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[ 6. Being as specific as possible, evaluate the treatment of late medieval and modern 

Christian thought by Neve and Heick.] l 3  

6. Fisher’s treatment of late medieval and modern Christian thought is pre- 
sented quite objectively and in a lucid style. He never seems to be bias 
toward a particular view because it isn’t in line with his religious tradi- 
tion. This is especially true of &&ek his analysis of Chatholic thought 
in the late medieval period. For an instance, his [strikeout illegzble] {. inter- 
pretation} of Thomas I think is as good as any and his thought is made 
very meaningful to any prostatant thinker. When Fisher come to his 
treatment of the early modern period he continues his objective treat- 
ment. His analysis of the theology of Luther and Calvin is very good. 
Other minor movement of the early modern period are discussed with 
clearness and vividness. Although the treatment is often condenced it 
[strikeout illegible] never fails to give the major points and teachings of 
these movements. His discussion of Schliermacher and Ritschl is good 
as far as it goes. But it seems that the importance of these two figures 
in the whole development of modern theology would command a little 
more extensive treatment. Again his treatment of Wesley is somewhat 
too brief. 

His treatment of the influence of philosophy on Christian thought in 
this period is very good, and shows a real understanding of philosophi- 
cal trends.14 

AHDS. MLKP-MBU: Box 115. 

13.  DeWolf recommended that his students read, among other surveys of Christian doctrine, 
A History ofChristian Thought (1943) by Jiirgen Ludwig Neve and Otto William Heick and History 
of Christian Doctrine (1896) by George Park Fisher. 

14. DeWolf gave this answer g + points. 

“An Exposition of the First Triad of 
Categories of the Hegelian Logic-Being, 

Non-Being, Becoming” . 
[ 4  February-22 M a y  19531 

[Boston, Mass . ]  

This is the last of six essays that King wrote for a two-semester seminar on Hegel 
taught by Brightman and Peter A.  Bert0cci.l Brightman became ill after the second 

1. For the other four extant essays, see King, “The Development of Hegel’s Thought as Re- 
vealed in His Early Theological Writings,” i October 1952; “The Transition from Sense-Certainty 196 
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meeting; he never recovered from his illness, and Bertocci replaced him.z The 
seminar studied many of Hegel’s major works in chronological order. During the 
second semester they concentrated on Hegel‘s Encyclopedia of the  Philosophical 
Sciences and Philosophy of Right, although they may have read The 
Philosophy of History as well. In  this essay, which is largely derived from W. T. 
Stace’s The Philosophy of Hegel, King discuses a section of the Lesser Logic 
in the Encyclopedia. Bertocci commented at the end of the paper, “B + , despite a 
misunderstanding of logics-see above!” 

In this report it is our purpose to discuss the first 
triad of the Hegelian Logic-Being, Non-Being, Be- 
coming. Before entering this discussion directly, how- 
ever, it might be well to devote a few paragraphs to 
Hegel’s conception of the categories and his diver- 
gence from the Kantian conception. 

The categories began their history, so far as mod- 
ern philosophy is concerned, in the system of Kant.s 
The categories were for Kant, like space and time, 
pure forms without content or  matter, prior to all ex- 
perience, and not given from any external source but 
contributed to cognition by the mind itself. These 
categories were also universal and nece~sary.~ But 
with all their importance, Kant insisted that the cate- 
gories were limited to phenomena. They did not ap- 
ply to the thing-in-itself (Ding an sich). The thing-in- 
itself was not a cause, or a substance; it was neither 

2 2  May 
‘953 

to Sense-Perception in Hegel’s Analysis of Consciousness,” 15 October 1952; “The Transition 
from Sense-Perception to Understanding,” 29 October 1952; and “Objective Spirit,” 4 February- 
22 May 1953; all in MLKP-MBU: Box 115. 

2. Peter A. Bertocci (1910-) studied with Brightman at Boston University and received his 
B.A. from Boston in 1931, his M.A. from Harvard University in 1932, and his Ph.D. from Boston 
University in 1935 (at the same time as his good friend L. Harold DeWolf). Bertocci taught at 
Bates College from 1935 to 1944 before returning to Boston University as a professor of philoso- 
phy. After Brightman’s death in 1953 Bertocci became Borden Parker Bowne Professor of Phi- 
losophy. His publications include The Empirical Argument for God in Late British Thought (1938); 
The Human Venture in Sex, Love, and Marriage (1950); Free Will, Responsibility, and Grace (1957); 
Personality and the Good: Psychological and Ethical Perspectives, co-authored with Richard M. Millard 
(1963); The Person God Is (1970); and The Goodness of God (1981). See his autobiographical article, 
“Reflections on the Experience of ‘Oughting,”’ in Boston Personalist Tradition in Philosophy, Social 
Ethics, and Theology, ed. Paul Deats and Carol Robb (Macon, Ga.: Mercer University Press, 1986), 
pp. 209-219. 

3. W. T. Stace, The Philosophy of Hegel (London: Macmillan, 1924). p. 69: “The categories be- 
gan their history, so far as modern philosophy is concerned, in the system of Kant.” 

4. Stace, Philosophy of Hegel, p. 42: “They are, like space and time, (I) pure forms without 
content or matter, (2) prior to all experience, and (3) not given from any external source but 
contributed to cognition by the mind itself. These categories are also universal and necessary.” 197 
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quality nor q u a n t i t ~ . ~  These concepts applied only to 
phenomena, not to noumena. So for Kant the cate- 
gories were mere subjective forms of thought, not ob- 
jective ontological entities.‘j It was at this point that 
Hegel went beyond Kant. The categories for Hegel 
were more than epistemological principles of know- 
ing; they were ontological principles of being.’ They 
were not merely the necessary and universal condi- 
tions of the world as it appears to us, but they were 
the necessary and universal conditions of the world, 
as it is in itself.8 Reason, the system of categories, is 
self-explained and self-determined, dependent only 
upon itself. This means that it is real. Therefore, “the 
rational is the real and the real is the rational.” 

The task which Hegel undertakes in the Logic is, 
therefore, this: to give an account of the first reason 
of the world; to show that every single category nec- 
essarily and logically involves every other single cate- 
gory; and finally to show that all the categories, re- 
garded as a single whold, constitute a self-explained, 
self-determined, unity, such that it is capable of con- 
stituting the absolutely first principle of the world.g 
Kant had named twelve categories. But he made no 
effectual attempt to deduce them from one another. 
Actually there was no reason why he should do so, 
because the categories were for him only epistemo- 
logical forms of the mind, not objective ontological 
entities. But the fact remains that he did not deduce 
them.1° When we come to Hegel, however, the pic- 

5. Stace, Philosophy of Hegel, p. 42: “The categories cannot apply to the thing-in-itself. The 
thing-in-itself is not a cause, or a substance; it is neither one nor many; it has neither quantity, 
quality, nor relation.” 

6. Bertocci placed a ‘T“ after this sentence to suggest that a new paragraph should begin. 
7. Stace, Philosophy of Hegel, pp. 60-61: “They were not ontological principles of being, but 

8. Bertocci circled “in itself” and wrote a question mark in the margin. 
9. Stace, Philosophy of Hegel, p. 83: “The task which Hegel undertakes in the Logic is, therefore, 

this: to give an account of the first reason of the world; . . . and finally to show that all the 
categories, regarded as a single whole, constitute a self-explained, self-determined, unity, such 
that it is capable of constituting the absolutelyfirst principle of the world.” See also Stace, Philoso- 
phy of Hegel, p. 82: “He shows that every single category necessarily and logically involves every 
other single category.” 
io. Stace, Philosophy of Hegel, p. 82: “Kant had named twelve categories. But he made no 

effectual attempt to deduce them from one another. There was no reason why he should do SO, 

because the categories were for him not an ontological principle of explanation of the universe, 
but merely subjective epistemological forms of our minds. But the fact remains that he did not 

only epistemological principles of knowing.” 

198 deduce them.” 
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ture is different. Just as in formal logic the conclusion 
flows necessarily from the premises, so in Hegelian 
logic the categories are logically deduced from each 
other. 

Now as we turn to a discussion of the first triad of 
the Hegelian Logic we see this principle at work. He- 
gel begins with the category of being. Being is not 
chosen as the first category merely by chance or  ca- 
price. It is chosen because it is the highest abstrac- 
tion, that which is common to every conceivable ob- 
ject in the universe. There are many objects of which 
it would not be true to say that they are green, or  that 
they are material, or that they are heavy. But what- 
ever object in the universe we choose, it must always 
be true to say it is. Being, therefore, must be the first 
category.’* This Being which Hegel is speaking of as 
the first category is the “Pure Being” that we have to 
think, not any particular sort of being, such as this 
desk, this book, that chair.I3 “Pure Being makes the 
beginning: because it is on one hand pure thought, 
and on the other immediacy itself, simple and inde- 
terminate; and the first beginning cannot be medi- 
ated by anything, or be further determined”*. In a 

word we are dealing with being in general, stripped 
of all determination. To get a clearer view of what 
Hegel means we may use the example of any con- 
crete object, say this table. This table is square, hard, 
brown, shiny. Abstract from all these qualities, and we 
are left with “This table is.”15 Such being is absolutely 
indeterminate and featureless, completely empty and 
vacant.16 

2 2  May 
1953 

* Wallace, LOH, 158.14 

1 I .  Bertocci underlined and questioned the phrases “necessarily,” “from the premises,” and 
“logically deduced from.” He asked in the margin: “But what does @ mean to Hegel?” 

12.  Stace, Philosophy of Hegel, p. 87: “The highest possible abstraction, that which is common 
to every conceivable object in the universe, is the concept of being. . . . There are many objects 
of which it would not be true to say that they are green, or that they are material, or that they are 
heavy. But whatever object in the universe we choose, it must always be true to say of it that it is. 
Being, therefore, must be the first category.” 

13. Stace, Philosophy of Hegel, p. go: “It is the pure category that we have to think, not any 
particular sort of being, such as this pen, that book, this table, that chair.” 

14. King incorrectly cites the translator as author. He in fact quotes G. W. F. Hegel, The Logic 
of Hegel: Translated from the Encyclopedia of the Philosophical Sciences, zd ed., trans. William Wallace 
(London: Oxford University Press, 1892), p. 158. 

15. Stace, Philosophy of Hegel, p. 87: “This table, for example, is square, hard, brown, 
shiny. . . . Abstract lastly from the hardness, and then from the squareness, and we are left with 
‘This table is.’” 

16. Bertocci underlined the phrase “emptiness turns out to be” and asked, “Is this deduced?” 199 
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This vacuum, this utter emptiness turns out to be 
not anything. Thus we inevitably find ourselves in the 
antithesis, viz., Nothing. Emptiness and vacancy are 
the same as nothing.1’ “Being, as Being, is nothing 
fixed or ultimate: it yields to dialectic and sinks into 
its opposite, which, also taken immediately, is Noth- 
ing.”* Being, therefore, is seen to contain the idea of 
nothing. But to show that one category contains an- 
other is to deduce that other from it.18 Hence Hegel 
had deduced the category Nothing from the category 
Being.lg 

Now since Being and Nothing are identical the one 
passes into the other. Being passes into Nothing. And 
conversely, Nothing passes back into Being; for the 
thought of nothing is the thought of emptiness, and 
this emptiness is pure Being. In consequence of this 
disappearance of each category into the other we 
have a third thought involved, namely, the idea of the 
passage of Being and Nothing into each other. This 
is the category of Becoming.zo “Nothing, if it be thus 
immediate and equal to itself, is also conversely the 
same as Being is. The truth of Being and of Nothing 
is accordingly the unity of the two: and this unity is 
Becoming.”? Thus we have three categories. We be- 
gan with Being. From that we deduced Nothing. And 
from the relation between the two we deduce Becom- 
ing.zl Being is the thesis. Nothing is the antithesis, 
and Becoming is the synthesis. The synthesis of this 
triad, as in all other Hegelian triads, both abolishes 
and preserves the differences of the thesis and anti- 
thesis. This two-fold activity of the synthesis is ex- 
pressed by Hegel by the word aufheben, which is 

* Wallace, LOH, 161. 

t Wallace, LOH, 163. 

17. Stace, Philosophy of Hegel, p. go: “This vacuum, this utter emptiness, is not anything. . 

18. Bertocci circled “category contains another” and wrote a question mark in the margin. 
19. Stace, Philosophy of Hegel, pp. 90-91: “Being, therefore, is the same as nothing. And the 

pure concept of being is thus seen to contain the idea of nothing. But to show that one category 
contains another is to deduce that other from it. Hence we have deduced the category nothing 
from the category being.” 

20. Stace, Philosophy of Hegel, p. 91: “Since they are identical the one passes into the other. 
Being passes into nothing. And conversely, nothing passes back into being; for the thought of 
nothing is the thought of emptiness, and this emptiness is pure being. In consequence of this 
disappearance of each category into the other we have a third thought involved here, namely, 
the idea of the passage of being and nothing into each other. This is the category of becoming.” 

21. Stace, Philosophy of Hegel, p. 92: “Thus we have already three categories. We began with 
being. From that we deduced nothing. And from the relations between these two we deduce 

Emptiness, vacancy, is the same as nothing.” 

200 becoming.” 
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sometimes translated “to sublate.” The German word 
has two meanings. It means both to abolish and to 
preserve.22 In short, the thesis and the antithesis both 
die and rise again in the synthesis.23 

Herein we see one of Hegel’s original contributions 
to philosophy. The older view was that opposites ab- 
solutely exclude each other. We could only say A = A 
(the canon of identity) and never that A = not A.24 
But Hegel came on the scene with an explanation of 
how it was logically possible for two opposites to be 
identical while yet retaining their 0pposition.2~ 

2 June 
1953 

THDS. MLKP-MBU: Box 115. 

22. Stace, Philosophy of Hegel, p. 106: “The synthesis of a triad both abolishes and preserves 
the differences of the thesis and antithesis. This two-fold activity of the synthesis is expressed by 
Hegel by the word aufheben, which is sometimes translated ‘to sublate.’ The German word has 
two meanings. It means both to abolish and to preserve.” 

23. Bertocci marked these two sentences and commented, “This isn’t deduced.” 
24. Stace, Philosophy of Hegel, p. 96: “Hitherto it had always been assumed that, logically speak- 

ing, a positive and its negative simply excluded each other. . . . It had always been assumed that 
we can only say A is A, and that we can never under any circumstances say A is not-A,’’ 

25. Bertocci questioned the phrase “was logically.” Stace, Philosophy of Hegel, pp. 95-96: “He 
explained and showed in detail how it is logically possible for two opposites to be identical while 
yet retaining their opposition.” 

From Rosemary Murphy 

2 June 1953 
Boston, Mass. 

Mr. Martin L. King, Jr., 
397 Massachusetts Avenue 
Boston, Massachusetts 

Dear Mr. King: 

The following is a summary of your recent examination at the Lahey Cli- 
nic. Your weight was 166 112 pounds, height 66 112 inches, blood-pressure 
134164, and pulse 70 with ifregular rhythm. The general examination was 
satisfactory. 

I am enclosing a copy of the laboratory and x-ray studies which you had 
done, since you may like them for future reference.’ The tests showed no 

1 .  Murphy encloses the medical report with this letter. 201 
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