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great merit—for the first time the whole world—
natural, historical, intellectual—is represented as a
process, s.e., as in constant motion, change, trans-
formation, development; and the attempt is made
to trace out the internal connection that makes a
continuous whole of this movement and development.
From this point of view the history of mankind no
longer appeared as a wild whirl of senseless deeds of
violence all equally to be condemned at the judgment
seat of mature philosophic reason, and which are
best forgotten as soon as possible, but as the process
of evolution of man himself. It was now the task
of the intellect to follow the gradual march of this
process through all its devious ways and to trace out
the inner law running through all its apparently
accidental phenomena. That the Hegelian system
did not solve the problem it propounded is immaterial.
Its epoch-making merit was that it propounded the
problem.

It needs no argument to show that in
Hegel's day (1770-1831) only the tiniest
beginning had been made to accumulate
the vast body of positively scientific know-
ledge now available. When therefore he
attempted, as he did, to elaborate a detailed
world-conception in terms of his leading
principle he could not fail to superadd to his
own inevitable limitations those of his age.
Naturally he thereby laid himself open to
castigation and the very grandeur of his
repute in his own day ensured that that
castigation would be prompt and thorough.
Yet for all that, the value of his central
principle remained, and it is this that is
expounded in the Science of Logic.

Hegel's Great Principle

Briefly put, his central point may be ex-
pressed as the denial of the “ Law of the
Excluded Middle.” In common text-book
(or “formal’’) logic, a thing either is “so-and-
s0” or it is not; no interim or ‘“‘middle”
stage is possible. Beginning thus, “formal”
logic proceeds to analyse propositions into
their component assertions and sort them
into identities. Having said that ‘“‘all men
are mortal”’ and that ““Socrates is a man,”
we triumphantly deduce that we have,
virtually, asserted the mortality of Socrates.
So far no grievous damage is done. But
when we erect this method into a species
of revelation and carry it over into the
valuation, not of verbal propositions, but of
Creeds, policies, and concepts its weakness
1s soon revealed.

Mankind in its history has often seen
grandmothers murdered ; may we therefore
say that all men are liable to murder grand-

mothers? Even if we concede it as a
potential possibility, would we be justified
in saying that any particular man (John
Smith or Stanley Baldwin) was potentially
a grandmother-murderer ?

Such and such a thing, it is argued, is
“either Right or it is Wrong ! ”"—but who
is there ncwadays that has not experienced
the falsity of that proposition ? ,JNowadays,
with the old fixed lines of demarcation
between Force and Matter, the Living and
the non-Living, Christianity and Heathen-
dom, Socialism and non-Socialism, all blur-
ring and fading before our eyes, the truth
of Hegel’s central proposition (the repudia-
tion of the “Law” of the Excluded Middle)
must be apparent without effort.

More than that. To handle as we must
categories such as that of the “‘proletariat,”
which, however circumspect our verbal de-
finitions, always remain concepts only cap-

- able of a progressive, developing, and his-

torical application, we must of necessity
employ more or less skilfully the very
“dialectical” method which in Hegel was
so much the occasion of scandal.

Hegel unfortunately still kept within the
limits of the Idealist concept of the Universe.
He saw that all things were inter-connected ;
he saw that ‘“‘all things glow” ; he saw that
all distinctions are arbitrary and compara-
tive, so that each positive implied its cen-
verse, both were necessary for the act of
distinguishing between them. But he was
so filled with the sense that a positive mental
effort was involved in every act of per-
ception—let alone every process of de-
duction or comparison—that for him the
universe became co-extensive with Mind and
the two terms all but interchangeable.

To read this book with even an approxi-
mation to understanding will involve an
effort—a sustained labour that few nowadays
would seem willing to face.  Yet one cannot
handle it, examine it, or dip into it without
feeling that here should be a stimulus from
which much may come—to the greater glory
of Marx and a better appreciation of the
M.C.H. here upon earth.

At the very least one should be the better
able to appreciate Dietzgen now that at
last one can compare him with the “quarry
from which he was hewed.”





