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STATEMENT OF THE P’ROBL@ﬁ

“In entering upon anew voluthe it is prop-
< erthat we should review ’_«;{lur.positi‘f)n and
" endéavor to state the central question more-
clearly.  Not much gog
from reading-wliat purpotts to be an answer
t0 a question that no one has asked.
The reader must have the question,contin-
uiily before him, if heewould read thc:_"‘m-
answer intelligently, It is VETYy eaxy to
illusteate. this remark: let one read the
compmentdtars of Plato and he will find
1::‘:mj of the Yialogues pronounced incom-,
plete, beeause they end nezatively. The
- wodern cowmcnhixtor asks questions tha
\Rl\uto did not eutertnin. In one sense they
are incomplete, but so are all of the CﬁTL:
lozues if jadged by the same stundard.
CThe full trestment of a subjuct should have
thran styicies :—(a) lmm»’di:ttcncsg (0) mo-
dintign, () absolute rhediation. More
»,.exfxlici:l_\', it should- be treated tirst in its

‘

T
Tans o
PAES,

w7 Wogt obvious phases, such, for example, as

i oteur in the sensuous knowing. -Then fol-
lows the tréatment of the sume object in

# it cowpiication with other objects; its
relations, pre-suppositions, consequences,
&e, t

This is ealled the reflective stage, and,
our formal logic has carefully gatbered

R Up the *¢lawy ? that govern it. The final -
8are of an exhaustive scientific treatmerit

trices the ghjict buck to itsclf, having

Frarped it 25 g totality.  Absolute Mo
‘J“’jl,i%n,”, medns self-mediation.  Plato hak

Butgivenuyg single example of g systematic

4._‘: "4

n be expected -

\

3

" ment.

combination of these thmee forms of treap-
The reason ifor this is found in the
fact that the Grecian national cultures had
not advanced far into the reflective stage, .
A chiid of eight years ie our tingd is more
conscious of the zlbstrac& n:‘.t}ig'e of the .
words he uses than the uvcﬁiée adult
Greek of Pluty’s tigne. Therefore Plato
does not unfold the second stage so fully
23 2 modern wodld do, Sometimes, tog;”
Lis dialogue has 'EAr object the praduction
in the minds of big ceuntrymen of just
that consciousness of the distinctions of”
reflection whieh we possess from childhood.
His questitns therefore proceeded from
his time; all specalation should be direct-
ed to the solution of the world before [
Plito solved the problem of bis-time, and:
we must take his questions with their lim-
itations or else mistake the purport of hig
answersy e arrives at the bizhestgoal,
but his }]Ctllilﬂ are not full enough to sat-
isfy us; he solves by his diuleetic only
guch forms s had beeun to appear in that
Liu:w. The two thousand years that inter-
wn':: Lave brought out a -host of “others
which demand solution lixewise, Other
speculative writers—especially those _of
modern times—do not often attempt ex-
hagstiveness. They aim to express their
apercu-in the clearest mode ; hence they
state their stazting point, (which is some
conviction resting on e distinetion of re-
flection;) und then proceed to elevate them-

i 1
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[We print below some strictures upon the
to M. Janet’s version of Iegel’s doctrine of
ptents which have been written, for the most

reading, especially by those who have differed from our

+ scem to us the most protound and .compendio

related to the Science of Pure Thaught (Prima
very reason we are fain to believe that the defects of the formalism re

visible.
imates their author.—L£ditor.]

Mr. Editor of the Journal of
prmemme oo FRlOSORRY s L
' I'should like to make some inquiries in
regard to your meaning in the piragraph
begioning  Being is the pure Simple,”
vol. i., p. 255.

I will begin by stating how rpuch of it

Speculative

o caanes

. Ialready understand, as'I believe. [ un--

derstand that ‘Being’ and ¢ Nothing’ as
used by you, are two abstract, and not two
general terms. That Being is thie abstrac-
‘tion belonging in common and exclusively
. to the objects of the comerete term, whose
extension is unlimited or all-cinbracing,
and whoye comprehensionisnull. 1 under-
stand that you' use Nothing, also, as an
abstract term==nothingness ; for otherwise
to say thattBeing is Nothing, is like saying
«that humibity is non-man, and does not
y imply atall thas Being is in ‘any opposition
with  itself, since it would only gay < Duas

Sein ist nicht Seiendes,’ not ¢Sein ist nicht

. Sein.? "By Nothing, then, I' understand
- the abstract term corresponding to a (pos-

. ;8ible) concrete .teri, which i§ the logical

. contradictory of the concreté term corre-
sponding to * Being.” And sincethe lofical
contradictory of any term hasnd extension
“in common “with that -term, the concrete
nothing is.the.term which has no éxtension,

. I understand, that, when youn say {Being

‘has no coatent,” and *Being is wholly un-
determined,’ you mean, simply, that - its
coeresponding concrete bas no logical com-
.- prehension, or, at least, that what you
mean follows from this, and this, conversa-

ly, from what you megn:
I come now to what I do nat understand,
“and I bave some questions to ask, which
I have endeavored so to state that all can
- see that the Hegelian is bound to answer
L them, for they simply ask what you mean,

' Whether this or that; they simply asjnyou
- to be explicit upon points upon whigh You
have used ambiguous expressions. They

are not put forward as arguments, howey-
er, but only as inquiries.
«1. Abstract terms, aceording to the doc-
trine of moasrn'times, are only a device
for expressing in another way the meaning
of concrete terms. To say that whiteness
inheres in an object, is the same as to say
' 1

i

e

ey aves

f . fo S
m v8. Realism. .
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versus REALISM.

position assumed in our Jist number with reference ‘e
ghe “Becoming.” We hope that these acute state-

part, in the form of queries, wilt recvive a careful
own views hitherto expressed. They
atement of the anti-speculative standpoint as
Philssophia), that we have scen. Dut tor Lhis
liedd upon are all the more.

us

We have endeavored to answer these queries with the same ‘spirit of candor that an- 2

<«

that an objectis white. To say that white-
-Dea8 i8.4.¢0lor,-is the wame -a# 10 sy thwe~- .-
the white is colored, and that this is im- .
plied in the very meanings of the words.
" But, you will undoubtedly admit that
there is a difference between a hundred
dollars in my pocket, Being or not Being,
and 80 in any other particular case. You,
therefore, admit that there iy nothing which
is, which is also not. Therefore, it follows
that what is, and what is not, are mutually
exclusive and not coéxtensive, ' ’
Since, then, you nevertheless say that
the corresponding abstractions, Being and
Nothingness, are absolutely the same, (al-
though you at the same time hold that it
ia not so, at all), it is plain that you find .
some other meaning in abstract terms than
that which other logiciuns find. [ would.
therefore, ask what vou menn by an ab-
straction, and how'You propose to find ous
what i3 true of absiractions.

{Here we have stated, 1st, what our in-

terrogator thinks he understands, in brief,

as follows: (a) That Being and Nothing

are t¥wo abstract, and not two generalterms;

(b) that Being belonrs to the concrete

term, whose extension is unlim"i:cd, and

whose comprehension is null; (¢) that

Nothing means nothingness, and belongs !

to the concreto term, whose estension. is

~nulls : ' '
At this point we will pause, in order to .

call attention to a vital misnpvprebehsioh of

the sigoification of Beinz, as we used the

=]
- oA
_term. 1f’Being were the abstraction, cor-

responding to the concrete term, ¢ whose
extension i unlimited and whose compre-
heénsios is null,” Being would taen signify
eristence, (not the German ¢ Seyn,®? but
“Daseyn,” sometimes called extant Being,)

~ T e it would signify determined Being,

nd ot pure Being. If Being is taken in
this sense, it is not equivalent to Naught,
.and there is no support given to such an
absurdity in any system of Philosophy _ ]
) . h,. , . ) /

’ - | Y

... Beiny, or ezistenc

Y
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with which we are acquainted. Therefore,
,whatever is based on this assumption falls
“to the ground. But the.question may be
asked, “If the abstrpction corresponding
to the most general

v

things is erisfeace, bywdiat process of ab-
general .of predicates to alcategory tran-
scendding it ¥ Wo dnswer, by thessimple
process of analysis; let us try: in the
wost reneral predicate,whichis determined

Universe arg. determined heings—we have
an evident-to-foldness, (a composits na-
ture,) which allows of a further analysis
into pure Being and determination. . Now,
pure Deing, .cousiderqd apart from all-de-
termination, does not correspond to any
corcrete term, for the reason that deferm-
ination, whicll alone renders such corres-
pondence possibleshas been separated from
it by the analysis. ‘

As regards the point (Ogit is sufficient
to remark that we did not use the term
¢ Nothing” for nothingness, in the place
referred to, but used the term “ Nought,”
80 as to @void the ambiguity in the term
Nothing, to-wit : the confusion arising from
its being taken in the sense of no thing, as

_well as in the sense of the pure void. In
analyzing ¢ determined Being,” we have
two factors: one reduces to phure being,
which is the pure void, while the other ré-
duces to pure negation, which is likewise
the pure void. Determinationisnegation,
and if determination is isolated it has no
substrate ; while on the other hand all sub-
strates, or substrate in genersl when isold-
ted from determination, becomes

¢ vacuity,

Hence it seems to us that the process of
apalysis which reflectiou injtiates, does not
stop until it comes to the pure simple,

ure

which is the turning point where anulysi,s\_ryelaﬁea

becomes synthesis. Let us mee how this
synthesis manifests jtself : our ultimate
abstraction, the pure simple, has two furms,

pure Being and pure negation; they co-
incide, in that they are the pure void. -

Neither can be dgtermined, and hence
neither can possess & distinction from the
other. Analytic thought, which sunders

the concrete, and never takes mote of the
Tty . ’

.. .“_ Q.;S‘&

»

edicate of individual”

Nominalism v, Realism.. . ’

link +which binds, must always arrive-at
the abstract simple as the gpet result of
its dualizing processe But arrived ut this
point it is obliged to consider the fertium
quid, the genefic universal, which it hag °
neglected.  Fowitbasarrived atthat whick

/ . .
- striction do you get bLedond this most s self-contradictory. To seize the pure

"siu')pler%n thought is to cancel it for by

seizing it in thought; we seize it ns the

negation of the determined, and by so |
doing.we place it in oppositivn, and there-
jectively considered, involve. the " same
contradiction, for its distinction from, ex-
isting tliiugs determines it likewise. Fheret
fore, the simple,_which is the lmit~of .
analysis, is only a point at which synthesis
begins, and hence js a moment of a process
of self-repulsion, or self-related negation.

.50 long as analysis persists in disregarding
the mediation here involved, it ean set up
this pure immediate for.the ullimatum.
But s0 soon as it takes if in its truth it al-
lows its mediation to appear, and we learn

" the synthetic result, which, in its most ab-

" stract form, is  the becoming.”” This we -
shall also find in another mode of consid-
eration : differentiation and distinguishing
are forms of mediation ; the simple is the
limit at which mediatfon begins 5 it (me-
diation) canccls this limit by beginning;
butall mediated somewhats imply, likewise,
the simple as the altimate element upon
which determination takes effcet. Thus
we cannot deny the simple utterly, nor ¢
we posit it afirmatively by itself; it is fio
sooner reached by analysis than it passes
into synthesis, Aguin we sce the same
doctrine verified by seizing the two factors

- of our analysis in their reflective form, i.e.
in their mediation : Being, as the substrate,
is the form of identity.or sclf-relation,
which, when isolated, becomes empty self-

or self-relation in which the
'neg;“—kjlty of the relation has been left
out; this gives a form that collapses into

a void. Determinution, as the other fac-

tor, is the relation to a beyond, or what we

call the relative proper; it is the self-.

" transcending element, and wher isolated

§0 that its relation remaing within itself,

it falls into the form of the self-related, .

which is that of substrate, or the form of

v

for all; things in the . by deternine i, _.Z\IQneoyrr,.if,.,,wo_uhl,wpb\.,. R
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-Being, and this collapses still further into
the void, when we ¢ontinue our demand for
. the simple; this void (or * hunger,” as
Bochme called it )is the same relativity
that we found determination to be, when
isolated, and thus we may follow these ab-
stractions round and round until we find
o....that. they. are.organic phases.of- ONE FRO= -
 cEss. Then we have foutd. our synthesis,
and have Jeft those abstractions behind us.
- We do not pretend to speak Fory® Hegel-
4ans:” we do not know that théf would
“endorse our position. = We give tiibgs our
own view, merely,
The first query which our interrogator
offers contains the following points:.
(a) Abstract terms are devices for ex-
pressing the meaning of concrete terms.
(b). Difference between a hundred dol-
lars in Lis pockét being and not being (i.e.
that the ;stence of a bundred dollars
in his pocket makes a difference to bis
wealth) granted, it follows that what is
= 8nd what is nof are mutualiy exclusive, and
ROt coixtensive. \
. (c) The assertion of the identity of
Bejng and Nothing, [nought?] and the si-

other meaning given to abstract terms than#

mgltuneous denial "of it indicates som;/?

the one he finds.

With regard te the first point, (a), we
are ready to say at once, that we could. not
"hold suchr 2 doctrine and lay any claim to
be specalative philosophers. Nor, indeed,.
could we-consistently hold it and join the
class of thinkers which belong to the stage
“®f Reflection—such gs the Positivists, the

' Kaatists, the Hamiltonians, &e.p e, —who'
agree thut we know only phenomena, and
bence agree that the immediate world is
untrue in itsclf, and exists only through
thediation, For it is evident that the doc-
trine enunciated by our querist implies

‘, that general terms s well as abstract terms
are only ¢ flatus vocis*—in short, that in-

+  dividual things compose the universe, and
that these are valid and true in themselves.
On the contrary, we must hold that trus

_ities, and not mere things, for these-are -
‘always dependent somewhats, and arg 8ep-
arated from their true selves.” (See chap-
ter VIIL of ourIntroduction to Philosophy,

.

and, also, chapter X. pn The Uniuersa{.j
That which abides in {he process of orig-

inaticn and decay, which things ars always -

undergoing, is the generic; the zenerie is
the total comrprehension, the true astuality,
or the Universal, and its identity is alwnys
prescrved, While the mere “‘thing,” which

isNgot selfscontained; loves ity itentity

perpytually.  The loss of the identity of
the thing, is the very process that manifests
the identity of the totrl.

H ‘uce, to pre-suppode such a doctrine as

formal logic pre'suppotes, is to set up the
doctrine of immediatehess as the only true,
The ¢ hundred dolyllr ? illustration does

not relate to the discussion, for the reason, -

that the question is nog that of the identity
of ezistence and non-egistence, but of pure
Being and Nought, as Eefore esplained.]
‘ ! ,

2. You say, in effect, -

Beinz has no determination;

- Ergo, It is nothing. :
Now, it certainly appears that the contrary
conclusion follows trou;L this premise, name-

.1y« that it is not nothingness. I suppuse

that you have suppresstd onepf vourprem-
ises, und that you mieah to arxué thus:
Indetermination ir'i respect to any char-
acter,is the negation of thut chup-
acter; " '
Being is indeterminate in respect to
every charactpr;
Ergo, Being is negaFivc of every charac-
er. '
J ‘
In short, you scgm to inpply that to abstract

i . | . .
“from a character, is tadeny it. Is this the
manner in which your argument is to be
~ ]

completed, or how elsg ?
3. This suzgests another question.  You

" say that nothing has ho determination. It

is plain that it would! pot follow from this
that Beiog is nothing, but only that Noth-
ing is being, or rather that Any non-heing
is & being, thus redu¢ing non-buins (nicht-
seiende) to an absurdity. This would be
nothing new, (fut Albertus Mavnus fuotes
Avicenna to'this effdet,) and in my opinion
would be porfectly true.  Non-ens, or “the
not being,” is a self-contradictory expres-
sion%  Still, though I thus see no monstrous
consequences of spying that nothing has no
determination, I se no proof at all that it
isso. It might be sah;), indeed, that the
thines which are ppt have no characters in

-common, and that therefore what is not
8ctualities must be sclf-determining total- -

bas no logical comfprchension and Being—
not uo determinauom, -1 would ask, then,
have you proved that nothing his no determe
ination? . Do not suppoSe that [ aswendeay-
oring to drive 'yofi into contradict] n; for

.1 understand Hegelians profess vo be self-'

' .

contradic

whether thev have an enqual disregard for

zheal maxims ‘which relate to ame

.

4. You/say, in effect,
D

- fi-rence is determindtion,

- Bdine has bo determination ;
Erge, Being has Anqﬁd);‘fl'crgngq._‘f;om

oiting;
Lrgp, Being is sothing. )

It is §ncontestable that.difference from
.anything is determination in respect to be«
ing %'r npt being that thing, A monkey, in,
difféting from a man, is determined (nega-.
tively) Jorrespect to humgniry. Difierence,’
then, i, any respect, is detérmination in,

that re Kguz. This, 1 take it, is what vyou
mean. [Now let us parallel the aboxe argu-
ment: : '

Djfference in anyrespect is determina-
! tion in that respect ‘
Apimality; in general, is not determ-

.| -ined in respecr to humanity;
Ergp, Aniuality, in general, has no dif-

ference from humanity ;
Ergo, Animality, in general, is human-
ity. ’

This {s piainly sophistical. For to say that
an alfstraction, in genceral, is undetermin-,
ed, hlws two different senses; one resulting!
fromfa siziet analysis of the language, and
the qther reposing upon the ordinary use of
]ang' AgCog Strictly, to say that an ahstrac- |
tion'is v determined, would mean that it
magbe this or may be that abstractiony,
that is, that the abstract word by which it!
is ekpresscd mav bave any one of & varicty
» of meanings.. What is ordinarily meant by
thefphrase, howerer, is that the object of
the corrésponding=concrete term is unde-
. tenmined, so that neither of a certain air
of{ mutually contradictory predicates Pnre
universally true of that concrete. Now, it
is true to vay that animality is undeterm-
ined i rerpoct to humunity, or that being
ig-not deterained at all, only in the lutter
of these senses, to-wit: that not every ani-
Tnl is & man, and not every animal is not
man, and (in the other case) that there is
o predicate which can be truly affirmed or
enied of all beings. For inthe other sense,
we should imply that the abstractions them-
selves were vague, and that being, for ex-
ample, has no precise meaning. Jn the only
true sense, therefore, the premise is, in the
one case, that **Animal, simply, ig unde-
termined,” and in the other, that ¢ Eng
(seiende) is undeteriined;” and what fol-
/ lows is, in the one case, that ¢“not every
/ animal differs from a' man,” and in the

- (. other, that “pot every being differs from

[ enynothing.” This latter smounts merel
to saying that there is nothing from which
every being differs, or that a nothing is an
absurdity. ~ These correct conclusions do
not in'the least imply that animality is hu-

P
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ory. T only wish to ascertain®

©manity, or that being is nothingness. To
feach the latter conciusions,- it would be
Recessary (ins the - firsf place) to use the
premises in the other and false sense 3 but
even then, all that would- be legitimately

inferable would be that “bumanity, in -
Some sensey is Animality,™ and that.¢¢ being,

- i .80 seirse, i8 “nothing.3 ‘Only by a -
second fallacy codld it be concluded that
animality, in the sende intended, is hu-
manity, orthat heing, it'the sense intended,
ix bumanity, or that being, in the sense if-
tended, is nothing. Now, I'would inquire
whether you inadvertehtly fell into these
ambiguities, or, if not, wherein the force
of your argumentation lies ? .

[The second point we arg réuested to
answer is involved in the third and fourth,
which charges to ouf gecount the following
syllogism : S

Diffcrence is determination ; being has
no determination; ergo, being hasnpo dif-
ference from nothing ; ergo, being is noth-
Ing. .

This is then paralleled with one in which
animality and bumanity are confounded ;
the cause of which is the following over-

" sight: In the article under eriticism, (vol.
L of the present Journal, p-2535,) we said,
¢ Thus, if Being is posited as having valid-
ity in and by itself, without determination,
it becomes a pure vo‘iéi, in nowise different
from nought, for différence is determina-
tion, and [N. B.] neit] ler Being nor,nought
possess it.”  The ground of their identity
is stated to be the lack of determinations
in nought as well as in Being.

Again, determination may he quantita-
tive as well as qualitative, and,. in the
former respect, animality is distinguished
from humanity ; for to have more extension
and less comprehension, certainly distin- -

-guishes one concept from another. Twa is
. distinct from three, xﬂthough ntained in
the latter. Hence, it is not qtjte correct
 to say that ““animality, in general, is not
determined in respect to humanity.”” More-
over, if it were correct, its converse “hy-
manity is not determined. in respect to
animality,” would also have to be true to
make & case parallel to the one in which
Being is asserted 19 be identical with noth-

3 ing for the reason that neither is determ-

ined in any respect. Were animality and
buimanity neither determined in respect to
_the other, they certainly must be identical.

K
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For’ these reasons, we cannot acknowl-
edge that we. “inadvertently fell into these

all.

And we cannot'see the basis of the assef-
tion that ¢ Hegelians profess to be self-
....contradictory.” For_they hold. that finite
*  things contradict themselves, but that the
total prescrves itself in its negation. Théy
therefore would consider every oue who
stakes his faith on the immediute to con-

up non-contrediction as the first
pn of things. Hegelians may under-
stand ‘'this as they please—to us it scems
that the principle of identity is abstract,
and only one side of the true principle. If
we would comprehend the true principle of
the universe, we must be able to scize iden-
tity and contradiction in one, and kence to
- annul both of them. He who comprehends
self-determination must be able to do this.
The sclf negates itself, and yet, for the
reason that it is the sclf tbat does this, the
deed is affirmative, and bence identity is
the result,
fab shalt thou go, and no farther’; its reply
is, ‘I am already thete; limiting myself.”
*When me they fly, I an the wings,” says
Brabma, and gvery truc Infinite ‘involves
this negation, which is at the same time
negatipn of negation or afirmation.
- Hence, it seems.to us improper to charge
gelf- cgntmdnctmn upon those Whoqmerely
assert it of finite things.} "

. b Fxmlly, I would inquite srhether, in
our opicion, the maxims df (ordmary’)
ogic relating to contradittions lack even'a

{nnza Jacie Eresum,phon in their favor?
Whether the burdensof proof is or. is not

ositibn than the assumption of their truth ?
or in the present state of the question,\jt

i /
/ .

ambiguities,” or that we fell into them at-

 The self says to itself, Sthus:

upon. the Hegelinns to' show thit the as-
sumptxon of their falsity is a more tenable

’

HNominalism vs. Realism. ‘ R ) G

seems to me more probable that subtle fal-
lacies.lurk in the Hegelian reasoning than
that such fallacies lurk j in all other reagon-
ing whatsoever.

{In answer to the fifth query, we il

state‘that we think the maxims of formal
logic are prima facre true, for the- prima

I~ fovie mvde of viewlng nlwiys gives validity
to the imfnediate phase of things. Bt

Reflection discovers the msuﬂiuenuy of ab-
stract identity and differetice, and comes
to their assistance wiXh manifold saving
clauses. The. speculative imsight holds,
. too, like' reflection, that mediation belonga
to things, but sees, further, that all media-
tionis cn‘«.ulmj, and hence, that self-media-
* tion is the ““constant” under all variables.
The whole question of the. validity of
formal logic and of common sense vs. spec-
ulative philosophy, can be reduced to this:
Do you believe that there are any_fnite or
dependent’ beinge? In other words, Are
youa nommuhst or a realist?
This is the gist of aff philosophizing: 1f

one holds that things are not interdepend-

ent, but that each is for itself, he will hold
that general terms correspond to0 no object,
i and may get along with formal logic; and
if he holds that. he knows tbmvs dlrectlx
in their essence, he needs no philosophy—
common sense is sufficient.
But if he holds that any particular tbm"
is dependent upon what lies beyond its im-
mediate limitsphe holds, virtually, that its
true being lies beyond it, ‘or, more pre-
“eisely, tbut its immediate being is not
identical with its total being, and hence,
that it is in contradiction with itself, and is
therefore changeable, transilory, and eva-
nescent, regarded from the immediate poing
of 'view But regarding the entire or to-
« tal being (The Geuenc), we cangnot call

it chnngeublc or contradictory, for that.

perpetually abides.
Eternity.”

It is the “F«)rm of

e
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WHAT WE CALL NATURAL PHILOSOPHY IS A

NECESSARY SCIENUE IN THE SYSTEM
OF SKNOWING.
The Intdhggp({e is productive in two
modes—that is, either blindly and uncon-
sciously, or freely and consciously ;—un-

consciously productive in external intui-

tion, congciously in the creation of un ideal
world.

Philosophy removes this distinetion by
assuming the unconscions activity as orig-

"inally identical, and, as it were, sprung -

from the same root with the conscious ;
thig identity is by it directly proved in
the case of an activity at once clearly con-
gcious and unconscious, which manifests
itself in. the productions of genius, indi-
rectly, outside of qonsciousness, in the
préducts of Nature, so far as in them

all, the most complete fusion of-the Ideal |
vnth the Real is perceived. - o

Since philosophy assumes the ancon-
scious, or, as it may likewise be termed, the
real activity ag identical with the conscious
or ideal, its tendency will originally be to

~bring back everywhere the real to the

13

ideal—a process which gives birth to What
is called Transcendental Philosophy. The
regularity displayed in all-the movements
of Nature—for example, the sublime ge-
ometry which is exercised in the motions
of the heavenly bodies—is not explained
by saying that Nature is the mosc perfect
geometry ; hut conversely, by saying that
the most perfect geometry is what pro--
duces in Nature ;—a mode of explanation
whoreby the Real itself is trauspurﬁinto
the ideal world, and those motio® are
changed into intuitions, which take place
only in gurselves, gnd to. which nothing .
outside of us &oriésponds. Again, the
fact that Nature, wherever itis left to ite
self, in every trausition from a fluid to a

solid state, produces, of its own accord, as

it were, regular forms—which regularity,
in the higher species of cryst.llhzatlon, :
mmely, the- organic, seems to become purs * -
‘pose even; or the fact thdt in the animal
~ ]\modom-——that product of the blind forces
of Nature—e see actions arise which are
“equal in revulu,nty ¥4 thse that take place:
.with consciousness, and even external
works of ‘art, petfect in thexr kmd -all ~
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almost be unable to tel}l what New Testa-

“ment story this head would be welcome

to.

We are here met and aided by the ecir-
cumstance that connoisscurs assert. that
Leonardo himself painted the head of the
Saviour at Castellazzo, and ventured to do

In another’s work.what he_hed net. been...

willing to undertake in his own principal
figure. As we have not the original before
us, we must say of the copy that it agrees
entirely with the conception which we form
of anoble man whose breast is weighed
down by poignant suffering of soul, which
he has endeavored to alleviate by a famil-
iar word, but has thercby only made mat-
ters worse instead of better.
By these processes of comparison, then,
. we have come sufficiently neur the method
of this estraordinary artist, such as he has
clearly explained and dewonstrated it in
writings and pictures, and fortunately it is
in our power to take & step still further in
advance. There is, nawely, preserved in

.

the Ambrosiana librars a dra\ving incon-
testnbl}‘i executed by Leonardo, upon bluish

" paper, with a little white and colored chalk. /

Of this the chevalier Vossi has executed

the most accugate fac-simile, which is also”

before us. A noble youthful face, drawn
from npture, evidently’ with a view to the

lar features, swooth hair, the head bent to
the Ieft side, the eves cast down, ihe mouth
balf opencd, the fout ensemble brought
into the most marvellous barmony by a
slight touch of sorrow. Here indeed we
Thave only the man who does not conceal a
suffering of soul, but the problem, how,
withodt extinguishing this promise, at the
game time to express sublimity, independ-
encey power, the might of godhead, is one
which even the most gifted carthly pencil
‘might well find bard to solve. 1y this

. youthfdl physiognomy which hov{fs be-

tween Christ und John, we'see the ighest
attempt to hold fast by nature whea the
supermundane is'in question.

PAUL JANET AND HEGEL.*

{In the following article the passages quoted are turred into” English,

French is omitted for the sake
purposes.—EpiT1oR.

‘Since the death of Hegel in-1831, his
philosophy has been making a slow but
regular progress into the world at large.
At home in Germany it is epoken of as
baving a right wing, a left wing, and a
centre; its disciples are very numerous
whencone counts such widely different phil-
osophers as Roseukrantz, Michelet, Kuno
Fischer, Erdmann, J. H. Fichte, Strauss,
Feuerbach, and their numerous followers,
Sometimes when one hears who, constitute
& “wing” of the Hegelian school, he is
reminded of the ““lucus @ non® principle

. of naming, or rather of misnaming things.

But Hegelinnism has, as we said, made its
way into other countries. In France we
have the Fsthetics  partly translated and
partly analyzed,” by Professor Bénard ;

* “Pseai sur la ﬁialectiqqe dans Platon et
dans Hegel,” pir “Paul Janet, Membre de
L’Institut, professeur & la Faculté des let-
tres de Paris.—Paris, (Ladrange;) 1860,

and the original

of brevity and lucid arrangement. As the work reviewed is
accessible to most readers, o reference to the page

s from which we quote will answer all

.7\
thedogic of the small Eneyelopadia, trans-
lated with copious notei,-/lfr{’rofessor Vera,

who has gone bravely.of, with what sces

-with him to be 4 work of love, and given

us the “Philosophy of Nature” and the
“Philosophy- of Spirit,”” and promises us
the “ Philozophy of Religion »—all accom-
panied with .abundant introduction and
commentary.  We hear of others very
much influenced by Hegel : M. Taige, for
example, who writes brilliant essnys. In
English, too, we have a translation of the
‘“Philosophy of History,” (in Bohn’s Li-
brary ;) & kind of translation and analysis
of the first part of the third volume of the
Logic, (Sloman & Wallon, London, 1855);

. and an extensive and elaborate work on

¢ The Sceret of Hegel,” by-James Hutch-

on philosophy, in eyery. general .Crelo-

bégd«of%rist wtthe Baypers - Purdyrigas *

N -
Jally from Hegel’s labors—by oir Anreri-
can Professor Seelye; and also (just pub-
lished) a transiation of the same hook.hy
the author of the #Secret of, Ileggl_.”
Articles treating of Hegel are to be found-
~by the score—seek them in.every test-book

pedia, and in numerous works written fo
or against Germg’m Phjlosoply.  Some of
these writers tell us in one breath that
Hegel wad'a man of prodizious geniug,and
in the next they*conviet him of‘éonfpund-l
ing the plainest of all conimon® sense dis-
tinctions. Soank of them find him the pro-
foundest-of all thi[{kers, while others can-

- .m0t “make a word of sense, out of him.”
-There seems to be a seneral understanding
o . j= 2R

in this country and Enuland on one point :

" all agree that he Wi a Pantheist.  Theo-

dore Parker, Sir William Hawilton, Man-
sell, Morell, and even some of the English
‘defenders of Hegelianism admit this. IHe-
gel holds, say gome, that God.is a becom-
ing ; others say that he holds God to he
pure beifig. These men are careful men
apparently — but only apparently, for it

- must be confessed that if Hegel has writ-

ten any books at'all, they are, every one of
them, devoted to the task of showing the
inadequacy of sueh abstractions when
made the higlest principle of things.

The ripest product of the sveat Gor-
Jnan wovement in philosophy, which took

place at the beginning of this century, Jle-

gel’s philosophy is likewise the conerdtest
system of thought. the world has scen.
This is coming to be the conviction of
thinkers more and mare every day as théy

.. get glimpses into particular provindeg of

his labor. Bénard thinks the Philosophy
of Art the most wonderful product of mod-
ero thinking, and spesks of the Logic—
which he does not understand—as a futile

- and perishable production. A*ther thinks

that bis' Philosophy of History is immortal,
and a-third values extravagantly his Phil-
osophy of Religion.  But the one who
values his Logic knows how to value all
bis labors, The History of Philosophy is
the work that impresses us most with the
unparalleled wealth of hig thought; he is
able to descend through all history, and
givoto cach philosopher a,splendid thought

*  Paul Janet and Hcgel.
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as the centre of his system, and yet never
« I8 obliged to fconfound. different systems,
or fail in showingethe superior depth of
modern thought. While wé are ndm\xring
the depth and clearnesg-of Pythagoras, we
‘are surprised and_delighted tosfind the

K3 ) o v

--great thought of Heractitus; but Aoy
Be. fOTAS i3 0 Dew surprise; - the Sophists

come.before g bearing a world-historieal
significance, ami Soctates, Plato, and Arig- -
totle lead us successively to heizhts such
as we had not dreamed attainable by any

, thinking. s

But thought is no immediate function,
like the process of breathing or sleeping,
or faney-making: it i3 the profoupdest
pjediation of spirit, avd he who would zet
an insight into the speculative thinkers of
whatever time, must libor &, no 'mere
flesh and blood can labor, bt only as
spirit can labor: with agony and sweat of
blood. A philesophy which should.explain
ihii great complex'of the universe, could
" hardly beexpecteil to be transpuarent to un-

cultured mindsat the first elance. Thus it

buappens thar many crities give. us such
discouraging ro‘por‘ts\ upoun - their return
from a short excursion into the true won-
der-land of plhilosophy. The Eternal Veri-
ties are miracutous only to those eyes
which have'gazed long upon them after
shutting out the .glaring sunlight of the
_senses. .

Those who eriticise' a philosophy must
inply a philosophicul method of their own,
and thus measure themselves while they
tneasure others. A literary man who criti-
cises Goethe, or Shakes care, or lomer,
is very apt to lay himself bare to the shaft
of the/adversary. Thare are, however, in
our time, a lerion of writers who pass
judgment a3 fippantly upon a sysfem of
the most comprehensive scope—and which .
they conféss openly their inabili“t';,r» to un-
derstand—as upon a mere opinion uttered
do o “table-talk”  Even some men of .
great reputation give currency to jfreat
errors.  Sir Willinm Hamilton, in his notes
to Reid’s Philosophy of *Touch,” once
quoted the passage from the sccond part
of Fichte’s Bestimmung  des Menschen,
(wherein onesided idealism ~is,pushcd to
its downfall,) i9 order t¥ show that




.

e w8 thosPractionl Reasw-

Q

L bil lity of thmklnrr God as he truly is.

© ency would become obvious.

~Pawl Janet and Hegel B -
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Ficht#’s Philosophy cnded' in Nibilism.
The, Bestimmung des Menschen was a mere
}Jo mlar writing in which Fichte 'xdopted
the Kantign style of exhibiting the ..l

refut! tion, of sense and reﬂemon in order

to resy all ultimate truth in the poctuhtes
Aceordinply be
shows the practical results of his own 6yS-
tem in the third part of the work in ques-
tion, anl enforces the soundest ethical
views of life.” He never thought of pre- -
senting hik theorétical philosophy in that
work. Thus; too, in Humilton’s refutation
of Cousin-"And Schelling :*he polemicises®
against all

saying that to think is to limit; hénce to
think God would beglo determine or limit
Hzm, and hcncc 13 inferred the impossi-
This,
of course, is not pushed to itg resulis by
his followers, for then its bkeptlcml‘gtend-

Relicion
demands that we shall do the Will of Godj
this Will must, therefore, be known. But,
again, Will is thr" realization or self- d(‘tt.l'a

‘Y& mination of one’s nature—flom it the chat-

acter proceeds.. Thus in khowing God’s

. will we knoyw his charpeter ‘or nature.  If

we cannot do this at all, no rclmou is pos-’
sible; and in proportion as Religion is
possible, the Knowledge of God is possible.

If. it be said that the Absolute is un-
thmkable, this assertion it ig affirmed -
" that all predicates or categorics of thought’

- are inapplicable to tlie Absolutc, for to

think is-to prédicate of some oliject, the
c').tcgorms of thought; and in sd.far as

. _these, cqtevones ﬂppl# to that extent is

" the. Absolute thinkable. Since Eristence -
is o ;category of thourrht, it follows from

-this posxtlon that to predicate existence of
.the Absolute is nnpomble

_able predlcdment P truly for the Absolute.
Accordmfr to this doctrine—that all tho\wht

s hmlumon—(‘od is made Pure Being, or-

Pure ThOUéht. This is also the re;ult of -
Indian Pantheism, and. of - all Pantheism;
this doctrine coneerning the mere nevntlve
“tharacter of thought, in fdct, underlies
the Oriental tepet that - -consciousness i
finitude. .To be consistent, all Hamiltoni-

. &ng shoumybecome Bmhmms, or, at least,

join some sect of modern Spiritualists, and

¢ Doctrines of the Abgolute,'s Y

- and sa without any further grounds.

“a-questipn- -

'

thus embrace a religion that corresponds
to their dogtud.. Howerver, let us not he o .
unreasongble as to insist upon the rgmoval
of inconsistency—it is all tbe godd they
bave.

After all this prehmmnry let us proceed

)

2

“avones o dximine’ the Wwork 6f Professor

Paul Janet, which we have named at the
fiead of ourFarticle: “ Essai sur la. dialec-
tigue dans Platon ef dans Hegel”

- After_coosiilering the Bialeetic of Plato
in its various aspects, and finding that, it
rests on the prineiple of contmdxctwn M,
Janet ¢r: ipples IImrc], and makes, in order,
the {olfowmc peints:

L Teruryoroay.—Ile tells ussthat the
great difficulty that lies in the way of com-
Drehending German Philosophy is the nbv-
stract terminology employed, which is, in”
fact, mere scholusticism prcqen ed and ap*
plied to modern problems. No natjon of
modnrnwu 8, except the Germans, have

Aproaer\-ed the fchohcuc form, He trices

the obscurity of modérn Gezman. philos- N
ophy to: #Aristotle subtilized by «the = .

schovls.”? . This he ‘contrasts with the
“gimple and natural philosophy of the
Scoteb.””  TThis * simplicity” arisce from
the fuet that the Scoteh system’holds thut
immedi ate sensuous knowing is.valid. of
course this implies that they bold thnt the.

_-immediate. exutence of o}:Jects is a true -

omstcnw——th\t whatevér is, exists thu
THis
is thé .denial of all philosophy, for it
utterly ignores® any-oceasion- whatever for

it. But it is no less antagonistic to the -

‘“natural ecience” of ghe physicist: be,

“the physicist, finds the immediate object of

the senses to be no permanent'or true
pbase, but only & transitory ong; the ob-
ject is involved with other beings—even
the remotest star—and changes when they
change. -1t is force and. matter (two very
abstract categories) that are to him tho
permanent and true esistence.
and matter cannot be seen by the senses;

- they Cﬁn only be thought.] Our author
procceds to trace the resemshlance between -

Hegel and Wolff: both consider and ana-

lyze the pure concepts, beginning with
Being.

goes for much, but he admits that ¢ Hegel

»
.

But force '

To M. Japet this™ resemblance

N

b
.

.

>
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* has modifled this order (thut of Wolff) and

rendered |it more systematic.”” -~ If one

.asks# Fgu more systematic #? he will not-

find the uESWcr.J “ The’schélnstic form is
retained, ‘but not the-thought,” we are
told. Th’xt euch stutements are put for-

' ward even in a booL dcswned for mere’

surf.u.e readers mav “well  surprise us.
“That theimathem atical method of Wolff or
Spmom——a ‘method which, proceeds by

, definitions and exte«rnm comparison, hold- .

mrr me'\xmhlle to the principle of contra-

diction —!that such a method should be ”

confounded with that of Horrel which pro-
ceeds dmlechcul?y, i o. thtough the inter-
nal movemént of the: Categdries to their
coitradiciion’ or <limit, shows the stu-
dent of philosophy at once that weo are
‘ dealing with .4 litterdteur, and not with s
philo:oph‘er So far from getaining the
form of Wolff it*s th great object of He-
gel (see-lis long prefaces to the & Logik »
and,_ the * Phinomenologie des Geistes 57%)
Jtos pplnnt that -form by what he con-

_siders the true method—that of the ob-

Jective, ikself. objective method is
to be inguished from the arbitrary
Fthod of external refiection which selects
fts point 'of view somewhere outside of the
objéct considered, and proceeds to draw

relations and cowaparisons which, however.

edifying, do not give us any exhaustive
knowledwe‘ L1t is also to be distinguished

from the method of mere empirical obser-

“ vation Whlch collects without discrimina-
tion & mass’ of “characteristics, acei--
demal and necessary, and never arrives at
avutlfyymg soul that unites-and-subordi-
nates, the multiplicity. The objective
méthod seizes somewhat in its definition
and trices it through all the phases which
necessunly unfold when the object is
placed in the form of relation lo ifself.
"An obJect which cannot survive the pro-
cess of self-relatibn, perishes, i. e. it leads
to a more concrete object which is better
able to endure. This method, as we shall
presently Bee, is nttnbuted to Plato by M.
Janet.... . -

The only resemblance that remains to be-
noted betweén the scholastics and Hegel ia
thxs‘r' they bothi treat of subtle distinctions
in thought, whzle our modern *‘common

. PalJonetand Begel.” . ¥ 953

sense”’ system goes only so far as_to. dis-
tmﬂgulsh very gz.nernl and® obvious differ-

ences. This is A qlestionable merit, and -

the less ndo made about it by such as tuke
pride in‘itpthe bctter for them.
Our author cqutmuea : % The principal

'difﬁcuhy of .the system of Kant is our

ignorance of the ancient systems of logic.
The Critique of Pure Reason is modelled
on the scholastic system.”” Could we have
& more conclusive refutation of this than
the fact that the éreat professors of the
ancient systems grossly misunderstand
Knnt, and even our essayist himself mis-
takes the whole f)urport of the same!
Hear him contrast Kant with Hegel : *“Kant
sees in Being only "the form of Thought,
while Hegel sees in Thought only the form
of Bung ?  This he says is the great dif-

ference between the Germans and French,

interpreting it to ;nenn “that the former

pursues the route of deduction, and the -

latter that of experience !

He wishes to cousuler Hegel under three

heads: lst, The - Berrmmng ; 2d, the dia-
lectical deduction of' the BecOmmv, and
3d, the term Dmlectlc.

II TrE thg.\mm.—According to M.
dunet, Hegel must have used this syllogism
in orderto find the proper category with
which to commence the Logic.

(2) The Beginning should presuppose
nothing ; |

(b) Pure Being presupposcs nothing

(c) Hence Pure Being is the Be"mumg

This syllogism he shows to be inconclu-
sive: for there-are two beginnings, (a) in
tho order of Lnowledn’e, (b).jn the order of
existence, Are they the same? He an-
sworg : ¢ No,/ the thinking being—because
it thinks—krows itself before it knows the
being which,‘it thinke.”  Subject and ob-
ject being 1dcntm'ﬂ in that act,. M. Janet
in effect eava, ¢¢iy thinks itself before it
thinks itself”—an argument that the-scho-
lastics wou}d hardly have been guilty of !
The beginniog is really made, he says, with
internal oriexternal’ezperience. He quotes
{page '316) from Hegel‘& bassnge asserting
_that mediation 1& essential to knowijng.
This he cbnstruea to mean that ‘“the de-
termined or concrete (the world of experi-
ence) m'the essential condition of koow-

!‘ N
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ing!”  Through hig misapprehension of
the term ¢ mediation,” we are prepared
for all the errors that follow, for ¢ media-
tion in knowing* means with Hegel that
. it'involves a process, and bence canbe.true
_only in the form of a system.  The «jn.
““ternal and external expericoee > appertaing
to what Ilegel calls imnnediate kndwing.

It is therefore not to he wondered at’ that ,
M. Janet thinks Hegel ‘contradicts him-

self by holding Pure Being to e the Be-
ginning, and nf'tcij\\';l.rgls nﬂlrzqihg_ media-
tion to bé necessary. “Ile eays (pagze 317),
‘In the order of knowing it is the mecdi-
stowhich is necessa ily first, while in the

der of existence the immedinte is the
comimencement.”” Such a remark shows
him to be still-laboring on the first problem
of Philosophy, and without any light, for
no Speculative ~Philosopher (like Plato,
Aristotle, Leibnitz, or Ilegel) evcr held
that Pure Being—or ‘the immedinte—is
the first in the order of esisténce, but
rather that God or Spirit. (self-thinking,

“pure act,” Noig, ¢Logos,” &e.) is the.

first in the order'of existence. In fact,
M. Janet. praises Plato and Aristotle for

" this very thing at thé.end of his volume,
and thereby exhibity the unconsciousness
of; his procedure. Again, “The pure
thought is the end of philosophy, and mot
its beginning.” If he means by this that
the, culture of copsciousness ends in ar-
riving at pure thought or philosophy, wo
bave no objection to offer, except 1o the
limiting oT~the application of the term
- Philosophy to ifs prelindiary stage, which
is called the Phenomenology of Spirit.
"The arrival at pure thought marks the ;Abe-
ginning of the usc of -terms in a universal
sense, and hence is the beginning of phi-
But M. Janet criticises

losophy pro;?r.\' ’
the distinction mnde by Hegel between

Phenomenology and Psychﬂology. and in-
stances Maine de Biran as one who. writes
Psychology in the sense Hegel would write
Phengmenology. But M. Biran merely
. manipulates certain unexplained phenom-
- ena,~like the Will, for example—in order
to derive categorics like force, cause, &c.
But Hegel shows in his/-Pbenomenology the

dialectical unfolding of - consciousness

through all'its phases, starting from the

“cannot think pure being

immediate certitude of the senses. o
shows how cartitude becomes knowledde of )
truthy and wherein it differs from it. {-But
M. Janet(p. 324) thinks that Hegel’s system,
beginuing in empirical Psychology, climbs

1o pure.thought, ““and thea-draws up the ~

ladder after it.”?

NIAJue Bacomxg.—“'e are told by the
author that consciousness/ detorqini i
self as Being, determines itself us a being, .
and not as the being. If this be so we
2ll. Such an
assertion amounts to déoying the universal
characterof the Ezo. If:the position.stated
were true, we could think neither being

nor any ether object. Co -

On page 332, he saxs, ¢ This contradie-
tion (of Being and non-being) which in”

the ordinary logic would be the negative -~

of the posited notion, is, in the logic of
Hegel, only 4n cxcitant or stimulas, which
somehow determines epirit to find a third
somewhat in which it finds the other con-
ciliatcgi.” He is not able to see any pro-'.(‘
cedure at all.  He sees the two opposites,
and thinks that Hegel empirically bunts

out a concept which implies both, and sub- R

stitutes it for them. M.-Janet thinks (np.

836-7) that Hegel has exaggerated flre-dif-

ficulties of conc‘giving the identity of Be-
ing and nought, ™ (p. 338) “If the differ-
emce of Being and-nought can be neither
expressed nor defined, if.they are as iden-
tical as different—if, in short, the ‘ilga of
Being is only the idea of the pure void, I'wjll -

8ay, not merely that Being transforms il .

self into Nothing, or passes into its con-

trary; 1 will say that there are not two
. contraries, but only one term which I have

falsely called Being in the thesis, but
which is in reality only Non-being without
restriction—the pure zero.? [e quotes
from Kuno Fischer (p. 340) the following
remarks ‘applicable here: ’
“If Being were in reality the pure void as
it is ordinarily taken, Non-being would not ex-
press the snme void a second time; but it
would then be the non-void, i. e. the abhor-

rence of the void, or the immanent contradic- -
tion of the void.”—(and again from his “Logik

"und-Metaphysik” 11,4 29); “ The logical Be-

ing. contradicts iteelf; for thought ¥anishes in
the immovable repose gf Being, But as Being
comes only from thoug®t (for it is the act of
thought), it contradicts thus itself in destroy-
ing thought. Consequently thought manifeste

N

. itself as the negation of Being—that is to say,

a8 Non-being. The Non-heing (logical) is not

+ «  thé to*al suppression of Being-~the pure zero
=it is not the mathematical opposition of Bes

ing to itself as a negative opposed to a posi-

tive, but it is the dialectical negative of itself,

the immanent contradiction of Being, Deing
omsgontradicts itsalf, hence is Non-being, and in
* the concept of Non-being, thousht discovers
the imuianent contradiction of Being—thought
manifests itself -at first ag Being, and in turn
the logical Being manifests itself as Non-being ;
thoughteanhence say, “ Iam the Being which
is nut.” )

-

“Such,” continues -our author, ¢ is the
; deduction of M. Fischer. Tt setms to mo
’ very much inferior in clearness to that

of ‘Hegel”  Ilow -he -could say this is

¥ery mysterious when we find hjm denying
j all validity to Hegel's demonstration.  Al-
though Fischer’s explanation is mixed—
partly dialectical and partly psychological
—Fety s an explanstion, it is corrcct.
! - But asipsychology should not be dragged
e -into Lggic, whichs the evolution of the

strictly to the dialectic if we would seo the

‘“Becoming.”" The psychological explana-

tion gets no further than the relation of

Being and nought as concepts. Thd Ile-

' gelian thought on this point is not widely

1’ _ - different from that of Gorgias, ns given usg

‘ by Sextus Empiricus, por from that of Plato
in the Sophist. Let us attempt it here:

Being is the pure simple ; as such it is

considered under the form of self-relation.

But as it i3 wholly .undetermined, and has

/ - forms of pure thinking, “we must hold,
i

no content, it i3 pure nought or absolute’

pegation.” As such it is the negation by
itself or the negation of itself, and hence
. its own opposiis or Being. Thus the sim-

ple falls through self-opposition into duali-

, try and this again becomes simpleif we
attempt to hold it dsunder, or give it any

validity by itse!f. Thus if Being isposited

as having validity in and by itself without
determination, (omnis determinatio ést ne-
gaiio), St becomes n pure void in nowise
different from nought, for difference is de-
. termination, and neither Bring nor nought
possess it. What is the validity of the
"nought? A negative is a relative, and .a
negative by itself is a negative related to
itself, which is a sglf'-cancelh‘ng. Thus
Being and nought,, posited objectively ag
having validity, prove dissolving forms and

’. ;‘\Q

.
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pnés over into enclvother. Beingisa ccas-
ing and nought is a b:-ginniﬁg, and these
are the tivo forms of Becoming. The Be-
coming, dialectically considered, proves
itself inadequate likewise.

IV, Tur Diatgeric—To consider, an
ohject dialectically we Hare meraly, to give
ituniversal validity ; if it contradicts itself

~ then, we are not in anywise concerned . for
the result; wa will simply.stand by and ac-
cept the résult,without fear that the true
will not appearin the end. The necsative
tur"nc(d‘ againstiitself makes short work of
itself; it is only when the subjective reflec-
tion’tricsyto save it by hypotbeses 4nd res-
ervations that-a merely negative result is
obtained. i .
[(Page 362): In Spinozism the develop-
ment’ of Being is Geometrit; in the Sys-
tem of Hegel it is organic.” What could
have tempted him to use these words, it ig
impossible to say, unless it was the deep-
-seated national proclivity for epigrammatie
statements.  This distinetion merus noth-

ing less (in the mouth of its original au-

thor) than whitwve have already given as .

the true difference. betseen WollPs and
Iegel’s methods; bat M. -Janet*has long
since, forgotten his carlier statements,
(Page 369) He sayy, ¢ Hegel’s method is a

faithful expression of ‘the movement of «
nature,” from which he thinks Hegel de- -

o

rived it empirically ! B
On paze 372 he asks: "‘u(,\"bd'-pri)ves to
us that the ‘dinﬂloc'tic stn‘fts 'Mf,'S})’irit as jts
* last term?  Why can Inot cobideive a spirit
absolutely superior to mine, i whom the

identity between subject aad -object, the.-

intelligible and intelligence would be more

perfect than it is with this great Pbiloso- -

. Pher [Hegel]? %% & ¢ % In fo1 every,

philesapher is & man, and so far forth is
full of obs'curity‘an:d fecblenges.” “Spirit
is the-last term in philosopby for'the rea-
‘s_orﬁx that it stands in domplete self-relation,
and hence contains”its antitbesis witkin
itself ; if it could stand in ~opposition to
ansthing else, then it would contain a con-

tradiction, and be capable-of transition.

into a higher. M, Jahet asks in effect :
¢ Who proves. that the dialectic stops at
God as the highest, and why cannot 1 con-
ceive a higher ?” Judging from his attempt

l .-




Pﬁﬂ fand and Hegel,

At understanding Hegel, howgver, he'ig not
.In & fair way to conceive ¢ aspiritin whom
the identity between subject and object »?
- i more perfect thin'in Hegel. What
‘hinders”. js his own culture, his own self ;
% Du gleichst dem’ Geist den’ du begreifst,
nicht mir,” said the World-spirit to Faust.
He asks, (p. 374): % When.did the pure
_8¢t? commence ? - From Eternity; it al-
" wayé commences, and is always complete,
 ~-#ayd. Hegel. “ According to Hegel, God
R U made from nought, by means of the
World.”. Instead of this, Hegel holds that

- " God is gelf-created, and the world efer-"

- nally created by bim (the Eternally-be.
- gotten Sop)." ““What need has God of Na-

-~ gture?" " God is Spirit; bence conscious ;
hence hé makes himself an object to him-
-#elf; in ‘this'act he creates ‘mature ;- hence
Nature is His reflections (P, 386): ¢ The

- Absolute in Hegel is spiri ” onty<dn con-
_« dition that ‘it thinks, and thinks itself
~hence it.is not essentially Spirit, but only
accidentally:” :To “think itself” is to be
conscions, and, without this, God would
“have no personality; and hence if Hegel
[ were to hold any other doctriné thar the
one attributed to him, he would be a Pan-

..+ theist. But these things are not mere
. dogmas with Hegel; ‘they appear as'the

logical results of the most logical of 8ys-"

- tems. “But in Plato, God is a Reason in

.tions this to show Plato’s superiority ; he
.. thinks that it is.absurd for Llegel to attri-

.
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bute lhinkiné to God, but thinks the same

thing to be a great merit in Plato. (P."

392): “Behold the-Platonic dedu~+isn
- [or dialectic] : bejng given a pure idea, he -

shows that this idea; if it were all alane,

[i. e. made universal, or placed in self-"

relation, or posited us valid for ithelf,]
would be contradictory of itself, and con-
sequen,'tly could not be. Hence, if it ex-
ists, it is on condition that it mingles with
_another idea. Take, for -example, the
“maultiple : by itself, it loses itself in -the
indigcernible, for it would be impossible
" without unity,” - This would do very well
for a description of the Dialectic in Hegdl
if he would lny more ‘stress on the.positive.
side of the result. Not merely does the
“pure ides mingle with lanother ¥—j. e,
‘puss Over- to §ts opposite—but it refurns
into  itself by the continuation of.its own

. movement, and thereby reaches aconcrete
stage. Plato sometimes uses this complete
ditlectical movement, and ends afirma-
tively; sometimes hie uses only the par-*
'tfal movement and draws negative codplu-

1008, .« - . : .

How much bétter M. Janet’s book might
nve been—we may be allowed to remark,

in conclusion—bad he possessed the earn- -

est spirit of such men as Vera and*Hutch-
ison Stirling! Stinfulated by its title,

| we had hoped to find a book that would -
activity, aliving thought.” M. Janet men- |

kindle a zeal for the study of the profound-
est philosophical subject, as treated by the
profoundest of thinkers.’

+
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