon as resolution 

comes to pass, but movement towards negation commences at the moment of the 

affirmation of a paradigm. In this way, science constantly seeks transformation. For by 

transformation, the principle of science as such may be realized, sequentially as seen 

through paradigms, but incessantly as seen through the process itself. 

Opposition and the whole spectrum in-between reflect a single principle; yet in the 

field of science, this reflection manifests in terms of duality. The dynamic of pure reason 

flows beneath the surface of the scientific field, except in crisis when reason's celerity 

surfaces in the light of failure. Opposing theories are, in fact, expressions of the same 

principle in their attempt to manifest the germ of which knowledge they consist. 

However, theories or bodies of theory merely produce a restricted dimension of the 

principle of science and thus ultimately fail in representation of the full spectrum. As 

failure results in one theory's development, another theory attempts to express the 

principle in its true form, yet only by showing an aspect of the principle, and thus the 

new theory is likewise set to fail. Hence, in pursuing its own end, science passes from 

one theory to another without its desired result. Yet in essence, the principle of science 

constitutes the very motion of scientific progress. No theory or body of theory is able to 

express its own principle in full. The goal, i.e. realization of the principle, is unattainable; 

yet this goal is immediately attained in the movement itself of science. 

 

[T]he goal is as necessarily fixed for knowledge as the serial progression; it is 
the point where knowledge no longer needs to go beyond itself, where 
knowledge finds itself, where Notion corresponds to object and object to 
Notion. Hence the progress towards this goal is also unhalting, and short of 
it no satisfaction is to be found at any of the stations on the way. Whatever 
is confined within the limits of a natural life cannot by its own efforts go 
beyond its immediate existence; but it is driven beyond it by something else, 
and this uprooting entails its death. (Hegel 1977:51 [80]) 
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As science becomes aware of its own essence as a transformative force by virtue of 

which the search for knowledge is understood as an end in itself, as opposed to 

knowledge as such, the process of knowing has in fact achieved its final goal in fulfilling 

itself as enlightened consciousness, for transformation, or, to wit, “serial progression,” 

is what in itself truly defines the scientific endavour. 

 

The True is the whole. But the whole is nothing other than the essence 
consummating itself through its development. (Hegel 1977:11 [20]) 

 

So, in recognition of itself as infinite progression, the scientific enterprise comes to an 

end. Still, the end is what is, but now without delusion of a particular system of logic as 

a true comprehensive representation of the principle of science. At this point, the 

principle of science in and for itself has become science's singular point of departure, as 

in fact it always has been, and will be, but now in complete awareness of itself as such. 

The grounding of the scientific enterprise, the universal origin, is uncovered in a 

complete return to the principle. The intellect, in proceeding through its own principle, 

by its given end, moves in continuum, in its constant effort to divide the continuum; yet 

now consciously and simultaneously in movement and division of movement through its 

own end in realization of finality as the principle itself, viz. the beginning recovered. 

 

The beginning, the principle, or the Absolute, as at first immediately 
enunciated, is only the universal. (Hegel 1977:11 [20]) 

 

In the beginning, the end is already fulfilled; and progress is the gradual awareness of 

this truth, whereas enlightenment is its fulfillment. Science thus comes back to itself, as 

philosophy. 

 

The movement is the circle that returns into itself, the circle that 
presupposes its beginning and reaches it only at the end. (Hegel 1977:488 
[802]) 
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Progress, in this sense, is an emancipatory process whereby science eventually 

withdraws into pure reason, i.e. thought and criticism in and for itself, in lieu of 

particular systems of logic as models of truth. Emancipation of science unifies each and 

every system of logic in formation of absolute knowledge, i.e. the fulfillment of the 

scientific principle as such as a point of departure of empirical research, or, in other 

words, awareness of the principle as the becoming of a scientific mode of thinking. By 

an all-inclusive vision, the world is one, singularly represented in terms of science in its 

own principle, within the context of which theory and reality, – the idea and the thing, 

subject and object, – coincide as dual expression of the same principle. 

 

In self-consciousness, the two – subject and object – coincide. Spirit knows 
itself: it is the judging of its own nature, and at the same time it is the 
activity of coming to itself, of producing itself, making itself actually what it 
is in itself potentially. (Hegel 1988:20-1) 

 

Whereas the principle constitutes a singularity, i.e. a point of departure through which 

the whole is viewed, science, in awareness of itself as first over-all principle, no longer 

seeks to go beyond itself, as it proceeds through itself in full cognizance of its own self 

as progenitor. Theory and reality are, then, consistently formulated in terms of the 

same notion in the unison of which an incentive does not obtain for the former to 

approach the latter within the strict context of any particular system of thought. 

Progression is, thus, reversed as science turns inwards in the direction of its own 

essence. Antecedent to enlightenment, the scientific enterprise proceeds by extension, 

whereas the practical is the aim of the theoretical in the latter's attempt to represent 

the former in a system of thought. When the aim of the theoretical is achieved in the 

form of universal knowledge, science proceeds essentially by inversion. A universal 

notion discounts the need for transcendence as proven impossible by reference to the 

over-all principle, unsurpassable by reason of itself as its own presupposition, in its 

constant procession through itself. 
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The absolute Idea has shown itself to be the identity of the theoretical and 
the practical Idea. Each of these by itself is still one-sided, possessing the 
Idea itself only as a sought-for beyond and an unattained goal; each, 
therefore, is a synthesis of endeavour, and has, but equally has not, the Idea 
in it; each passes from one thought to the other without bringing the two 
together, and so remains fixed in their contradiction. (Hegel 1969:824) 

 

Awareness of absolute sameness, through the principle, in the principle's recoiling thus 

upon itself, in mediation of theory and reality, arrives at a finality of scientific progress. 

However, through finality, as point of origin, once consciousness has come back to 

itself, returning to its starting point, movement resumes by way of dialectic of theory 

and reality as concepts in isolation and as such in contradiction. Contradiction generates 

infinite procession in formulation of a unison in the development of ideas; yet, in this 

general becoming, a turning point occurs whereby the generator, namely science as 

principle, becomes aware of himself as the motion in itself and the notion as such, 

namely contradiction in itself. This is the end as beginning having come back to itself; 

and through this singularity movement subsists; and here the surge is stirred yet again. 

 

In [the] turning point of the method, the course of cognition at the same 
time returns into itself. As self-sublating contradiction this negativity is the 
restoration of the first immediacy, of simple universality; for the other of the 
other, the negative of the negative, is immediately the positive, the 
identical, the universal. (Hegel 1969:836) 

 

At the point of a return to the beginning, or “restoration of the first immediacy,” in the 

direction of the essence, yet through the essence, contradiction, as negation of 

affirmation, or affirmation of negation, i.e. the negative of the positive, or the positive 

of the negative, negates, or, in fact, contradicts, itself, in revealing itself as the principle, 

i.e. the negative of the negative. As contradiction is in itself recognized, and even 

permitted, it becomes self-conscious self-contradiction. The positive, in 

contradistinction to the negative, is immediately, however, the negative; for the 

positive in itself negates the negative. The negative, in contradistinction to the positive, 

is immediately, however, the positive; for the negative in itself affirms the negative, and 

thus it negates negation of negation, i.e. the positive. In negating what is, I affirm what 



 

65 

is not; in affirming what is, I negate what is not. Incorporated in the negative, is the 

positive, and vice versa. Within negation and affirmation, the negative and the positive, 

negation of negation lies as singularity, or “simple universality,” to which the negative 

or affirmative statement returns in transformation. In itself, negation of negation is the 

universal origin, i.e. the source of tension of the negative vs. the positive. Theory and 

reality, or, in other words, the idea and the thing, as they contradict each other, affirm 

each other in total reflection, from this mutual point of departure, wherein 

contradiction arises, to begin with. Contradiction subsists in the form of two separate 

strands of the same notion, woven together only at the beginning and at the end, in this 

over-all cycle of becoming. 

 

[I]n the negation the transition is made through which the progress through 
the complete series of forms comes about of itself. (Hegel 1977:51 [79]) 

 

Now, the scientific process involves a series of cycles closing upon cycles whereby the 

principle comes back to itself, in negation of negation, through affirmation of one 

principle by negation of another, viz. transition from one paradigm to another. In 

transformation, development returns to its source; yet only transitorily, for the return, 

in the serial or sequential cyclic process, from one cycle to another, generates the 

antithesis, i.e. substitutive paradigm, a new cycle, within the over-all cycle, namely the 

end as origin, closing eventually upon yet another cycle, and so and so forth, ultimately 

towards the end as such, where singularity finally obtains in this transformative process 

of spheres, as is presupposed, to begin with; yet never fulfilled. 

 

[S]cience exhibits itself as a circle returning upon itself, the end being wound 
back into the beginning, the simple ground, by the mediation; the circle is 
moreover a circle of circles, for each individual member as ensouled by the 
method is reflected into itself, so that in returning into the beginning it is at 
the same time the beginning of a new member. (Hegel 1969:842) 

 

Transformation obtains in a cyclic transition within an over-all cycle of becoming which 

is as such finality as a principle of movement in its return to itself. The motion stems 
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from the finite as singularity, and thus as constant flow, from this nunc stans. 

Movement of reason is, accordingly, limitless in its search for truth. The limit consists in 

truth itself as content of pure reason, expressed in movement. Truth is, then, 

materialized in development in reason's expression of its own essence, culminating in 

total reflection at the close of the cycle of all-knowing; yet enduring in reflection. 

5.7 Freedom of Consciousness. 

Inherent in beginning is the content of development, namely truth itself. The process of 

science actualizes what is in fact its own origin. The germ of movement is the need to 

establish truth as reality, i.e. a concrete manifestation of the abstract. 

 

The concrete totality which makes the beginning contains as such within 
itself the beginning of the advance and development. (Hegel 1969:830) 

 

However, in the advance of reason, truth is formulated by varying or opposing ideas and 

theories. Discord in the domain of science becomes apparent in transformation where 

two theories claim to represent truth on opposite ground. Inconsistency is unavoidable 

in mediation of the principle; for a single theory, by its limited system of logic, cannot 

reveal the full content of the principle; and thus, in view of failure, an antithesis is 

presented by virtue of which reality may be expounded in terms of another system. 

 

[M]ediation of the method [...] returns through a content as through an 
apparent other of itself to its beginning in such a manner that not only does 
it restore that beginning [...] but the result is no less [...] the restoration of 
the first immediacy in which it began. This it accomplishes as a system of 
totality. (Hegel 1969:840) 

 

Opposition within the theoretical manifests as such through mediation of different 

strands of the scientific principle. Theories are thus opposed in contradistinctive 

expressions of the same fundamental notion which gives theoretical content its very 

form. This friction within dialectic of opposite theoretical systems is generated in 

transformation whereby the world becomes interpreted anew through the principle, 
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and, ipso facto, the principle itself. With the arrival of a novel theory, a transition occurs 

within the context of the fundamental notion allowing the world to be seen as a new 

order. 

 

[A]ll the oppositions that are assumed as fixed, as for example finite and 
infinite, individual and universal, are not in contradiction through, say, an 
external connection; on the contrary, [...] they are in and for themselves a 
transition; the synthesis and the subject in which they appear is the product 
of their Notion's own reflection. (Hegel 1969:833) 

 

Transition moves through a postulate. The fundamental notion is invariably presumed in 

movement wherein variations of the principle take shape. The extremes of these 

variations emerge in transformation when two systems collide by reason of 

incompatibility, i.e. inconsistent premises within their own logical structure, due to 

failure of the prevailing theory to comprehensively represent the principle and 

accordingly expound the real; yet the very same notion is essentially postulated in the 

rival theory. The notion posits itself in movement and raises itself to a higher level of 

understanding through transformation, by collision of the two rival theories, whereby it 

comes to know itself further and anew, until finally, mediation of the principle turns 

into immediacy in restoration of the beginning, i.e. the principle in and for itself. In the 

light of the principle itself, or, in other words, truth in terms of absolute knowledge, 

mediation is no longer necessary, as unity is complete. 

 

[T]he living Substance is being which is in truth Subject, or, what is the same, 
is in truth actual only in so far as it is the movement of positing itself, or is 
the mediation of its self-othering with itself. This Substance is, as Subject, 
pure, simple negativity, and is for this very reason the bifurcation of the 
simple; it is the doubling which sets up opposition, and then again the 
negation of this indifferent diversity and of its antithesis. Only this self-
restoring sameness, or this reflection in otherness within itself – not an 
original or immediate unity as such – is the True. It is the process of its own 
becoming, the circle that presupposes its end as its goal, having its end also 
as its beginning; and only by being worked out to its end, is it actual. (Hegel 
1977:10 [18]) 
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Mediation becomes in itself an object of reflection as reason begins to retrace its steps 

at the moment of singularity. In the advance of science, reason splits into two 

antagonistic positions, where one negates the other in its own affirmation of itself. One 

is known by the other through their common ground, i.e. the simple. Otherness is a 

secondary nature of the original idea which is thus expressed in one context as opposed 

to another; yet in the form of the idea. Science applies a particular method common to 

all theories and paradigms upon which those theories rest, notwithstanding their 

putative incompatibility or incommensurability. The method is in itself the idea of 

science. Science is, in other words, defined by its method and not essentially by its 

systems of logic. Through its own method, working against its own errors, science leaps 

from one paradigm to another, when knowledge has accumulated to the point of 

revealing complete failure. Eventually, all systems are shown to ultimately fail in 

representation of truth. At this point, the end validates and thus restores the beginning 

in terms of a concrete all-encompassing generality of the scientific. The beginning, as in 

itself general totality and original immediacy, becomes, by way of the scientific process, 

through accumulation and revolution of knowing, this concrete totality and final 

immediacy. The true consists in the beginning, but is not yet revealed, as however it is 

in the light of the all-encompassing notion, once all has failed. In the process, the 

beginning is presupposed with the aim of final truth. If one theory fails, another takes 

its place, as its adversary, destined likewise to fail; this leap is induced by the 

assumption of finality, wherein otherness has no place. 

 

[T]he immediate realization of the end [...] becomes the actuality of the [...] 
Notion that is for itself, since in this actuality the Notion is posited as 
identical with itself, not with an other, and thus alone is posited as the free 
Notion. (Hegel 1969:822) 

 

Unity is the end by an assumption of which the process unfolds in terms of duality. In 

seeking oneness, the other extends the first principle. As diversity culminates into a 

single notion, in its expression of origin, approaching end, freedom is achieved, for 

otherness has been thus overcome, allowing the notion freely to flow through itself, 

beyond the limit set by dual expression of truth. Freedom, as the outcome of transition, 
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is inevitable in a process of truth-seeking dependent upon the limits of systems of logic. 

The process necessarily fulfills the freedom of the notion as scientific knowledge comes 

to know itself, viz. becomes aware of itself as the true notion of the dialectic of reason. 

As the germ of the process comes to be its end, revelation of truth is bound to its own 

origin, as is the process in itself expressing varieties of theory through a consistent 

method. 

 

Science contains within itself [the] necessity of externalizing the form of the 
Notion, and it contains the passage of the Notion into consciousness. For the 
self-knowing Spirit, just because it grasps its Notion, is the immediate 
identity with itself which, in its difference, is the certainty of immediacy, or 
sense-consciousness – the beginning from which we started. This release of 
itself from the form of its Self is the supreme freedom and assurance of its 
self-knowledge. (Hegel 1977:491 [806]) 

 

With dissolution of otherness, theory no longer approaches reality; the world is fully 

immersed in the notion, and vice versa. In revelation, the world is not seen as the other, 

i.e. the beyond. The world is within the idea, unlimited, in the full domain of the 

fundamental notion, expressing reality as is own self through itself. Science progresses 

in certainty of its own knowledge of itself; and in absolute knowledge, it is, or has 

become, this certainty. The notion as in itself the method has externalized itself as the 

order of the world; and in this fullest extension, the world is not in doubt; for the world 

is seen through the notion as itself the notion. At the zenith of history, science shall be 

on the brink of a discovery of an all-encompassing theory, an over-all synthesis, meant 

to expound the whole of the real. Yet, inexorably, an all-inclusive paradigm eventually 

fails, in the same way as its less distinguished predecessors; for it shall still be limited 

within a particular system of logic, which has as such not yet produced a singularity, 

whereby the beginning finally comes back to itself; and in this realization of total failure, 

science must, in fact, return to its source as its own principle. All has failed and 

therefore nothing is left, except the method by which failure is in truth understood as 

such. After all, science may positively be seen as a negative operation, judging error as 

such, and correcting it. However, as a pure discipline of confronting error, reason is not 

thereby limited, unable to evolve as such. On the contrary, in working against error, in 
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essence, reason, and the scientific discipline, is unlimited in its rationality and limitless 

in its scope and evolution of knowledge; for error continually provides reason for 

further test and improvement of itself and thus expansion of knowledge and 

understanding of nature and the cosmos. In exploration, reason piecemeal dissolves a 

reference to the external beyond and comprehends the beyond ultimately as what it is, 

namely a concept. As a concept, and nothing else but a concept, the beyond, since it 

may only be understood as a phantom of the mind, does not refer to the outer, which, 

in fact, has in itself likewise no reference to the beyond. Given the object of the beyond, 

as also, for example, “the outer,” “environment,” “the world,” one may overlook the 

standing of this notion as a concept like any other. This is the error that as corrected 

spells the end of science: to assume the beyond as complete otherness, external to 

reason, when the beyond is nothing else but a fabrication of reason occupied with itself. 

When the world has been located within, or determined as, the mind, as object has 

become subject, as method has become content, science recognizes itself as an 

unlimited investigation into its own essence and the world therewith. Certainty stands 

thus as a source of change. Reason has become aware and thus certain of itself as 

worldly context, and, in the light of its consciousness of its own self, moves still 

forwards in certainty, as victorious mediator of the dual and the diverse, through its 

own immediacy, within the sphere of its own essence, as basic method of error 

impediment. 

5.8 The Ultimate Singular. 

Freedom of consciousness is realized and manifested by culmination of the first 

principle. The immediacy of the first principle becomes the ultimate mediation, viz. final 

dominance of the idea through conclusive trial and error of systematic thinking. At the 

point of the culmination of the first principle, mediation is not applied directly by a third 

principle, but by the principle itself, immediate in itself, as singularity. This is the order 

of things, inexorably, evermore, yet not so knowingly throughout the scientific process, 

save the turning point of enlightenment. The end does not, however, bring the process 

to a halt; on the contrary, it impels the process. Reason proceeds through its own 

principle in continuum; at the moment of enlightenment, it only becomes aware of so 

doing. From the moment of enlightenment, the process no longer attempts to mediate 
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two opposing ideas or theories by virtue of the third or, in the case of revolution, 

choose between those ideas or theories. Instead, knowledge is constructed on the basis 

of the principle itself as an over-all measure of ideas, as is in accordance with the nature 

of the process, to begin with. Still, mediation is applied in mirroring the principle from 

different perspectives. Within a certain dimension, one idea or theory is true, or at least 

appropriate, rather than another, or, rather, truer than another. Further, although not 

essentially groundbreaking, novelties continue to emerge in the dialectic of reason; and 

thus working against error likewise resumes. Notably, a novel theory never actually 

transforms science at its basis; to think otherwise is assuming the secondary as 

principle. In actuality, the process of knowing is infinite in its realization of itself through 

its own principle. Reason, limited within itself, acquires knowledge of the world in its 

own terms by way of a durative process of self-realization, springing from the very limit 

of the rational, which encompasses the concept both of theory and reality. 

 

Reason is the substance in the sense that it is that whereby and wherein all 
reality has its being and subsistence. It is the infinite power, since Reason is 
not so powerless as to arrive at nothing more than the ideal, the ought, and 
to remain outside reality – who knows where – as something peculiar in the 
heads of a few people. Reason is the infinite content, the very stuff of all 
essence and truth, which it gives to its own activity to be worked up. For, 
unlike finite activity, it does not need such conditions as an external 
material, or given means from which to get its nourishment and the objects 
of its activity. It lives on itself, and it is itself the material upon which it 
works. Just as Reason is its own presupposition and absolute goal, so it is the 
activation of that goal in world history – bringing it forth from the inner 
source to external manifestation, not only in the natural universe but also in 
the spiritual. (Hegel 1988:12) 

 

The ideal reflects the limits of reason. Once attained, the goal of reason has extended 

the origin of the rational endeavour in the form of an over-all system of logic. However, 

as such, the ideal system fixes the continuation of the process on the basis of the limits 

of reason. Through the limit of the rational, represented in the ideal, the scientific 

process continually constructs its knowledge of the world and, by the same token, itself. 

This infinite process of reason subsists through its own limit, i.e. its own principle, by 

reference to which the world may constantly be presented as knowledge, or, in other 
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words, a construct of the intellect. By continuation of the process, reason becomes the 

substance of the real, as it actually is, and has been, from the beginning, and as is 

confirmed in the end, in realization of the ideal, at the turning point of the scientific 

enterprise. As substance, reason portrays the world as its own self, viz. the outcome of 

development of reason. In the developmental process, the making of the rational is 

generated and disclosed as a system of knowledge, until culminating in its own 

realization, as the ideal system, whereupon reason becomes what it actually is in the 

sphere of beginning. 

 

Spirit is only what it makes of itself, and it makes itself into what it already is 
implicitly. (Hegel 1988:58) 

 

However, if the end merely confirms the beginning, whereupon reason becomes what it 

is and always has been, namely reality, finality turns out to be meaningless; for nothing 

has in fact changed by consummation of the process. Movement is simply ongoing 

whether or not the one who moves is aware of this fact. Nothing stops; everything 

moves through the same principle. The principle contains the absolute sphere of the 

world. As the absolute is represented by scientific knowledge, reality is in truth unveiled 

as the single fundamental notion by which the process of science has been driven in all 

its formulations of incompatible or incommensurable theories. Duality, as expression of 

oneness, complete in itself, is thus eventually intertwined and solidified as one, in the 

moment of enlightenment, when the dialectic process discovers the source of its 

inconsistencies. 

 

In grasping the thought that the single individual consciousness is in itself 
Absolute Essence, consciousness has returned into itself [whereby] its 
movement has resulted in positing the completely developed single 
individual, or the single individual that is an actual consciousness, as the 
negative of itself, viz. as the objective extreme; in other words, it has 
successfully struggled to divest itself of its being-for-self [duality] and has 
turned it into being. (Hegel 1977:139 [231]) 
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The outcome of the deliberative process of polarizing theories is, in actuality, 

individuality. The individual as the result of the dialectic process embodies the whole 

range of various positions. The relation of opposites resides in the singular. The ultimate 

singular unites all points of view presented as generalities. 

 

As that with which we began was the universal, so the result is the 
individual, the concrete, the subject; what the former is in itself, the latter is 
now equally for itself, the universal is posited in the subject. (Hegel 
1969:837) 

 

Yet, in a revelation of an absolute commonality, dimensions of the principle still exist in 

and for themselves. Therefore, as before, the process unwinds through the singularity; 

yet now in total reflection. Now, as the end restores the beginning, whereby the 

absolute notion is revived in the form of a general concrete totality, or, in fact, 

individuality, i.e. the “single individual consciousness,” is finally affirmed as the source 

of movement. – What may the end, then, accomplish? If at the end, everything 

resumes, is totality not, in fact, and perhaps quite obviously so, the opposite of the end? 

Awareness of origin provides knowledge of the principle as such; yet this knowledge, 

even in the form of ultimate enlightenment, may be dissolved and forgotten, if 

movement unfolds anew. In the advent of the realization of the ideal, movement may 

endure in terms of reflection, but reflection may come to a point of forgetfulness. Now, 

in terms of a hierarchic structure of development, the end is conceived in restoration of 

the beginning, through which reflective movement endures. However, even if reflective, 

and necessarily true, movement in itself potentially undermines and dissolves the goal 

finally achieved. Moreover, if absolute truth comes to light, it must, for that very 

reason, be undermined and dissolved, for movement to endure, as movement cannot 

but endure. The end necessarily entails cessation of movement; for it prevails as such. 

However, if movement finally discontinues, in the achievement of the end, the 

hierarchic structure of development, if it ever existed, terminates in creation of its own 

contradiction, namely individuality, which, in terms of the order of relation, by which 

movement obtains, is in itself non-existent. If the process in its final stage engenders, 

and thus affirms, the singular, whereby the goal is achieved, movement may not 
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endure, and a hierarchic structure, based on the concept of relation, thereby cannot 

stand as such or resume in its structural progression or regression. Nothing ends in 

movement. If movement comes back to itself as movement and continues thus as 

movement, the end, in the sense of a consummation of process, is not thereby 

achieved. Nothing is achieved in movement's return to itself. In movement's return to 

itself, movement simply affirms its own presupposition of itself as such, returning to 

itself through itself. If beginning is restored, in full enveloping circle, thus affirmed at 

the close of the cycle, the process from beginning to end comes to a halt, having closed 

upon itself; and if the cycle closes upon itself, reflection is meaningless and superfluous. 

Yet the hierarchic structure of development rests on the perpetuity of movement, given 

the irrelevance of individuality; if it ends in contradiction, namely individuality, it never 

existed in the first place. Further, even if reflective movement within the hierarchic 

developmental structure may endure, subsequent to achievement of the final goal, 

individuality is, as thus affirmed, the principle of development as beginning or end, or in 

fact movement as in itself the principle. The end as beginning restored, whether or not 

movement unfolds therefrom, affirms the singularity of development, i.e. individuality. 

However, in restoration, affirmation of the beginning is not the thing itself at which the 

process arrives. The beginning affirms itself, and thus restores itself, through itself, in its 

own presupposition of itself. Self-reference, or self-affirmation, refers to itself through 

itself, in its own affirmation of itself through itself; and self-reference of the absolute is 

presupposition of presupposition, in thus already presupposing. In coming and 

ultimately returning to itself, the origin springs from itself. Unknowingly, the process 

already is the beginning. The end refers to the beginning, which is in itself 

presupposition, thus omnipresent. The principle is presupposed at every moment in the 

course of development, thus given constantly now. Affirmation of the beginning, i.e. 

presupposition of movement, has no impact to the contrary on the destructive force of 

movement. In full awareness of the origin of movement, at the point when 

development supposedly ceases as coincidental innovation, the process is not in fact 

altered at all in such a way that development may be predicted in the light of an ideal; 

and nothing therewith forbids ongoing revolutionary change unforeseen by the 

scientific discipline as such. Moreover, even if change might be predetermined, it could 

only be predetermined as a general principle, as it is, for the principle of science, as 
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revealed in the end, is in itself infinite progress, thereby proclaiming coincidence as law. 

The beginning is, in this sense, a constant, as opposed to a spring, whereby the infinite 

is detected as a principle of movement, as the process unravels through itself, viz. its 

own presupposition of itself. The singular as constant determines movement in itself as 

the source of change at this moment. Hence, the result of development cannot be 

predicted in particularity, in the form of specific ideas or theories, from this general 

principle of change. Nor may the final order of things be preconceived; if anything, it 

may be nullified. The process unfolds through its own principle of the infinite. The 

beginning, as the ultimate singular, constantly proceeds through itself. In conclusion, 

nothing stands still. 

5.9 The Synthesis as Unity of Opposites. 

The hierarchic structure of development, by its assumption of relation, as opposed to 

individuality, weighs one by the other in the advance through mediation. In accordance 

with the principle of relation, the process cannot begin or end; for its contradiction, 

namely individuality, thereby replaces it as principle. We can, thus, begin by two as the 

smallest number; but we may never enter upon a series of events or come to an end in 

complete unity at the point of which movement is set or no longer. For the structure in 

itself must endure as combination of elements in the form of a trinity, whereby the two, 

as poles of the same principle, are related by the third. In the advance towards the 

ultimate goal, the two are mediated by the third in formulation of a third. 

 

The third [...] is in general the unity of the first and second moments, of the 
immediate and the mediated. (Hegel 1969:836) 

 

However, as movement may not therewith come to a halt, in the form of an absolute 

end, the goal is attained in awareness of infinity, viz. in recognition of the construct of 

mediation by itself as the aim. The ultimate mediation constitutes the infinite in itself. 

This truth lies between the two, viz. in their relation. By mediation, the truth of the two 

is revealed as relation in lieu of their apparent opposition. Unity is thus conceived 
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through opposition; for by way of mediation, duality is related to the source from which 

knowledge is derived. The knowledge of duality as such combines the two. 

 

[T]ruth is that which appears in the syllogism whose extremes appeared as 
held absolutely asunder, as the middle term which proclaims to the 
unchangeable consciousness that the single individual has renounced itself, 
and, to the individual, that the Unchangeable is for it no longer an extreme, 
but is reconciled with it. This middle term is the unity directly aware of both 
and connecting them, and is the consciousness of their unity, which it 
proclaims to consciousness and thereby to itself, the consciousness of the 
certainty of being all truth. (Hegel 1977:139 [231]) 

 

Opposition culminates in reconciliation in reference to the grounding of the process by 

the result of which the origin returns to itself, in its revelation of itself as the 

unchangeable, which, at this point, manifests as the singular predominant notion. 

Presupposition, i.e. the origin itself of the process, is acknowledged in the end as 

absolute knowledge. The middle term, i.e. the synthesis, re-unifies the two as one and 

the same by reference to the presupposition through which the process unfolds as such. 

In the turning point of the process, truth is demonstrated in the form of the ultimate 

synthesis as union of all categories and relation of individuals therewith. Mediation as 

the third brings to bear the final conclusion. 

 

[T]he third is the conclusion, in which the Notion through its negativity is 
mediated with itself and thereby posited for itself as the universal and the 
identity of its moments. (Hegel 1969:838) 

 

Here, relation is detected within the same notion. Identity of the two is relation; and 

relation is formed in extension of the fundamental, i.e. oneness. In development, the 

principle extends in terms of various and opposing ideas or theories. Extension travels in 

two opposite directions and various directions in-between towards its goal of a 

realization of the principle. The final station is the same, namely the principle restored 

in its embodiment of a universal idea. Relation is, therefore, identified as such in terms 
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of the singular universal. The final synthesis is related to itself and nothing else, if any 

relation may be claimed at all. 

 

[The third as] result, as the whole that has withdrawn into and is identical 
with itself, has given itself again the form of immediacy. Hence it is now 
itself the same thing as the starting-point had determined itself to be. As 
simple self-relation it is a universal, and in this universality, the negativity 
that constituted its dialectic and mediation has also collapsed into simple 
determinateness which can again be a beginning. (Hegel 1969:838) 

 

Relation is a principle in itself, thereby an individuality. In its relation to itself, relation is 

singular. Since the dialectic process, through the conflict of opposites, has woven itself 

back into its own origin, relation of the otherwise various and incompatible is complete 

as a whole. The scientific process, in all its divergent expressions of truth, thereby 

becomes a consistent universal system of logic, although by its culmination, the process 

does not discontinue, but, on the contrary, continues by reference to the system as an 

affirmation of the origin as such. The source thus persists through itself as it comes back 

to itself; yet, again, in awareness of itself as origin. However, as the beginning proceeds 

through itself anew, the result merely activates a process that has already begun. 

Further, the principle, or beginning, is not only recovered; it is recovered at that 

moment and at every moment through its own self. In the same way as contrasting 

positions in the course of the process take for granted the fundamental principle for 

principal premises within their restrictive system of logic, the end presupposes the 

beginning in restoration of the beginning. The end is a restoration of the beginning 

through the beginning, thus a beginning. Restoration postulates the original idea in its 

own affirmation of the principle, which is in itself its own affirmation of itself; yet, 

inexorably, through itself. In its own relation to itself, the principle proceeds through 

itself, as its own end. Self-relation is determined by its own presupposition of self. If we 

draw a line from the beginning to the end, we are in fact, at both ends, and at every 

interval in-between, merely looking through the beginning. We may come to a point 

where we look back at the starting point, in a turning point in the process, but yet, as 

before, through the beginning itself, and thus we are still at the starting point, as ever. 

In the dialectic process, reason invariably denotes its own principle, applying thus form 
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to its substance, moving through itself as the essential content of the theoretical, even, 

or rather above all, in the attainment of its own end. Movement unceasingly flows 

through the singularity; and attains the end of its own realization simply as such, viz. 

constant flow, at every moment. The constant is movement itself: Movement is 

moment. Movement is revealed as infinite progression through the fixity of flow. The 

end cannot supersede the beginning; only affirm it as such, in reference to it as its own 

position. Reflection is fixed in the singularity. In total reflection, at the final juncture of 

development, in a return to the beginning, or revelation of the origin, the moment is 

still, as ever, beginning, through the beginning, thus movement ongoing, and now, 

confirmed as principle, operating as before. The principle, in actuality, never returns to 

itself at a particular moment in the course of development, when development has run 

its course. In proceeding through itself, the principle continually reflects upon itself 

through itself, thus in fact recurrently returning to itself through itself, in constant 

movement. The return is recurrent; and so the end, already attained in the beginning, 

as constant, changes nothing. Therefore, the hierarchy, based on the synthesis as 

medium of relation, affirms its own negation, namely individuality. The hierarchic 

structure rests on the delusion of duality. The medium binds together the two that 

already are one; they are to become one; yet “they” are one. Mediation operates on 

the assumption of oneness; still in denying it. Even if it may be said never to begin or 

end, save in the sense of pure abstraction, the hierarchic structure, based on the order 

of relation, undeniably claims origin in its own principle, its own negation of itself, i.e. 

individuality. The principle of oneness, however, is necessarily negated. Enlightenment 

is unobtainable within the structure of hierarchy, and the dialectic thus proceeds to 

infinity; for an end is sought that may only reveal the destruction of the system. Truth 

constitutes the system's negation, and therefore the system, in order to claim its reason 

for being, maintains the false. 

The hierarchy is, in its essence, error. In assuming duality, I refer to the third. If the 

two are, or become, one, through mediation, the third, namely the unifier, 

predetermines the unification of the two as such. Further, whereas unification is the 

work of a unifier, sameness is defined not as solid oneness, but combination through 

incorporation. The two, thus, remain separate beings, in essentiality, though combined 

in unification. Now, in the end, the process of unification becomes itself unified, in 
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absolute positivity, i.e. negation of negation. However, while it may itself become 

unified through negation of all negation of a wholly positive outcome, the process of 

unification, in this negation of negation, does not, and cannot, negate this very 

outcome. Contradiction is, therefore, only surmounted, or recognized as such, within 

the structure of development, in terms of serial progression. Beyond the whole context 

of a hierarchic order, with regard to the principle of oneness, as opposed to the 

principle of duality and unification, contradiction subsists without any process of 

mediation, viz. real or potential unity in past, present, or future. Oneness discounts the 

process; for everything already is. If everything, in restoration of its origin, becomes 

what it is, it not only is what it now becomes, has been becoming, and will be becoming, 

but it already is at the same time what it now becomes, has been becoming, and will be 

becoming. Becoming is being, through being. If contradiction is recognized, the 

contradiction of this very contradiction, i.e. contradiction of self-contradiction, is not 

recognized, but even if it is recognized, it cannot be recognized within the context of 

oneness, where nothing beyond the one is recognized, thus not contradiction as such. 

The principle of unification and the principle of oneness are absolute contradictions, viz. 

impossibilities in terms of each other, without any possibility of resolution beyond their 

own framework. Notably, the idea of absolute contradiction, as it recognizes in itself 

duality, is not conceived in terms of the idea of oneness, where the other is not 

recognized, but within the framework of hierarchy, in contemplation of absolute 

otherness, inconceivable, as it may be. Further, oneness is not an idea; it is simply 

presupposition. Duality, however, extends presupposition within a given context, and, 

in the positive sense, extension of presupposition likewise proceeds by unification; and 

the idea of serial progression as itself the aim, incorporating both separation and unity, 

is itself a given context, only broader in scope. 

5.10 Purposelessness. 

As the infinite itself, the end is unattainable. Reason is in essence limitless in its quest 

for truth, but, in terms of the scientific discipline, it is presented as a final system of 

logic, in order to make truth known. Truth may, however, only be known as infinite 

progression towards an end never to be attained. Within the domain of reason, a 

tension proliferates between opposite positions, where each claims truth, but, for this 
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very reason, both err. The moment may only determine what is true; as one fails, 

another succeeds, while as well shown to err. In transition, truth is stated temporarily 

and transitorily, whereas one idea supersedes another; and though ideas may be 

incompatible or incommensurable, anticipation of further understanding of nature and 

reality comes along with, and in fact brings about, novelty. However, in search of truth 

as finality, reason dissolves its own provisional construction of knowledge. The system 

is, unavoidably, too limited for limitlessness itself. Knowledge as a hierarchic structure 

of development is, therefore, doomed to fail; yet it resumes its construction for this 

reason. As an essentially transformative discipline, reason occupies itself with its own 

inconsistencies in such a way that no idea is taken for granted as true. Hence, results of 

reason's deliberations may only be stated as such in transition. In fact, as soon as reason 

has located a firm ground, it starts again on its path. In the sense of a model of truth, a 

theory is altogether fleeting in the dialectic process; and may, at most, find its reason 

for being in temporary convenience, viz. for the sake of simplicity. 

 

[T]hinking is [...] self-destructive [...] thinking is like Penelope's web; it 
undoes every morning what it has finished the night before. For the need to 
think can never be stilled be allegedly definite insights of “wise men”; it can 
be satisfied only through thinking, and the thoughts I had yesterday will 
satisfy this need today only to the extent that I want and am able to think 
them anew. (Arendt 1978:88) 

 

The purpose of reason, thus, if any, is ongoing movement in its occupation with itself in 

the process of working against error. Provisionally, although reason may set itself 

particular aims, it lacks all purpose. Self-knowledge is the striving of reason, in its 

realization of itself by way of the dialectic process, but, in lieu of approaching the true, 

reason actually departs from it and dissolves it, for truth lies not beyond it, but within it, 

in its own essence, viz. in its pure contempt for error. 

 

[T]hinking is an activity that is its own end and [...] all questions concerning 
the aim or purpose of thinking are as unanswerable as questions about the 
aim or purpose of life. (Arendt 1978:197) 
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The dialectic process regresses, in this sense, from its point of departure, since reason 

continually moves through its own principle, without an end by virtue of which a lasting 

accomplishment may be marked. As long as the aim is truth, progression is defined by a 

delusion, and thus progression is in itself null and void. The beginning as constant 

annuls the end in the sense of a finality beyond the origin in restoration of this origin. 

Finality is not to become; it already is, viz. the origin itself as presupposition, already 

fulfilled and immediate throughout the course of rational deliberation. Reason is limited 

within the infinite, working against its own errors within the domain of the rational, 

confronted by the irrational. At every moment of creation, constant change perpetuates 

through the singularity of movement. The infinite in itself infinitely flows, never to be 

restored; for it is continually restored through itself. The beginning and the end proceed 

immediately, at the same time, through the singularity. The notion of finality, in the 

sense of a line or a cycle, restoring the beginning in the end, limits a limitless mind. 

 

That we are in possession of [...] limiting boundary concepts enclosing our 
thought within unsurmountable walls – and the notion of an absolute 
beginning or an absolute end is among them – does not tell us more than 
that we are indeed finite beings. (Arendt 1978:200-1) 

 

If the process may be illustrated in terms of a line or a cycle, it may merely in the sense 

of a dimension of essentially infinite lines of movement through the principle, viz. as a 

potential or an actual progression within a full spectrum of potential and actuality. In 

presupposing the principle of movement and thereby, as an auxiliary conception, 

proceeding through the principle, a line or a cycle extends the principle through a point 

fixed in time; yet the principle not only incorporates a notion of positive movement, 

and, within the domain of positivity, the principle is not only expressed in terms of a line 

or a cycle. However, in the dialectic process, one cycle continually follows another, 

whereby a sequence of cycles forms a line of spherical procession. 
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All thinking is discursive and, insofar as it follows a train of thought, it could 
by analogy be presented as “a line progressing to infinity,” corresponding to 
the way we usually represent to ourselves the sequential nature of time. 
(Arendt 1978:201-2) 

 

In recoiling upon itself through itself in perpetuum, as its own presupposition, the over-

all cycle, or, in other words, the ultimate end, stands already fully formed in the 

beginning fixed in itself, i.e. the constant of endless movement and infinite potential. 

The end of reason is realized only through reason already, and continually, fulfilled in 

self-fixity. An all-encompassing mediation, to be manifested as a concrete immediate 

totality, signifies infinite movement, in all its possibility, through the totality fixed in 

itself, towards finality through this self-fixed totality, infinite in itself, whereby the flow 

turns inwards, into its own origin, in extension of the end point itself. In fulfilling the aim 

of reason, namely self-realization, in terms of a delusion of an end point, as a complete 

extension of the beginning, the process, in departing from its own origin, also returns to 

it, in the event of fulfillment. 

 

[E]ach step of the advance in the process of further determination, while 
getting further away from the indeterminate beginning is also getting back 
nearer to it, and that therefore, what at first sight may appear to be 
different, the retrogressive grounding of the beginning, and the progressive 
further determining of it, coincide and are the same. (Hegel 1969:841) 

 

However, a progressive determination of the indeterminate beginning is constantly 

propelled through the beginning itself, i.e. presupposition, in extension of the principle, 

whereby movement is directed only indeterminately away from its origin. If, on the 

other hand, regression may coincide with progression, the process is completed at the 

point of transgression, when the beginning is manifested, or, in fact, mirrored, in the 

ultimate culmination of development, beyond the process itself. Culmination of the 

process transpires, however, on the assumption of the beginning as self-fixed 

standpoint. Hence, reflection of the origin, at its very moment, and every potential 

moment, may only proceed through the beginning; and the final order of things may 

only be established as what it already is. Movement is a consistent continuation of the 
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beginning as presupposition of each and every moment and event, and the end as such. 

To arrive at the final station, one continually moves through the starting point. 

Progression is, therefore, impossible in the sense of an approach towards finality. We 

are in approach of nothing; we are, rather, unceasingly extending, or, in other words, 

continuing or regressing from, our own principle, which is fixed in itself, as constant of 

movement, as all things flow dispossessed of any direction. Movement has no purpose; 

otherwise no reason is given to proceed. 
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6 Organization as Representation of the Ideal 

 

Knowledge is constructed as a system of thought. The system is an expression of the 

principle of science. With the aim of a realization of the principle, the enhancement of 

the system proceeds through the principle. In no other way, may knowledge be 

expounded. Science, as formulation of knowledge, makes knowledge known. A system 

of thought organizes the content of cognition in such a way that it may be understood 

as knowledge. 

 

[K]nowledge is only actual, and can only be expounded, as Science or as 
system; and furthermore, that a so-called basic proposition or principle of 
philosophy, if true, is also false, just because it is only a principle. [...] The 
refutation [of the system] consists in pointing out its defect; and it is 
defective because it is only the universal or principle, is only the beginning. If 
the refutation is thorough, it is derived and developed from the principle 
itself, not accomplished by counter-assertions and random thoughts from 
outside. The refutation would, therefore, properly consist in the further 
development of the principle [...]. (Hegel 1977:13 [24]) 

 

As point of origin, the principle itself is invariable in all its variations of systems of 

knowledge. In unfathomable potentiality, presupposition, i.e. beginning, contains 

ultimate generality, the realization of which is the final aim of the process of science. 

Given this final aim, the systematic expression of absolute knowledge is, in its content, 

relative to progression within the field of science, wherein variant or opposing systems 

of thought are presented. 

 

Knowledge becomes relative, as soon as the intellect is made a kind of 
absolute. (Bergson 2005:168) 

 

However, in its form, or structure, knowledge is fixed and expressed by the same 

method. The principle of science is invariably represented in a system of logic, the form 

of which is the expression of the intellect as such. The principle is itself the ultimate 

paradigm; and thus, the process, in its various implementations of theory, extends the 
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principle in seeking, in vain, the highest aim, namely completion. The aim of completion 

lays the foundation of a hierarchic structure of the process of scientific endeavour. In its 

approaching the final outcome of complete realization, the intellect ascends the ladder 

of higher knowledge. An implementation of a particular theory or body of theory 

represents a level of fulfillment, given the aim of a realization of the principle as such. 

Purpose is ingrained in the system. On each level, the goal is affirmed anew in the 

context of a novel theory or body of theory, whereby the scientific community attempts 

to comprehensively grasp the purpose of its discipline. A destructive fault is, eventually, 

noticed within the system; for the system cannot, by itself, comprehend the universal 

principle of which it is merely a limited articulation. Therefore, in lieu of a theoretical 

framework mortally restricted with respect to the ideal of science, the scientific 

enterprise pursues a more inclusive system, viz. a truer view of the world, and ideally an 

all-inclusive scientific world view wholly reflecting the principle itself of science. 

6.1 The Order of the Intellect. 

The system of thought is set forth as an expression of the intellect as such. The intellect 

comprehends the real in terms of a system of logic and thus formulates and represents 

its own worldly experience. In order to comprehend it, an object must be dissected into 

its elemental units, viz. made into a system. 

 

[T]he intellect is characterized by the unlimited power of decomposing 
according to any law and of recomposing into any system. (Bergson 
2005:173) 

 

As perceived by the intellect, the structure of an object, in the context of its intrinsic 

relations, manifests in the form of a hierarchic order wherein individualities at the lower 

levels are connected in terms of generalities, and the overlapping of generalities, at the 

higher levels. The whole is defined by the highest thing, intrinsically connected by inter-

connection of elements. As long as it is not fully formed, as in fact it may never be, an 

object develops in succession towards a more general state of being, viz. in ascension 

from particularity to generality in the process of which elements assimilate so as to 

form, by inter-connectedness, an intra-connected whole, namely the object itself. 
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Individuals are discerned as points ordered according to the intricacies of a matrix 

grounded by a super-individual precept. An object in itself, as a whole, or a hierarchic 

system, consists of lower objects, i.e. sub-units, and belongs, as such, to a species or 

genus by reason of which it is thus defined. 

 

[I]ntelligence is, before anything else, the faculty of relating one point of 
space to another, one material object to another; it applies to all things, but 
remains outside them; and of a deep cause it perceives only the effects 
spread out side by side. (Bergson 2005:192-3) 

 

Further, what exactly counts as an individual is determined by virtue of locality within 

the system. The individual is located within the context of a generality in reference to 

which subsidiary particulars are designated. A cluster of singulars may, in this sense, be 

discerned as an individual; and, in fact, an individual is nothing but a collection of other 

individuals. An individual is determined as such relative to a point localized within the 

matrix of a hierarchic structure of a whole, as far as knowledge of the inner structure of 

this whole allows. 

 

Only a couple of generations ago, the atoms themselves were elementary 
particles; today, to the nuclear physicist they are complex systems. For 
certain purposes of astronomy, whole stars, or even galaxies, can be 
regarded as elementary subsystems. In one kind of biological research, a cell 
may be treated as an elementary subsystem; in another, a protein molecule; 
in still another, an amino acid residue. (Simon 1962:468) 

 

The world is observed as a concentration of complex systems within which objects exist 

as sub-systems, made up of yet other systems of concentrated singulars. If we ever 

reach the summit, or the basis, of the hierarchic structure, systems of relation shall still 

be observed. An individual, however, will never be observed. The deepest possible 

cause is a determinable relation of a few individuals. 
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The hierarchic structure of [...] physical systems is [...] [a]t the microscopic 
level [...] elementary particles, atoms, molecules, macromolecules. At the 
macroscopic level we have satellite systems, planetary systems, galaxies. 
Matter is distributed throughout space in a strikingly non-uniform fashion. 
The most nearly random distributions we find, gases, are not random 
distributions of elementary particles but random distributions of complex 
systems, i.e. molecules. (Simon 1962:469) 

 

Without reference to relation, no movement may be shown to obtain. One object acts 

on another as a consequence of which an event occurs. In order to comprehend natural 

forces, relation is presupposed in principle and localized in observation. The force is due 

to relation, or, in other words, opposition; and in exposition of the force, relation is 

formulated. The concept of an absolute beginning, as well as an absolute end, defies the 

concept of a hierarchic order of nature, i.e. relation, on the basis of which cause and 

effect are conceptualized and determined as such in observation. At the lowest or the 

highest level of a hierarchic structure, two individuals at least must relate to each other. 

If a singular is or becomes absolute, as an elementary particle or an ultimate 

concentration of particles, respectively, causality may no longer be explained. The cause 

is conditioned by a higher principle. Series of events are, in other words, mediated by a 

principle wherein lies a fundamental premise of causality, i.e. the laws of nature, or, 

contrarily, the will of the subject. However, in complete oneness, mediation has no 

raison d'être; a “consequence” cannot be traced back to a “cause” because the latter 

has no bearing upon the former as such, only its own self in the sense of self-creation. 

Yet the self's bearing upon its own self in self-creation refers to the principle of relation 

in terms of self-relation. Oneness, or individuality, complete in itself, again, goes beyond 

what language may define. The original or the ultimate is not connected, or even 

directed, to the other; for as such the other does not exist, viz. beyond its own mere 

negation, as error. A happening in terms of causality is, therefore, impossible. As the 

one is error in duality, the other is error in oneness. Oneness is merely death. 

Movement, or life, proceeds through a medium which relates one to another. Hence, 

in a hierarchic structure, where the medium as a higher principle pre-determines 

movement, the individual must be formulated in terms of relation. 
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[E]very individual, from its very nature, is a place where the energy which 
comes to it from without – in effect, the influence of other beings – is 
transformed into new modes of action. (Shaler 1900:77) 

 

The individual is given status as such in accordance with its position in a relational 

context. By its influence over other singulars, and by the influence of other singulars 

over it, the individual is determined as action or resistance. At this point, a particle may 

be localized within a whole. 

 

Wherever in the natural realm lines of action, or of action and resistance, 
are so related that a localized movement is established, then, for the time of 
the localization, we have an individualized part of the whole. (Shaler 
1900:70) 

 

Localization of the individual, by determination of a crossing of lines of action, i.e. a 

clash of singular points out of different directions, presupposes a separation of 

individuals within a context of a mechanism by the operation of which they intersect. 

Determination of an intersection rests on generalization in terms of which individuals 

are grouped, or ready to be grouped, according to relevant categories. The mechanism 

is, in this sense, observed in the form of a hierarchic structure. As particles are unified in 

a clash, they are categorized as elements of a higher entity through which unification 

occurs. The order of things is, thus, formed by connection within the scope of relevant 

categories to which related individualities belong in agreement with generalization 

thereto. 

 

[R]eality is ordered exactly to the degree in which it satisfies our thought. 
Order is therefore a certain agreement between subject and object. It is the 
mind finding itself again in things [...] [T]his inversion, pushed to the end, 
leads to extension, to the necessary reciprocal determination of elements 
externalized each by relation to the others, in short, to geometrical 
mechanism. (Bergson 2005:244) 
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The mind perceives reality as a mechanism wherein the object constitutes a complex 

system. In order to cognize it, and, if such is the case, represent it by a diagram or in 

making, the intellect has to know the object's elements and its workings with regard to 

those elements, viz. how they connect and how they move so connected. 

 

[T]o modify an object, we have to perceive it as divisible and discontinuous. 
(Bergson 2005:178) 

 

In terms of its structure and workings, observed by the intellect, an object is invariably 

formulated as a hierarchic system, or, in other words, a combination of elements 

ordered as consistent with a general principle, e.g. the atom composed of a central 

nucleus, within which protons and neutrons, formed still by quarks, are to be found, 

surrounded by electrons. The simplest elementary particles, if such exist, are never 

found in isolation; on the contrary, they co-exist as bonds within a larger relational 

structure. The whole, likewise, cannot be expounded without reference to an inner 

relational structure of its elements and an outer relational structure of its environment. 

The intellect reasons thus as the maker of things. 

 

If we could rid ourselves of all pride, if, to define our species, we kept strictly 
to what the historic and the prehistoric periods show us to be the constant 
characteristic of man and of intelligence, we should say not Homo sapiens, 
but Homo faber. In short, intelligence, considered in what seems to be its 
original feature, is the faculty of manufacturing artificial objects, especially 
tools to make tools, and of indefinitely varying the manufacture. (Bergson 
2005:153-4) 

 

As it proceeds from its primordial quality of manufacturing, the intellect approaches 

reality objectively, or, put otherwise, surgically, in reflection, and thus from a distance, 

as an observer. Further, in accordance with its capability to comprehend the intricacies 

of spatial objects, the intellect sections time into a series of states as representations of 

events. Change occurs in movement from one state to another. Here, as becomes 

apparent when the event is singled out as a particular state, mobility is in fact presented 



 

90 

in terms of the immobile. The objective real appears to be flowing, but the observer, 

given the sole truth of this notion, merely misses the shifting from one state to another, 

due to the speed of changeover, exceeding notice, whereas memory briefly retains an 

image subsequent to its happening. Movement as pure mobility is comprehensible, 

rather, if at all, within the domain of instinct. 

 

While intelligence treats everything mechanically, instinct proceeds, so to 
speak, organically. (Bergson 2005:182) 

 

Instead of proceeding through mobility itself, if such an effort can at all be made, in 

determining change, intelligence moves from one point to another in traversing a 

determinable line of movement. The distance is formulated in the form of a number of 

frames wherein a particular happening obtains in the span of the moment. However, 

between the frames as such, a series of states may be determined anew, by further 

inspection, in accordance with descending numerical levels of temporal reality. 

 

Just as we separate in space, we fix in time. The intellect is not made to 
think evolution, in the proper sense of the word – that is to say, the 
continuity of a change that is pure mobility […] [T]he intellect represents 
becoming as a series of states, each of which is homogeneous with itself and 
consequently does not change. Is our attention called to the internal change 
of one of these states? At once we decompose it into another series of 
states which, reunited, will be supposed to make up this internal 
modification. Each of these new states must be invariable, or else their 
internal change, if we are forced to notice it, must be resolved again into a 
fresh series of invariable states, and so on to infinity. (Bergson 2005:179-80) 

 

A phenomenon is, spatially or temporally, an infinitely divided whole. An object or an 

event may be broken up into as many other objects or events as needed for analysis. As 

one individual consists of levels of other individuals, one series of states are within 

another. A line may be infinitely stretched or divided into intervals at different levels of 

infinities. For the sake of simplicity, one individual is designated as a part of another. A 

lateral or a horizontal linearity, describing the inner structure of an object or the 
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duration of a process, cannot be expanded or divided into a fixed number of finite lines; 

on the contrary, lines drawn from an original line, determined as such, are infinitely 

complex, as is the original in itself. Each point holds within itself an infinite line. To 

determine a cause, however, a relevant point of departure must be localized within the 

system. 

 

The causality [the intellect] seeks and finds everywhere expresses the very 
mechanism of our industry, in which we go on recomposing the same whole 
with the same parts, repeating the same movements to obtain the same 
result. The finality it understands best is the finality of our industry, in which 
we work on a model given in advance, that is to say, old or composed of 
elements already known. (Bergson 2005:181) 

 

The deepest cause is infinity itself. The finite is, on the other hand, essential for 

determination of causality. Causality necessitates the finite, i.e. traversing from one 

point to another. In absolute mobility, the singular cause or consequence is irrelevant. A 

constant flow has no place for singularities. Before a singular may be determined, a 

hierarchic structure is required in order to comprehend the location of the individual 

and, in fact, the individual itself. The objective real appears to the intellect in terms of 

finality. Thus, the intellect constructs a system wherein individualities exist as separate 

entities determined by union. Without a system, one perceives only movement; beyond 

a system, one perceives nothing. In accordance with the nature of the intellect, the 

individual is both defined as a system and a part of another system. Movement thus 

obtains between individuals, viz. in space, as a mechanism. Further, the system is an 

extension of an original idea, namely a model. The aim of the system is to materialize 

the model and realize it eventually in full. Development occurs in approaching the ideal 

of the system, in steps or leaps, by gradual accumulation or revolutions. Completion is 

the ultimate end of every system. 

6.2 Homo Faber. 

The nature of the intellect is expressed and becomes apparent in industry. Given a 

model, a system is erected as representation of an archetype. Indefinitely, a construct is 

modified in its representation of the ideal. The model signifies perfection; and the aim 
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of construction is to manifest the perfect image. The model is demonstrated in making; 

yet the object erected needs to be continually maintained and enhanced in its 

ephemerality and imperfection. 

 

The actual work of fabrication is performed under the guidance of a model 
in accordance with which the object is constructed. This model can be an 
image beheld by the eye of the mind or a blueprint in which the image has 
already found a tentative materialization through work. (Arendt 1958:140) 

 

A fabrication, developed by a systematic approach towards finality, is structured in the 

form of a hierarchy. The purpose of materialization is the model given. Thus, the object 

is successively formed relative to the degree of fulfillment. Further, the industrial 

process applies means to an end. All things are evaluated according to utility. Value is 

determined by the end. 

 

Man, in so far as he is homo faber, instrumentalizes, and his 
instrumentalization implies a degradation of all things into means, their loss 
of intrinsic and independent value [...]. (Arendt 1958:156) 

 

As soon as it has been accomplished, however, an end is turned into a means for 

another end. An end is not fixed as such. Progression fixes, rather, an end transitorily, 

viz. until it has been accomplished at which point it becomes a mere means. “For an 

end, once it is attained, ceases to be an end and loses its capacity to guide and justify 

the choice of means, to organize and produce them.” (Arendt 1958:154-5) Further: 

 

[I]n a strictly utilitarian world, all ends are bound to be of short duration and 
to be transformed into means for some further ends. (Arendt 1958:154) 

 

The end is specifically expressed in particular goals, viz. in things to be utilized. 

However, in principle, the end in itself is utility as such. Utility consists, essentially, in 

realization of the model by reference to which the process of fabrication operates. 
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Further, because the original in itself entails utility, the product may be continually 

multiplied through the model. The process of fabrication is justified by utility, i.e. the 

result. For the result of fabrication “[...] multiplies something that already possesses a 

relatively stable, relatively permanent existence in the world.” (Arendt 1958:142) In a 

world of permanence, the species is given purpose, i.e. transcending its own temporal 

being in the objective. 

 

It is of great importance to the role fabrication came to play within the 
hierarchy of the vita activa that the image or model whose shape guides the 
fabrication process not only precedes it, but does not disappear with the 
finished product, which it survives intact, present, as it were, to lend itself to 
an infinite continuation of fabrication. (Arendt 1958:141) 

 

In this regard, the object does not obtain in its own right, but in terms of its use. An 

individual in itself has neither purpose nor meaning; its value is determined by its 

usefulness within the context of society. A tree stands as a thing to be utilized; 

otherwise it is simply a thing yet to be comprehended and put in context. Even if it is 

not to become timber, but rather preserved, the tree is still a thing to be utilized. 

Preservation is justified by reason of societal needs as opposed to nature per se. Nature 

is and may only be seen in terms of its use for society. 

 

[S]ince it is in the nature of man the user and instrumentalizer to look upon 
everything as means to an end – upon every tree as potential wood – this 
must eventually mean that man becomes the measure not only of things 
whose existence depends upon him but of literally everything there is. 
(Arendt 1958:158) 

 

The system of the social order operates and advances on the notion of utility. Particular 

goals are given by the paradigm of perfection applied as point of departure, assumed as 

the final goal yet never coming to pass. The paradigm of perfection is, thus, in realistic 

terms, designated by utility. The manifestation of the ideal is the world of homo faber, 

i.e. the context of manufacture or man-made things. Culture thus manifests in the guise 

of durability: the idea is realized as symbol. Nature becomes a material for the 
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establishment of culture wherein man creates meaning in the form of his own works 

which stand as symbols of the human ideal. 

 

[T]he things of the world have the function of stabilizing human life, and 
their objectivity lies in the fact that – in contradiction to the Heraclitean 
saying that the same man can never enter the same stream – men, their 
ever-changing nature notwithstanding, can retrieve their sameness, that is, 
their identity, by being related to the same chair and the same table. 
(Arendt 1958:137) 

 

Within the context of the co-existent objective, the individual, in itself mere nature, 

meaningless in society, obtains its own identity. Meaning is fixed in the object by virtue 

of its use. Man, or, more generally, the intelligent being, makes and uses an object, or 

allows it to operate, in the light of his own knowledge of natural processes. Nature, as 

the aim of science, i.e. the thing in itself, is made useful in “the modern blending of 

making and knowing [...] to prepare modern man for making what he wanted to know.” 

(Arendt 1958:296) Making thus involves a continuous process towards the unattainable. 

Science may not transcend into nature, but the intellect, according to its understanding 

of the order of things, produces machinery in the making of which nature, in the form of 

the organic intelligent being, re-creates its own self in extension of the rational in 

departure from the primitive. 

 

Nature, because it could be known only in processes which human 
ingenuity, the ingeniousness of homo faber, could repeat and remake in the 
experiment, became a process, and all particular natural things derived their 
significance and meaning solely from their functions in the over-all process. 
(Arendt 1958:296) 

 

Nature reflects on itself and creates itself anew. Homo faber is the creator of an 

operational natural fabric which shall eventually be capable of comprehending itself as 

its own creator. As a material for the use of production, nature is at the mercy of homo 

faber “[...] whose job it is to do violence to nature in order to build a permanent home 

for himself [...].” (Arendt 1958:304) At the summit of the hierarchic order of nature, 
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homo faber stands as the maker of the eidos by the realization of which science 

accomplishes its aim: “[H]omo faber conducts himself as lord and master of the whole 

earth.” (Arendt 1958:139) Further: 

 

Homo faber is indeed a lord and master, not only because he is the master 
or has set himself up as the master of all nature but because he is master of 
himself and his doings. This is true neither of the animal laborans, which is 
subject to the necessity of its own life, nor of the man of action, who 
remains in dependence upon his fellow men. Alone with his image of the 
future product, homo faber is free to produce, and again facing alone the 
work of his hands, he is free to destroy. (Arendt 1958:144) 

 

Now, through the process of making, man departs from nature in realization of his own 

product and thus developing towards his own ideal, namely a permanent world in the 

form of his own work. As soon as the first tool or artifact is constructed, organization is 

formed upon which society is founded. Even a society of animals, lacking the capability 

of making tools and artifacts, establishes a system of communication and information. 

The system is in itself an objective representation of the natural order and as such a 

departure from the natural setting, which, in fact, may counts as a mere antithesis of a 

social order and thus, if not non-existent, unreachable at best. The ideal of organization, 

i.e. the eidos of the world of homo faber, is permanence or, in other words, a triumph 

over nature. In gaining dominion over nature, the hierarchy of the intellect completes 

itself. 

6.3 Hierarchic Structure of Organization. 

Organization is, in all its representations, a hierarchic structure. The order of things, on 

the presupposition of the principle of order, represents its principle in its every 

manifestation. The levels of organization signify stations in the process of reification 

whereby a gradation in the advancement towards the ideal, i.e. the realization of the 

principle, is measured. The intellect conceptualizes the object in terms of a hierarchic 

structure of categories and constructs its own work by reference to its conception of 

things. Without reference to a higher principle, within the matrix of hierarchy, the world 

is meaningless and incomprehensible. Nature is seen as a hierarchic system, i.e. 
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complexity, and represented as such: “[C]omplexity frequently takes the form of 

hierarchy [...]. Hierarchy [...] is one of the central structural schemes that the architect 

of complexity uses.” (Simon 1962:468) Further: 

 

Empirically, a large proportion of the complex systems we observe in nature 
exhibit hierarchic structure. On theoretical grounds we could expect 
complex systems to be hierarchies in a world in which complexity had to 
evolve from simplicity. (Simon 1962:481-2) 

 

Nothing is so simple, however, that it does not require a reference to another, even 

though this other subsists within the former, although the singular may thereby prove a 

contradiction-in-terms. The singular, by its very definition, refers to its other in mere 

negation. Whereas the other is as such negated, otherness is, as error, maintained as a 

variable. Whereas the singular as such exists, in contradistinction to the other, the non-

existence of the other, in its own mere negation, re-affirms the existence of the solid 

singular. By its own negation, the other is in fact affirmed as such, viz. as a basis of a 

statement of its own negation, namely affirmation of the singular. Negation states its 

own truth of itself and thereby affirms its own opposite, namely truth. As opposed to 

the one or the other, relation is the rule. Hence, by assumption of relation, any system 

begins in complexity. In a particular arrangement of inter-relation, elementary particles 

form the groundwork and network of the structure the levels of which are 

developmental stages of this elemental relation. In all cases, complexity obtains thus in 

the form of a hierarchic structure. 

 

If there are important systems in the world that are complex without being 
hierarchic, they may to a considerable extent escape our observation and 
our understanding. Analysis of their behavior would involve such detailed 
knowledge and calculation of the interactions of their elementary parts that 
it would be beyond our capacities of memory or computation. (Simon 
1962:477) 

 

Relation, as principle, applies in the form of ascriptions of commonality, namely 

categories. The system is based on the premise of ultimate generality as presupposition 
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of inter-relation of categories, i.e. subsystems, to which individuals pertain at certain 

levels within the hierarchic structure relative to the whole as such. Within each 

subsystem are, then, to be found even lower systems of the over-all hierarchic 

structure. 

 

By a hierarchic system, or hierarchy, [is] mean[t] a system that is composed 
of interrelated subsystems, each of the latter being, in turn, hierarchic in 
structure until we reach some lowest level of elementary subsystem. (Simon 
1962:468) 

 

Given relation is reality, a social order, based on a hierarchic structure of relation, forms 

the in-between, i.e. the environment; what is external to every individual, is a system of 

relation. Relation defines the higher thing and, as ultimate generality, the highest thing, 

viz. commonality. In accordance with the higher or highest principle, the individual is in 

itself determined as a system or a system within a system, namely relation. At each level 

of the hierarchic structure, a system may be divided into subsystems. If the lowest level 

of an elementary subsystem is reached, the solid individual is still not observed, but, 

contrarily, relation of basic units, e.g. quarks, in the case of physics; the family or blood-

tie, in the case of anthropology and zoology. A hierarchic structure of relation is, 

therefore, relevant at all levels of reality. 

 

Almost all societies have elementary units called families, which may be 
grouped into villages or tribes, and these into larger groupings, and so on. 
(Simon 1962:469) 

 

Society is structured upon a hierarchic order. Communication is practiced within the 

context of a pattern of a hierarchic system on the basis of which relation is formed and 

institutions are established. Organization is, essentially, a system of hierarchy wherein 

communication is structured by reason of an over-all principle of relation. Action is 

determined by interaction. Individualities are related by the same principle; yet they 

belong to distinct groups, e.g. by status, with regard to the degree to which they fulfill 

the social ideal. Whereas the principle of relation is presupposed in all aspects of 
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activity, communication is originally conceived and constructed in terms of a hierarchic 

order. The order of relation, viewed from above, is revealed in the form of a hierarchic 

structure in connection of otherwise separate beings. Connection is formed in 

interaction already defined and determined in principle. 

 

If we make a chart of social interactions, of who talks to whom, the clusters 
of dense interaction in the chart will identify a rather well-defined hierarchic 
structure. The groupings in this structure may be defined operationally by 
some measure of frequency of interaction in this sociometric matrix. (Simon 
1962:469) 

 

Separation involves a higher union. Units specified within the system are generalized in 

terms of a category by definition of which they are, in fact, the same. Sameness of 

individualities is, then, specified by a category separated from, though overlapping with, 

groupings of entities. All beings are unified, eventually, as individuality; yet never in the 

form of solidity. The whole as such, namely the highest thing, may only, in the same way 

as elementary particles, be understood or observed as a system, i.e. relational context. 

The mere difference between observation of the very small and the very big is gauging a 

descent or an ascent of the hierarchic structure, respectively; otherwise we are in either 

case observing few or several bodies of their kind acting upon one another. A solid 

individuality as the smallest or the biggest, in and of itself, is impossible and unthinkable 

in the context of a hierarchic order. 

 

The whole of an organic realm is a part of a celestial sphere, as that sphere 
is of a solar system, and that, in turn, of greater stellar associations. Such 
appears to be the order of individualities. They are distinct because they 
represent localized modes of action; they are absolutely blended with the 
whole because the whole is a unit; it may be termed “the supreme 
individual,” which has all its relations within itself. (Shaler 1900:77) 

 

The world as complete unification of all individualities is the principle of relation. The 

principle of relation states that all individuals are related; it does not, and cannot, in any 

sense prescribe a supreme individual as a thing in itself. The concept of the individual in 
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itself negates the statement of a universal system of relation. Relation, by its own logic, 

denotes movement in space beyond the individual. A relational universe is infinite in its 

ascent or descent. The world is one by reason of a continuation of the many. 

6.4 Equality vs. Authority. 

By reference to the principle of authority, the hierarchic order arises in all varieties of 

organization as a system of relation, i.e. dominion. Every system of relation is, in 

essence, authoritarian, although the principle of authority may be represented in 

various ways; yet within the structure of hierarchy. The principle of relation and the 

principle of authority are necessarily intertwined. By its own rule, authority pre-

determines a society of inequality. An equal state of things signifies the antithesis of a 

hierarchic structure and thus, supposedly, an alternative to a system of authority. An 

egalitarian system of relation proffers co-operative governance or a democratic rule by 

way of participation of the members of organization. Authority, however, proclaims its 

rule by command irrespective of deliberation. 

 

Authority [...] is incompatible with persuasion, which presupposes equality 
and works through a process of argumentation. Where arguments are used, 
authority is left in abeyance. Against the egalitarian order of persuasion 
stands the authoritarian order, which is always hierarchical. (Arendt 
1968:93) 

 

As opposed to a horizontal co-operative system, a vertical power structure, by its own 

right, assumes the justification of its decree and acceptance by its followers. By the 

decree of authority, members of organization are expected therewith to accept and 

follow the command at hand. If not, punitive measures may be inflicted upon the 

dissident. 

 

[Authority's] distinguishing characteristic is that it does not seek to convince 
the subordinate, but only to obtain his acquiescence. (Simon 1997:201) 
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Argumentation acknowledges, by contrast, a variety of views by the weighing of which a 

balanced outcome may be presented. Here, the outcome is not given; it is a product of 

a process of reciprocal expression of opinion and mutual decision making. However, in a 

system of vertical decision making, deliberation, in the form of persuasion, discussion, 

or debate, is not required. The wisdom of leaders is taken for granted. The superior 

articulates a strategy which the subordinate, irrespective of his own opinion, is 

obligated to implement in order to fulfill the goal of organization. 

 

[A]n authoritarian form of government with its hierarchical structure is the 
least egalitarian of all forms; it incorporates inequality and distinction as its 
all-permeating principles. (Arendt 1968:99) 

 

Authority stipulates an end by reference to which it seeks, gains, and justifies control. 

Members of organization conform in a concentrated effort in accomplishment of the 

objective of the whole. Agents involved in the densest concentration of organization, 

namely those entrusted with the broadest overview of the organization's task and 

bestowed its kindle, bear most responsibility and, accordingly, possess the greatest 

power of authority. Control is, thus, exercised from the top levels of organization. 

 

Control might be defined as power exercised as means toward a specific 
end; authority, as vested control. (Follett 1995a:101) 

 

Now, though it may apply a democratic method of governance, authority needs not in 

any way employ the populous in decision making. A form of governance is determined 

at the highest level of a body already in power. A system of relation, by virtue of the 

ideal, operates in an ascending or a descending order. Authority is centralized at the 

summit from which narrowing levels descend in succession by virtue of a diminishing 

scope of authority relative to the final objective. A decision of strategic importance is 

made, in reference to a general strategy, by a superior who delivers his decision from 

the higher levels of organization to the lower levels where decision, as command, 

manifests in action. 
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As an image for authoritarian government, [let us] propose the shape of the 
pyramid [...]. The pyramid is indeed a particularly fitting image for a 
governmental structure whose source of authority lies outside itself, but 
whose seat of power is located at the top, from which authority and power 
is filtered down to the base in such a way that each successive layer 
possesses some authority, but less than the one above it, and where, 
precisely because of this careful filtering process, all layers from top to 
bottom are not only firmly integrated into the whole but are interrelated 
like converging rays whose common focal point is the top of the pyramid as 
well as the transcending source of authority above it. (Arendt 1968:98) 

 

To the extent of a number of superiors vs. subordinates, or employers vs. employees, 

whereas the few decide and the many carry out, a hierarchic order may be illustrated by 

the shape of a pyramid. However, with regard to the scope of knowledge, authority, and 

power, the pyramid should, then, be turned upside-down. The scope of knowledge, 

authority, and power is broadest on top and narrowest at bottom. By virtue of 

overview, or over-all knowledge, the foreman informs and instructs the subordinate 

who performs the task at hand. Within an egalitarian structure of organization, 

members of organization all possess a relatively levelled overview of the organization's 

aim and operation. Here, as each performs a specific role, according to his own 

expertise, an agent of an institution or a company adopts an overview of the 

organization's aim and operation relative to his own function. Thus, as deemed 

applicable by circumstance, authority is applied by one or another agent, according to a 

specified set of merits. An egalitarian order of relation is instituted on the basis of 

expertise immediately given the whole scope of knowledge and skill. As opposed to a 

pyramid, the form of organization may thus be illustrated by the square. 

 

When each man's function is defined by scientific research, when the form 
of organisation is such that he has the authority which belongs to his 
function, we automatically get rid of that kind of authority which puts one 
man “over” another because he is higher up on the page in an organisation 
chart. (Follett 1995b:142) 

 



 

102 

Authority, in this case, does not demand or require unvarying submission to a superior 

by virtue of his status. Rather, as long as he possesses relevant knowledge and skill 

given the task at hand, in such circumstance where his knowledge and skill are deemed 

useful, an agent holds authority in determination of a course of action. However, in the 

context of a situation where one agent's knowledge and skill are deemed less useful, 

another agent holds authority in accordance with his specified knowledge and skill, 

more relevant given the task at hand. Authority thus varies by virtue of agents' 

knowledge and know-how within a context relevant to their expertise. 

 

[W]hereas power usually means power-over, the power of some person or 
group over some other person or group, it is possible to develop the 
conception of power-with, a jointly developed power, a co-active, not a 
coercive power. (Follett 1995a:103) 

 

In a setting where participants hold relative conditional authority, co-operation, as 

opposed to control, coercion, and competition, defines communication and strategy of 

organization. Power is exercised in co-action and co-operation, viz. a synergy of 

knowledge and skill that actualizes the designs and accomplishes the aims by which 

efficiency is measured. In terms of a vertical structure of organization, by assumption of 

the knowledge of the superior, a method of control, in its demand for unity and 

acquiescence, emphasizes less, or not at all, a deliberative participatory approach to 

strategy and decision making. Within a co-operative domain of a horizontal structure of 

organization, however, “[p]ower might be defined as simply the ability to make things 

happen, to be a causal agent, to initiate change.” (Follett 1995a:101) As a source of 

deliberation and participation where interlocutors and participants may rightly differ on 

the most appropriate and efficient course of action and even the goal of organization, 

power is charged in the dynamic of unification. 

 

[P]ower-with is a jointly developing power, the aim, a unifying which, while 
allowing for infinite differing, does away with fighting. (Follett 1995a:118) 
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With the aim of a realization of the ideal, members of organization partake on an equal 

level in discussion or debate, as is consistent with the general purpose of organization. 

Eventually, within the scope of the ideal, discord leads to an outcome, at least 

transitorily, by the judgment of an umpire, or, in the case of a democratic approach, a 

system of voting. The outcome of a deliberative process is attained, following an 

opportune judgment, in a mediation of divergent positions in the form of collective 

decision, i.e. resolution, consensus, compromise, election, or a practical solution to the 

benefit of all or most. Decision making is, thus, rooted in opinion of the many and 

exercised in a public domain. As opposed to a hierarchic order, where decision making is 

practiced exclusively at the higher levels of administration, an egalitarian order of 

relation allows a decision to be delivered from an inclusive deliberative domain, 

wherein those members of organization otherwise belonging to the lowest levels of 

organization, or classes of society, are included. Furthermore, since power is in effect 

materialized by the populous, in such a case where the interest of the many and the 

prerogative of the few do not coincide, supremacy may, in the event of revolution or 

revolt, be revealed as a deception. 

 

Popular revolt against materially strong rulers [...] may engender an almost 
irresistible power even if it foregoes the use of violence in the face of 
materially vastly superior forces. (Arendt 1958:200-1) 

 

For “genuine power is capacity” (Follett 1995a:111); and, if fully utilized, as such, 

against the ruling domain, the power of the many shall prove unlimited. The power of 

the few is held on the condition of the recognition of the many; the power of the many 

is withheld on these same grounds. However, in the case of revolution or revolt, the 

only hope of authority, in its deterrence, is the fear of those who possess real power, 

namely the multitude. Power may be withheld from the many, but it may be taken from 

the few. 

 

[P]ower, like action, is boundless; it has no physical limitation in human 
nature, in the bodily existence of man, like strength. Its only limitation is the 
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existence of other people, but this limitation is not accidental, because 
human power corresponds to the condition of plurality to begin with. 
(Arendt 1958:201) 

 

In a harmonious and undisturbed environment, on the other hand, members of 

organization collaborate efficiently, although, or rather by reason of, potentially 

disagreeing, each with their own measure of authority and all as one in possession of a 

power boundless in generation of change. Domains of authority overlap where 

individuals collectively seek to accomplish the purpose of the whole with the potential 

of each fully utilized. Communication, in domain of authority, involves a reciprocity of 

equals by nature of which they function constructively as a dynamic integrative 

collective of knowledge-seekers and, as such, complement and enrich one another as 

rational agents in fulfillment of the goal of organization. Authority, on this notion, is not 

restrictive in the sense of control whereby the scope of decision and action is limited in 

such a way that one is obligated to follow a rule or a plan set on a higher level of 

organization. Individuals have, rather, by their own authority, a capacity to show 

initiative, in collaboration with other initiators, in deciding a course of action relative to 

the scope of their expertise by which domain of authority is determined. 

 

Submission to authority does not imply [...] a lack of freedom. On the 
contrary, it is by an understanding of the laws which govern the process by 
which authority is generated that we gain our freedom, freedom in any true 
sense of the word. For authority, genuine authority, is the outcome of our 
common life. It does not come from separating people, from dividing them 
into two classes, those who command and those who obey. It comes from 
the intermingling of all [...] and from that intermingling of forces a power 
being created which will control those forces. Authority is a self-generating 
process. (Follett 1995b:154) 

 

In essence: “Power is what keeps the public realm, the potential space of appearance 

between acting and speaking men, in existence.” (Arendt 1958:200) In fact: “The only 

indispensable material factor in the generation of power is the living together of 

people.” (Arendt 1958:201) Organization is, in this sense, a manifestation of power by 

which agents apply authority within a public domain, structurally represented in the 
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form of a system of relation. If organizational capacity is directed in opposition to 

supremacy, the multitude, by means of organization, dissolves or undermines the very 

structural domain wherein authority is applied. 

 

What keeps people together after the fleeting moment of action has passed 
(what we today call “organization”) and what, at the same time, they keep 
alive through remaining together is power. (Arendt 1958:201) 

 

As determined by a centralized domain of authority in a vertical power structure, 

authority is limited to a domain of thought over a domain of action. Knowledge is 

expressed by the leader in terms of a directive to which the follower responds in 

practice. However, if supreme authority is not acknowledged, former followers, in the 

case of revolution or revolt, assume authority by unlimited power through a synergy of 

collective energy. A decentralized egalitarian structure harnesses the collective energy 

of organization within an inclusive domain of authority where co-operative agents 

utilize their capacity and knowledge in united action. To achieve maximum efficiency, 

the capacity of all able is utilized to the utmost extent relative to their base of 

knowledge. If operation and productivity are results of a boundless power of the work 

force, organizational efficiency is unlimited. Thus, in order to most effectively operate, 

the hierarchic order, in its vertical formation, is dissolved or undermined for the sake of 

a co-ordinate utilization of power. 

6.5 Equality as Sovereign. 

Society, structured upon a hierarchic order, is a representation of the principle of 

relation on which any system of relation is based. The principle of relation manifests, 

further, within a domain of authority, in the form of a structure that is in itself authority. 

Now, in the case of a vertical structure of authority, one is fixedly under the authority of 

another by reason of status. However, in the case of a horizontal structure of authority, 

one is guided circumstantially by authority of another. A distinguishing element 

between a vertical structure and a horizontal structure is, supposedly, a hierarchic 

structure in the case of the former as opposed to the latter. However, in both cases, 

authority ultimately refers to the same principle, namely the principle of relation, of 
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which the system, vertical or horizontal, is a representation. The principle of relation 

determines and delimits the domain of authority by which communication is ordered. 

To a varying degree, the domain of authority is, thus, an extension of the principle of 

relation. If I do not follow the rules of communication, I am in breach of authority. In 

distinguishing between a horizontal and a vertical structure of authority, the surface of 

communication, namely circumstantial vs. fixed authority, is merely observed. Both 

approaches to authority ordain a way of communication and interaction by reference to 

the same over-all principle. Authority is, therefore, not one thing or another by 

comparison of one or another type of power structure. Although authority within an 

egalitarian structure is not fixed according to position, authority is in itself omnipresent 

in ways of communication under the rule of equal relation. A social order, in other 

words, reigns supreme, whether in a domain of circumstantial or fixed authority. If 

anything, the domain of authority is broader in an egalitarian structure of authority, 

wherein anyone may hold authority at anytime. An agent in possession of authority in a 

situation pertaining to his own knowledge and skill expresses therein the over-all 

principle by which authority is justified. Members of organization invariably 

communicate and interact under the rule of authority represented hierarchically in 

ways of communication and interaction. In the case of a horizontal power structure 

wherein authority is not fixed by status, authority is, in fact, arguably domineering to a 

greater extent than in the case of a vertical status-fixed power structure. Within a 

vertical structure of power relations, an agent may increase the scope of his authority 

pursuant to the levels of organization and status given thereby. Contrarily, in the 

context of an egalitarian order, the scope of authority remains fixed upon a singular 

platform of authority where circumstances may not be relevant at all times to 

knowledge and skill in such a way that an individual may claim an authoritative position. 

Notably, although anyone may hold authority at anytime, an individual may not thereby 

hold authority at all times; where anyone may hold authority at anytime, authority of 

the whole, as opposed to the individual, obtains. Dominating the individual by its own 

principle, egalitarianism demands the sacrifice of ambition for the sake of the common 

good. The common good is the final supreme goal under which all are equal. 
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Before the supreme ruler, the sole commander, we had all become equal, 
equal persons, that is, nullities. (Stirner 1995:106) 

 

Further, an equal state of things is as such determined by a higher principle. Men are 

only equal if they are made equal. The vagabond, dissident, or rebel is unequal to those 

equals within an egalitarian system of relation; these former consider themselves 

superior, yet they are considered inferior, to the flat mass of common units. The rebel is 

outlawed in a state of equal persons, as in every social order wherein an individual 

opposes and acts in opposition to the principle of the social. The one who deserts or 

departs from the order of equals becomes thereby unequal to those equals. An 

individual deserter may consider himself superior to the multitude, but in deserting the 

social order, he immediately becomes inferior, from the standpoint of the social, to 

everyone else in conformity with the order of society. A saviour, however, is seen as 

superior to all others; for he affirms in his own person a higher principle of the social. 

An egalitarian order is established, managed, and controlled by its own antithesis, 

namely the order of hierarchy. The principle of the unitary order of equals contradicts 

the very order itself. Equality is, in fact, a form of a hierarchic structure or, more exactly, 

the simplest form of hierarchy where everyone is directly placed under a single 

principle. Also, the hierarchic structure operates most efficiently as an egalitarian 

system. As equals, individuals function wholly by cause of, and for the sake of, the 

general principle of society, viz. in opposition to individuality. The efficiency of systemic 

operation rests on the transference of the will of the individual from its own interest to 

the general interest of society and purpose of the whole. An egalitarian system fixes 

definitively the order of relation by reason of ultimate generality: The equal march in 

perfect unison. Conflict lies beyond the order of equals wherein commitment to the 

final objective applies absolutely to each and every individual. The antithesis of a 

hierarchic order is not another form of organization, namely an egalitarian order, but 

the individual as such. The perfect system nullifies the individual. The individual is 

nullified within a complete horizontal structure of equal persons. In a perfect order of 

equal relations, equal persons are, in fact, the first singular system of relation under the 

principle of the social. With an indefinitely wide and broad platform as a first singular 
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system of relation, a complete horizontal structure of an equal state of affairs is a flat 

hierarchy, as in the case of a diamond. 

 

[A] diamond is hierarchic, for it is a crystal structure of carbon atoms that 
can be further decomposed into protons, neutrons, and electrons. However, 
it is a very “flat” hierarchy, in which the number of first-order sub-systems 
belonging to the crystal can be indefinitely large. (Simon 1962:469) 

 

A hierarchic order consisting of a singular flat structure under the over-all principle has 

the greatest advantage of a realization of the principle and thus the accomplishment of 

the ideal. In direct contact to the supreme ruler, all members of organization stand on 

equal footing on the same platform, without intermediaries. The frequency of outcome 

is, therefore, at its highest rate in the case of an equal state of affairs. A democratic 

approach to egalitarianism, however, in comparison to pure egalitarianism, prolongs 

decision making by its deliberative proceedings and voting procedures. 

The equal are servants to their own principle. By the accomplishment of the principle 

of an equal state of affairs, the hierarchic structure of societal development has 

culminated in a perfect construct of the ideal. The conflict of classes, at the zenith of 

historical factionalism, discloses an absolute resolution whereby an individual is judged 

as equal to each and every other as opposed to a higher or lower, greater or lesser, 

social unit within the context of organization and society as a whole. 

 

[T]he liberation of each single individual will be accomplished in the 
measure in which history becomes wholly transformed into world history. 
(Marx 1986:183) 

 

The ideal of hierarchy, the realization of which comes forth at the consummation of 

societal development, is embodied in a state in which individuals are appreciated as 

persons or entities in their own right. In a society of equal persons, each and every 

member of society is recognized as an end in himself as opposed to a mere means for 
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societal ends. The individual has, in effect, adopted societal ends as its own; for society 

has fulfilled within its own framework the needs of its members for self-recognition. 

 

[A]ll rational beings stand under the law that each of them should treat 
himself and all others never merely as means but always at the same time as 
an end in himself. Hereby arises a systematic union of rational beings 
through common objective laws, i.e., a kingdom that may be called a 
kingdom of ends (certainly only an ideal), inasmuch as these laws have in 
view the very relation of such beings to one another as ends and means. 
(Kant 1981:39-40 [433]) 

 

The hierarchic order fulfills its own end in an equal state of things in the form of which 

persons or entities have been reconciled as neutral participants within society. 

Members of society, in other words, neither rise nor decline, positively or negatively, 

respectively, in terms of their value in the social order, as represented by status and 

location, but unite in fulfillment of the highest thing, to wit the kingdom of ends. Here, 

the individual, as intelligent being, is valued in its own self, for its own quality, namely 

its rationality, and thus as an end in itself equal to all others capable of rational thought. 

Society has raised the value of rationality to its highest standard whereby individuals as 

rational beings are recognized as ends in themselves. What is of use to society is, in fact, 

the application of rationality by its own members; and society is for the rational 

individual of most benefit and value where an axiom of rationality lies as the basis of 

the social order. The individual, for society, is itself the end. Individual and societal ends 

are synchronized, adjusted and attuned, in fulfillment of the highest aim. The social 

contract is objectified in the form of the ideal whereby a social order is finally achieved 

in terms of freedom and equality. In absolute mediation, ends and means are unified as 

purpose. The individual as means seeks its own end. Between society and individual, a 

union is established; for what is particular to man, namely reason, is adopted by society 

as an axiom by which each and every member of society is judged as himself a rational 

being. In realization of the axiom of reason, individuals are free and equal; they fulfill 

thereby the end of the social. 

In a rational society, one does not rule over another by his own interest in thus 

exploiting the interest of the other. Instead, reason dictates interest of one by the 
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interest of the other. On equal footing, citizens rely on the application of reason in 

deliberation of fundamental principles of society. The social order is no longer 

disintegrated into factions engaged in class conflict by reference to opposing interests 

and, by that influence, inconsistent ideas on fundamental principles and values. For 

reason to be established as the axiom, members of society must be free and equal in 

agreement of the fundamental principles on the basis of which freedom and equality 

are achieved. 

 

In place of the old bourgeois society with its classes and class conflicts there 
will be an association in which the free development of each is the condition 
for the free development of all. (Marx 1996:20) 

 

However, in the course of societal development, conflict resumes between divergent 

bodies of disproportionate authority and power where each proceeds to claim his own 

interest as the order of things. Power is achieved in claiming authority by the 

establishment of interest. The rulers maintain power at the expense of those who do 

not share their interest, namely their followers. 

 

The ruling ideas of an age were always but the ideas of the ruling class. 
(Marx 1996:18) 

 

Society develops through conflict. As one class oppresses another, the latter seeks to 

supersede the former and thus bring itself to a position of a ruling class. Supersession 

involves a synthesis of interest wherein the idea of the ruling class and the idea of the 

lower class are unified within the context of a novel idea presented in the formation of 

a new ruling class. Other yet lower classes, though, remain; and thus oppression persists 

and, accordingly, the struggle for recognition. Equalization of classes subsists through a 

process of recognition. Recognition of all classes as equal is but an ideal by reference to 

which conflict proceeds. The order of hierarchy applies its final objective as paradigm in 

development of society wherein social stratification is further levelled and interests 

harmonized. 
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When in the course of development class distinctions have disappeared, and 
all production is concentrated in the hands of associated individuals, then 
the public power loses its political character. Political power in its true sense 
is the organised power of one class for oppressing another. (Marx 1996:20) 

 

Oppression obtains as a result of a hierarchic formation of societal development. As 

society approaches its own ideal, the ruling class will be the one of which ideas and 

interests most accord with the final aim. The lower classes, then, pursue the same idea 

as the ruling class has already actualized in fulfillment of its own interest. However, at 

this juncture, by an overlapping of class interests, a higher principle of the social order is 

implemented. Factions once foes are now joined in a creation of a new class whereby 

the social order has approached from a higher level the ideal of equal persons beyond 

class warfare. Societal development by way of a levelling of stratification is based on a 

presupposition of an equal state of affairs as the ideal the materialization of which is 

perfection of the social order. Relation subsists, as the principle, between individuals as 

ends in themselves where the end in itself is relation as such. The order of hierarchy 

prescribes the integration of individuals, viz. a state of separate beings as a unified 

whole. To be fully integrated as a unified and uniform whole, individuals are formulated 

as neutralities. Yet, in terms of a hierarchic structure, individuals, as separate beings, 

necessarily stand as one and the other; they are neutral in the sense of their absolute 

levelling on the same platform of organization. The most basic extremes are one and 

the other; and as such, they cannot be reconciled absolutely as one. Still, in an equal 

state of affairs, individuals are unified to the extreme; for in this state of affairs, they 

not integrated as disassociated higher-ranking and lower-ranking group-members, 

within and between groups, on the same level and on different levels of organization, 

but as singulars in themselves connected horizontally within the same integral whole. 

In the ideal social order, the individual as a social entity has transcended its 

classification within a group in adoption of a universal identity. All classes of the social 

structure have risen to the same level in the greatest proximity to the principle of the 

social order. As one or the other, as opposed to a group entity within a social class, e.g. 

proletariat or bourgeoisie, or in terms of organizational status or rank, the individual is 
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judged in itself as a member of the whole equal to all others within the full scope of the 

integrated totality. Otherness is the simple content of mediation. Along the same line, 

two points are connected by the third given in their duality by definition of the third. 

Hence, absolute oneness, i.e. individuality in and for itself, negates the concept of a 

social order wherein the unifier signifies the highest principle on the assumption of 

separateness. The world is not one; it is, rather, a manifold through unification. 

Solipsism, or the world as self, is, irreconcilably, the antithesis of hierarchy, i.e. social 

order. Individuality is located as a point in relation to other points in a matrix by the 

rules of which communication occurs and connection is formed. In this sense, the many 

specify the one; the individual is indeterminable without reference to the social. The 

individual is, in fact, error. Solipsism, or individuality in and for itself, errs absolutely in 

negation of relation and separation. In a hierarchic structure, individuals are unified by 

reference to a higher principle whereby being as otherness is generalized in terms of 

sameness, or separation in terms of relation. The highest principle unifies individuals as 

ends in themselves under the final end to which they inexorably count all as means. 

 

In speaking of a “means”, we at first imagine something merely external to 
the “end” and having no part in it. [...] Humans do not see themselves as the 
“means” for the goals of Reason in that entirely external sense at all. On the 
contrary [...] they [...] have a part in that rational goal itself; for that very 
reason they are to be regarded as ends in themselves. (Hegel 1988:36) 

 

An individual is, thus, an end in itself not literally as such, but, rather, as far as it fulfills 

the goal of reason. To the extent that it is irrational, an individual is, therefore, not an 

end in itself and, in fact, a means to no end; it is simply an obstacle. As equal to all 

others, one recognizes and partakes in an equal society, upholds its values, and pursues 

its purpose. Reason is the medium by which all ends are accomplished. Irrationality is 

destructive to societal ends. If reason does not apply, inequality takes hold and may 

expand indefinitely; and deconstructive conflict thus resumes. As an end in itself, the 

individual is, to begin with, a social entity. 
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[H]umans are ends in themselves with respect to the content of the goal. 
[...] In other words, the human being is an end in himself only by virtue of 
the divine in him – by virtue of what, from the very outset, was called 
“Reason”, and called “freedom” too, because Reason is self-activating and 
self-determining. (Hegel 1988:36) 

 

At a final stage in history, where freedom, presupposed as ideal, is realized, and an 

individual, as a rational being, is considered an end in itself, the order of hierarchy has, 

under its own principle, achieved full conformity of individuals as one and the same; yet 

only in terms of species; and so otherness, as error, although in itself incorrigible, is still 

corrected in a dialectic process of reason; and thus, through this unattainable end, the 

process of structuralization and ordering of the social order resumes. As neutralities, 

the individual and the other are, as such, mediated so as to become one in accordance 

with the ideal of sameness. Sameness, however, cannot obtain without destruction of 

the will; yet the individual always must recognize, by its own will, the resolution of its 

own self and the other. The hierarchic order, therefore, cannot come to a point of a 

completion of its structure; for its contradiction, namely the individual, subsists. A 

further generalization is always needed. 

6.6 Master and Slave. 

The aim of hierarchy is its own contradiction, namely individuality in and for itself. In its 

ever approaching consummation, progress involves, however, a conflict of extremities. 

In the form of class struggle or competition for status, conflict arises by cause of 

inequality. Whereas the ruling power exploits the lesser or lower by nature of the 

societal structure, the latter seek the position of the former. The ruling interest is 

doomed to be claimed by those over whom it rules. Society progresses by supersession. 

All relation, in fact, is hierarchic in form and formation. As a result of conflict, 

supersession eventually occurs in which case a higher principle is overtaken by a lower 

principle risen to the throne of a ruling idea. With the ideal of uniformity, the 

antagonists battle over the highest order in the name of their class interest as a 

representation of the general interest of society.  In any context of duality, one rises 

above another in which case polarity obtains. 
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Inequality is the state of society. By a mechanism of unequal relation, society 

progresses towards a singularity whereby all things become equal. The singularity is, 

however, the point of departure through which all movement transpires. The end is 

given as ideal already achieved as idea. In the beginning, the order is fixed; and in the 

process, the order as fixed is presupposed as end. As moving objects, individuals collide 

against one another in expression of will and interest. Collision occurs in the workings of 

a hierarchic structure wherein interest relates to varying aims of individuals and groups 

on different levels of the social structure. Movement seeks a higher level by the 

attainment of which it is called progress. Further, in its process of fulfillment, the mind 

not only combats obstacles in its own environment, i.e. the other outside itself, but 

likewise its own self, – the other within itself. The self, as individuality, is split in two, 

thus seen as relation. In its relation to itself, individuality confronts itself as an other. 

Otherness, as its own self, exists as one; yet as one in relation to another; as duality 

within a singular inclusive system, i.e. self, wherein one and the same is, in fact, one and 

the other. The individual contradicts itself as its own self. In its own consciousness, the 

self is aware of itself as in itself an other. At first, one seemingly holds the truth in its 

own higher being; the other, then, errs relative to the true accepted as such and thus 

depends on this notion of truth in its own lesser being. 

 

Since to begin with they are unequal and opposed, and their reflection into 
a unity has not yet been achieved, they exist as two opposed shapes of 
consciousness; one is the independent consciousness whose essential 
nature is to be for itself, the other is the dependent consciousness whose 
essential nature is simply to live or to be for another. The former is lord, the 
other is bondsman. (Hegel 1977:115 [189]) 

 

Inequality of internal duality, – the self as dual being, – or relation between self and the 

other beyond is determined, as such, more or less, by the process of knowing, viz. the 

degree to which truth is established between the lord and the bondsman. The process 

of knowing moves through an opposition of truth and error in the form of a hierarchic 

structuralization of ideas by way of the approach of falsity towards the true. Otherness 

contains a degree of truth relative to its approach towards finality in the form of the 

ruling idea. The poles oppose each other; yet one rests on the being of the other. The 
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lesser being desires independence which it pursues in its dependence upon the higher 

independent being. The aim of the bondsman is the truth of the lord: “[S]ervitude has 

the lord for its essential reality; hence the truth for it is the independent consciousness 

that is for itself.” (Hegel 1977:117 [194]) The subservient notion, as inferior being, fulfills 

itself as the dominant idea. This unequal relation develops in a struggle for recognition 

through the ideal of dominion; yet once attained in the form of one idea, another 

predominant idea is revealed. 

Dominion is in itself equality. Opposites unite, at the point of mediation, as a 

singularity under its own rule. Otherwise, friction remains between opposites in their 

seeking each other's nullification, although dependent upon each other. Not only, in 

fact, does the inferior notion depend on the ruling idea; the latter also relies on the 

former for its justification as the dominating force, as is definitive of its own being. The 

lord depends on the bondman's recognition of his own self as the dominant being, i.e. 

truth; and the lord thus “[...] achieves his recognition through another consciousness 

[...]” (Hegel 1977:116 [191]), viz. in gaining the acceptance of the other. Truth, thus, as 

the ruling idea, is based on the definition of its antithesis, i.e. falsity. 

 

In this recognition the unessential consciousness is for the lord the object, 
which constitutes the truth of his certainty of himself. (Hegel 1977:116 
[192]) 

 

So: 

 

The truth of the independent consciousness is [...] the servile consciousness 
of the bondsman. (Hegel 1977:117 [193]) 

 

Being is its own negation. One cannot exist without the other; and, in fact, one exists as 

the other. The inter-dependence through recognition maintains an equal state of being; 

yet in the present condition of life, the lord as the independent being seems to prevail 

over and dominate the bondsman as the dependent being. Opposites not only depend 

on each other in their condition of life, but in their very own being. The truth of being 
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consists in affirmation by its own negation, i.e. validation by the other, without whom 

this truth cannot be stated, but with whom this truth is eventually invalidated. For: 

 

[J]ust as lordship showed that its essential nature is the reverse of what it 
wants to be, so too servitude in its consummation will really turn into the 
opposite of what it immediately is; as a consciousness forced back into itself, 
it will withdraw into itself and be transformed into a truly independent 
consciousness. (Hegel 1977:117 [193]) 

 

The dependent being supersedes the independent being in its own development 

towards independence achieved at a higher level of existence. However, in his 

deposition, the lord does not, as a result, reposition himself at a lower level of being as 

a slave to a new world order. Instead, an even higher being is formed as a result of a 

mediation of the lord and the bondsman. Supersession is at the same time mediation. 

 

[The dependent being] must proceed to supersede the other independent 
being in order thereby to become certain of itself as the essential being; [...] 
in so doing it proceeds to supersede its own self, for this other is itself. 
(Hegel 1977:111 [180]) 

 

Here, oneness is exhibited as a principle of duality; though immediately, in its revelation 

as a higher being, faced as such with its own antithesis. Being as a determined entity is 

necessarily dependent upon another entity determined as its opposite. Otherwise, an 

entity, as individual, cannot comprehensively be posited as a substance of its own 

principle, namely the principle of relation, formulated in a certain context in the form of 

duality. The thing, as a being of the world, inexorably stands in opposition to its other, 

in separation from other beings of the in-between, i.e. space. The mind, in or within 

itself, as an internal isolated system, is divorced from itself as its own other. A system is, 

further, although isolated as such, related to other external systems of the same kind in 

the context of a matrix of systems constructed by a higher principle. The higher 

principle mediates the extremes within every system and between each and every 

system. 
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The middle term is self-consciousness which splits into the extremes; and 
each extreme is this exchanging of its own determinateness and an absolute 
transition into the opposite. (Hegel 1977:112 [184]) 

 

Within every system and between all systems, in progression towards an unattainable 

end, the will is divided in the form of contradictory and transitory unequal notions of 

the ideal. By reference to a higher principle, however, individuals, as isolated systems, 

transcend their own being and thus, as opposites, coalesce as a synthesis of a divided 

will of one and the same or one and the other. Transcendence eventuates through 

reciprocity of opposites in a process of recognition. 

 

[T]he process of [...] pure Notion of recognition, of the duplicating of self-
consciousness in its oneness [...] will exhibit the side of the inequality of the 
two, or the splitting-up of the middle term into the extremes which, as 
extremes, are opposed to one another, one being only recognized, the other 
only recognizing. (Hegel 1977:112-113 [185]) 

 

The bondsman, i.e. the lower principle, recognizes the lord who is thereby recognized as 

such, namely the higher principle by reference to which the ideal is pursued. Now, if not 

recognized as such, the lord cannot as such remain in power, to wit, a manifestation of 

the ultimate general. The antagonists recognize each other as and for what they are by 

virtue of the highest principle, as manifested in the form of the lord; yet the bondsman 

piecemeal undermines, or even instantly dethrones, in the case of revolution or revolt, 

the lord in the light of the same principle, in accordance with his own desire to become 

the essential being and thus hold in his power the ruling idea for himself and all others. 

In this hierarchic development, the bondsman inexorably is the victor. Supersession is, 

in fact, the ascendance of the bondsman. However, in the more or less status quo, 

although in itself non-existent, except as the nunc stans of mere presupposition, the 

lord and the bondsman exist by virtue of each other within the context of the order of 

things; yet, again, in the process of recognition wherein the former is eventually 
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destroyed by the latter at which point they are both re-constituted in terms of a new 

world order. 

 

Each is for the other the middle term, through which each mediates itself 
with itself and unites with itself; and each is for itself, and for the other, an 
immediate being on its own account, which at the same time is such only 
through this mediation. They recognize themselves as mutually recognizing 
one another. (Hegel 1977:112 [184]) 

 

Through the principle of relation, i.e. the most basic order of things, unequal relation 

within the social order is levelled on a new footing in reaching a stage in development 

whereupon authority is formed and founded anew in a synergy of will. In the course of 

development, wherein one knows himself through the other, and vice versa, 

individuality exists, as recognized, in the form of relation on the basis of mediation of 

the higher and lower principle through the highest axiom. At the moment of unification, 

in the lower unessential entity's surmounting the ruling establishment, in ascending the 

throne of social order, mediation commences at a new level whereby, in the form of 

renewed balance, the order of society has approached the ideal by a leap through a 

pinnacle of development at which point sameness has been further solidified in the 

name of a higher principle in accordance with the general purpose of society. In this 

process of recognition, the social order further actualizes, and in so doing, generalizes, 

its own principle of relation whereby all members of society are, as such, free and 

equal. As the ideals of society, freedom and equality, are further actualized and 

generalized, self-knowledge of society and its members broadens and deepens in the 

light of the ideal itself, namely absolute freedom and equality, though unattainable, and 

in fact inconceivable, in the hierarchic structure of social order. Consciousness expands, 

torn by its contradictory will, through the dynamic of its dual being whereas by 

supersession, following mediation of opposing views, the spirit is lifted onto a higher 

level of awareness and, therewith, proximity to an ideal order of the social. At the stage 

of society where democracy is practiced, procedurally structured, and organizationally 

systematized, the human spirit, or intelligent being, has to an extent relative to its 

intelligence come to a realization of its own self and its own purpose sufficiently so as to 
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proceed henceforth towards a democratic union. As opposed to an autocratic or 

oligarchic rule, a democratic society, if mature enough, will not for its own destruction 

and establishment of a higher social order necessitate revolution from the people. 

Inherent in democracy is the source of change; and from the fountain of a democratic 

order, a plurality of views is presented in the public domain, which, if deemed fair and 

just, nullifies the demand for revolution. Members of society, as free and equal, 

recognized as intelligent beings, participating in decision making within a public domain, 

contributing thereby intellectually to the development of society, have to a certain 

degree, on the shoulders of history, risen above a means-end relationship as 

characterized by a primitive power structure. The system has, at this point, 

incorporated its own antithesis as far as it may nonetheless subsist according to its own 

principle. Democracy has, undeniably, its own enemies; it cannot permit any principle to 

flourish within itself. The principle of the enemy, e.g. religion, cannot be actualized to a 

degree overpowering the democratic principle itself, but deliberation of the antithesis 

and a modest or moderate following of it may, although posing a potential threat, be 

permitted in the name of democratic freedom. However, in adopting its own 

contradiction, democracy may, if too tolerant and permissive, at the expense of its own 

principle, lead to annihilation of a free society altogether. Security, religion, ideology, 

nationality, and race may, notably, in the end, be considered more important than 

freedom the practice of which requires concessions on these issues. In any case, 

democracy, as a sphere of pluralistic opinion, in the context of a broad mediation of 

conflicting views, exhibits, as such, a developed culture wherein reason has come to 

know itself as a primarily deliberative faculty, unbound by religion or ideology. Reason 

is, or becomes, aware of its own self in a developed state of society, in approximation of 

the ideal, in which contrary ideologies, or world views, have been gradually reconciled 

to form an eventual overarching reconciliation of a spectrum of views. A dual 

consciousness of the individual or the collective, has, at a moment in history, through 

Zeitgeist, – the spirit of the times, – become itself conscious of its own self as this dual 

consciousness, thus enlightened. Self-consciousness arises in a resolution of ideals 

whereby various systems of thought have been critically dissolved into an ideal of 

criticism in its own right. By criticism, thus, an entity comes to know itself, and becomes 
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conscious of itself, as a continually developing mechanism of reason, through its duality. 

Reason in its maturity rejects religion and ideology. 

6.7 Criticism, Revolution, and Revolt. 

Criticism, in its deliberation of a variety of contradictory ideas and theories, given a 

constructive approach, gradually accumulates knowledge and truth from the falsity of 

fixed ideas and systems of thought. The dissolution of systems of thought is maintained 

by a wholly deliberative approach, unrestrained by a fixed idea, whereby ideological or 

theoretical premises are subjected to criticism by a method of a universal objective 

view. The aim of criticism, notably, in this sense, is development as opposed to 

dissolution; for, with the purpose of a fulfillment of truth, all systems of thought are 

subjected to the critical view within the context of an enhancement of an absolute 

system of reason. The process of enhancement integrates and incorporates systems of 

thought by mediation of inconsistent premises within those systems. A resolution thus 

overcomes antagonism of duality in the birth of a unity established by a trinity; yet 

immediately, the selfsame resolution stands in opposition to its nemesis. Now, a 

gradual development of ideas, by incorporation of inconsistent premises within an 

eventual larger view of the world, is, by nature of its method, based on the past and 

thus dependent upon the logic of its predecessors. Hence, in order to surmount the 

ruling idea and thus transform the social order, revolution must be waged against the 

established order; for in no other way may the shackles of the past be broken. 

 

[T]he revolution is necessary [...] not only because the ruling class cannot be 
overthrown in any other way, but also because the class overthrowing it can 
only in a revolution succeed in ridding itself of all the muck of ages and 
become fitted to found society anew. (Marx 1986:185) 

 

As long as the aim of criticism is development of ideas as opposed to mere dissolution, 

the preceding ideas remain to some extent within the critical view itself as it has 

developed in the form of succeeding ideas. Ideas or theories are further constructed to 

the degree to which they are, or considered, true as opposed to relevant antitheses, 

which are also, in fact, by the same principle of mediation, extended towards the ideal. 



 

121 

Criticism brings about nothing essentially new. In systematic succession of ideas, 

previous systems of logic are, instead, applied for accumulation of knowledge in 

extension of the same foundational principle. For any veritable change, the established 

order must be disestablished and dissolved, viz. deprived of its authority and 

significance, at which point it may, without reference to its inner logical structure and 

content, be wholly substituted by another system. 

 

[A]ll forms and products of consciousness cannot be dissolved by mental 
criticism, by resolution into “self-consciousness” [...] but only by the 
practical overthrow of the actual social relations [...] not criticism but 
revolution is the driving force of history, also of religion, of philosophy and 
all other kinds of theory [...] history does not end by being resolved into 
“self-consciousness” as “spirit of the spirit” [...] (Marx 1986:186) 

 

History, in its very movement, is determined by change or transformation, whoever or 

whatever, if any, the propeller may be. Criticism, however, preserves the old within the 

new: A new order is established on the foundation of the old. Although a system of 

thought is found to rest on false premises and therewith abandoned, a novel idea or 

theory based on a critical approach is formulated in the context of a deliberation on 

these exact premises. Formulation of a novel idea or theory entails an adjustment of a 

former system of thought. Self-knowledge inherent in systems of thought, as 

constructive resolutions of self-consciousness, whether scientific, political, 

philosophical, organizational, or aesthetic, contains, in its mediation of opposing world 

views and thereby gradual accumulation of truth, the history of ideas in the context of 

which all former systems are adjusted to the present system in representation of the 

overarching principle of systematic thinking. True novelty, however, whereby history is 

elevated onto the next level, or, to illustrate horizontally, transferred into the next 

phase, cannot be a product of constructive criticism. Within an era, criticism, as the 

medium of a diversity of views, impels development of ideas through a line of coherent 

thought. However, if not only a version within a general diversity, but in opposition to 

another system, a system of thought, as true novelty, demands a revolution of ideas in 

order to supersede its nemesis. In the absence of revolution, the construction of 

rational systems, by continuation along the same line of thought, follows the lead of the 
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over-all principle as manifested in a consistent systematic development. Revolution 

brings an end to a consistent linear progression as formed by a particular system of 

logic. In the advent of revolution, with a concomitant break in the linear development 

of ideas, foundational premises of a system of logic are abandoned by reason of 

adoption of antithetical premises set forth as a foundation of a contradictory system, 

irreconcilable with the former and thus unsuited for constructive criticism by way of 

which a resolution would otherwise be reached. Inherent in revolution, though, is a 

demand for a resurrection of the establishment as it exists in principle. A new order re-

affirms the principle of order as such. Reformation, or transformation, re-establishes 

the order upon which every system rests in the establishment of a new system which, 

from a higher peak, extends and strengthens the essential order itself. 

 

To this day the revolutionary principle has gone no further than to assail 
only one or another particular establishment, to be reformatory. Much as 
may be improved […] always there is only a new master set in the old one's 
place, and the overturning is a – building up. (Stirner 1995:100) 

 

The linear progression, thus, continues through an actual break in the gradual 

accumulation of knowledge and the associated construction of rational society. At this 

break in history, development as such ascends to a new level. The line of development 

is broken at the moment of revolution; yet it continues, in its approach towards the 

ideal, enlightened beyond its epoch, by ascension to a more ideal form of its own 

principle. Development is continual through revolutions. The system in its linear 

development is, as far as its potential, validated at the moment of its own end, in 

revolution, whereupon a higher principle of the ideal is achieved. Revolution negates a 

continuity of a particular limited conception of authority within a structural aspect of a 

system of relation, based on the whole concept of authority, while demanding a further 

generalized inclusive notion of a power structure. At the end of an era, the idea is 

fulfilled and affirmed as such in revolution through which history enters a new epoch in 

the light of the ideal. Discontinuity leads to a higher stratum of continuity. In revolution, 

linear progression, as it has heretofore subsisted, terminates in coming to a realization 

of its whole potential. The idea is, thus, negated in affirmation of its fulfillment. The 
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higher principle maintains the accumulation of knowledge, approaching ultimate 

generality, by reference to the lower stratum of a linear progression of which the higher 

stratum is an extension. The transformative power of revolution, on the basis of a 

newfound model, forms the layers of the order by which evolution is defined. 

For terminal discontinuity, revolt, as opposed to revolution, is waged against the 

establishment. Whereas revolution aims at resurrection of the system in principle, the 

aim of revolt is destruction of the system. With no end in sight, save the end itself, the 

insurgent expresses mere hate or disregard, through violence or non-participation, for 

the establishment under which rule at present he is. Revolution may, notably, 

commence as revolt, but revolt in itself simply intends and seeks to annihilate the ruler 

and nullify the ruling idea of order as such. As opposed to resurrection of the system, as 

intended and sought in revolution, insurrection against the system is not the origin of a 

new order, but the immanent end of the system in itself. The aim of insurrection lies 

beyond the world order. 

 

Revolution and insurrection must not be looked upon as synonymous. The 
former consists in an overturning of conditions, of the established 
conditions or status, the state or society, and is accordingly a political or 
social act; the latter has indeed for its unavoidable consequence a 
transformation of circumstances, yet does not start from it but from men's 
discontent with themselves, is not an armed rising, but a rising of 
individuals, a getting up, without regard to the arrangements that spring 
from it. The revolution aimed at new arrangements; insurrection leads us no 
longer to let ourselves be arranged, but to arrange ourselves, and sets no 
glittering hopes on ‘institutions’. It is not a fight against the established, 
since, if it prospers, the established collapses of itself; it is only a working 
forth of me out of the established. If I leave the established, it is dead and 
passes into decay. Now, as my object is not the overthrow of an established 
order but my elevation above it, my purpose and deed are not a political or 
social but [...] an egoistic purpose and deed. (Stirner 1995:279-280) 

 

The arrangement of the established order, which in its perfection is the aim of 

revolution, dissolves in fulfillment of the aim of insurrection. The insurgent rises above 

the established order. Society is no longer recognized as justification of authority. The 

individual recognizes itself as the master. Authority is not accepted in relation, but in 

will. The throne itself is dethroned. The order of society is as such invalidated. The only 
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thing lasting is the individual, meaningless as such in any terms of relation, standing in 

opposition to society which is itself meaningless with respect to individuality in and for 

itself. Now, although beyond the world order, and thus not a political or social strategy, 

the aim of insurrection inexorably goes against, and relates thus negatively to, the social 

order. In elevating itself above the established order, the individual, as far as its 

potential, abolishes the rule of the state or organization of the state as any form of 

order beyond itself. A presupposition of the social order is subordination of individuals 

and, moreover, individuals' recognition and acceptance of their own subordination to 

the rule of society. In revolt, the bond of superior and subordinate is broken. Master 

and slave are equals in opposition. Revolution, on the other hand, unfastens the bond in 

discovery of a new way to fasten it even tighter. In fact, in revolution, the citizen, as 

opposed to the individual, confronts the prevailing order of society. 

 

In the revolution it was not the individual who acted so as to affect the 
world's history, but a people; the nation, the sovereign nation, wanted to 
effect everything. A fancied I, an idea, such as the nation is, appears acting; 
the individuals contribute themselves as tools of this idea, and act as 
‘citizens’. (Stirner 1995:100) 

 

Already categorized in terms of the prevailing order, in social roles, by class, status, and 

profession, individuals effect transformation as a consequence of a tension within the 

order; yet only to extend the order onto a higher level of its own fulfillment. To convert 

absolutely to another kind of order, or transcend into disorder, or no order at all, the 

prevailing order must not only be transformed, but destroyed. However, even so, by its 

own elevation, the individual establishes a new order of hierarchy with its own self at 

the summit. Elevation of the individual above the established order is a beginning of a 

new order, or, in fact, the fulfillment of the order in its most basic element, i.e. 

presupposition of the principle as final end. With itself as end out of the end, the 

individual thereby becomes the very thing its aim was to overcome, namely the order 

itself. The only victory is total destruction. Not only must the individual destroy the 

order within which it otherwise subsists, but it must annihilate its own self in the 
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process. The individual is, otherwise, either a member of the order or the order itself. 

Destruction is true revolt. 

6.8 Universal Individuality. 

As opposed to destruction, perfection is the aim of revolution. In perfection, the process 

of knowing culminates in absolute mediation within which obtains a complete synergy 

of opposing world views. The end as a singular truth is sought and partially, or, rather, 

hopefully, achieved in revolution. Varieties of ideological or theoretical approaches 

synergize in solidification of individuality. The revolutionary event further solidifies the 

universal principle in terms of a leap in the process of systematic organization of 

knowledge. 

 

In immediate self-consciousness the simple ‘I’ is absolute mediation, and has 
as its essential moment lasting independence. (Hegel 1977:115 [189]) 

 

The absolute as aim of revolution manifests in singularity. In singularity, the end 

proceeds through the beginning in self-knowledge of beginning as presupposition of the 

principle. Absolute mediation is formed in the discovery of consciousness of its own 

immediacy, i.e. singularity, as it continues to advance in reflection through its own self. 

In proceeding thus consciously or knowingly through duality, consciousness is as such 

unified. Consciousness, twofold in nature, by recognition of itself in its own bifurcated 

progression, returns to its principle at which point it has finally adjusted itself anew to 

its own individuality. 

 

[I]ts essence and absolute object is ‘I’; and in this immediacy, or in this 
being, of its being-for-self, it is an individual. (Hegel 1977:113 [186]) 

 

Proceeding through its own principle, in expression of self-consciousness, a system of 

thought, in its return to the principle, balances the equation of its inherent logic in 

synchronization of its duality in terms of oneness. In detecting sameness in otherness, 

the principle in having returned to itself operates knowingly and consciously on its own 
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basis; thus not deviating from its critical stance, as essential to its nature, within the 

context of a system of thought, viz. particular ideas or theories. Any kind of system 

seeks consistency in its logic and regularity in its workings in order to operate most 

efficiently according to its own principle. As a consequence of its duality, the system 

diverts from its own principle. Development basically involves a search to reclaim the 

origin. At the final stage of development, the system in its ultimate form “[...] knows 

that it is the dual consciousness of itself, as self-liberating, unchangeable, and self-

identical, and as self-bewildering and self-perverting, and it is the awareness of this self-

contradictory nature of itself.” (Hegel 1977:126 [206]) Finality reverts back to the origin 

at which point reason accepts its own self as the ideal. The final outcome is not one or 

the other, but the faculty of the mind itself from which stem varieties of contradictory 

ideas or theories, namely reason. Contradiction holds in its origin a single principle. 

 

[T]he duplication which formerly was divided between two individuals, the 
lord and the bondsman, is now lodged in one. (Hegel 1977:126 [206]) 

 

At the moment of enlightenment, in science's coming back to its own essence, i.e. pure 

reason, opposing ideas or theories, thesis and antithesis, are conjoined within the 

principle of science, which is in itself the ultimate synthesis. Reason's awareness of its 

own essence, as it discovers its own origin, is the fulfillment of a singular principle of the 

scientific process. The process of continual conflict is therewith attuned to its own 

inherent deliberation as such. At this moment, reason no longer pretends, in the form 

of a system of thought, that its whole content lies within the confines of a particular 

idea or theory, but applies particular ideas or theories for its own continuing enterprise 

as pure reasoning whereby it may for that purpose shamelessly dissolve those ideas or 

theories. In reason's development, opposition between contradictory world views is 

resolved when “[c]onsciousness becomes aware of individuality in general in the 

Unchangeable, and at the same time of its own individuality in the latter. For the truth 

of this movement is just the oneness of this dual consciousness.” (Hegel 1977:128 [210]) 

In ultimate generality, varieties of ideology or theory are represented by the source 

itself of these ideological or theoretical varieties. The source resurfaced is expounded in 
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terms of the source itself of the process leading up to it. The idea fixed in the source of 

the process is, by nature of its being, unchangeable, as long as the process is 

maintained. In the approach to finality, however, reason's development, ideological or 

theoretical, consists in continual change where one system of thought stands opposed 

to another as contender for the ruling idea. 

 

[T]he movement runs through these moments: first, the Unchangeable is 
opposed to individuality in general; then, being itself an individual, it is 
opposed to another individual; and finally, it is one with it. (Hegel 1977:128 
[211]) 

 

Still, although one with the general, the idea consciously fixed in itself moves through 

itself as before. In fact, the process perfects itself by its own validation of itself as 

continual change. Reason comes to know itself principally as criticism in lieu of a system 

of thought in terms of which the substance of reason is limited in ideology or theory. In 

criticism's dissolution of all systems of thought, in working against error of a fixed 

limited idea, continual change is adopted as method of the process of knowing. 

Progress thus comes to an end in fulfilling itself as such at which point it resumes 

through itself; yet now in reflection. 

 

[C]onsciousness itself is the absolute dialectical unrest [...]. (Hegel 1977:124 
[205]) 

 

Change is absolute; for consciousness, in reason's development, moving through itself, 

accepts the dialectic as the essential approach of reason. The unchangeable is, actually, 

the source itself. However, the source cannot be reclaimed in actuality as a particular 

system of logic. Instead, the unchangeable is re-established in universality, i.e. 

individuality in general, wherein all systems of logic are subjected to merciless criticism. 
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[C]onsciousness will abandon its quest for the unchangeable individuality as 
an actual existence [...] Only then is it capable of finding individuality in its 
genuine or universal form. (Hegel 1977:132 [217]) 

 

The linear progression involves certain periodic pinnacles of evolution whereby a 

systematic adjustment of a cognitive construct represented in organization occurs in 

transformation of the system. A systematic adjustment is required by reason of a 

development of a contradictory cognitive construct. Yet every system is built upon the 

foundation of the same principle by reference to which systematic development 

proceeds. At the moment of enlightenment, scientific development abandons its 

seeking a system of unification, in its revelation of itself as dissolution of all systems. 

The paradigm is presupposition itself, namely criticism, viz. a deconstructive approach 

to systems in general. Origin resurfaced, i.e. presupposition as principle, arises as 

individuality; yet not as a concrete thing, but in a universal mode as an all-encompassing 

idea. The notion and method thereof allows no system to fully represent its content and 

form, respectively. A system is applied as generality as far as knowledge is limited 

enough to be thus formulated. In enlightenment, reason is free to roam the vast halls of 

knowledge, without recourse to one system over another. Reason is the highest thing. 

In lieu of fixity, fluidity becomes the ruling notion of scientific thought. In 

approaching a state of final fluidity, which is, notably, as an actual individuality, 

unattainable, a cycle of evolution closes each time a prevailing system of thought has 

exhausted itself against its nemesis. Innumerable cycles, beginning as an assumption of 

the absolute, ending as the origin of its opposite, mark the wheels of progress in a 

never-ending cycle, or, in fact, spiral, of the absolute idea. Mediation of two opposing 

systems brings forth a new state of conflict where the third option is presented against 

the victor. The bondsman eventually achieves victory over the lord; but as victor, he will 

face a new enemy destined to rise above him. However, although invariably applying 

the method of reconciliation, mediation, in its recurrent circular movement, presents by 

no means at each closing of a cycle, except in principle, the same solution in content. 

The opposite solution is, on the contrary, presented at the end of each reign of a system 

of thought by cause of the failure of that system to fulfill the ideal notion as a 

foundation of every system. Each cycle unwinds by reason of a radical betterment of its 
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predecessor. Thus, at the closing of two adjoining cycles, a diagonal, or an ascending 

line, emerges as a signification of a hierarchic developmental structure in movement. 

Two cycles do not lie horizontally side by side, or, from another perspective, one behind 

the other, as one overtakes the other, but diagonally with the eventual aim of a 

horizontal position at which point movement recoils upon itself and, in fact, rewinds. As 

each cycle overtakes the other, the diagonal declines whereas greater equality is 

structurally achieved. The antagonists are, still, opposed to each other as ever; yet the 

developmental structure is transitorily balanced in the victory of one over the other; 

and in principle, the structure is originally and ultimately balanced in the unity of the 

antagonists, i.e. universal individuality. Development exhibits a diagonal nearing a 

horizontal position, i.e. a flat line, in its ever declining rise as one cycle substitutes 

another in revolutions balancing linear progression. Antagonism of the positive and the 

negative, or between the dominator and the dominated, drives the recurrent cyclical 

formation of development. The spiral of antagonism, in fact, displays the essence of 

intellectual movement, driven by conflict of contradictions, namely criticism. A solution 

is in itself contrary to the nature of criticism, which, if it comes to that, doubts truth 

itself. The aim of development is not ultimate truth, fixed in itself, as a fully established 

system of logic, beyond the idea of evolution, but, conversely, the inherent truth of 

development as such. In the eventual fulfillment of inherent truth, the antagonists still, 

however, contradict each other and thus resume their conflict; for the truth is, in the 

end, contradiction. 

 

[F]ormal thinking lays down for its principle that contradiction is 
unthinkable; but as a matter of fact the thinking of contradiction is the 
essential moment of the Notion. (Hegel 1969:835) 

 

Cyclical evolution, by way of conflict, comes to an end point in an all-encompassing 

cycle, i.e. the spiral in and of itself proceeding consciously through itself, as before, 

though unconsciously. In eventual singularity of the organic and the artificial, for 

example, man will be able to reflect wholly upon his own being, in seeing himself 

through the eyes of a higher being, having adapted to his environment in such a way as 
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to transcend mere earth-bound existence. A first singularity of man's adaptation to his 

environment transpired in his transcending the animal kingdom by means of 

intelligence able to reflect upon nature and control or manage natural resources in 

accordance with his own evolutionary goals. Through singularities approaching ultimate 

singularity, one idea dominates another in an ideological or theoretical conflict wherein 

the antagonists battle over their own validation of a representation of the ruling idea. 

However, in ultimate singularity, where conflict as such has been affirmed and 

acknowledged, the antagonists battle on equal footing. In pure conflict, one idea is not 

considered higher or lower than another. Ideas remain in conflict, in itself a resolution. 

Emphasis has shifted from the context of a particular idea or theory to the principle of 

ideological or theoretical development itself. The domain of authority operates, in full 

awareness, through its own over-all principle as mediation of one and the other under 

the terms of which they are, or may be, equally valid world views, in recognition of the 

singularity. In the development of ideas, distinct world views become increasingly 

equalized and comparable in their own truth and valid in their own right, on condition 

of their affirming the content of the principle of science and the scientific method. In 

the course of scientific progress, science adopts a pragmatic approach to the truth of 

various ideas and theories in its critical adjustment of its own principle. In continual 

antagonism, truth is progressively known beyond ideological or theoretical content and 

grasped, instead, transitorily through the method, with ever accelerated conflict, 

subsequent mediation, and general synchronization. 

6.9 Organization as Scientific Enterprise. 

Organization represents, though imperfectly, the ideal of reason. Reason is intrinsic to 

the order of society. Whereas reason is designated in mediation of every relation, the 

social order is rooted in the development of reason of which it is a manifestation. 

Reason extends itself, through itself, in societal development and manifests thus in the 

form of the social structure. The purpose of organization, in following the path of 

reason, is a fulfillment of a rational society. As manifested in the social structure, society 

develops in hierarchic formation indicative of the progress of reason. In the spiral of 

antagonism, history is made in warring of the ruling parties and written by them in time 

of peace; and thus they lay the path of reason. 
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Members of organization are expected, in an institutional context, to achieve and 

further particular organizational goals, but in principle they participate in the rational 

construction of society itself. Society, in its basic structure, substance, or purpose, is in 

no aspect, and cannot be, individualized or individualistic. A transportation system, for 

example, cannot centre around a specific address of an individual, unless understood as 

surreal. Each and every individual gains, however, from the expediency of an efficient 

transportation system if the aim of the individual is one of the system itself, viz. serving 

the needs of society. Organization consists of impersonal institutions framing the 

individual experience and formalizing relations between individuals. The scientific order 

of society overrules and invalidates the personal and natural aspect of communion. 

When individual behaviour or a personal relationship, however, is elevated above the 

system, that behaviour or relationship is immediately in violation of the social code, 

according to law, tradition, custom, norms, or religion, and thus regarded and 

condemned as criminal, corrupted, unnatural, etc. Crime, corruption, and taboo 

undermine the essential impersonal aspect of institution. Institutions can only operate 

effectively and consistently in the domain of the impersonal. The domain of the 

personal lies beyond the institutional framework, in form and content. The institution of 

family, thus, on grounds of its reason for being and primitive origins, is irrational at its 

core. Within the setting of family relations, the relationship in itself disrupts the 

institutional framework. The privacy of the home is upheld at the expense of individual 

rights, most notably in the case of the child; yet individual rights define the institutional 

framework within which the family is rooted. In cases of domestic violence and child 

abuse, the relationship detracts from the institutional framework to such an extent that 

individual rights trump the privacy of the home. The institution of family is formally 

impersonal; yet personal in its content, i.e. emotional bonds. In a society still structured 

to a high degree on tribal elements, family relations, not differentiated in form and 

content, are established and maintained beyond a formal institutional context wherein 

they might otherwise be supervised by the state, and thus they are, in fact, detrimental 

to progress, manifested in prevalent corruption. Eventually, the institution of family will 

be dissolved in favour of a more complete egalitarian structure of society, wherein the 

child is not considered the property of its parent and bears rights as an individual to the 

same degree as adults. With family members' equal rights, the household is irrevocably 
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surpassed as an order of its own and subsumed instead under, and in fact substituted 

for, the order of the state. Women's equal rights have, thus, contributed to the 

dissolution of family, as will furtherance of the rights of the child. The way forward is 

beyond the natural order. 

Society, for it is the construction of the intellect, in forms of organization, develops 

away from nature. A knowledge and skill to control or kindle the fire, use or make tools, 

and find or build an abode already suggests a drastic retreat from nature by utilization 

of natural resources. The thing is removed from its natural setting and therewith given 

purpose; and thus it is, as artifact, applied for development. 

 

Our intelligence, as it leaves the hands of nature, has for its chief object the 
unorganized solid. (Bergson 2005:169) 

 

However, as he advances beyond nature and his own species, man approaches a 

revolution of nature, whereby the intellect and instinct are rejoined in re-creation. 

Technological development is, in effect, the making of nature in her own design. The 

machine, as a human creation, extends nature as a means towards the goals of man, 

who is in himself, as homo faber, an extension of nature. 

 

Nature [...] is by the Art of man, as in many other things, so in this also 
imitated, that it can make an Artificial Animal. (Hobbes 1996:9) 

 

The ultimate human creation transcends humanity as such, in its natural limitations, 

extending nature beyond man, at which point the intellect has surmounted a primitive 

natural state of the organism, which has thereby evolved into a cyborg, unless replaced 

by a full-fledged artificial intelligence. The most basic necessity of an oxygen-rich 

atmosphere, for example, limits man drastically in his mobility in developing beyond 

earthly conditions, as is inevitable, though, in terms of the survival of the species. As it 

departs from nature, however, the intellect does not detach itself completely from 

instinct, but, rather, clings to the cord of instinct in the aim of perfecting the organism. 
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Originally, intelligence and instinct split away from each other and in the course of 

development move further away from each other, until, at the moment of singularity, 

they approach each other anew, nearing a unity of being. 

 

 [I]ntelligence and instinct, having originally been interpenetrating, retain 
something of their common origin. Neither is ever found in a pure state. 
(Bergson 2005:149) 

 

A return to the common origin, in mediation of intelligence and instinct, in total 

reflection of the origin, at the peak of scientific development in science's own discovery 

of its own principle, abandons its course towards a singular system of thought. Instinct 

is, then, along with the intellect, required in critical determination of the validity of 

distinct systems or dissolution of those systems. In terms of the intelligent organism, 

nature comes back to herself in the form of sentient artificiality. The human species 

goes beyond procreation in its inevitable adoption of re-creation, in man's adaptation to 

his own extending technological environment within the context of extreme challenges 

following an apogee of planetary changes and an altered species' eventual 

abandonment of Earth. Organization, whether organic or artificial, follows an ascending 

path of reason, approaching singularity in its own inner and outer cycle; and in this 

hierarchic development, the organism lays a foundation from which it prepares to 

depart, in the form of the artificial. The analogy of the tree seems relevant to 

development, springing from the roots of the groundwork, growing in various directions 

from a single origin, but, in fact, the analogy of the rocket, departing from its 

foundation, looking back in reflection, is, as opposed to the former, relevant, given the 

full scope of development, or, in other words, the development of development. 

Development is derived from nature's capacity, with regard to faculties of the mind and 

matter itself, expressed in utilization of natural resources, but the purpose of 

development, with nature herself as point of departure, is transcending the limits of the 

natural state at which point matter will not simply be made, but will make itself. 
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6.10 Rationality via Authority. 

A rational organization, as a making of the intellect, posits itself above the natural order 

of things. The family and the individual, subsumed under the order of the state, are 

governed by authority beyond their own context, in another sphere of organization, 

namely within the context of the artificial. The structure of family and individual 

existence is formed by an external hierarchic order within the domain of authority of 

which beings are located and defined therewith as an institution. In fact, a being, in 

itself or in relation to other beings, cannot be understood otherwise than as an organ of 

the system by its location therein. If it is understood purely as such, an entity is merely 

formulated as a negation of the system. The substance of negation, however, is 

unspeakable. Nature is, in other words, unknown, except through man-made reality. 

The world is built as far as it may be known, in the form of hierarchy, by the rule of 

which relation is structured and categorized, and behaviour therewith directed, in 

accordance with goals of organization and, further, by virtue of the general purpose of 

society. 

 

Organizations are the least “natural,” most rationally contrived units of 
human association. [...] It is only because individual human beings are 
limited in knowledge, foresight, skill, and time that organizations are useful 
instruments for the achievement of human purpose; and only because 
organized groups of human beings are limited in ability to agree on goals, to 
communicate, and to cooperate that organizing becomes for them a 
“problem.” (Simon 1952:1134) 

 

An intra-organizational pattern of a hierarchic structure is, in its developing phase, 

based on the master-slave relationship, but eventually the system nears, or reaches, a 

horizontal structure under one rule. In the developing phase of organization, a greater 

distinction remains between thinking and acting. Rationality is limited in terms of 

individual thinking in pursuance of organizational aims assumed in themselves as 

rational. For this reason, thinking is directed by command in expression of general 

purpose by reference to which the individual acts in accordance with strategy. By way of 

strategy, individuals are capable of rationalization on a level above their own limited 

rationality. 
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It is impossible for the behavior of a single, isolated individual to reach any 
high degree of rationality. (Simon 1997:92) 

 

Rationality is ingrained in organization and manifested in the structure of organization 

as well as determined in organizational administration and activity. Individuality, 

beyond organizational context, is (considered) irrational; and by standards of 

organization, within organizational context, never suffices in itself as fulfillment of 

rationality. In a mature organization, thus, the individual is educated and trained in 

accordance with strategy in such a way that it may, in the light of an overview of 

operation, initiate a course of action, in co-operation with other operatives, without the 

need of a direct command. Initiative may, notably, only come forth through education 

and training in the context of which organizational premises are given and thus 

expressed and extended. If an initiative expresses deconstructive criticism, beyond 

measurable or estimable constructivism, that initiative is, by nature of the culture of 

organization, rejected, as it is not seen as a contribution to organizational advancement. 

 

The individual can be rational in terms of the organization's goals only to the 
extent that he is able to pursue a particular course of action, he has a 
correct conception of the goal of the action, and he is correctly informed 
about the conditions surrounding his action. Within the boundaries laid 
down by these factors his choices are rational – goal-oriented. (Simon 
1997:323) 

 

By reference to a goal, action or behaviour is rational, if well-adapted to that goal; 

otherwise irrational or non-rational (Simon 1993). The goal raises the standard of 

rationality to a degree suitable for organizational decision making. Organization, as a 

collective of information, institutional memory, and a structured domain, affords the 

individual an environment wherein it may rationally carry out its mission. 

 

Rationality [...] does not determine behavior. Within the area of rationality 
behavior is perfectly flexible and adaptable to abilities, goals, and 
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knowledge. Instead, behavior is determined by the irrational and 
nonrational elements that bound the area of rationality. The area of 
rationality is the area of adaptability to these nonrational elements. Two 
persons, given the same possible alternatives, the same values, the same 
knowledge, can rationally reach only the same decision. (Simon 1997:323) 

 

Operation is streamlined along courses of action which an agent may follow and thus 

act in a rational way as defined by virtue of a goal sought therein. The sphere of 

organization proffers rational alternatives for individuals' choice in accordance with 

organizational goals. In itself, behaviour is not predictably goal-oriented or even goal-

oriented at all in the sense that it may not be expected to pursue a goal solely by reason 

of the setting of that goal or even be expected to follow that goal at all. Thus, without 

sufficient environmental constraints, whether or not a goal has been fixed, the behaving 

subject, depending upon its own will, chooses a course of action, strategically 

unpredictable, within a domain defined by the limits of its own intellect, which, from 

the standpoint of a much broader organizational domain, is by all standards insufficient 

given demands of reason, or even beyond limits of reason, in the realm of the irrational; 

and so this subject is seen to act in a haphazard way, although, arguably, necessarily 

determined by internal or external causes, and unable, therefore, assuredly to achieve 

the goal of organization to the extent that it would otherwise be able, in organized 

movement guided by a purpose of the whole. In other words, although behaviour may 

be predictable from the standpoint of psychology, it may not be sufficiently predictable 

in consideration of organizational strategy, unless the environmental structure 

mobilizes individuals within a domain of reason towards the goal of organization. 

Strategy is enacted through mobilization of individuals. Without the means of 

mobilization, the individual, as it is in itself the domain of unpredictability, i.e. freedom, 

does not operate predictably, or efficiently, within the domain of rationality. Individual 

capacity and organizational strategy cannot be assumed to enfuse. The will of the 

individual must, moreover, exhibit its acceptance of organizational policy in the 

strategic process of manifesting that policy. The subject is, therefore, given a set of 

alternatives, or premises, applicable within an organizational sphere; and as long as the 

subject acts within a particular set of alternatives as is consistent with a relevant goal, 

its behaviour is (considered) rational. 
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Individual choice takes place in an environment of “givens” – premises that 
are accepted by the subject as bases for his choice; and behavior is adaptive 
only within the limits set by these “givens”. (Simon 1997:92) 

 

A course of action, chosen by an individual, leads, therefore, to an achievement of 

organizational goals, as long as the individual is successful in its endeavour, given the 

right knowledge and skill. Individuality is in itself never an asset for an organization; on 

the contrary, it is a constant, but unavoidable, liability. The citizen or employee, 

however, serves the interest of the whole, because citizenship or employment turns the 

individual into a vehicle for societal or organizational enterprise, in opposition to 

genuine self-interest. Self-interest is utilized in favour of the interest of the whole; and 

so the former is fulfilled restrictively, enough to gain acceptance from the individual, 

while the latter remains unlimited in its scope, given an ever-extendable goal of 

organization. Individual's choice, in fulfilling the goal of organization, surpasses its own 

objective in rising above self-interest in transcendence into a domain of conformity. 

Otherwise, a level of rationality cannot be achieved by individual effort. 

 

The rational individual is, and must be, an organized and institutionalized 
individual. (Simon 1997:111) 

 

In the absence of authority, rationality cannot remain a paradigm for action. Maxims 

are dictated by authority within a domain of rationality at the higher levels of 

organization, whether or not by a figure of a higher status, in order to demarcate a 

rational direction. If, as consistent with a horizontal structure, individuals stand more or 

less on equal footing, the structure itself substitutes a figure of authority, in the form of 

maxims on the basis of which the ground is laid for pathways of action. In fact, a figure 

of authority, if at its post, merely expresses superficially organizational maxims, which, 

if precise and manifested distinctly in operation, to a high enough degree, deem that 

figure superfluous. For example, pedestrians do not require a figure of authority's 

dictating the rule of street crossing as indicated instead by traffic lights, although, 
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arguably, the system would in that way operate more efficiently or consistently; yet not 

justifying the expense; and such a measure would surely come as a consequence of a 

major fault in the systematic movement of the masses. 

6.11 Freedom of the Individual. 

In society, the individual cannot act or choose to act within a complete domain of 

freedom. Freedom is restricted within a domain of social order; and, thus, from a 

perspective of individuality, meaningless. As long as I am allowed to be free, I am free. 

Freedom is given; and as far as it is given, it is exercised within bounds of predictability 

and normalcy. As long as it does not violate the code of social order, the individual is 

free, viz. to act within an expansive domain determined by relatively tolerant authority 

or, negatively speaking, from those laws, rules, and regulations that would otherwise 

stipulate a stricter normative framework within a narrower domain. If individual 

freedom is expressed in acting against, or even merely beyond, the social order, the 

actor is accordingly punished or disciplined, and he may in that regard be removed from 

the free domain of society. Social freedom is, in fact, contrary to individual freedom. 

 

Freedom you all want, you want freedom. Why then do you haggle over a 
more or less? Freedom can only be the whole of freedom; a piece of 
freedom is not freedom. You despair of the possibility of obtaining the 
whole of freedom, freedom from everything – yes, you consider it insanity 
even to wish this? – Well, then leave off chasing after the phantom, and 
spend your pains on something better than the – unattainable. (Stirner 
1995:145) 

 

How broad the field on which the slave works, is not of the essence and in fact 

irrelevant to the freedom of the individual. A slave who works on a broad field lives in 

bondage equal to a slave who works on a narrow field. Not before a slave has been 

given freedom, is he free; yet he may at any time deny or disobey his master. As an 

individual, the slave is free. However, within the social hierarchy, in performing its role 

according to status or rank categorized by authority, an individual, free in its own being, 

accepts a lesser or in fact a whole other concept of freedom, limited by that authority in 

expression of the principle of the system. From the standpoint of individuality, freedom 
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limited is actually no freedom at all. If an individual is expected to act within bounds of 

generally accepted and permitted behaviour, as ordained by moral and ethical 

principles of the social order, freedom has no meaning beyond these bounds or, rather, 

no meaning at all; for as the boundaries of consented or tolerated behaviour are 

crossed, “freedom” is revoked. The individual is not free to rebel, but merely to 

participate; and in order to participate, the general principle of the system and its basic 

operation must be accepted and adopted. Granted, within the context of the social 

order, in a democratic system of governance, participants are to a large extent, if not 

wholly, free to disagree on basic principles, whether political, religious, or moral, and 

lead their life in accordance with their own views and values. However, in a democratic 

system, one cannot disagree with another irrespective of the other's views. On the 

contrary, my view is weighed upon a scale where the views of all are balanced by reason 

of plurality and, in the end, determined by the rule of the majority. As long as I partake 

in deliberation by democratic rules, I cannot claim or even sincerely assert a 

comprehensive solution based solely on my own conception of how things ought to be. 

A decision as a result of a democratic procedure is ideally reached as a balanced 

outcome, whereby the views of interlocutors have been equally weighed throughout a 

deliberative process, although majority rule may overrule the view of the minority at 

the moment of decision. No idea or ideology, save the democratic principle itself, is 

taken for granted as a ruling notion; and thus the process of democratic deliberation 

resumes in constant reconsideration of dominant or dominated ideas. If an idea or 

ideology, undemocratic or anti-democratic in principle, is deliberated by way of 

democratic procedure and put to vote as part of a democratic process, it cannot, 

however, gain popular support to such an extent that it would undermine the 

democratic process as such. Democracy excludes, by its own principle of inclusion, 

antithetic ideas or ideologies that threaten its very existence within the political 

domain, even by application of measures those very ideas substantiate in opposition to 

the democratic principle. Any idea that claims, by reason of its own principle, an over-all 

principle of social order and demands consistently thereby its right to rule, must not be 

allowed to gain authority beyond the democratic method of plural opinion or majority 

rule. For this reason, religion may never become a ruling notion within the domain of a 

democratic rule of law. A rebellion in a system of democracy is met with the same 
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measures as in any other form of government, namely force. Any system of governance 

and administration strengthens its hold on participants and seeks dominance, in terms 

of ideology, mentality, activity, behaviour, and way of life, by nature of its own rule and 

in accordance with its own principle, until they cease all opposition. 

 

Hierarchy is dominion of thoughts, dominion of mind! (Stirner 1995:68) 

 

Democracy, supposedly, procures a broad or broader domain of activity, wherein 

individuals are for this reason considered free or freer. However, as freedom is given, it 

may be taken away just as well, as long as the governing body detects a need so to do, 

e.g. in the name of national security, and when under threat likely without much or any 

deliberation; and in fact the public may itself call for an abdication of its own freedom in 

favour of security, under an immediate threat or not. In every form of governance and 

administration, freedom is demarcated by the same principle, namely the principle of 

authority, as an expression thereof, represented by an order whereby freedom is given 

in a social sphere broadened and narrowed by determination of the authority. In the 

case of democracy, freedom is given by reference to consensus or majority rule. The 

master comes in various guises, in the form of different systems of governance and 

different factions within those systems; and in a system of democracy, different parties, 

groups, and factions represent principally a social order based on consensus or, by lack 

of it, majority rule, which they practice themselves for the most part within their own 

sphere. 

The social order is, in the case of a democratic system, formally validated on a 

regular basis by way of the election procedure, whereby is gauged and discerned the 

public's acceptance of a person or a body in claiming or maintaining the seat of power 

and its affirmation, therewith, of the principle of authority. Formal validation, as it 

affords mandate, justifies authority by consent of the governed by reference to which 

the representative body of the public, above other forms of authority, may claim the 

right and bring forth the rationale to govern; and the governing body thereby needs 

not, as would otherwise be the case, fear or face a presumable rebellion, revolution, or 

revolt; hence the power structure stays, or is likely to stay, intact. In direct or immediate 
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determination of state of affairs, the public has, in the form of consensus or majority 

rule, merely substituted, partially or fully, a ruler or a governing body by application of 

its own right to rule and by adoption thereby of decision making within its own domain 

of authority, although in such a case, the public has presumably been granted this 

authority by its own representative authority. Authority is justified by self-reference, 

which, in the case of democracy, is termed “the people,” e.g. “We the people...,” 

(National Constitution Center) expressed in the decree of consensus or majority rule, 

whether immediately by the people or by mediation of the people's representatives. In 

spite of a continual process of deliberation, the minority cannot as such finally 

determine state of affairs, unless it eventually becomes the majority or adopts as its 

own the ruling majority opinion; for however often it may be reconsidered, and 

whenever it is reconsidered or withdrawn, a decision voices the view of the majority or 

the fully harmonious whole. The minority is given a chance to become or adapt to the 

majority, not to thrive as such. Groups that hold particular interests or views may, 

indeed, lobby for their own interests or argue for their own views within a democratic 

system, rather than in any other system of governance, arguably, and, furthermore, 

influence decision making to a degree even higher than public opinion; yet in this way 

the minority participates in forming the majority opinion according to rules of the game; 

and thus in effect becomes the majority. Also, within the context of the group itself, 

interlocutors form or seek a forming of consensus or majority opinion in minimizing or 

rendering superfluous minority or individual opinion and conflict therewith, as is their 

incentive in the democratic process and in the whole of democratic society, so as to be 

able to distinctly present their interests and views to representatives of the larger public 

and the public itself in accordance with the aim of the group's objective. Emphasis of 

discussion or debate is not, and cannot be, individual opinion, which is in itself 

opposition to democratic deliberation. A sincere opinion put forth by an individual is not 

as such a contribution to discussion or debate; it is, even if considered in substance true 

and just, invariably deliberated with the caveat of consensus-building. The true and just 

unravels by way of the democratic method; what is in itself true and just is the method 

itself. In no aspect of democracy, the individual has a say. One can only accept the game 

of the many; or deny the value of one's own being. 
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Democracy is not a more developed system of governance by reason of its 

empowerment of individuals in decision making, but rather in the light of its formal 

validation of authority granted by individuals as the electorate in a democratic society. 

With acceptance through election as formal validation, the system of governance has 

acquired perpetual justification and rationalization by which it pre-dominates members 

of society by their own supposed power of choice, limited within a set of alternatives 

determined and given by this selfsame system. In itself, though, freedom is not either 

acceptance or denial; an expression positive or negative denotes the same principle of 

freedom, which is not truly expressed as one choice or another, but simply as choice. 

Acceptance is an expression of freedom on the same level as denial. To exhibit its 

freedom, however, or make it count, the individual must deny the order of society. 

Freedom of the individual manifests thus in contradiction of the individual and the 

social. While accepting the social order, the individual, in accordance with the system 

within the context of which it assumes its freedom, merely enjoys social freedom, which 

is basically a more-or-less concept of what the individual is provided and permitted, viz. 

freedom as a domain of activity determined by authority and actuated by given 

alternatives for choice. Still, by the logic of individuality as such, the individual is free in 

every aspect of its own being and therefore capable of choice within a complete domain 

of freedom in and for itself. The criminal at large, or, even rather, behind bars, is the 

only manifestly free man in society. Hence, in opposition to an unpredictable entity, 

society enhances in societal development a system of social structure through which 

individuals may be mobilized in a direction dictated by the system itself, yet wherein 

individuals move apparently as dictated by their own choices. The system of social order 

has reached a higher level of governance and administration in adoption of democracy; 

for by way of the democratic method, individuals as members of society perceive the 

system as a making of their own design by assumption of the principle of the system 

through permissible conflict within the context of the principle, as opposed to, most 

notably, tyranny and totalitarianism, where the form of government is as such in doubt, 

as long as citizens find ways of voicing or acting upon their dissent, if they are able at all 

to conceive truths beyond the system. Not until democracy is likewise unmasked as a 

falsity, will citizens fathom rebellion; but then they not only act against the system, but 

themselves at the same time. The master has constructed a system wherein his drudges 
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cannot destroy him without destroying themselves in the process. If ever to become 

free, the slave must invalidate his own validation and his own system therewith; yet 

nothing is thereby gained. 

6.12 Authority and Choice. 

Authority is maintained through acceptance of the subservient being, at least as long as 

the order of hierarchy is imperfect to such a degree as to require its acceptance. In 

itself, authority is application of principle. As long as the subservient being accepts the 

principle, or as long as this being cannot but follow the dictation of the principle, the 

principle is applied. On different levels of organization, agents fulfill their function in 

application of the principle expressed in various degrees of generalization. A vertical 

order of relation is not, however, a necessary state of affairs in organization, but 

organization is in every case an order of hierarchy. In a vertical order of relation, 

members of organization are unequally informed or educated in terms of a general 

overview of organization wherein they practice their particular field on different levels. 

In a horizontal order of relation, members of organization are equally informed or 

educated in terms of a general overview of organization wherein they practice their 

particular field on the same platform. In all forms of organization, though, the order of 

relation is determined by authority and acceptance of authority. 

 

“Authority” may be defined as the power to make decisions which guide the 
actions of another. It is a relationship between two individuals, one 
“superior,” the other “subordinate”. (Simon 1997:179) 

 

Here, “[...] authority [...] refers to the acceptance by the subordinate of the decisions of 

the superior and not the power of the superior to apply sanctions in case of 

noncompliance.” (Simon 1997:196) To note: “The magnitude of the area of acceptance 

depends upon the sanctions which authority has available to enforce its commands.” 

(Simon 1997:201) Inherently, sanctions state in a purely negative sense the domain of 

authority in the hope that any potential issue will count as an exception or a temporary 

event; if not, authority has perchance lost its assumed permanence, which is given by a 

positive expression of authority, namely recognition by its own followers. However, 
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although such may generally be the case, in the superficial context of a hierarchic 

structure, the status per se of a superior is not the object of recognition; it is not what is 

essentially recognized, in a vertical order of relation. Essentially, the principle of the 

system, the articulation of which is the decision or command of the superior, and the 

basic operation and enterprise of the system in extension of the principle are the 

objects of recognition as manifested in participation and behaviour. A higher principle 

of the system is not invariably represented by status. Status may be replaced by 

symbols, codes, and easily accessible pathways of action, where agents more or less 

equal ascend the hierarchic structure by their own reading of those symbols and codes, 

as is the rule of action, for example, within the context of a transportation system, 

particularly, and obviously so, in vital gateways, such as airports and rapid transit 

systems, as opposed to a company or a firm, within which operation may be largely 

status-fixed in accordance with employer-employee relations. Now, consider anew: 

 

Authority [is] a relation that secures coordinated behavior in a group by 
subordinating the decisions of the individual to the communicated decisions 
of others. (Simon 1997:186) 

 

For “[...] a primary function of organization is to enforce the conformity of the individual 

to norms laid down by the group, or by its authority-wielding members.” (Simon 1997:9) 

True; yet, in a hierarchic order, “relation” does not invariably denote a relationship 

between two unequal individuals, one of higher and another of lower status; and 

“others” by whom decisions are communicated are not invariably persons of higher 

status. Relation is the whole itself under its own principle; the other is whoever or 

whatever beyond the individual; and this other communicates the principle of the 

whole, manifested in groups' norms, to which the individual conforms in fulfilling the 

purpose of the whole. In this context, individual's choice is contained within bounds of a 

framework of the social order in which the command of the superior communicates the 

pre-limitation of choice, by virtue of which the individual acts in the manner of 

obedience. Choice is thus rendered meaningless as free choice of the individual. 
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The behavior pattern of the superior involves a command – an imperative 
statement concerning the choice of a behavior alternative by the other – 
and an expectation that the command will be accepted by the other as a 
criterion of choice. (Simon 1997:179) 

 

Individuality is controlled by means of choice; for choice, if ever present, is removed 

from individuality and embedded in social reality, where the individual is given options 

in terms of social imperatives. The individual thereby thinks and acts predictably as a 

member of a group, or, in other words, a variable in a social setting, as opposed to some 

random unit beyond this sphere of social uniformity determinable by the rules of the 

order of hierarchy. Whereas the individual is entangled in a web of association, choice is 

inseparable from duty, derived from law, rules, codes, customs, values, traditions, or 

simple expectation of others, inexorably situated in a structured environment wherein it 

is directed through derivation of duty, formal or informal. 

 

An individual acts as a member of a group when he applies the same general 
scale of values to his choices as do other members of the group, and when 
his expectations of the behavior of other members influence his own 
decisions. (Simon 1997:200) 

 

Individual's choice comes to pass in interaction and confrontation in the social order, 

without the imperatives of which choice lacks all meaning and coherence, despite the 

sense of absolute freedom inherent in choice. Reaction, as expression of choice, results 

from conflict, viz. interaction and confrontation; for in communication, rule-following, 

and adjustment to norms and tradition, a tension erupts in the psyche, as it is compelled 

to choose, accept or deny. Choice is never pure action; it is, rather, expressed as 

acceptance or denial, or reaction, but in either case, social reality is as such affirmed; 

otherwise neither would in fact be required. As long as it functions at all in society, and 

even if not, the individual belongs to a group the purpose of which is to fulfill the 

objective of organization and the aim of society as a whole; and the individual adopts 

thereby shared values and common expectations that influence or, rather, prescribe its 

putatively free choices within an already limiting societal structure. Limited thus to 

predetermined alternatives, choice reacts to an authoritative decision pertaining to 
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those alternatives made available to the individual, defined socially as the citizen, 

employee, consumer, etc. As animal politikos, whether leaders or followers, individuals 

coalesce in formation of groups under ever larger organizations, moved, guided, and 

directed by the social hierarchy in accordance with the strategy of which those 

individuals are coordinated as wholes within wholes, within which initiative, innovation, 

and choice, as expressions of individuality, obtain, for the sake of ascendancy. Within 

the domain of a group coordinated by a higher principle, the authority, or highness, of 

which is represented by status or symbol, individual as well as collective choice or 

decision is, if at all made, expressive of, and thus relative to, the guidance of that higher 

principle, in terms of direction set therein. 

 

Authority is exercised over an individual whenever that individual, relaxing 
his own critical faculties, permits the communicated decision of another 
person to guide his own choice. (Simon 1997:200) 

 

The individual, in fact, forfeits its own choice in following a rule in expression of 

command. The command states a duty; it does not persuade by logic or deliberation, or 

even explain; and so the follower acts upon a command by taking it for granted. The 

right thing to do is preserved in the higher principle communicated as command. In 

short: “Obedience [...] is an abdication of choice.” (Simon 1997:180) The individual, 

thus, is not to apply its judgement or other critical faculties in decision making, except in 

consideration of a predetermined set of alternatives, if its judgement may to that extent 

at all be required. Decision, accepted through command, is communicated in the form 

of given imperatives; to what extent secondary decisions need to be made in carrying 

out policy and strategy, is the domain of choice, limited still by that policy and strategy. 

In terms of its own principle, the system thus operates expediently and efficiently; the 

process has already been laid out; the carrying-out of the process may, therefore, 

resume without further delay, with the caveat of the unexpected. The individual ought 

to hold its critical or creative faculties in abeyance, until required specifically by and 

within the limits of the operational framework of the system. As long as it expresses the 
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principle of the system, “choice” is justified and warranted; for it is in effect an 

expression of systematic operation. 

All systems necessitate abdication of choice. The domain of initiative, or the extent 

to which individuals partake in decision making without explicit command, varies from 

one system to another by formation of the structure of authority; yet the domain of 

activity and initiative is invariably determined and limited by a central authority by 

reference to which the principle, policy, and strategy of organization are directly or 

indirectly communicated. If decentralized, organization is as such determined and 

maintained by a centralized authority; even if not a singular body of organization as 

defined by a specific figure or group above inter-connected organizational entities, the 

integrated whole itself, without a direct communicable leadership, operates as such by 

a centralization of authority, viz. the principle of authority in accordance with which the 

mode of decentralization is as such determined. The domain of centralization, by its 

own determination, varies from one system to another by formation of which the 

domain of activity and initiative is determined; the narrower the domain of 

centralization, the broader the domain of activity and initiative; the broader the domain 

of centralization, the narrower the domain of activity and initiative; yet authority is not 

thereby more or less. Authority may in fact turn out to be more effective as such and its 

scope broader in the mode of decentralization, viz. within a narrow domain of 

centralization and thus a broad domain of activity and initiative. Further: 

 

How is it determined whether the operations of a particular organization are 
“centralized” or “decentralized”? Does the fact that field offices exist prove 
anything about decentralization? Might not the same decentralization take 
place in the bureaus of a centrally located office? (Simon 1964:63) 

 

In the application of the principle of authority, an approach of centralization or 

decentralization, a vertical or a horizontal structure of relation, a method of command 

or a method of deliberation may be adopted; yet in any case, the individual traverses 

the path laid out by the approach adopted and may not deviate from this approach. If it 

deviates from the path of the group, the individual is left behind. Although broader the 

domain of initiative, initiative in itself is none. A broader domain of activity and initiative 
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allows greater extensibility and flexibility not of individual but of group decisions as a 

consequence of which authority of the group itself over the individual may be greater 

and more effective. Individual initiative must prove itself constructive for development 

of group enterprise; otherwise invalid. Conflict, if allowed to exist at all, must, likewise, 

prove itself constructive for the sake of the whole and instrumental in operation; 

otherwise destructive. 

The purpose of organization is expounded and its strategy implemented on the basis 

of groups' cohesion, inter-relation, and synergy. “Administrative activity is group 

activity.” (Simon 1997:7) As a member of a group, the individual ineluctably yields to the 

opinion of the many; as soon as it expresses itself as such within the group, the 

individual has rebelled against the collective consciousness of membership. In the 

enterprise of organization, the group prevails over the individual. Determination of the 

group is in every aspect superior to individual opinion, which is modified in consonance 

with the group mentality and directed, by logic of strategy, towards agreement in 

achieving a result in line with the general purpose of organization. The procedure of 

group enterprise coordinates and, if procurable, assimilates individual opinion into a 

singular consistent view, ascending thus stages of decision making, in the form of 

consensus, compromise, reconciliation, or a practical solution, also, and particularly, 

within a horizontal structure of relation, wherein the group is omnipresent and in itself 

supreme judgment. 

 

Coordination is aimed at the adoption by all the members of the group of 
the same decision, or more precisely of mutually consistent decisions in 
combination attaining the established goal. (Simon 1997:190) 

 

Even if conflict obtains in group deliberation, as a recognized way of communication, its 

purpose is anything but discord; its purpose is in fact its own opposite, namely 

consensus. The established goal of the group is, likewise, its own opposite, namely 

individuality, i.e. wholesomeness or sameness as in itself oneness, manifested in 

consensus, within a collection of individuals. Each individual is different in relation to 

another; and each collection of individuals energizes a particular synergy; yet each and 
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every individual or group entity is specified as the same as another by reference to the 

purpose of collective consciousness. Individuals, thus, as members of a group, think, act, 

and speak in affirmation of collective consciousness, the existence of which is assumed 

in co-operation or deliberation; and on assumption of collective consciousness, though 

in itself a variety, the associated units achieve consensus as expression of their 

sameness. 

 

Group behavior requires not only the adoption of correct decisions, but also 
the adoption by all members of the group of the same decisions. (Simon 
1997:8) 

 

The outcome of deliberation is, then, communicated as command, irrespective of the 

essential dynamic of the deliberative process, in pursuit of consensus through conflict, 

though the process must indeed resume, yet in the light of decision. Whether a 

directive is conveyed by a single superior or the group, through statement or consensus, 

in following this directive, the individual chooses not to choose in its acquiescence and 

subsequent obedience in accepting without criticism or protest this command 

communicated from a higher level of generality. In such a case where criticism is 

practiced deliberatively and constructively in decision making, the decision itself, at the 

moment of its birth through the process of deliberation, stands nevertheless as a fixed 

idea, despite any prolonged disagreement, until a contrastive result may be produced; 

and as a fixity, however transient in its specific content, this decision is to be accepted 

and obeyed as such. The decision, as in itself a principle, is, furthermore, applied as 

paradigm throughout every stage of deliberation; and as such, it stands as a fixed pole. 

Within the domain of deliberation, interlocutors do not principally seek to convince the 

other through sincerity of their opinion, although they may to a large extent behave as 

if such were the case, but to formulate and articulate the in-between, to which 

persuasive logic and rhetoric contribute; and, once extended thus in terms of an idea, 

the relational maxim applies as substantive instruction on the basis of which extension 

of the principle re-commences in its approaching ultimate generality. In terms of a fixity 

of decision, relation, and the process in itself, the individual is immersed in the dealings 
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of others; yet by its own choice in choosing not to choose. By abdication of choice, the 

greatest power of the individual is thereby demonstrated, namely choice. However, as 

long as choice is expressed in opposition to itself, through a divided will, the social 

enterprise, accepted on the basis of a division of the will, proceeds without serious 

interruption in its mode of collective movement. A positive expression of society 

constitutes a negative expression of freedom, whereas a positive expression of freedom 

constitutes a negative expression of society. On this postulate, the hierarchy is 

grounded, as extension of society, thus claiming authority over the sphere of freedom, 

wherein the individual may at any moment, by the very same faculty it accepts and 

accordingly obeys the system, deny and, thus immediately, oppose it, whereupon the 

sphere of freedom is drastically restricted, if not eliminated, as seen from the 

standpoint of the social. Society is, therefore, justified by reason of the freedom of the 

individual, unbeknownst to mere participants who assume the social order as justified 

in and for itself, conceiving of freedom in terms of private space. The order of hierarchy 

is, in other words, rationalized by reference to the potential of denial, inherent in will on 

the same level and to the same degree as affirmation. The negation of choice is in itself 

the basis on which organization operates as a unified whole. A member of organization, 

however, can only negate his own choice through affirmation of choice; and thus, 

command is invariably given on assumption of its acceptance, yet always potentially 

denial. The unified whole embodies the sphere of acceptance, or negation of choice, 

perpetuated by the order of hierarchy not essentially by motivation and propaganda, 

but direction of movement of which the former are mere expressions. Any course of 

action, seemingly chosen by the individual, is pre-determined by authority, also when 

action defies the order of society, for in that case the way is determined in the opposite 

direction, viz. exclusion as opposed to inclusion, or, in other words, confinement as 

opposed to free movement and opportunity. 

6.13 Unity of the Whole. 

The hierarchy rests on a presumption of acquiescence. In itself, acceptance constitutes 

the unity of organization in its most basic element. The hierarchy as a unified whole 

integrates in a vertical order levels of acceptance, each of which relates to a domain of 

authority limited by virtue of that particular level to which it pertains. A hierarchic 
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structure of relation occupies each domain of authority, which executes the commands 

of another domain of authority higher in the whole of the structure of authority. In this 

scheme of relation, the command of authority is issued through consistent channels of 

the organizational super-structure in order to avoid any gratuitous interruption in case 

of conflict or disagreement at lower levels of organization. Authority is, typically, 

channeled through command by a superior in fulfilling his role as such in accordance 

with an organizational chart's depicting relation by status or rank; and thereby, on each 

level of organization and so within organization as a whole, unity of command is 

preserved. 

 

Administrative efficiency is supposed to be enhanced by arranging the 
members of the organization in a determinate hierarchy of authority in 
order to preserve “unity of command.” (Simon 1997:31) 

 

Unity of command maintains consistency within the structure of organization the 

purpose of which is articulated by command. The command, however, is not, as may be 

overly simplified, necessarily or most fittingly given by a single superior within a domain 

of a unified organizational whole; on the contrary, consistency is rather manifestly 

preserved in such cases where command is given by a number of persons in a superior 

position. In that case, members of organization need not only be consistent in action, 

but in mentality as well, although perhaps divergent in method. 

 

[U]nity of command is usually taken to mean that any one individual in an 
administrative organization will accept the authority of only one other 
person in the organization. The validity of this principle [...] does not give 
any reason why an individual cannot accept certain decisional premises 
from one superior and other non-conflicting premises from another. (Simon 
1997:191) 

 

Yet the keyword, in this context, is “non-conflicting”, for however many superiors or 

leading participants may be stationed within a given domain, they all must echo the 

same principle and strategy of organization; and so their number is in fact peripheral. As 
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long as a number of superiors or leading participants consistently articulate and execute 

the strategy of organization, as it has been determined, they may function in much the 

same way as a single superior would, given similar circumstances and broadness of 

domain. If not, the ranking as charted, stipulated thus by a purely formal status-fixed 

representation of hierarchy, is rendered decisive in the context of communication and 

command. 

 

The “lines of authority” represented on organization charts do have a special 
significance [...] for they are commonly resorted to in order to terminate 
debate when it proves impossible to reach a consensus on a particular 
decision. (Simon 1997:10) 

 

The status-fixed skeleton of a hierarchy is not, however, representative of the 

quintessence of the hierarchy itself; it is merely a superficial delineation of generally 

inferred roles therein by virtue of a notion of compartmentalized knowledge and 

latitudinous authority, neither a necessity within a hierarchic structure as such. Yet, 

when in place, by reference to status above reasoning, the ranking as charted abrogates 

deconstructive conflict in validation of strategy to the achievement of which consensus 

is essential. The hierarchy is in itself an ascent towards finality. Reason is bounded 

within a domain of authority in its inclined determination of the correct approach to the 

ultimate goal; its task is not truth as an end in itself, but truth in the form of order. If 

reason diverts from the path of the established, it is re-established. Reason as in itself 

truth is not to become disorder; as pre-determined order, reason is to become 

complete all-encompassing order. Inherent in the hierarchic order, is a notion of order 

as extension of reason; yet the order may, on this notion, deviate from reason, as 

reason may deviate from it. The direction of established ends, – the movement of the 

order of hierarchy, – delimits the rational enterprise in seeking the correct means to 

achieve those ends, as pre-ordained by the establishment. 

 

In the process of decision those alternatives are chosen which are 
considered to be appropriate means for reaching desired ends. Ends 
themselves, however, are often merely instrumental to more final 
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objectives. We are thus led to the conception of a series, or hierarchy, of 
ends. Rationality has to do with the construction of means-ends chains of 
this kind. (Simon 1997:73) 

 

The social structure in its manifestation of a particular organization or institution, as 

shown by a formulation of a ranking system, varies in every aspect save its final 

objective, namely perfection, and the series of ends in gradual approach to this notion 

of fulfillment, in all probability unattainable. As a serial movement, designed 

characteristically by the intellect through and towards the highest end, a hierarchic 

structure, from one moment to the next, is fixed and complete in itself, in its becoming 

therefrom an ever greater form of itself. A horizontal and a vertical structure of relation 

are variants of a hierarchic structure, piecemeal closing upon the same notion of 

fulfillment, namely perfection; yet the former is farther on its way. The end as means 

for another end lays out a hierarchic structure as such. 

 

The fact that goals may be dependent for their force on other more distant 
ends leads to the arrangement of these goals in a hierarchy – each level to 
be considered as an end relative to the levels below it and as a means 
relative to the levels above it. Through the hierarchical structure of ends, 
behavior attains integration and consistency, for each member of a set of 
behavior alternatives is then weighed in terms of a comprehensive scale of 
values – the “ultimate” ends. (Simon 1997:73-4) 

 

The final goal, as a mental model of all members of organization, procures a way of 

thinking, action, and behaviour by manifestation of which a basic consistency within the 

mechanism of a hierarchic structure is displayed. On every level of organization, finality 

is the goal. In the making of an object, the image of the thing is postulated as a final 

outcome. This fundamental approach of homo faber defines in general, in literal or 

metaphorical terms, the work of organization; for the carpenter, the aim is a chair, a 

table, a house, etc.; for the soldier, it is victory; for business, it is profit. Irrespective of 

its substance, the aim of organization, in order to be realized, requires a uniformly 

consistent approach and thus co-operation and co-ordination on every level, and 

between all levels, of the social structure. 
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Administrative organizations are systems of cooperative behavior. [...] In 
cooperative systems, even though all participants are agreed on the 
objectives to be attained, they cannot ordinarily be left to themselves in 
selecting the strategies that will lead to these objectives; for the selection of 
a correct strategy involves a knowledge of each as to the strategies selected 
by the others. (Simon 1997:81-2) 

 

Hence, as long as it operates in terms of co-operation, organization exercises control; 

and since the former is a necessary condition of the operation of organization, so is the 

latter. The puppeteer is himself attached to his strings, unable to relinquish control, 

unless annihilating thereby the whole play and his own self along with it. Authority is, in 

other words, imperative in actuating strategy, viz. overseeing a correct strategic 

approach to organizational objectives by ensuring conformity in such a way that 

members of organization select the appropriate course of action available to them as 

cohesive agents. Competition, to be sure, in no way eliminates or substitutes co-

operation as an alternative mode of relation and communication; the latter, in fact, 

entails the former. Co-operation is not necessarily an amicable pursuit; it may assume 

the form of competition, debate, or conflict, as long as these remain constructive by 

virtue of the same goal and strategy, within a given domain, as is most apparent within 

a company or firm, where members of organization compete for the sake of the whole 

above their own gain, which is modified in order to conform to the interest of the 

whole, and not the other way around. In such a case, however, where individuals, 

groups, or teams seemingly compete for their own advancement above the interest of 

the larger whole, most specifically in competitive sports, co-operation between those 

individuals, groups, or teams may appear non-existent; yet in actuality, competitors 

participate within the same order maintained in principle by their own competitive 

behaviour. In a boxing match, for example, opponents attempt to render each other 

physically dysfunctional, preferably by knock-out, in accordance with the interest of 

one's rising above the other; yet, if observed objectively, rather than in terms of 

entertainment, they act harmoniously in affirmation of a strictly controlled environment 

and the humanly physical, the personal fulfillment of which, in rising above the other, 

extends the notion thereof, in perfecting this notion as far as possible, according to 
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those pre-set conditions particular to the game. In the grand scheme of things, even 

though one may seek destruction of the other, all systems are inter se co-operative 

within the domain of the principle of reflective movement. In war, the victor claims the 

world. The will of the victor is fulfilled, and the enemy, thereby surrendering his own 

Weltanschauung, succumbs to the will of the victorious, unfolded thenceforth in time of 

peace. War, as an act of violence to compel the enemy to do our will (Clausewitz 1997), 

brings about the world as victorious over-powering will to which the enemy succumbs 

as his own world view. From the viewpoint of mediation, or universalization of ideas, as 

opposed to the truth of one faction over the other, the battle rages as a prelude to 

peace in the era of which the ruling idea is established and carved in stone as universal 

truth. In the process of warring, through conflict of their opposing truths, the 

embattlers in fact come to form an alliance, through compromise or victory of one over 

the other, the state of which is peace; yet only to confront a more formidable enemy at 

a later stage in the universalization of ideas. Purpose is perceived and pursued in the 

realm of a collective within a domain of a greater collective consciousness by virtue of 

which this lesser collective adopts a mission to become itself the entire collective 

consciousness. The battle of collectives for the sake of a universal collective 

consciousness is fought in a field of dual powers, both of which seek a result that entails 

the destruction of the other, while the destructive path of their warring leads to their 

own mutual enlightenment of a new world unforeseen. In the case of victory and 

defeat, the end result consists not in a mere reign of one over the other, but also, and 

equally, the recognition of the latter of the former; in the case of an utter annihilation 

of the enemy, a new enemy rises from the ashes of the old, resuming therewith the 

struggle for recognition; and, lastly, in the case of a compromise, an armistice, or, 

ideally, a complete equal alliance of former foes in perpetual peace, the mediation in 

itself, unfailingly so in terms of the ideal, has become the sole master, as the principle 

itself of supremacy. In any case, authority prevails. 

6.14 The Generalization of Will. 

Within a unified organizational whole, acceptance, in expressing collective 

consciousness, refers to an agreement, formal or informal, on the sphere of the social, 

i.e. the realm between separate entities, or the in-between. Society is itself the 
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foundation of every system of organization, the reason for being as well as the final 

objective of every system. A social contract is formulated, if for no reason other than 

simply living-together and maintaining this co-existence, although individuals already 

live together with regard to their way of life, thereby agreeing to a form of life. 

Formulation of agreement, however, manifests the social order in its essence as a 

permanent and distinct source of reference to which all other decision making must 

adhere, irrespective of a particular figure of authority the reign of which is in itself 

ephemeral and elusive. Democracy is an extension of a constitutional state. By a 

democratic procedure, while abiding by the rules constitutionally established, 

participants reconsider and, if need be, revise the social contract as far as the procedure 

in question allows them so to do, as determined by the contract itself. In this process, 

all ideas, opinions, values, beliefs, or systems of thought thereof have a place, as long as 

their adherents acknowledge and themselves adhere to the democratic approach, thus 

not persisting throughout the process in demanding their own view or the system of 

thought to which their views may pertain as the only viable result. Interlocutors are, in 

this way, able to move beyond an exclusive opinion or a restrictive system of thought in 

a generalization of their divergent or opposing wills. 

Conflict subsists through will. Without reference to the social, one is opposed to the 

other: The other is the enemy. Freedom of one contradicts the freedom of another. My 

will is concerned with the other purely as object. The will of the other is, conversely, 

occupied with my own self as utilization of his own ends. As long as the other succumbs 

to my will, thereby negating his own will, nullifying thus his own self, he is for me a 

utility, as I am to him, in his simultaneously affirming his own will. Whenever the other 

resists my will, in affirming his own will, asserting thus his own self, I will the destruction 

of this other, as the other wills destruction of my own self, when I at the same time 

oppose his willing. 

 

[E]veryone wants everything for himself, wants to possess everything, at 
least to hold sway over it, and would annihilate whatever opposes him. 
(Schopenhauer 2008:387) 
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Affirmation of my own will is in itself a negation of the will of the other. Conversely, in 

affirming the will of the other, I thereby deny my own will. Yet the will in itself cannot 

be denied; for in denying my own will, I must so will through my own will. In denying my 

own will, I thereby affirm my will in so not willing, so willing. The will is insurmountable. 

In the pretension of submission, I grant authority to the other, thereby affirming my 

own authority; and as soon as I determine a more feasible situation for my own quality 

and potential, I apply my authority in rebellion. Hence: 

 

[B]ecause each thing cares for itself and at the same time comes into 
constant collision with other things, the combat of self-assertion is 
unavoidable. (Stirner 1996:13) 

 

Society is resolution of will, thereby a departure from self-interested will or egotism. 

The will of the people disacknowledges and disaffirms will as blatant expression of 

individuality, manifested as such in expression of self-interest. As soon as the system 

breaks down, individuals re-affirm their own will and self-interest as expression of that 

will; as soon as a plan is no longer in place, they scatter. On the generalization of will, 

society is founded. Individuals agree, essentially, to preserve relation and the realm of 

the social, in their way of living-together by reference to relation as such. Already 

through this social consciousness, the hierarchic order has taken shape. A reference to 

relation, formal or informal, binds individuals morally to one another. A state of nature 

where individuals, hypothetically, go about their business indifferently without 

reference to relation, morally binding, and confront one another in constant conflict, is, 

from the viewpoint of relation in itself, inconceivable in consideration of any real 

circumstance, if the species, already so defined, is to thrive as such; yet relation in itself 

is conceived through the will of the individual, viz. its acceptance of the social order or 

acknowledgement of kinship. Society is inconceivable without reference to the will of 

the individual. In determination of the social, the will is already posited. To conceive a 

state of the social, therefore, a state of nature, omnipresent by reference to will, is pre-

conceived. 
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In a democratic system of governance, the social consciousness, as essentially the 

recognition of relation, and its extension in terms of a social contract, is channeled into 

a process of continual deliberation on the foundation of society and its structure. Thus, 

instead of seeking to undermine plurality and polarity of opinion directly by use of 

force, the democratic order regulates discourse of variant or opposing opinion in the 

channeling of opinion in the course of consensus-building. Although, or because, 

citizens express variant or opposing opinion, beliefs, or world views, they are, as just, 

fair, and reasonable persons, expected to reach at least minimum consensus in the 

interest of maintaining the order of the state. 

 

The fact of reasonable pluralism implies that there is no [...] doctrine, 
whether fully or partially comprehensive, on which all citizens do or can 
agree to settle the fundamental questions of political justice. Rather, we say 
that in a well-ordered society the political conception is affirmed by what 
we refer to as a reasonable overlapping consensus. By this we mean that the 
political conception is supported by the reasonable though opposing 
religious, philosophical, and moral doctrines that gain a significant body of 
adherents and endure over time from one generation to the next. (Rawls 
2001:32) 

 

In reaching an “overlapping consensus” on fundamental questions of the order of the 

state, citizens consent not to insist on their own belief or system of belief as a ruling 

idea by reason of others' reasonableness likewise not so to insist. Consensus, as an 

overlapping of divergent or opposing systems of belief, is in itself the political 

conception to which participants adhere, in accordance with procedure, above their 

own comprehensive doctrine, if they have adopted one at all, with the caveat that 

beyond the deliberative process, they are not bound by consensus in sincere expression 

of their views or doctrine and thus may further their own agenda so unbound, although 

bound by consensus with respect to the law; and while partaking in the deliberative 

process, they may reason and seek to convince others as to the validity of their own 

view or doctrine, as far as may be deemed reasonable in terms of consensus-building. 

For a “well-ordered society,” pluralism, as a premise of democracy, necessitates a 

method of deliberation by means of which citizens may live together on mutual ground, 

in spite of their various or opposing beliefs or systems of belief; and in lieu of seeking to 
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achieve an over-all unified doctrine of those various or opposing beliefs or systems of 

belief, interlocutors “[accept] that politics in a democratic society can never be guided 

by what we see as the whole truth, [but] that we can realize the ideal expressed by the 

principle of legitimacy: to live politically with others in the light of reasons all might 

reasonably be expected to endorse.” (Rawls 1997:116) However, although demarcated 

thus within the context of “reasons all might reasonably be expected to endorse,” a 

democratic order cannot be postulated, expounded, or practiced in any other way than 

as an inherently philosophical, moral, and political comprehensive doctrine, i.e. a 

system of thought “[...] that applies to all subjects and covers all values.” (Rawls 

2001:14) This system of thought, although inclusive, excludes, or at best ignores, 

doctrines or bodies of doctrine irrelevant or opposed to the democratic order as 

prescribed by the principle of the system. Also, although not inherently religious, a 

democratic approach still arrogates a particular stance in matters of religion, namely on 

the role of religion in society, not in any way unquestionable, and, at least principally, 

fully questionable or even indisputably out-of-the-question, in terms of a bona fide 

religious view on the place of religion and its role in society. Still: 

 

[J]ustice as fairness [...] is not applied moral philosophy. Its principles, 
standards, and values are not the result of applying an already elaborated 
and independent religious, philosophical, or moral doctrine, comprehensive 
in scope and general in range. Rather, it formulates a family of highly 
significant (moral) values that properly apply to the basic structure of 
society. These are the political values: they arise in virtue of certain special 
features of the political relationship, as distinct from other relationships. 
(Rawls 2001:181-2) 

 

Yet a family of basic political or moral values, thus determined, relates to all other 

values on condition that this family of fundamental values precedes all those other 

values. 

 

[T]he family of basic political values expressed by its principles and ideals 
have sufficient weight to override all other values that may normally come 
into conflict with them. (Rawls 2001:183) 
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The sphere of the political may be distinct from the associational, the familial, and the 

personal (Rawls 2001) in the sense that basic political values are not based on these 

non-political values, nor do the former substantively determine, in any precise sense, 

the latter; but the spheres of non-political relationships obtain within the sphere of the 

political, on the basis of which their own relevance is justified. Non-political values are 

only justified and considered relevant if they are seen as reasonable within the context 

of the democratic order, viz. as long as they recognize and accept the rule of consensus. 

True, “[...] the political is distinct from the associational [...] which is voluntary in ways 

that the political is not; it is also distinct from the familial and the personal, which are 

affectional, again in ways the political is not.” (Rawls 2001:182) However, the 

distinctness of the political from the associational, the familial, and the personal, among 

other spheres of social order, is not explained by separation of the former from the 

latter, but dominion of the former over the latter. Granted, the sphere of the political is 

substantively distinct from the spheres of the non-political, but for this reason, the 

former is able to incorporate any of the latter, as long as the method of consensus-

building is recognized, whereas the sphere of the non-political, through the democratic 

method, is integrated into the domain of an overlapping consensus. Ingrained in every 

idea or doctrine remains a caveat: that this idea or doctrine, even if it so claims, is not, 

and cannot be, the whole truth of the social order or the whole truth to which the social 

order shall submit. If it claims to be the whole truth, an idea or doctrine has thereby 

violated the truth of a democratic order; and if it pursues the throne of the ruling idea, 

it has thereby violated the order of democracy. 

 

[I]f it is said that outside the church there is no salvation, and hence a 
constitutional regime cannot be accepted, we must make some reply. From 
the point of view of political liberalism, the appropriate reply is that such a 
doctrine is unreasonable: it proposes to use the public's political power [...] 
forcibly to impose a view affecting constitutional essentials about which 
many citizens as reasonable persons [...] are bound to differ 
uncompromisingly. (Rawls 2001:183) 
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When a particular notion or doctrine is branded “unreasonable,” a reason thereby 

arises to forcibly impose the reasonable over it. Further, a notion or a doctrine 

antithetical to the democratic ideal, thus unreasonable, may gain adherents to such a 

degree that this notion or doctrine becomes an existential threat to the order of 

democracy, at which point a democratic order has no option other than to forcibly 

undermine or remove the notion or doctrine in question. A democratic order cannot 

recognize its own rejection, although those who reject in principle a democratic order 

might “reasonably” accept it in practice, and might themselves thereby be recognized to 

an extent within the domain of a a democratic order. Because it is based on universal 

consensus, the order of democracy inexorably consents to consent. In a system of 

democracy, as in every system of government, the sphere of the political 

comprehensively, whether by way of a universally accepted method or idea, envelops 

every opinion, all values, beliefs, or systems of belief. Hence: “Political society is closed, 

as it were; and we do not, and indeed cannot, enter or leave it voluntarily.” (Rawls 

2001:182) Within the sphere of the associational, by contrast, we may choose to belong 

to one association or another, such as a particular political movement or a political 

party, a religious group or a church; we may choose to defect or not to belong at all. 

Now, in a democratic system, the associational, as opposed to the political, is voluntary, 

because it may be substantively based on a comprehensive doctrine, which cannot 

therefore claim the whole truth in a democratic system the operation of which 

proceeds by procedure, not substance. In an undemocratic or anti-democratic system, a 

singular ideology or religion may be deemed the whole truth, in substance as in 

procedure, and thus the associational is involuntary in line with the political. However, 

the political is, through the democratic procedure, universally comprehensive in scope, 

allowing thus adoption of a variety of divergent comprehensive doctrines, by their 

inclusion into the democratic process. On grounds of reasonableness, ideology or 

religion is granted its place, or allowed to flourish, to an extent, within the domain of a 

democratic order. This distinction between procedural and substantive comprehensive 

doctrines simplifies, furthermore, the nature of democracy as opposed to some other 

systems of governance, respectively; for the method is in itself a substantive approach 

to all other ideas. All other ideas are democratic in substance, as long as they accept the 
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caveat that they are not the whole truth, accepting thereby the whole truth of a 

democratic order. 

Democracy is the solidarity of ideas. A system of democracy is distinct from some or 

most other systems of governance in its inclusiveness as opposed to those others' 

exclusiveness. This difference is explained by the scope of the principle, as opposed to 

the nature of the system; for on condition that the external system of thought may be 

assimilated, it may be included and acknowledged to the extent that it may be included; 

if it may not be assimilated, however, it is most certainly excluded, undermined, or 

annihilated. Democracy, as any other doctrine and system of governance, manifesting 

that doctrine, demands obedience to its own principle and fundamental values, and, on 

this premise, my function, if not duty, by way of participation in a deliberative process, 

is to reach or maintain agreement with others on the principle of society and state, thus 

securing the very principle of consensus. 

 

[I]n a well-ordered society effectively regulated by a publicly recognized 
political conception of justice, everyone accepts the same principles of 
justice. (Rawls 2001:27) 

 

Further: 

 

[S]ince we cannot as a democracy use state power, with its attendant 
cruelties and corruptions of civic and cultural life, to eradicate diversity, we 
look for a political conception of justice that can gain the support of a 
reasonable overlapping consensus to serve as a public basis of justification. 
(Rawls 2001:36-7) 

 

Yet the end is the same: A social order by the rule of a principle universally accepted. 

The principle of democracy is simply considered more efficient in eradicating diversity: 

Democracy is clever tyranny. Granted, as long as a democratic system functions as it 

should, in the absence of immediate threat, state power is not forcibly, or, rather, 

physically, applied in order to undermine or eradicate varieties of opinion and belief. 

Also, within a state of democracy, varieties of opinion and belief are accepted as fact 
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and allowed to flourish, even engendered and encouraged, within the context of 

discussion, deliberation, debate, or constructive conflict. However, discord is not 

generated for the sake of divergence in itself, but, on the contrary, consensus that is 

anticipated to result from conflict, once interlocutors have synchronized their divergent 

opinions and beliefs in applying first principles of a democratic order. If consensus on 

fundamental questions of the social order, e.g. freedom of religion, fails, or even on 

peripheral yet far-reaching political, moral, or religious values, democracy may have to 

apply its state power to prevent civilian unrest, so as to secure “the social contract” 

whereby the principle itself of a rule by consensus, or consent of the governed, is 

expressed. If citizens no longer consent, they will have to be made to consent; yet they 

make themselves consent by their own consent. If I do not consent to be governed, I 

shall immediately have become an enemy of the state; and if not made to consent, 

incarcerated or incapacitated without consent. The consent of the governed is itself 

governed by its own principle of consent. The pretension of democracy of applying a 

principle of receptive unprejudiced all-inclusiveness deceives the acquiescent 

participant, but not the dispassionate observer, who considers equally and objectively 

the consent of the governed and the rebellion of the “unreasonable.” 

 

[T]he political conception is a reasonable expression of the political values of 
public reason and justice between citizens seen as free and equal. As such 
the political conception makes a claim on comprehensive doctrines in the 
name of those fundamental values, so that those who reject it run the risk of 
being unjust, politically speaking. [...] [I]n recognizing others' comprehensive 
views as reasonable, citizens also recognize that, in the absence of a public 
basis of establishing the truth of their beliefs, to insist on their 
comprehensive view must be seen by others as their insisting on their own 
beliefs. If we do so insist, others in self-defence can oppose us as using upon 
them unreasonable force. (Rawls 1997:119) 

 

– As we may oppose others, by use of force, if they so unjustly or unreasonably insist on 

their own beliefs, principally in such a case where these unjust and unreasonable non-

agreeing others are considered a threat to the very state of democracy. To deem a 

belief or a system of belief, that on ideological grounds excludes the principle through 

which this judgment is passed, unjust or unreasonable, is merely justified by virtue of 
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this opponent's exclusion of our own principle or, put otherwise, on our principle's 

demanding an all-encompassing frame of reference, necessarily thus excluding its own 

exclusion. Reasonableness is expected or demanded on the basis of a democratic order, 

which may itself be found to be unreasonable in expecting or demanding consensus, 

under its own principle, particularly on the most controversial issues of society and 

state, namely “the fundamental questions of political justice” or “constitutional 

essentials,” (Rawls 2001), in its pursuance to “narrow disagreement” (Rawls 2001) on 

those issues. Constitutional essentials, or fundamental questions of political justice, do 

not evidently, above other peripheral questions of social structure, entail reasons all 

might reasonably be expected to endorse; on the contrary, fundamental questions of 

the order of society and state may be expected to be the most controversial issues on 

which factions have even no interest or will at all to agree, and in such a case, if a 

democratic procedure is nevertheless still pursued, they will have to be made to agree. 

By reason of its inclusiveness, a doctrine of a democratic order is, in fact, more 

comprehensive by far than other less inclusive or exclusive, yet comprehensive, 

doctrines. An exclusive comprehensive doctrine guided by the whole truth is limited by 

its insistence on this generality to which it refers as truth; for on this ground, this 

doctrine may be accepted or rejected, as it may accept or reject its opposing doctrines. 

The democratic ideal, contrarily, further generalizes the social order, beyond its own 

domain, in assimilation of other variant or opposing doctrines, as long as these remain 

“reasonable” in terms of a deliberative process. Here, the procedure as such, or the 

method in itself, as opposed to a substantively fixed idea, fixes the point of departure 

from which the democratic approach is applied to all other ideas and the democratic 

ideal is thus extended over the domain of all other ideas. The method is, however, in 

itself an idea, or, when applied to all other ideas, an over-extended generalization, viz. a 

generalization of generalization. The democratic ideal thus substantiates, through its 

own substance, all other ideas that affirm its principle. In the process of democratic 

deliberation, by which consensus is pursued, all varieties of opinion, belief, or systems 

of belief, whether democratic in nature, undemocratic, or anti-democratic, express 

essentially not the substance of their own principle but the principle itself of consensus-

building, or, in other words, the rule of the demos. Consensus is perhaps fair, just, and 

reasonable, or as fair, just, and reasonable as a method of governing may be, but if so, 
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consensus, as its own condition, needs to be acknowledged and accepted as method, to 

begin with; yet even if as such acknowledged and accepted, it may be seen as 

presenting unfair, unjust, and unreasonable results, even to such an extent as to prove 

itself unreasonable and unviable; and if neither acknowledged nor accepted, yet 

insisted, it has, by its own standards, become unfair, unjust, and unreasonable. 

Democracy is indeed all-inclusive; yet totally conditional. In narrowing the domain of 

consensus by focus on those essential matters of social reality to which all may agree, 

as long as deliberation resumes by way of reason and reasonableness, the rule of the 

demos is, in effect, broadened to the largest extent; for in that case, no other idea or 

doctrine may deviate from this consensus; all other ideas or doctrines must accept this 

consensus above their own principle. Not only must I adopt a notion, but I must adopt a 

notion, whether or not I do not. The notion of solidarity of ideas asserts without 

compromise the notion of solidarity as such. A democratic order even incorporates its 

own antithesis; the latter merely has to be willing to accept its bounded popularity. 

Mediation has thus become oneness of mind, its own unity through itself. 

6.15 The Ideal of Social Order. 

By adoption and progression of veritable democratic rule, society reaches a level of 

generalization in terms of which the ideal of social order begins to substantially amass. 

Here, the method is the idea, incorporating all other ideas. The social order reflects 

upon itself in the form of a variety of opinion, belief, doctrines, or bodies of doctrine. In 

the ideal social order, citizens participate on an equal platform in fulfillment of the 

general purpose of society without reference to their particular interest as persons. The 

highest form of rule requires no justification other than a reference to its own principle, 

i.e. purpose. In terms of society, the highest rule is the species. Once no longer 

compelled to refer to the will of the individual, society has come back to itself, from its 

point of departure, its own ideal, its own principle. The ideal is not represented in the 

form of any singular system of thought, but, rather, an organization of a movement of 

ideas, or, more exactly, the system itself of the intellect within which ideas are formed 

in relation to one another, in a process of deliberation the result of which is a synergy of 

ideas, as opposed to the substance of specific ideas or a body of ideas. Further, when a 

process of deliberation is no longer primarily occupied with fixed ideas or ideologies, 
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seeking consensus in validation of one idea over another or in relation of one idea to 

another, but the very process itself, wherein ideas, if thoughts may at this point even be 

presented as accurately as ideas, are intended to move forward deliberation as such, 

irrespective of conviction, the democratic procedure has in fact transcended its own 

ideal in a complete synergy of ideas, opinion, or belief. Interlocutors do not, then, 

present ideas, opinion, or belief, in representation thereof, sincerely as their own, in 

convincing others by conviction as to the validity of their ideas, opinion, or belief, but, 

rather, in order to further and deepen, inform and enlighten, the deliberative process as 

such. Deliberation has thus become a dynamic of pure criticism where interlocutors do 

not represent any particular idea, opinion, or belief. Fixity of ideas, i.e. dogma, creed, 

and cliché, is, thus, overturned in the process of deliberation, proceeding consciously 

through its own principle, irrespective of doxa, by which democracy at present is ruled. 

Society becomes an ever more integrated whole in the form of incorporation of 

wholes within wholes, manifesting piecemeal the whole as such. The advent of 

democracy brings about an amalgamation of various and opposing systems of thought 

through a common ground; for in development of a democratic society, the social order 

gradually becomes essentially democratic at the expense of non-inclusive ideas or 

bodies of ideas, fixed in their own putative truth. The common ground is found in 

security and survival of the integrated whole. In the interest of human kind, under the 

threat of environmental ecological catastrophe, a global economic collapse by a 

complete failure of the monetary system, and an interstellar omen, the human species, 

as it further comprehends its own condition in the world and the great challenges of the 

times, shall focus its attention evermore on its own self and the fulfillment of its own 

end, namely its own security and survival, thereby demanding or, in the face of an 

immediate threat to its own existence, instantaneously adopting a universal consensus 

on this end. No arbitrary power, a singular institution, organization, nation, or state, can 

realistically and overtly formulate and aim towards the highest goal of the species, but 

conceivably a universal centralization of power, i.e. a world government, united under 

the flag of all for the sake of all, as is in fact inevitable, for humans face ever more 

complicated and comprehensive challenges in their survival as species, as would any 

species of intelligence in development beyond its own capability, thereby extending its 

own physical and mental capacity. Notably, the global economic system is at present in 
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dire need of universal currency consolidation, ideally a single global currency, and a 

world central bank. “[A] collectivist world order, whose fundamental law is [...] a 

Declaration of Rights [...] will have to carry on its main, its primary operations at least 

with a new world money, a specially contrived money, differing in its nature from any 

sort of money conventions that have hitherto served human needs.” (Wells 2007:132) 

In the new age, the age of the superpowers and multinationals, man will stand united 

under a world order by which he will no longer know himself by his own blood, but by 

his own kind. In the aftermath of a global economic collapse, a universal consolidation 

of power will, once again, further materialize, whereupon political and financial 

institutions, through synchronization and synergy of organization, intra-relationally and 

inter-relationally, nationally and internationally, shall extend their scope and structure 

of power in ascension onto a new peak of global vision; yet this time in institutional and 

organizational fulfillment of this vision. The only force strong enough to surmount and 

potentially do away with this progression of a global order is a rebellion of its antithesis, 

namely the individual.  

The movement of organization, in accordance with the principle of its maker, namely 

the intellect, approaches the negation of individuality, at the point of which the order of 

society will no longer require individual acceptance for its own recognition and 

legitimacy. Nullification of the individual is a precondition of an ideal society, or the 

fulfillment of the principle of relation. A species cannot subsist as such within an 

individualized domain, i.e. anarchy, wherein authority, recognized and legitimated by 

reference to the principle of the unified whole, does not apply. In society, man is end; 

individual is means. Society is in itself a power structure; for purpose is given to the 

individual, in the guise of the member of society, by reference to the end of the species, 

namely the species' own security and survival. Each and every individual, in the ideal 

society, finds pleasure and purpose in its own self as means for the general interest of 

society, negating contradictorily its own will and self-interest. The world view of a 

future developed society constitutes the system's holistic approach to its own self. 

What is here considered an individual is a kind of system as any other system; and this 

system must work in conjunction with other systems within the system as a whole. 

Granted, a system of free will, conscious of itself, despite its intellect, may at any time 

choose to act against the order of society. Environment is, therefore, constructed in 
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such a way that individuals may flow through it in a manifestly free way, with respect to 

their needs, wants, and further aims, viz. so they may feel free, although they obviously 

are anything but free. Freedom is obtained in movement through the systematic order, 

namely in terms of access. However, while securing a free-flowing movement of social 

beings, freedom by access oppresses the individual as such. Access is granted as long as 

the individual follows the code of the social order; if not, access is denied. The individual 

seeks self-liberation, and, with regard to any kind of organization, this fact is a constant 

predicament, with which to be dealt essentially through a systematized movement of 

the masses. The final result of the social order is total oppression of the individual, 

freeing itself thereby absolutely from its antithesis. At a moment in history, when a 

world order, based on universal centralization of power, is nearing fruition, and the 

individual comprehends and foresees this final outcome, the will of the individual shall 

naturally oppose and rise up against this prospect of a fully formed collective. 

“Countless people [...] will hate the new world order, be rendered unhappy by 

frustration of their passions and ambitions through its advent and will die protesting 

against it.” (Wells 2007:127) The final war will be fought between the most primal foes, 

society and individual. 

Development proceeds from perfection to perfection, approaching ad interim its 

own principle. The equal state of things is the fulfillment of the principle to which they 

pertain. Perfection obtains in complete equalization of all things under the principle, the 

end of which is fulfilled in the form of a complete unity of its elements. In following the 

principle, a singular ultimate solution, the substance of which is the fulfillment of the 

end of the principle, is sought. Development through and towards finality is in every 

form inevitable; for expression of the principle, in its approach towards its own 

completion, is given through finality, viz. in the beginning. All we can possibly do, as 

partakers ourselves in the process, is to impede or impel the movement of the system. 

In terms of society and state, economy, science, and religion, the principle is the same: 

beginning and end, and the serial progress whereby the beginning comes back to the 

end. The process of return, repetitive in representation of the principle from one epoch 

to another, yet approaching the ideal in adjustment of the principle, is the order of 

hierarchy. The social order, as a man-made system, is intellectually built and enhanced, 

according to paradigms of the intellect, seeking thus perfection, manifested at certain 
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levels of organization. Although perfection may be knowingly unattainable, perfection is 

the paradigm, to which is thus aspired. As it establishes a social order, the intellect 

seeks to annihilate the individual. By annihilation of the individual, perfection is 

achieved, manifested in a completely synchronized movement of a fully integrated 

whole. Imagine the march of soldiers; this image represents organization in its 

perfection, as far as it may be achieved. Each and every soldier, one completely equal to 

the other, performs the same routine and proceeds in the same direction, for the same 

purpose of the whole, never deviating from the rule by which movement is directed. 

Public transport, to take another example, even when poorly managed, synchronizes 

movement in such an efficient way that passengers flow through it without the need of 

a direct command; for they simply take the system for granted. Acceptance is not only 

assumed; it is given. People do not resist the train, the tram, or the elevator, for that 

matter; if they would attempt so to do, they would instantly sense the futility of 

resistance. In a public transport system, passengers recognize themselves immediately 

as a mass; they are equal as equalized under the same conditions, moving in the same 

direction, largely for the same reasons, most likely traversing from the home to the 

workplace, or vice versa. The individual factor is only relevant in violation of the system; 

yet, although in violation of the system, the individual does not necessarily rise above 

the system. If I cut in line, I make myself known as a separate entity; yet I do not 

thereby negate the movement, but, on the contrary, overly affirm it. Organization, at a 

developed stage, assumes a form of streamlined equalization, whereby comparable 

units steadily and uniformly flow through a horizontal system. In this system, individuals 

are, as a singular mass, the blood flow of the organized whole. The super-organism, as 

itself the singular individual, moves and progresses, by its own means of survival, in 

terms of collective intelligence, in order to secure its continuance, constantly seeking to 

overcome its present condition. Nature and man, instinct and intelligence, combine in 

extension of nature through nature. The human condition is intolerable. The whole 

biological and technological organization that takes place on the planet aims to depart 

from this planet, so as to escape its condition. The future is written in the unwritten. 
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7 Conclusion 

 

Language, as applied in science, is a system of symbols based on a hierarchy of 

categories in terms of which things are generalized. The world is thus apprehended and 

expounded in the form of generalization. Now, as it is able to further generalize the real 

and thus to make the world further known, science develops. On this notion of 

development, ultimate generality, and thus absolute knowledge, is presupposed as final 

goal, although admittedly unattainable. Still, in the course of scientific development, a 

universal theory, or system of thought, may be set forth, at which point a turning point 

may be determined, e.g. by mediation of the theory of general relativity and quantum 

theory. In achieving universality of knowledge, however, reason, or the intellect, may be 

seen to contradict its very nature of questioning its own answers of the real. The 

scientific enterprise seems to proceed in terms of duality, viz. by way of antitheses, in 

working against its own errors. Yet if the final goal of science entails a singular all-

encompassing notion of the real, science may essentially operate within the context of a 

contradiction. 

Science develops gradually by way of further generalization of the real, through 

determinable stages, once groundbreaking novelties come forth in the course of 

development. Revolution is not an absolute break in the process. On the contrary, in the 

advent of revolution, the process rises onto a higher level of development, in an 

ascending linear movement towards the final goal. The final goal is a fulfillment of the 

scientific principle, i.e. reason as such. In re-affirmation of the principle, one principle is 

negated in affirmation of another, and the former is thus substituted for the latter. 

Circularity is thus formed in the advent of revolution, but the process resumes on a 

higher level in representation of the principle. Thesis and antithesis may be 

incompatible or incommensurable, but through conflict of opposing systems of thought, 

theory and reality are further attuned. Essentially, the scientific enterprise does not 

develop by mediation of opposing systems of thought, although the case may at times 

be such, but mediation of theory and reality in the form of a broader generalization of 

the real. The structure of development, in this sense, is hierarchic. The process of 
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knowing forms a hierarchy of determinable stages of discovery on the assumption of a 

final goal, i.e. universality of knowledge. 

Man-made developmental systems, organization, and society are constructed in 

hierarchic formation, in accordance with the understanding of natural phenomena, seen 

as systems of hierarchy. Organization is, in essence, a system of hierarchy. Reason, or 

the intellect, observes the world in terms of systems of hierarchy and constructs its own 

systems in the form of hierarchy; and reason itself progresses, through the scientific 

enterprise, in hierarchic formation. Construction of the social structure and organization 

within the social structure is in itself a scientific enterprise. Society is constructed in 

much the same way as the ant colony is observed in its construction. Human 

organization, however, is not a fixed hierarchic structure; it develops, rather, in 

hierarchic formation, and in this developmental formation, the structure is transformed 

in an approach towards a more horizontal constitution, within which a more egalitarian 

state of affairs obtains. The master-slave relationship, or, in other words, the 

arrangement of relations by reference to authority, thus gradually evolves, through 

determinable stages, into an arrangement of more equal relations. Individuality, or 

freedom of the individual, is, however, sacrificed, or, rather, undermined, in the course 

of social evolution. The ideal of organization is a society of equals, all under the same 

principle. A system of a complete egalitarian order, e.g. the march of soldiers, places all 

under the same principle. The simplest and the most efficient form of the principle of 

authority and the most comprehensive representation of a hierarchic structure is a 

complete egalitarian order. Equality is, in other words, the most extensive authority. 

Systems, thus, progress towards an order of equal relations. 

Democracy is a more perfect system of governance; for by the establishment of a 

democratic order, a determinable stage in the approach towards a system of equal 

relations has been achieved. A democratic system of governance exemplifies further 

perfectibility of organization, or social structure, in terms of an equal state of affairs. In 

a democratic system, the social order is further generalized. A democratic system is an 

inclusive order of relation, wherein varieties of opinion are voiced on the notion of 

integration. Here, the individual feels free, by reason of participation. The democratic 

method, however, is not expression of individual opinion, but, on the contrary, public 
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opinion, in the form of consensus. Individuality is governed and managed in a more 

efficient way in an inclusive order of relation, one form of which is democracy. A 

consequence of efficiency of a democratic order is less chance of revolution or revolt. 

The reason is not more or less individual freedom; it is more freedom of the social. In 

every system of social order, individual freedom is null. Democracy is no different; it is 

only different in terms of further perfectibility and efficiency of the system as such, in 

mobilizing individuals within a broader domain of relation. 

In the form of a system of equal relations, organization is most efficient. If the 

sacrifice of individuality is acceptable, we progress towards a society of equals. If not, 

we cannot but regress. If individuality rises, society falls. If society prevails, individuality 

remains broken. 

The way forward is construction of an inclusive social order of equal relations. In an 

exclusive order of relation, the individual is more likely to rebel against the system, as 

soon as the system shows signs of weakness. In any social order, though, a tension 

subsists between the individual and authority. The individual seeks self-liberation, but 

the social order can only allow a broader or narrower domain of activity and expression. 

Democracy allows a broader domain of activity and expression, wherein the individual 

seemingly acts by choice and expresses its own interest; and thus the threat of 

revolution or revolt is lessened. Freedom of the individual, however, is not more or less; 

it is absolute. Therefore, nothing is enough. 
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