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Chapter One
All consciousness is conditioned by our

immediate consciousness of ourselves.

L

With the permission of the reader, with whom it is our task to reach agree-
ment, I will address him informally in the second person.

(1) You are undoubtedly able to think “I”; and insofar as you do this you
will discover that your consciousness is internally determined in a specific
manner and that you are thinking of only one thing: viz., precisely what
you comprehend under the concept “1.” It is this of which you are con-
scious, and when you think “I” you are not thinking of any of the other
things of which you could otherwise well be thinking and of which you
may have previously been thinking. — For the moment, I am unconcerned
with whether you may have included more or less in the concept “I” than
T have. Your concept certainly includes what I am concerned with, and this
is enough for me.

(2) Instead of thinking of this particular, determinate [concept], you could
also have thought of something else: of your table, for example, or of your
walls or your window; moreover, you actually do think of these objects if I
summon you to do so. You do this in response to a summons and in accor-
dance with a concept of what you are supposed to think of (which, as you
suppose, might just as easily have been some other object, or so I submit).
Accordingly, while engaged in this act of thinking, in this movement of
transition from thinking of the I to thinking of the table, the walls, etc., you
take note of the activity and freedom that are involved therein. Your think-
ing is, for you, an | acting. Have no fear that by admitting this you may be
conceding to me anything you may later come to regret. I am speaking of
nothing but the activity of which you become immediately conscious when

you are in this state— and only insofar as you are conscious of this activity.

If, however, you should find yourself to be conscious of no activity at all in

this case (and many celebrated philosophers of our own day find them-
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selves in just this situation), then let us part from each other in peace at this
point, for you will be unable to understand anything I say from now on.

I am addressing myself to those of you who understand what I am say-
ing concerning this point. Your thinking is an acting; and hence, when you
are thinking of some specific thing, you are acting in some specific manner.
In other words, the reason you are thinking of precisely this is because, in
thinking, you have acted in precisely this way; and if, in engaging in this act
of thinking, you had acted differently (if you had thought differently), then
what you are thinking of would be something different (you would be
thinking of something different).

(3) You should now be thinking of something quite specific: namely, “I.”
This is a particular thought, and thus, according to the principle just enun-
ciated, you must necessarily think in a particular manner in order to pro-
duce this thought. My task for you, intelligent reader, is this: You must
now become truly and most sincerely conscious of Agw you proceed when
you think “L” Since our concepts of the “I” may not be exactly the same,
I must assist you in doing this.

While you were thinking of your table or your wall, you were, for your-
self, the thinking subject engaged in this act of thinking, since you, as an
intelligent reader, are of course aware of the activity involved in your own
act of thinking. On the other hand, what was thought of in this act of think-
ing was, for you, not you yourself, but rather something that has to be
distinguished from you. In short, in every concept of this type [i.e., in
every concept of an object], the thinking subject and what is thought of are
two distinct things, as you will certainly discover within your own con-
sciousness. In contrast, when you think of yourself, then you are, for your-
self, not only the thinking subject; you are also at the same time that of
which ﬁ)fére thinking_. In this case the subject and the object of g_hinkinMg
aréﬁ]ﬁﬁﬁ&@f&ﬁ? one and the same. The sort of acting in which you are
engaged when you are thinking of yourself is supposed to turn back upon
or “revert into” yourself, the thinking subject.!

It follows from this thatfthe concept of the I or the act of thinking of the I
consists in the I's acting upon itself, and conversely,%uch an acting upon itself
yields an act of thinking of the I and no other thinking whatsoever. You have
just discovered within yourself the truth of the first of these claims and
have conceded this to me. If you balk at the second claim and have any
doubts about whether we are warranted in affirming the converse of our

1. “dein Handeln im Denken soll auf dich selbst, das Denkende, zuriickgehen.”
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first assertion, then I will leave it up to you to make the following experi-
ment: When your thinking turns back upon yourself, as the thinking sub-
ject, does this ever produce any concept other than that of yourself? Can
you even think the possibility that some other concept could be produced
in this way? — The concept of a self-reverting act of thinkin

concept of the I thus hg@é@iﬁﬁé same com;genﬁ Thel i;ﬁair;logz
itself,? and it is nothing more than this. What posits itself is the I and
nothing more. Nothing else but the I is produced by the act we have just
described; and the I can be produced by no other possible act except the
one described.

You can also now appreciate the sense in which you were asked to think
of the I. Linguistic signs have passed through the hands of thoughtlessness
and have acquired some of its indeterminacy; one is therefore unable to
make oneself sufficiently well understood simply by employing such signs.
The only way in which a concept can be completely specified or deter-
mined is by indicating the act through which it comes into being: If you do
what I say then you will think what I am thinking. This is the method that,
without exception, we will be following in the course of our inquiry. —
Though you may have included many things in your concept of the I which
I have not (e.g., the concept of your own individuality, for this t067i§>signi—
fied by the word “I”), you may henceforth put all of this aside. The only
“I” that I am concerned with here is the one that comes into being through
the sheer self-reverting act of your own thinking.

(4) The propositions that have been advanced are the immediate expression

of the observation we have just made, and these propositions could arouse

2. “erschopfen sich gegenseitig.” Literally: “mutually exhaust one another,”

3. “Das Ich ist das sich selbst Setzende.” The verb setzen (“to posit™) is a basic
term in Fichte’s technical vocabulary. It is the most general term one can employ
to refer to the act of consciousness itself. Any object of consciousness — whether real
or imaginary, whether an external object or the I itself — is therefore “posited by
the 1.” Taken by itself, the verb sezzen does not necessarily imply any “constitu-
tion” or “creation” of the object of consciousness; it simply signifies that the con-
scious subject — whether freely or under compulsion — “puts” or “places”
something within its field of awareness. “To posit” something is thus an essential
condition for “being conscious” at all (though it does not follow that we are, in fact,
always explicitly aware of all of the acts of positing involved in, for example, our
everyday consciousness of objects; on the contrary, Fichte contends that we are
typically unaware of many of these acts of positing — which can thus be described
as occurring “unconsciously” — and become aware of them only through philo-
sophical reflection).
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doubts only if one were to consider them to be anything more than the
immediate expression of the same. I maintain that the I comes into being
only through a self-reverting act of thinking, and when I say this I am not
talking about anything except what can come into being purely by means of
an act of thinking. All T am talking about here is what immediately appears
within my consciousness whenever I think in the manner indicated, and if
you too think in this manner, then this will immediately appear within
your consciousness as well. In short, I am talking only about the concept of

have apart from this concept. At the appropriate time we will see whether
and to what extent one can talk about any being of this sort at all. In order
to shield the reader against any possible doubts that might arise, and in
order to protect him against the danger of seeing, in the course of this
inquiry, a previously conceded proposition subsequently employed in
some sense that he did not wish to concede, I will amend the propositions
just established (viz., “the I is an act of self-positing” and other similar
propositions) by adding the phrase “for the 1.”

At the same time I can also explain the reason for the reader’s concern
about perhaps having conceded too much. But I will do so only if the reader
will promise not to allow himself to become distracted thereby, for this
entire remark is a merely incidental one which really does not belong here,
and I add it merely in order to avoid leaving any point obscure, even for a
moment. — It was asserted that your I comes into being only through the
reversion of your own act of thinking back upon itself. You probably har-
bor in some small corner of your soul the following objection to this claim:
Either, “I am supposed zo think, but before I can think I have 1o exist”; or,
“T am supposed to think of myself, to direct my thinking back upon myself,
but whatever I am supposed to think of or to turn my attention back upon
must first exist before it can be thought of or become the object of an act of
reverting.” In both of these cases, you postulate an existence of yourself that
is independent of and presupposed by the thinking and being-thought-of
of yo;liirgélf.“ In the former case, you postulate the independent existence of
yourself as the thinking subject; in the latter, the independent existence of
yourself as what is to be thought of. In connection with this objection, first
simply answer for me the following question: Who is it that claims that you

must have existed prior to your own act of thinking? It is undoubtedly you
'yourself who make this claim, and when you make such a claim vou are
undoubtedly engaging in an act of thinking. Furthermore, as you will also

4. “postulirst du ein von dem Denken und Gedachtseyn deiner selbst unab-
hingiges, und demselben vorauszusetzendes, Daseyn deiner selbst.”
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claim, and as T am only too ready to concede, this is a necessary act of
thinking, one that forces itself upon you in this context. One nevertheless
trusts that it is only insofar as and only inasmuch as you think about this
existence that has to be presupposed that you possess any knowledge of it.
It follows that this existence of the I is also nothing more than a posited
being of yourself, that is, a being that vou yourself have posited. If we
examine it closely enough, therefore, we will find that the fact with which
you have confronted us amounts to no more than this: In addition to the act

. of self~positing which you have at present rassed to clear consciousness, you must

also think of this act as preceded by another act of self~positing, one that is not
accompanied by any clear consciousness, but to which the former act refers and
by means of which it is conditioned. Until such time as I have had a chance to
explain to you the fecund law in accordance with which this occurs, you can
avoid becoming misled by the fact to which you have called attention if you
will keep in mind that it asserts no more than what has just been stated.

I1.
Let us now ghift to a higher speculative standpoint.

(1) “Think of yourself, and pay attention to how you do this”: This was my
first request. You had to attend to yourself in order to understand what I
was saying (since | was discussing something that could exist only within
yourself) and in order to discover within your own experience the truth of
what I said to you. This gitentiveness to ourselves in this act was the subjec-
tive element common to us both. What you paid attention o was the man-
ner in which you went about thinking of yourself, which did not differ
from the manner I went about thinking of myself; and this_v_vgs_;ﬁj}g_t
of our investigation, the objective element common to us both.

Now, however, I say to you: pay attention to your own act of attending to
your act of self-positing. Attend to what you yourself did in the ‘i;(iuiry
you have just completed and note how you managed to pay attention to
yourself. What constituted the subjective element in the previous inquiry

m object of the new inquiry we inning.’

(2? The point that concerns me here is not all that easy to grasp. Yet if one
-falls to grasp it, then one will fail to grasp anything, since my entire theory
is based upon this. Perhaps, therefore, the reader will allow me to guide

5. Asa Fomparison with § I of Fichte’s lectures on “Foundations of Transcen-
dental Philosophy (Wissenschafislehre) nova methodo” reveals, Fichte is here simply
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him through the entrance and to place him just as close as possible to what
he is supposed to observe.

When you are conscious of any  object whatsoever — of the wall over
there, let us say — then, as you }.ust conceded, what you are really con-
scious of is your own act of thinking of this wall, and only insofar as you
ar’e/crc),nis;:_inn&afihismdihjnkingisanxmnsdgu§n_c§s_9.fihis_wgll_p05—
sible‘._‘In order for you to be conscious of your own thinking, however, you
must be conscious of yourself. — You say that you are conscious of your-
«lf: in saying this, you necessarily distinguish your thinking I from the
I that is thought of in the act of thinking the L. In order for you to be able
to do this, however, the thinking subject within this act.of thinking must,
in turn, be the object of a higher act of thinking, for otherwise it could not
be an object of consciousness. At the same time, you also obtain thereby
anew subject, one that is conscious of what was previously the being of self-

repeating the classroom instructions he was accustomed to give to his own stu-
dents. Hendrik Steffens, who was present as a student for some of Fichte’s lectures
during the winter semester of 1798799, included in his memoirs the following
account of the listeners’ puzzled reaction to these same instructions:
I cannot deny that I was awed by my first glimpse of this short, stocky man with
a sharp, commanding tongue. Even his manner of speaking was sharp and cutting.
Well aware of his listeners’ weaknesses, he tried in every way to make himself
understood by them. He made every effort to provide proofs for everything he said;
but his speech still seemed commanding, as if he wanted to dispel any possible
doubts by means of an unconditional order. ‘Gentlemen,” he would say, ‘collect
your thoughts and enter into yourselves. We are not at all concerned now with
anything external, but only with ourselves.” And, just as he requested, his listeners
really seemed to be concentrating upon themselves. Some of them shifted their
position and sat up straight, while others slumped with downcast eyes. But it was
obvious that they were all waiting with great suspense for what was supposed to
come next. Then Fichte would continue: ‘Gentlemen, think about the wall.” And
as I saw, they really did think about the wall, and everyone seemed able to do so
with success. ‘Have you thought about the wall?’ Fichte would ask. ‘Now, gentle-
men, think about whoever it was that thought about the wail.” The obvious confu-
sion and embarrassment provoked by this request was extraordinary. In fact, many
of the listeners seemed quite unable to discover anywhere whoever it was that had
thought about the wali. I now understood how young men who had stumbled in
such a memorable manner over their first attempt at speculation might have fallen
into a very dangerous frame of mind as a result of their further efforts in this
direction. Fichte’s delivery was excellent: precise and clear. I was completely swept
away by the topic, and T had to admit that 1 had never before heard a lecture like that
one.” Quoted in Erich Fuchs, ed., Fichre im Gesprdch, vol. 2 (Stuttgart—Bad
Cannstatt: Frommann-Holzboog, 1980), p. 8.
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consciousness.b I now repeat this same argument over and over again, as
before, and once we have embarked upon such a series of inferences you
will never be able to point to a place where we should stop. Accordingly, we
will always require, for every consciousness, another consciousness, one
that takes the former as its object, and so on, forever. In this way, therefore,
we will never arrive at a point where we will be-able-to-assume-the existence
of any actual consciousness. — You are conscious of yourself as an object

of consciousness only insofar as you are conscious of yourself as the con-

scious subject; but then this conscious subject becomes, in turn, an object
of consciousness, and you must then, once again, become conscious of
yourself as the subject who is conscious of this object of consciousness —
and so on, ad infinitum. How could you-ever-arrive-at-any-origiaal con-
sciousness in this way?

In short, consciousness simply cannot be-accounted-for inthis way. Once
again, what was the gist of the line of reasoning we just pursued, and what
is the real reason why the nature of consciousness could not be grasped in
this way? The gist of the argument was as follows: I can be conscious of any
object only on the condition that I am also conscious of myself, that is, of the
conscious subject. This proposition is incontrovertible. — It was, however,
further claimed that, within my self-consciousness, I am an object for my-
self and that what held true in the previous case also holds true of the sub-
ject that is conscious of this object: this subject too becomes an object, and
thus a new subject is required, and so on ad infinitum. In every conscious-
ness, therefore, the subject and the object were separ f
and each was treated as distinct. This is why it proved imr
comprehend consciousness in the above manner.

Yet.consciousness does exist. Hence, what was just claimed concerning

it must be false, and this means that the opposite of this claim is true; that

is to say, there is a type of consciousness in which what is subjective and
what is objective cannot be separated from each other at all, but are abso-
lutely one and the same. This, accordingly, would be the type of con-

sciousness that is required in order to explain consciousness at all. Let us
now, without any further elaboration of this point, rgturn straightaway to
our inquiry.

(3) When you did as we asked and thought, first of objects that are sup-
posed to lie outside of you, and then of yourself, you undoubtedly knew

6. “das vorhin das Selbstbewusstseyn war.” Le., one’s previous self-conscious-
ness now becomes the object of a new higher-level act of reflection, which thus
requires the positing of a new subject.
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that you were thinking, what you were thinking, and haw you were think-
iné. You must have known these things, for we were able to discuss this
with one another, as indeed we have just done.

How then did you manage to obtain this consciousness of your own
thinking? <] knew it immediately,” you will reply. “My consciousness of

my own thinking is not, as it were, an accidental feature of my thinking, an
additional something that is posited only afterwards and subsequently con-
nected with my thinking; instead, such consciousness is inseparable from
thinking.” — You will and must answer my question in this way, since you
are quite unable to think of your thinking without having any conscious-
ness of it.

Thus, from the very start, we could have discovered the type of con-
sciousness we were just seeking, a consciousness in which what is subjec-
tive and what is objective are immediately united. The consciousness in
question is our consciousness of our own thinking. — Hence you are im-
mediately conscious of your own thinking. But how do you represent this
to yourself? Evidently, you can do this only in the following way: Your
inner activity, which is directed at something outside of you (viz., at the
object you are thinking about), is, at the same time, directed within and at
itself. According to what was said above, however, self-reverting activity is
what generates the I. Accordingly, you were conscious of yourself in your
own act of thinking, and this self-consciousness was precisely the same as

your immediate consciousness of your own thinking; and this is true

whether you were thinking of some object or were thinking of yourself. —

Self-consciousness is therefore immediate; what is subjective and what is

obiqctimmeinsepambly:ﬁﬁitéiwithinself_—consciqusness and are abso-
lutely one and the same.

The scientific name for such an immediate consciousness is “intu-
ition,”” which is the name by which we wish to designate it as well. The
intuition we are now discussing is an act. of self-positing as positing (that is,
as positing anything “objective” whatsoever, which can also be I myself,
considered as a mere object); by no means, however, is it a_mere act of
positing, for then we would find ourselves once again entangled in the pre-
\;{(;usly indicated impossibility of explaining consciousness. As far as Iam
concerned, everything depends upon one’s understanding and being con-
vinced of this point, which constitutes the very foundation of the entire

system to be presented-here.

7. See Kant’s definition of “intuition” as the mode of cognition [Erkenntnis] in
which “a cognition is immediately related to its object” (KRV, A19/B33).
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All possible consciousness, as something objective for a subject, pre-
supposes an immediate consciousness in which what is subjective and’what
1s‘,ol.)1ectlve are simply one and the same. Otherwise, consciousness is sim-
m;m_jg_rgprghgrzgi_ble. Unless one has grasped the subject and the objéct in
their unity right from the start, one will forever seek in vain to discover any
bond b.etween them. For this reason, any philosophy that does not begin z;t
the point where the subject and the object are united will necessarily be
superficial and incomplete; it will be unable to explain what it is supposed
to explain, and hence it will be no philosophy at all.

This immediate consciousness is the intuition of the I just described.
fl‘heltnc(‘fessazjly, posits itself within this intuition and is thus at once what
1s subjective and what is objective. All.other consciousness is cbnriect&idto

\ and mediated by this immediate consciousness, and only through this con-

,nection with immediate consciousness does it become consciousness at all
{ Immediate consciousness alone is unmediated and unconditioned by any—.
\_thing else. It is absolutely possible and is quite simply necessary if an

other consciousness is to occur, — The I shoul ides Z
m;&.&ubiect, which is how it has nearly always been considered until now:
instead, it should be consi ubj jecti nse indicated,

.Th'e sole type of being of the I with which we are here concc;l;gg ;:the
b'emg 1t possesses within the self-intuition we have now described; or, more
ngorously expressed, the being of the I with which we are concerned’ is the
being of this intuition itself. I am this intuition and nothing more whatso-
ever, and this intuition itselfis I. This act of self-positing is not supposed to

Produce an I that, so to speak, existsas a thing in itself and cgr:finues to exist

independently of consciousness: Such a claim would undoubtedly be the

greatest of all absurdities. Nor does this intuition presuppose an existence
of Fhf: I'asan (intuiting) thing, independent of consciousness. Indeed. in my
opnion, such a claim would be no less absurd than the prCViOI;S one;
though, of course, one should not say this, since the most famous philoso:
ph«?rs qf our philosophical century subscribe to this opinion. The reason I
maintain that no such existence [of the I] has to. he‘pr‘cS‘wpos::_de:shfa—
lows: If you cannot talk about anything of which  you are,noz.éa;géi;);;; and if,
howeyer, everything of which you are conscious 1s conditioned by the se[f—,
consc%aummlzeruﬁdica&d, then you cannot llg‘n: a(ound and allow this self-
consciousness io Hé"_f‘?]_‘f’j_’i"”ed by some determinate obj:;t_of— ;l;c‘hﬁyou are
conscious: viz., the alleged existence of the I apart from all intuiting and
th‘mking. Either you ‘must admit that you are here speaking of something
without knowing anything about it (which you are hardly likely to (_16) or
else you must deny that all other consciousness is.conditi‘uncdvl'ny the séif—
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consciousness in question (which, if you have understood me at all, you will
bea;i_té'ilhablé to do). — At this point, therefore, it also becomes obvious
that, through our very first proposigion, one has unavoidably adopted the
standpoint of ¢gfanscendental idealism — not just for the case in question,
but for all po%fe\'chéés — and that understanding this proposition is ex-
actly the same as being convinced of the truth of transcendental idealism.

The intellect thus intuits itself only as an intellect, or as a pure intellect;

and it is precisely this sell-intuition that constitutes its essential nature.

Accordingly, in the event that there might turn out to be some other type
of intuition as well, we are entitled to designate the type of intuition we
have been discussing here “intellectual intuition,” in order to distinguish it
from any other type of intuition. — Instead of “intellect,” I prefer to
use the term “I-hood,” because, for anyone capable of the least bit of atten-
tiveness, this term indicates, in the most direct way, the self-reverting of
activity *

* The word “self” has frequently been employed of late to designate this same
concept.? If my derivation is correct, all the words in the family to which the word
“self” belongs (e.g., “self-same,” “the same,” etc.’) signify a relationship to some-
thing that has already been posited, though only insofar as it has been_posited

Shrough its @E@g@ﬂ If what has been posited is I, then the word “self” is formed.
Hence the word “self” presupposes the concept of the I, and everything that is
thought to be absolute within the former is borrowed from the concept of the latter.
Perhaps in a popular exposition the term “self” is more convenient, because it adds
a special emphasis to the concept of the I as such, which — after all — is alwayvs
obscurely thought of along with the word “self.” Such an emphasis may well be
required by the ordinary reader, but it seems to me that in a scientific exposition
one should employ the term that designates this concept in the most immediate and
proper way. — In a recently published work intended for the public at large, how-

asublime theory is derived from the former and 2 detestable one is derived from the
latter, even though the author of the work in question must know, at least as a
historical fact, that the word “I” has also been taken in a quite different sense and
that a system in which there is no place at all for the detestable theory in question
is currently being erected upon the concept to which the word “I” (taken in this
latter sense) refers. It is simply incomprehensible what purpose is supposed to be
served by this — so long, that is, as one neither wishes nor is able to assume any
hostile intent on the part of the author in question.

8. This appears to be a specific allusion to a comment by Johann Christian
Gottlieb Schaumman (1768-1821), professor of philosophy at Gielen, that the
word self “seems to me to be purer and more precise than ‘/.’” See Schaumman’s
Versuch eines neuen Systems des natiirlichen Rechts (1796), p. 133.

9. “Z.B. Selbiger, u.s.w. derselbe, u.s.w.” (“self” = Selbst.)
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III.

Let us now diréct our attention to yet another circumstance involved in
observing the activity we have been asked o ;ﬁmllows, how-
ever, should be treated as no more than a provisional remark from which
nothing will be immediately inferred and the implications of which will
become apparent only later. Nevertheless, we cannot let this opportunity
pass without adding the following remark.

You discovered yourself to be active both in the act of representing an
object and in the act of representing yourself. Now look again Very care-
fully at what occurred within you when you entertained the representation
of this activity. Activity is “agility” or inner movement; the mind here
tears itself away from something absolutely opposed [to activity] — a de-
scription that is by no means intended, as it were, to make comprehensible
what is incomprehensible, ! but is instead designed to call attention more
forcibly to an intuition that is necessarily present within everyone. — This
agility is intuited as a process by means of which the active force wrenches stself
away from a state of repose, and it can be intuited in no other way. And if you
'flcmally accomplished what we asked you to do, this is in fact how vou
intuited this agility. '

In compliance with my summons, you thought of your table, your wall,
etc.; and after you had succeeded in actively producing within yourself the
thoughts of these objects, you then remained caught up in a state of peace-
fuland unchanging contemplation of them (obtutu haerebas fixus in illo, ! as
the poet says). Next I asked you to think of yourself and to take special note
of the fact that this act of thinking is a kind of doing. In order to do this, you
had to tear yourself away from your state of contemplative repose; that is to
say, you had to tear yourself away from that determinacy of your thinking
and determine your thinking differently. Moreover, you were able to no-
tice that you were active only insofar as you took note of this act of wrench-
ing yourself away and this act of altering the determinacy in question. I can
do no more here than appeal to your own inner intuition; I cannot exter-

10. “Thatigkeit ist Agilitit, innere Bewegung; der Geist reisst sich selbst iiber
absolut entgegengesetzte hinweg; — durch welche Beschreibung keinesweges etwa
das unbegreifliche begreiflich gemacht.” (Note: unbegresfliche = “incomprehen-

sible,” in the sense of “incapable of being discursively grasped by means of con-

cepts.”)

I1 149‘5‘You were clinging transfixed in that gaze.” Freely quoted from Virgil, Aeneid,
, 495,
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nally demonstrate to you something that can exist only within you.

The result of attending to oneself in the requested manner would be
this: One discovers oneself to be active only insofar as one opposes to this
activity a state of repose (in which the inner force is arrested and becomes
fixed). (We should mention in passing that the converse of this proposition

is true as well: One cannot become conscious of a state of repose unless one

posits an activity. Activity is nothing apart from_repose, and vice versa. "

Indeed, this proposition is universally true and will later be established in
its universal validity: viz., that no matter what is being determined, all
determination occurs by means of opposition. Here, however, we are con-
cerned only with the individual case before us.)

What then was the particular determinacy of your thinking which, as a
state of repose, immediately preceded that activity by virtue of which vou
thought of yourself? Or, more precisely, what determinacy was immedi-
ately united with that activity, in such a way that you could not perceive
the one without perceiving the other? — In order to indicate the action you
were supposed to perform, I asked you to think of yourself, and you were
able to understand me without any further ado. Accordingly, you knew the
meaning of the term “I.” But you did not have to know, and I assume that
you did not know, that the thought of the I is a thought that comes into
being by means of a reversion of activity upon itself. This is something vou
first had to learn. Yet, according to what we have already said, the I is
nothing but a self-reverting acting, and a self-reverting acting is the I. How
then could you have been acquainted with the I without also being ac-
quainted with the activity by means of which the I arises? This is possible
only as follows: When you understood the word “1,” you discovered your-
self (i.e., your acting as an intellect) to be determined in a particular manner,
yet you did not explicitly recognize what was determinate in this case as an
acting. Instead, you recognized it only as a determinacy or a state of repose,
without actually knowing or even inquiring into the origin of this
determinacy of your consciousness. In short, when you understood me,
this determinacy was immediately present. This is why you understood
me and were able to give an appropriate direction to the activity that I
summoned you to perform. The determinacy of your thinking produced
through thinking of yourself!? therefore was and necessarily had to be that

state of repose from which you wrenched yourself into activity.
This may be expressed more clearly as follows: I asked you to “think of

12. “Die Bestimmtheit deines Denkens durch das Denken deiner selbst.”
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yourself,” and when you understood this last word you also engaged — i
the very act of understanding it — in that self-reverting activity that pro-
duces the thought of the I. But you accomplished this without realizing
what you were doing, for you were not paying any special attention to this.
And this was the origin of what you discovered within your own conscious-
ness. I then asked you to pay attention to how you were able to accomplish Revien) 0 f the Journal for Truth
this. You then engaged once again in the same activity in which you had
engaged previously, but this time you did so with attentiveness and con-
sciousness.

Inner activity, grasped in its state of repose, is generally called a “con- -
_cept.’ ? Consequently, what was necessarily united with the intuition of the ;
T was the concept of the I; and without this concept any consciousness of i
the I would have remained impossible, for it is this concept that first com- "
pletes and comprises consciousness o

s

simply grasped, not as agility, but as a state of 1 repose and determinacy.
This is true of the concept of the I as well. The concept of the I'is the self-
reverting activity, grasped as something stable and enduring; thus it is in
this way that the I as active. and the I as the object of my activity coincide.

Nothmg is present within ordinary consciousness but concepts; by no

means are intuitions as such ever encountered there, despite the fact that
concepts arise only by means of intuitions (though this occurs without
(281)/ any consciousness on our part). Only through freedom can one lift one-
self to a consciousness of intuition, as has just been done in the case of the
I. Every conscious intuition, moreover, is related to a concept, which indi-
cates the particular direction freedom has to take. This_explains how, in

every case, as in the particular case we have been examining, the object of
intuition can be said to exist-prior-to-the intuition itself. The object in

534  question is precisely the concept. From this discussion, one can see that
the concept is nothing but the intuition itself, grasped as a state of repose
and not as such, i.e., not as an activity.3

-

13. With the (unfulfilled) promise “(To be continued in future issues),” the fourth
and final published installment of An Atiempt at a New Presentation of the Wissen-
schafislehre concludes at this point. ~ Published in the Philosophisches Journal 1797.
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