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Y To the Pu&[u-‘ ¢ large concerning the true nature of the NEWEST PHILOSOPBY An attempt
to force the reader to an understanding.

(Translated from the German of J. G. Ficarg, by A. E. KROEGER.)

. ““ PII‘TH CO\'VEPSATIO\I higher degrees which has not occurred pre-
. That whichthe Science of Knowledge , Viously in common consciousness, at least in
d0duces is to-be affithful and complete’pxo- its elements. The freedom of the mind has
ture of fundatment congciOngnees ‘Canits the power infinitely to’separate and compose 5
dedyctions then cdritain more orless or any-  that which is given in fundamental con-

L thinG else than “hat oceurs in actual con- - sciousness, but it cannot create anything
/ ' : scipusness? anew.’

. R. By no means. ‘%‘uvery deviation from THIRDLY AND FINALLY—A complete de-

, ¢ actml consciousness w“ould be a sure proof - duction of ‘all that which oceurs in common

. . of th\o moorrecmecs of the deduction of that  consciousness—without any relation to act-

N scxence. , ual experience-—from the mere necessary

. < A, 1Heme aoc‘ordin"\to all our previous manner of actihg of the Intelligence in gen-

i b-esultw tha total conscxouﬁnecs ‘of a finite ra-~ eral; precisely asif that common conscious-

’ ; tional being ¢ can involve oiply,the following: ness wepe the result of this manner of act-

8 \ , Fmsn.r-——'i he pnm-m\and fuudamenml ing. /T'his is the Science of Knowledge, as

. -determ[“m ons ofc(m:uou ess, or common the Absolute highest degree, which no con-
: v _ concuousneﬂ or immediat experience, or _76ecidusness can transcend. In this science,
. i + whatever \elxe you.choose toieall it, ", also, nothing can occur which has not occur- -

4 @ These dctermmatxons fornx in themselves - red in actual consciousness, or in experi-

- ’ a couiplete system, which is Altogether the ence, in the highest significance of that

v

determlmtxmle——for all rationa beingg. ' We According to our principles, therefore,
have called tln\ system common conscious~ nothing can enter the consciousness of a ra-
ness, qr'the-fifst degree ?f conc&mucnes& #ional bemg in any manner, which does not

Seconvry--Lhe retlection and fepresenta~  In.its elements occur in experience, and in-
tion of this conimon coiisciousngsy, the free  the experience of all Fational beings, with-
separating, coulpomlg, and mﬁmt judging -out exception. All have received the same
of it; whu,h beirig dependentupon freedom, gifts, and the same freedom furfher to de-
vuries according ko the dlﬂelent ute. made ve'op these gifts; and no one can create
of that freedo_m \Thls we have. called the- something of his own. Our philosophy is,
higher degrees of cpnsciousness—the middle therefore most decidedly favorably disposed
region of our. uxiud“Y ag'it were. It isito be towards common sense, and secures itg

remembéred that ndk’hmv can 0¢.curmthebe rights, as we asserted at the beginning; and
§ 9 .. . K ?\ ) ) -

same-—.\p.\rt\ from its culucné,hly mdmdual word, ~




> ]
. mar, §28, 53 Scot‘usi Super Pnzdican’tqﬂtu,
qu. 8; Durandus & Sancto Porciano, In Sen-
< tents, Wb, 1, dist. 34, qu. 1; Ockham, Summa
Logices, pars 1, cap. 5; Chauvin, Lexicors Ra-
- tionale, aub. V.. Abstractum ; Mill, Logie, Bk.
- 1, cap. 2,§ 4; Trendelenburg, Elementa Lo~
gices Arist., 6th ed., p. 117, note; Uberw:}g,
Logik, §-61 (where Wolff, al<o, is cited);
Hoppe, Logik, 3} 236, 257. This misappre-
hension affects the relevancy of most of your
remarks, :

I think that I have not, as you suppose,
greatly mistaken the sense in which Hege-
lians use the term Pure Being. At least,
my definition seems to be in accord with the
explanations of almost all, if not all, the com-~
mentators and expositors of Hegel. I would

ibmit respectfully, that your own remarks
“apon p. 117 of Vol, L. of thig Journal con:
tradict, almost in' terms, what you say (Vol.

Oance or twice you use such éxpre=si0na
. as.* We do not profess to speak for Hegeli-
. ang,” “Hegelians may understand this as

in supposing that the paseage to which my

.- _® Phe pasasge bheré referred to is in Chapter
. I ofthe “Intreduction to Philosophy,” where-

in there is no reference whatever to the Hege-
lian use bf the term. It isa psychological in-
vestigation of the significance of the first predi-
cate which is a determinate somewhat, and
“Being" is used in the popular sense of *“some-
thing” (i. e. @ being , aund its origin traced to

_the substantive-making activity of the Ego,
which in its first exercise seizes itself as the

fundamental busis of all. Just as, according to

Kant, Time and Spacs, the fifrms of the mind,

are mide the basis of what the mind sees; so,

too, Being as a universal predicate is the pure

activity objectified. But the makiny it substan~

tive, at the same time, determines it.—Epsrog.

Intuition vs. Cbnlcmplalion.

L., p. 657) in reply to me.* .

they'please,’” &c. Have I been wrong, then, -

K
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queries related was a professed defence of
Hegelian doctrine?*

I am sorry to learn that I have done you
fnjustice in saying that you proféss to be
self-contradictory. -Y-et:I do not see in what
sense you object to the remark. To eny that
a man is self-contradictory i, of course, but
‘a way ¢f sgying that what he believes is self-
contradictory. You believe that ‘ finite
things contradict themselves"; thatls, ns 1
understand it, that contradictions exist.
Therefore, what you believe in. appears to
be self-contradictory. Nor can I see how &
ﬁ{;fon s‘escapes self-contradiction by not at-
telnpting to set up non-contradiction as the
first principle of things*; that is, by vot pro-
fessing to be otherwise than self<contradie-
tory.f ’ .

I'do not see that you notice query 3.1

® Of course, our correspondent would not

consider ““a defence of Hegel” as identical with
‘a championsbip of the Hegelians. It is the lat--
ter, only, thit we object to, for the reason men-
tioned in. the article on Janet, viz., that the
term is used 8o vaguely as toinclude those who
differ essentially from Hegel. —EDITOR.

t We basten to assure our correspondent
that we do not “believe in the selt-contradicto-
ry.” We are sorry we w.re so unhappy in
ollr expressions as to convey such a meaning.
The Alidina or the Total Process i3 not self-
contradictory, neither i it an abstract identity,
but is 1as we described it on p. 54,24 enl ot this
volume) “self-identical through selt-diatinc-
tion.” The self-determining-is what we believe
in, and it alone exists, while the fleeting show
whose reality rests on contradiction i3 rand
this is not Hegelian merely, but older than
Plato)a mingling of Beingand non-Being. One
who sets up_ the principle of contradiction ig-
nores one side BY the process, and thus involves
himself in that which he (ries to avoid.—ED.

{ If any point is involved in question 3d that’
is not answered in the discussion of the other
queries, we fail to seize it.—EDITOR.

INTUITION vs. CONTEMPLATION.

Through a singular chance, the present ™ lish will translate Anschauung by another

pumber of the Journal contains two notes
from two contributors on the proper transla-
ton of the German word Anschauung. Mr.
Kroeger holds that the word Anschauung, as
‘used by Ficbte and also by Kant, denotes
an act of the Ego which the English word
Intuition does ‘not at all express, but for
. which the English word *‘contemplation” is
an ‘exact equivalent. Mr. Pierce suggests

that no person whose native tongue is Eng- .

word than Intuilion.. Whether there is a fail-
ure to ynderstand English on the one hand
“r German on the other, the Editor does not
‘care to inquire. It is certain that while in-
tuition has becen adopted gerferally as an
equivalent for the ivord under consideration
both by English and French translators, yet
it was a wide departure from the ordinary
English use of the term. Besides this, we
have no English verb intuife (at least in the

'Dthe universe to think or write oth

192

Dictionaries), and the reader will find that
t.bg verb used by Meiklejohn (in the trans-
lation of Kant's Krifik) for it is contemplate
and the same rendering is given by Smith in’
his excellent translation of Fichte's ropular
Works'(London, 1849). ‘ '

" Perhaps the following passage from Fich-
te himself (Simmtliche Werke, vol. 1, p, 342)
Wwill enable the reader to decide for himself
this question: “‘Such an act is called contem~

Book Notice.

plation (or intuitt:bn—Anaéha.uuny). The Ego
contemplates (intuites) g non-¢go.  In the

contemplation " (intuition) the Ego postts it- -

gelf as absolutely independent of the non-
Ego—contemplates (intuites) it decause it
doe:s so—without outward force. It posits
by its own activity, and with the conscious-
ness of its aetivity, each of the characteristics

of the pén-egd (cin Merkmal nach dem an.
dern), ) o

\

v

© BOOK NOTICE.

.TaBLETS: By A. Bronson Alcott. Pu
lished by Robeérts Brothers, Boston,.]SGSl}b-

This book, which has been looked for a

long time, takes its readers somewhat by -

surprise. They find in it what they had
not expected: not a mere collection of frag-
mentary paragraphs and sentences mostly
embodying audacious paradoxes, but a con-
nected series of delightful, serene, contem-
" plative, sunshiny essays, “perfumed with
choice quotations from the best writers and
with poetic gems from his own muse. This
- at least so far as” Part I, Practical,” goes.
“Part II, Speéculative,” however, nwill

- doubtless.afford material to Justify in some -

degr.ee the first expecta A careful
readlfxg will, we think, remove\all difliculty
on thisscore also. Itisnexttoi possible for

one whoshas thought the “solvet word" of

S}tstematically._ If he be a poet, 'the ity
will appear as a kind of “orgagic unity *
and give to his préductions an artform, It he

~be a philosopher, he will, in each sentence,

e.xpressly or by implication, show the rela-
t;.mn of his theme to the Whole. For it ia the
§E}1dy of philesophy that continually disci-
Dlines the mind in the habit of \'ie{\ing a

" subject’ comprehensively and exhaustively,

This will explain how it is that g book with
very few threads of relation visible super-. .

3 T

_flcially, may become the deepest and most

- vital unity, And such has been our experi-

ence with this book of Mr. Aleott's rthat,
s?:nrtmg out with a prejudice dg'aix,lst itz;
method—and this prejudice partly created’’
,and fostered by Mr. Alcott’s own confes-
slons—we have come to think it one of the

Inost systematic and exhaustive, Wefound

atfirst 2 few obvious su'ggestions in the chap-
ter on Genesis, and following these out we
were astonished to find a certain: conse-
. quence in the arrangement of the topics of
the several sections that could not possibly
pq»'e originated through accident. And this
In turn gave a more profond meiming to
the contents of those gections, and we saw
that the whole chapter had a Ppresupposition
_inthe chapter on Mind. The latter chapter
‘was an enigma to us for g long time. But'
finally we discovered in it a link to the Sy8-
tem of Mr. Alcott which we had all alon
Supposed to be entirely missing in it, ang
had eriticised it s thus defective,

Ve recommend this book e W
wish to cee the problem of thet?‘lﬁl;)gze”gg ‘
the “return’ treated far more satisfactoril
f;h:m by Plotinus; in brief, where persona.lity
Is westored to its supremacy as the ﬁrts)ty

principle i
prin ple, and I’authfnsm replaced by The-

-




