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Yet Chuang-tzu himself does not with to deny ali reality to “things.” “Saying is not blowing breath. Saying says something.” (g
1) If our language was not clouded over by fixed judgments of right and wrong created by the false consciousness of our daily lives, if
our language was not befuddled (8 2) by our fixed parti pris (3£ 3) or our tendency to absolutize relative distinctions among things,
our words might give us a correct account of what is found in our unmediated experience of the world. Our language would respond
ta the way things present themselves without prejudice. Such an unbeclouded language would spontaneously respond appropriately to
all the kaleidoscope shifts in the nature of the world and to the infinite variety of perspectives from which the world can be viewed.
“If a man sleeps in the damp place his back aches, but is this true of the loach?” (§F 4) It is quite accurate for the man to say that his
back aches from the damp. This is saying “something’ about man’s relation to dampness. If he says that “dampness” is bad in any.
absolute sense, however, then his language does not “say something” or, rather, says too much. While “things” and situations may be
“something,” they are not self-sufficient entities which can be grasped in all their aspects from our own individual and transient
perspectives. They. are rather fluid somethings whose aspects and transformations depend on their relationship with a whole world of
somethings, as in the case of the penumbra which upbraids the shadow. “You moved before. Now you stop. You were sitting. N(.)\'#.
you stand, Why have you no fixed principle?” (i 5) The penumbra’s behavior is totalty dependent on the shadow's behavior. The
shadow’s behavior depends on the moving organism and the moving organism’s on the tao. Language can say something about their
- movements. [t cannot speak about them in terms of absolute “rights” and “wrongs” {in either the moral or intellectual sense of those

terms). Thus, all particular beings and relations have their source of nonbeing.

(T - BV KEHERE . SBEE -
?&_2 i befuddle: to confuse (the mind, a person, etc,).
#F 3.2 parii pris: preconceived opinion.
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Sense-certainty as immediate knowledge L —

Hegel calls this natural awareness of things in the world sense-certainty. In R
sense-certainty, we are certain that we are sensing an individual object, inde- T
pendently of whatever other claims that we might later wish to make about it, hid
and this sensing of the object supposedly gives us a knowledge of it. Sense- i}
certainty thus makes a claim to being a form of knowledge that is independent T
of social practice or historical context; it is immediate knowledge in that it 7
invalves knowing something without having to know about anything else. It B
should remain steadfast throughout the other changes that we make in our o
epistemic setup. We may come to believe, for example, that we should aban- i
don Ptolemaic astronomy in favor of more Newtonian views, and we might L
come to believe that Jehovah in the real deity and Vishnu only a figment of our 5 |

own construction; but throughout all these kinds of changes of our epistemic S
claims, we should never find that we have to alter any of our claims about
what we are immediately awere of in sense-certainty.

Sense-certainty involves the following: I, an individual sensor, am sen-

sorily aware of an individual object.* But what exactly are we certain of in
sense-certainty? We are certain of the object that we sense in that we may be
said to be directly acquainted with the individual object itself. But how
should we describe this object?> What can we say with certainty about this
individual item except that it is and that we are directly acquainted with it?
To say anything about what the object is. would involve us in ascribing
various predicates to it, which we could not in turn assert with the same
certainty. (We might say that it is round, only to find that it is really oblong,
or that it is black, only to find that it is really blue.) It would seem, then, that
the object of sense-certainty can only be a purely singular object, the Kind of
thing to which we can only refer with demonstratives such as “this,” “here,”
and “now.” The truth about sense-certainty, so it seems, is that it “contains
nothing but the besng of the thing [Sache].”s
It is all too easy at this point to misinterpret what Hegel is doing here by
anachronistically reading into the argument certain twentieth-century Anglo-
American philosophical themen about so-called non-inferential knowledge of
sense-data. It would be only too easy to jump to the idea that the object of
sense-certainty must be something like a sense-datum, an awareness of a
specific mental object having certain sensuous qualities. While this under-
W standing of sense-certainty might be compatible with many of Hegel’s pointa,
A Ve that is not the argument he is making there. The introduction of the idea of
- sense-data (as the authentic oéyjects of sensuous consciousness) is the result of
a theory of what the objects must be if there were to be the kind of immediate
awareness that sense.certainty claims to provide. If we believe that there is
indeed something of which we are immediately aware, then we might posty-
late sense-data (as a set of mental objects) as being the proper objects of
sense-certainty in order to account for the possibility of such awareness. In
the beginning of the Phenomenology, hawever, we are supposed to be describ-
ing natural consciousness as it immediately takes itself, and not yet postulai-
ing entities to explain it. At this point, we are only eatitled to say! We are
immediately aware of a singular object, this awareness seems to be both non-
inferential and complete, and this consciousness is just its direct acquaintance
with this singular object and nothing more. There is no expressible difference
between our consciousness and the object of which we are conscious. Thus, it
seems that what we have here ia a relation between two items: an individual
item (efne Sache) and an individual I.7 It remains completely open as to what
this individual object of awareness might be and what this “I” might be.
Perhaps only a sense-datum would fill the role of “object” adequately; per-
haps something else would fit the role better. Hegel takes the important point:
to be whether there even ia such a role to be filled.
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\XZ) Explain and evaluate the following argument in English. (25 points)

It is impossible that contrary and dissonant things can harmonize in one order alwaysor |
usually except by someone’s governance, by which each and all are made to tend toa —
certain end. But in the world we see things of diverse natures harmonize in one order, 1

Ea
not rarely and by chance, but always or for the most part. Therefore it is necessary that &
there be someone by whose providence the world is governed, and him we call God. )
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