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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THIRD CONVERSATION.

R. Tbelieve that I have now fully grasped
your opinion concerning the Science of
Enowledge, and that, historically, I know
quite well what you mean.’ Moreover,
when I accept the mere similarity of ‘your
science with the demonstration of & me-
chanical work of art, I can think the pos-
sibility of it quite well, and in a general
way. But assoon as Ireflect on the neces-
sary distinction of both, and the character-
istic differences of their several objects, a
science like the one you describe appears
to me to be utterly impossible. ;

The conception of thé systematic con-
nection of the manifold in 2 work of art
with the view to produce a prearranged re-
sult s been in the mind of the artist long .
before the work of art existed ; which work
hag indeed been' produced only after this

- conception and according to it. We others

do nothing but reconstruct that conception
of the artist, or reinvent his work of art.
Hence, it is here very significant to say,
. that there isa systematic connection in the
manifold. This systematic conpection is
in the conception of the artist, and of all
those who think as artists.
Bat tell me, does your assertionff a sys-
tematic connection in the manifold®

’

¢

sciousness has been prepdred by some art~

ist according to the conception of such a
counection, and that the teacher of the Sci-
ence of Knowledge only reinvents this con~
ception?  Wherg is this artist?  Ang
how and in what manner has he produced
consciousness ?
A. Supposing it is not to gignify this,
and that the comparison is not to be ex-
tended so far? “Sgppoaing that ambiguouns
proposition is‘ to signify no more than the
following: we may view—amongat other
‘manners of viewing—the manifold of con-
sciousness as systematically connected; ors
there are two ways of viewing the determs
#nations of consciousness: one immedi~
ate wag, by immediately surrendering:

. . v
ourselves to them, and thus finding them as-

they preseut thewselves; and another Way,.
» through mediation, or by systematically.
deducing -them as they must aecesaarily
present themselves in consequence of this
systematic connection? In which ense the
lutter view could be realized ouly after act-
ual consciousness had already existence,.
and on no account in advance of the exist-.
encs of consciousness. Nor could the lat--
ter view exist for any but such as with apn
bitrary freedom might take hold of it.
Hence, the teacher of the Science of Knowl-
edge, and he alone, would: be the artist of.

’
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Questiox 1. Whether by the simple con-

* templation of a cognition, independentlysof
“any previousknowledge and without reason-

ing from signs, we are enabled rightly lo
jydge whether that cognifion has been de-

termined by a previous cognition or whether’

it Tefers immediately toits object.
Throughout this paper, the term “intui-
tion will bé taken as signifying a cognition
pot determined by a previous cognition of
the same ‘vbject, and therefore so determ-
ined by ¥omething out of the conscious-
nesd.* Let me request the reader to note
this. Intuition here will be nearly the same
88 ““premise not itself &' ‘conclusion;”
the onlr difference being that premises and
canclus ./ng ar "udgments, whereas an in-
tuition may, nefr as its definition states,
be any kind of*&gnition whatever. But
just &s o conclusion {good or bad) is de-

termined in the mind of the reasoner by

its premise;. 80 cognitions not judgments
may be determined by previous cogaitions;

8nd a cognition not 8o determined, and
‘therefore determined dircetly by the trans-

* The word ‘infnitus first occurs as a techni-
cal term in St. Ansclm’s Monologium. e
wished to distinguish between our knowledge
of God.and our knowledge of finite things
(and, in the next world, of God, also); and

thirking of the saying of St. Paul, Fidemdl

nunc per speculwm in @nigmate: tunc antem facie
ad ficiem, he called "the former speeul-tion and
the latter intuition. This use of “speculation”
did not take Toot, because that word alfeady
had another exact and widely different mean-
ing. Iu the middle ages, the ternn “ intuitive

© cognition” had two principal senses, 1st, as

oppused to abstractive cognition, it meant the
knowledge of the présent as present, and this
is its meaning in Anselm ; but 24, as no intui-
tive cognition was allowed. to be determindd
by a previous cognition, it came to be used as
the opposite of discursive cognition (sce Sco-
tus, In %sentent. lib. 2, dist. 3, qu. 9), and this
-8 nearly the sense in which I employ it.
This is also nearly'the sense in which Kant

uses it, the former distinction being expressed”

by his sensuous and non-sensuous. (See Werke,

herausg. Rosenkrantz, Thl. 2, S. 713, 31, 41,

100, u. 8. w.) An enumeration of six mean-

.ings of intuition may be found in Hamilton's

Reid, P,‘759.

"
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'cendental object, is to be termed an infui- -
tion.
Now, it i3 plainly one thing to have an
intuition and another to know intuitively,
,that it is an intuition, and the question is
whether these two things, distinguishable
in thought, are, in fact, invariably con-
"mected, vo that we can, al\m_vs'intuitively
distinguish between an intuition and acog-
nition determined by another. Every cog-
nition, as something present, is, of course,
an intuition of itself. But the determ:
ination of a cognition by another cogni-
"tion or by a transcendental object is not,
-at least so far as appears . obviously at
first, o part of the immediate content of

that cognition, althouzh it would appear ’
to be an element of the action or passion -

of the travscendental ego, which is not,
perbaps, in consciousness immediately;
and yet this transcendentul action or pas-
sion may inyzriably determine a cognition”

N of'itsclf,, 80 that, in fact, the determina-

tion or non-determination of the coénitio’n
“by another may be & part of the cognition.
In this case, I should say that we had an
intuitive power of distinguishing an intu-
ition fronr another cognition.

There is no evidence that wo#gve this
faculty, execept that we seem to fe)l that
we have it. . But the weight of thai® testi-
mony depends “entirely on our being sup-
posed to have the power of.distinguishing
inthis feeling whether the feeling Ue the
result of education, old associations, ete.,
or whether it is an intuitive cognitionv; or,
in other words, it depends on presupposing
the very matter testified to. 18 this feeling
infallible ? ~ And is tlds judgment coucern-
ing it infallible, and s0. on, ad infinitum?
Supposing that & man really could shut
himself up in sych a faith, he would be, of
gourse, in_ipérvious to the truth, ¢ evidence-
proof.” '

But let us compare the theory with the
historic facts. The power of intuitively
distinguishing intuitions from other cog-

/
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‘nitions hds not prevented men from dis-
puting tery warmly as to which cognitions
_are inmitivp. In the middle ages, reason
and external authority were regarded as
" two codrdinate sources of knowledge, just
88 reason and the authority of intuition
are now; only the happy device of consid-
~ering’ the enunciations of authority to be
essentially indemonstfable had' not yet
been hit upon. All authorities were not
“considered as infallible, dny more than alj
reasons; but when Berengarius said thaf
the authoritativeness ¢f any particular au-
thority must rest upon reason, the proposi-
tion was-scouted as opinionated, impious,
aod absurd. Thbus, the credibility of au-

ﬁ Fécull;jes claimed for Man.

for witnesses to distinguish between what
they kave séen and ‘what they have inferred.
This jis particularly noticeable in iue cabe
of a person who is describing the perform-
ances of & spiritual medium or of a pro-
fessed juggler. The difEeulty is co greas
that the juggler himself is often astonished

at the discrepaney between the actual facts’

and the statement of an intelligent witness
who has ot understood the trick. A part
of the very complicated trick of the Chi-

nese .Tihgs consists in taking two solid

ringséﬁnked together, talking about. them

&8s théughthey were 'separate—taking it for
gragted, as it were—then pretending topug

 theta together, and banding them inmedi- -

thority was regarded by men of that'time ' afely to the spectator that he may sece thag

simply ssan ultimnte premise, as a cogni-t

tion not determined by a previous cogni--

er are solid. The art of this consists in
raising, at first, the strong suspicion thas

- - _ ,
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from which we can infer that/a given fact
must have been scen or must have Geen in-
ferred. -In trying to give an/ account of a
drenm, every accurate person. must often
have felt that it was ahopeless undettaking
to attempt to disentangle waking interpre-
tations and fillings out from the fmgment\:

* gry images of the dream itself, ,
-The meation of dreams suggests another

ment. * A dream, as far 2s itg own con- -

e tent goes, is exactly like 'an actual esperi-

ence. It iswistaken forone. And yetall
the world believes that dreams are determ-

If it be said that the ficalty of intuitively
recoghizing intuition

-that thi&h\um{x;e supposition, without

; . 21
other support. >Begides, even when we

band over your left eye, and with the right

‘eye‘look'steadilynb the left hand cent.

Then, with your right hand, move the right
hand cent (whigh i3 now plainly scen) to-
wards the left hand. When it comes to a
place near the middle of the page it will
disappear—you cannot see it without turn-
ing your eye. Bring it nearer to the other
cent, or carry it further away, and it will
reappear ; but at that particular spot it can-
not.be seen. Thus it }gppe:u's that there is
a blind spot nearly in 310 middle oflge\re'{ -
tina; and this is confirmed by anatomy. It
follows that the space we ir_nmediate.ly see
(when one £yo is closed) {s not, as we had
imagined, a continuous 6‘5‘:}1, but is a ring,
the filling up of which must be the work of

. the intellect. What more striking example

could be desired of the impossibility of
distinguishing intellectual results from in-

tion of the same object, or, in our terme, f}é’/ one is broken.. I bave seen McAlister dt”‘ )
an intuition. It isstrange that they shouly/  this with such success, that a person si . / tuitional data, by mere contemp]utionfs

Jave thought so, if, as the theory now u {-
der discussion supposes, by merely cgdn-
témplating the credibility of the authofity,
as & Fakir does bis ‘God, they could/have
scen that it was not an ultimate pifmise!
Now, wbat if our internal authority'should
meet the same fate,in the histo:%of opin-
ions, as that esternal authority fhas met?
Can that be said to be absolufely certain
which ‘many sane, well-inffrmed, and
thoughtful men already doplbt ?*

Every lawyer knows how difficult it is

~ % The propositionfof/ engarius is con-
tained in the tollowidg quofation from his De
Sacra Cena:,* Mazximi- plahe cordis est, per om-
nia ad dialecticam confuggre, quia confugere ad
eam ad rationem est confufere, quo qui non confu-
git, cum secundum rationefh sit factus ad imaginem
dei, suum’ honorem reliquit, nec polest renovurt de
die in diem ad tmagineg dei.” ~The most strik-
ing characteristic 6ff/ medieval reasoning, in
general, is the perpetual resort to authority.
When Fredigisus ghd others wish to prove that
darkness is & thigg, although they:have evi-
dently derived thé opinion from nominalistic-
Platonistic medifations, they argue the matter
thus: “God calfed the darkness, night;” then,
certainly, it is & thing, for .otherwise before it
had aname.l ere would have been nothing,
not even a fiction to name. Abelard thinks
it worth ;hile to cite Boéthius, when - he
says that /space has three dimensions, and
when he ghys that an individual cannot be in
tw0 placgs at once. Tlie author of De,@eneri-
bus et Spfeciebus, a work of a superior order, in
_arguing against a}‘latonic doctrine, says that
if whatéver is universal is eternal, the form
and matter of Socrates, being severally uni-

h
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ting close to him, with all bis facultics o

straining to detect the illusion, would have
been ready to swear that he saw the rings
put tegether, and, perbaps, if the juggler
ka8l not professedly practised deception,
would have considered a doubt of it as a
doubt of his en veracity. This certainly
sees toshow thatitis not always very easy
to distinguish betwecn a premise and » con-
clusion, that we have no infallible power
of doing so, and that in fact our only se-
curiyy in difficult cases is in some signs

versal, are both eternal, and that, therefore,
Socrates was not created by God, but only put
together, “quod quantum a vero deviet, palum est.”
The authority is the final court of appeal.
The same author, where in one place he doubts
a statement of Boéthius; finds it necessary to
assign a ‘special -reason why in this case it is
not absurd to doso. Exceptio probat regulam in
_ casibus non zxeeptis.  Récognized- authorities
were ,certa_i‘%lryémetimes disputed in the
twelfth cen
insured that; and\the authority of philoso-
phers was regarded as inferior to that of the-
ologians.  Still, it would be impossible to find
a passage where the authority of Aristotle is
directly denied upon any logical question.
¢ Sunt et multi errores eius,” says John of Salis-
bury, “qui tnscripturis tam Ethnicis, quam fideibus
poterunt inveniri: verum in logica parem I:ahuusf
non legitur.” “ Sed nthil adversus {Aristotelem,}

says Abelard, and in another place, “‘ Sed si Aris- -

mus, guan amplius in hagurte recepimus?’’ ‘Tho

tq(c{em'iXipu{etico'rum principem culpare possue
idea of gding without an authority, or of sub-

ordinating authority to reason, does not octur .

; to him.

Y Yheir mutual contradictions

3

ory of it is mistaken for the memory of an
actual occurrencg., :
A child has,/as far as we know, all the

© perceptive powvers of aman. Yet question

him a little/as to how he knows what he

.does. In zr{rmy cases, he will tell you that

/ .
he neverdearntd his mother-tongue; hea
ways kew it, or he knew it a3 soon asfic
(hat

“came fo have sensc. It?f&frs\,then,

he dges not possess the’faculty of distin-
gupshing, by simple contemplation, be-
tieen an intuition and a cognition determ-
ined by others. Lo
There can be no doubt that before tlic
publication of Berkeley’s bock on_ Vision,
it had generally been believed that the third -
dimension of space was immediately intu-
ited, altbough, at present, nearly all admit
that it is known by inference. "We had
been contemplating the object since the
very creation of man, but this discovery

- was not made until we began to reason

about it.

Does the reader know of the blind spot
onthe retina? Take a number-of this jour-
nal, turn over the cover 80 as to expose the

< White paper, luy it sideways upon the table

before which you must sit, und put two
cents upon it, one near the left hand edge,

.8nd the other to the right. Put your left

€.
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A man can distinguish different textures
of cloth by feeling; but not immediately,
for he requires to move his fingers over the
cloth, which shows that he is obliged to
compare the sensations of one instan® with
those of another.. - ' .

The pitch of a tone depends upon the
rapidity of the succession of the}]vibmtions
which reach the ear. Each of those vibra- _
tions produces an impulse upon the ear.
Let o single such impulse be made upon the
ear, and we know, experimentally, that it is
perceived. There iy, therefore, good rea-
son to believe that each of the impulses .
forming a tone is perceived. Nor is there
any reason to thecontrary, So that thisis
the only admissible supposition. There-
fore, the pitch of a tone depends upon the
rapidity with which certain impressions are
suceessively conveyed to the mind. These
impressions must exist previously to any
tone; hente, the sensation of pitch i§ de- ~
termined by previous cognitions. Never-
theless, this would nevgr bave been discov-
ered by the mere contemplation of that
fecling, ’

A similar argument may be urged in .
reference to the perception of two dimen-
sions i space. This appears to be an im- -
mediate intuition. But if we were to see
immediately an extended surfate, our re-

" tinas must be spread out in ar exfended
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surface. Instead of that, thefetina con:
sists of innumernble needlgd pointing to-
wards the light, and whost distances from

rardteeidedly greater than'the
minimuni visibile. Suppose each of those
nerve-points conveys the scnsation of g
‘little- colored surface. Still, what we im-
mediately sce must even then be, not a
continuous surface, but o collection of
spots.  Who could discover t:his‘ by mere in-

tuition? But all the analogies of the nervous

system are agninst the supposition that
the escitation of a single nerve can pro-
duce ah idea as complicated as that of a
space, however small. If the excitation of
no one of these nerve points can-immedi-
Ately convey the impression of space, the
excitation of all cannot do so.: For, the
excitation of each produces some impres-
sion, (according to the analogies of the
nervous system,) hence, the sum of these
impressions ig & necessary condition of
any perception produced by the excitation
of all;-or, in other terms, a -perception
"produced by the excitation of all is determ-

ined by the mental impressions produced”

by the excitation of every one. This ar-
gument is confirmgd by the fact that the
existence of the perception of space .can
be fully accounted for by the action of fac-
ulties known to exist, without supposing it
to be an immcdiate impression. For this
purpose, we must bear in mind the follow-
ing facts of pbysio-psychology: 1. The
excitation of & nerve does not of itself in-
form us wher the extremity of it is situ-
ated. If, by a surgical operation, certain
nerves are displaced, our sensations from
those nerves do not inform us of the dis-
plq.cemen't." 2. Asingle sensation does not
_inform us how many nerves or nerve-points

are excited. 3. We can- distinguish be- -

tween fhe impressions produced by the ex-
citations of different nerve-points. 4. The
differences of impressions produced by dif-
ferent excitations of similar nerve-points
‘are similar. Let a momentary image be
"made upon the retina. By No. 2, the im-
pression thereby produced will be indis-
tinguishable from what might be produced
by the excitation of some conceivable sin-
gle nerve. It is not conceivable that the
momentary excitation' of a single nerve
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should give the sensation of space. There- -

fore, the momentary excitation of all the
nerve-points of the retina cannot, immedi-
ately or mediately, produce the sensation
of space. The same argument would ap-
ply to any unchanging imiage on the retina,
Suppose, howerver, that the imnge moves

over the retina. Then the peculiur exei- i

tation which at one instant affects one

perve-point, at a later instant will affect

another.  These will congey impressions
which are very similar by }?Nvd\yet which

art distinguishable by 3. Hence, the con-
ditions for the recognition of a relation
between these impressions are present.
There being, however, a ¥ery great num-
ber of nerve-points affected by a very great
number of successive excitations, the rela-
tions of the resulting impressions will be
almost inconceivably complicated. Now,
it is n known law of mind, that \\'bd@'pb_ef

nomena of an’extreme complexity are pre-

sented; which yet would be reduced to
order or mediute simplicijy by the upplica-
tion of a_certain conception, that, concep-
tion sooter or later arises in application to
those phenomena. ln the case under con-
sideration, the conception of extension
would reduce the phenomens®-unity, and,

" therefore, its genesis s fully accounted

for. It remains only to explain why the

previous coguitions which determine it are -

not more_clearly apprchended. For this
explinationyl.ghnll refer to u paper upon
& new list of cate@ogics, § 5, merely add-

"ing that just as we arfa alle to recognize

our friende by certainXappearances, al-

though-we cannot possibly saf what those -
appearances are god are quite unconscious
of any précess of reasoning, 80 in any case

when the reasohing is easy and haturnl to
us, however ¢6mplex may be the premises,

they sink int§ insignificance and oblivion.

proportionately to the satisfuctoriness of
the theory based upon them. This theory
of space is confirmed by the circumstance
that 'an exactly similar theory is impera-
tively demanded by the facts in reference
to time. That the course of time should

be immediately felt is obviously impossi- -

5

Sk Prdceedings of the American Acéaemy, .
May 14, 1867,

.sense’” and memory, which complesity is

N ’

\ .
X o Questﬁ\o <\}z’qceﬂa{_n
ble. " For, in that case, there must De an/

" element of this. feeling at each instant.~” faculty in question. 'Whoever has studied’ |

But in an instant there ©s no durition.and:
hence no immediate feeling of duration.
Uence, no one of these elémentary feelings

hence-the sum of all is not. Oun the other
hand, the impressions of any moment are
very complicated,—containing all the im-
ages (or the elements of the images) of

reducible to mediate simplicity by means
of the conception of time.* 7
‘We bave, therefore, a variety of f:lcts,
all of which are most readily explajned on
the supposition that we buve no intuitive
faculty of distinguishing intuitive from
mediate cognitions. Some arbitrary hy-
pothesis may otherwise explain any one of
these facts; this is the only theory which
brings them to support one another. More-

* The above theory of space and time does
‘not conflict with that of Kantso much as it
appears to do. They are in fact the: solutions
of different questions. Kant, it is true, makes
space and time intuitions, or rather forms of
intuition, but it is not essential to*his theory
that intuition should mean more than “indi-
vidual representwgion.” The apprehension of
space and time resylts, according to him, from
a mental process,—the ““ Synthesis der -Appre-
hensiorr in der Ansshautung.”  (See Criuk d.
reinen Vernunft. EJR1T81, pp. 93 et s¢p.) - My
theory is merely an account of this synthe:
sis. '

The gist of Kant's Transcendental Esthetic
is contained in:twp principles,  First, that uni-
vers 11 aud necessary propositions are not given
in expertence.  Steond, that universal and ne-
cessary fact®are determined by the conditions
of experience in-general. By a universal
proposition is meant merely, one which asserts
something of all of a sphere,—not necessarily
one whichi all men betieve. By a necessary
proposition, is meant one whiclt asserts what it
does, not” merely of ‘the actual cond:tion of
things, but of every possible state of things;
it i3 not meant that the proposition is one which
we cannot help -believing. ~ Experience, in /
Kant's first principle, caunot be used for a
product of the-objective understanding, but
must be taken for the first impressions of sense
‘with consciousness conjoined and worked- up. -
by the imagi®ion into images, together with

* all which is logically deducible therefrom, In

this sense, it may be admitted that universal .
and necessary propositions are not given in ex.
perience. But, in that case, neither are any
inductive conclusions which might'be drawn
from experience, given in it. . In fact, itis the
peculiar function of induction to.produce uni-;’
_versal and necessary Jropositions.  Kant
points out, indeed, that the universality’ add

/
/
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Qver,nd faots require the ‘euppoéition-of the

the nature of proof will see, theo, that there

re here very strong reasons for disbeliev-
iRz the existence ‘of ‘this faculty. These
is an immediate feeling of duration; and, "

will become. atill stronger when the conse-
quances of rejecting it have, in this paper

a0d in a following one, been more fully

raced out. '

‘

~ Questiox 2. Whether e have an infui-

tive self-consciousness.

* Self-consciousness, as/the term is-hers
used, is to be distinguished both from con-"

sciousness generally, frpm the internal °

sense, and from purc spperception. Any.
coguition is a consciousness of the object
as represented; by self-consciousness is
meant a knowledgoe of ourselves. Not a
mere feeling of subjective conditions of
consciousness, bag ofe our personal selves.

* LN
necessity of scientific; inductions” are but the
analogues of philosophic universality and ne-
cessity; and this is ‘true, in so far as it is
n-ver allowable to aceept a scientific conclu-
sion” without a ctrtain indefinite drawback.
But this is owing to the insufficiency 'in the
number of the instances; and whenever in-
stances may be had in as large numbers as we
please, ad tnfimtym, a truly universal and ne-
‘cessafy proposition is inferable.
Kant’s second principle, that thie truth of uni-
versal and necessary propositiéns is depandent
upon the conditions of the general experience,
itis no more nor less than the principle of In-
duction. 1 go to a fuir #nd draw from the
“ grab-bag'/twelve packAges. Upon opening
them, I find that every dne contains a red ball.
Here is a universal fact. It depends, then, on’
the copdition o¢ the experience. What 1s the .
condition of e expgricnce? It is solely that
the bulls are the cgntents,of packages drawn
from, ‘that bag, that is, the only thing which
determined the éxperience, was the drawing
froin the bag. 4 infer, then, according to the

principle of Kant, that whapt
. bag will contfin a red bny'l'hi

* Apply inductiou not to afy limited €3
but to allr}(uman experiencé and you ha¥
Kantian philosophy, so far as it is correc
veloped,” .

Hant’s successors, however, have not been
content with his doctrine. Nor ought they to
have‘been. For, there is this third principle :
“ Absolutely universalpropositions musthe an-
alytic.” TFor whatever is absolutely universal .
-1¢’ devoid of all content or determination, for
All determination is by megation. The prob-

Jlem, thérefore, is not how universab proposi-
tions -can be synthefical, but how universal
propositions appearing to be synthetical can be

As for Y-

'.volved\bX thought alone from the purely in-

determinate.
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'\Pﬁe apperception is the self-assertion of
T

is the recognition of my private self. I
Enow that I (not merely the I) exist. The

* question’is, how do I know it; bya gpecinl |

intuitive faculty, or is it determined by
previdus cognitions ? ’

Now,.it is not self-evident that we have
such an intuitive faculty, for it has Just
been shown that we have no intaitive power
of distinguishing 'tm.intuit.ion from a cog-
nition determined by others.- Therefore,
the existence or non-existence of this pow-
er is ta be determined upon evidence, and
the question is whether self-consciousness
can be explained by the action of known
faculties under conditions known to exist,
or v_s‘heﬂlher it is necessary to suppose an
unknowa cause for this cognition, and, in
the latter case, whether an intuitive faculty
of self-consciousness is the most probable
cause which can be supposed.

It is first to be observed that ?Z is no
koown self-consciousness to be counted
for in extremely young children. It has
already been pointed out by Kant* that

Ahedate use of the very common word 1%
with children indicates an imperfect self-
consciousness in them, and that, therei:or'e,
80 far as it is'admissible for us to draw

any conclusion in regard to the mental
state of those who are still Younger, it must’

~ be ‘against the existence of any self-con-
sciousness in them.

On the otber hand, children manifgst

powers of thought much earlier. Indeed, .

it is alniost impossible to assign a period
at which children do not already exhibit
decided intellectual activity ir directions
in which thought is indispensable to their
wcll-be‘i ng. The complicated trigénometry
of vision, and the delicate adjustments of
codrdinated movement, are plainly mas-

tered very early. There is no reason 1o

question a similar degree of thought in
reference to themselves. .

A very young child may always Le ob-
served toxyatch its own body with great at-
tention. . There is every reason why this
should'be 50, for from the child’s point of
view this body is the most important thing

* Werke, vii. (2), 11.

.go; the self-consciousness here meant -

in t\h.é.(.xr{iverse. Only what it touches hag

any actgal and present feeling ; only what .

it fuces hns any actual color; only what is
o its tongye has any actual taste.

Noone qu'b.;:ions that, when a sound is
heard by a child, he thinke, not of himself

a8 hearing, but of -the'bell or othhr object

88 sounding. How when he will§ to move -
ik of himself

a table% Does he then
ag desiring, or only of the table as fit to be

moved? That he has the latter thought, -

is beyond question; that he bas the for-
mer, mast, until the existence of an intuj-
tive sclf-consciousness is proved, remain

an arbitrary and . baseless supposition.

There is no good reason for thioking that
be is less ignorant of his own peculiar con:
dition than the angry adult who denie
that he is iu d passion. :
~The child, however, must soon discover
by obscrvation that things whigh are thus

fitto be changed -are apt actually to un-

dergo this change, after a contuct with
that peculinrly important body qalled
Willy or Jolinny. This consideration makes

this body still more important and central, -

since it establisbes a connection between
the fitness of a thing to be changed and
a tendency in'this body to'touch it before
it is ch,qngcd. o Co

The cbild learns to understand the Jag-
guagj; thélfis_ to say, & connection between

established in kis mind, He has previ-
ously doticed the connection between these

3 AT A 2.
‘ certﬂ\z sounds“ind certain fucts becomes

sounds and the motions of the lips of bod-

ies somewhat similar to the central oue,
and has tried the experiment of putting

- his hand on those lips and has found the
‘sound in that case to be smothered. e

thus connects that language with bodies

_ somewhat similar to the central one. -By ,

eflorts, g0 unenergetic that they should be
called rather “instinctive, perbups, than
tentative, he learns to produce those
sounds. So he begins to converse,

~ It must be about this time that hoe be-
gins to find that what these people about
him. say is the very best es"‘idexice of fact.

So much s0; that testimony is ‘even & .

stronger mark of fact than the facts them-
selves, or réthét than what must now be
thought of as the appearances themaelves,

Questions concerning certain Facullies claimed for Man.

(I may remark, by the way, that this re-
maing 80 through life; testimony will con-
vioce & man that he bimself is mad.) A
cb‘ld,‘hears it 8did that the stove s hot,.
But 1t is not, he says; and, indeed, thaf
central body is not touching it, and ‘only

what that touches is hot orcold. But he
-touches it, and finds the testimony con-

firmed in n striking way. Thus, he be-
comes aware of ignorance, aniwt is ne-
cessary to suppose a self in which this

*-ignorance can inhere,” So testimony gives
ithe first dawning of self-consciousness.
i

But, further, although usually appear

.:ances are either only confirmed or merely

supplemented by testimony,,_vct there is a
certain remarkable .class of appearances
which are continually contradicted by tes-
tixﬁony. These are those predicates which
we know to be emotional, but which he dis-
tinguishes by their connection :vith: the
movements ‘of that central person, him-
self, (that the table wants ‘moving, ete.)
These judgments are generally denied by
others. Moreover, he has reason to think
that -others, nlso, have such judgments
which are quite denied by all-the rest.

* Thus, he adds to the conception of ap-

pearance a3 the actualization of fuct, the
conception of it as something private and
valid only for one body.  In short, error
appears, and it can be explained only by

supposing & self which is fallible.

Ignorance and error are all that distin-

- guish our private selves from tie absolute

ego of pure apperception,

Now, the theory which, for the sake of
-perspicaity, has thus been stated in a spe-

cific form, may be sumned up as follows:
At the age at*which we know children to
be gelf-conscious, \we know that they haxe
been made aware of ignorance and ﬁ;
and we know -them to posstss at tha ‘age
powers of understanding sufficient to ena-

ble them them to infer from ignorance and

error their own existence. Thus we find

_that known faculties, acting under condi-

tions' known 'to exist, would rise to self-
consciousness. The only essential defect

in this account of the matter is, that while,

we know that children exercise ‘as much
understanding as is here supposed, we do

not kaow that they exercise it in precisely
. ,

S100 [
- e
this way. . Still the supposition that they /-
do so is infinitely more supported by facts,
than the supposition of & wholly peculia
faculty of the mind., _ I
The only argument worth noticing for
the existence of an intuitix'e self-conscious-
ness is this, .We are more certain of qur
own existence than of any other fact); a
premise cannot détermine a conclusiod to
be more certain than it is itself ; hence,
our own existence cannot have beeg: Jin-

-ferred from anyother fact. The first prem-

ise must be admitted, but " the econd
premise is founded on an exploded/theoryv
of logic. A conclusion cannot be more,
certain than that some one of the facts "
\\'Jhich»_s_upport it is true, but, if may.ensily
be more certiin - than any one’ of those
facts. Let us suppose, for example, thatsa
dozen witnesse testify to an occurrence.
Then my belie; inXhat occurrence rests
on the belief thit eath of those.men is
generally to be believed uporroath., ¥et the .
fact testified to is made more certain than
that any one of those men is generally to
be believed. In the same way, to the de-

veloped mind of man, his own existence
- )

is supported by every other Sact, and is,
therefore, incomparably mote certain than
any one of these facts. But it cannot be
said to be more certain than that there is
another fact, since there is no doubt ‘per-
ceptible in either case. : ’

It is to be conclutled, then, that there is
1o necessity of supposing an intaitive
self-consciousness, since self-consciousness
may easily be the result of inference.

QuesTioN 3.. Whether we have an infui-
live power of distinguishing belween ths
subjective elements of different kinds of
cognilions. * C e .

Every coguition involves something re-
presented, or that of which we a econscious,”
and some action or pnssion&f the self
whereby it becomes represented. The for-
mer shall be termed the objective, the lnt-
ter tie subjective, element of the cognition,
The cognition itself is an intuition of its
objective clement, which may-therefors be
called, also, the immediate object. The _
subjective element is not necessurrily imme-
diately known, but it is possible that such an -
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intuition of ‘the suh_]ectn-e elerﬁ\t of
cognition of its cbqnctcr, whethpr that
of dreaming, imagining , conceiving, be-
lieving, etc., should accompmy every cog-
nition. The questian is whether this is so.
~ It would appear, at first sight, that there s

an overwhelming array of evidence in favor

#f the existence of such a power. The

difference between secing a color and"im-
© agining it is immense. There is & vast
- difference between the moft vivid dream
" and reality. And if weshad no intuitive
power of distinguishing between what.we
believe and what ‘we merely conceive, e
never, it wonld seem, could in an§ way dis-
tmm?;h them -lsmce if ‘we did so bv rea-

soniyfg, the question vr(}uld arise whether.

the argument itself wak believed or con-
ceived, and this must be answered bpfor/e
the conclusion could have any force.” And
thus there would be a régressus ad infini-
tum.

we do not believe, o )

But be it notéd that we do -not intui-
tively know the existence of this faculty.
For it is an intuitive one, and we cannot
intuitively know that.a cognition is intuj-
tive. The question is, therefore, whether
it is necessary to sup'pose the existence of
this faculty, or whether then the facts can
be explained without this supposmon.

In the first place, then, the difference be-

tween what is imagined or, dreamed and’

-what is actually experienced, is no argu-
ment in favor of the existence of such &
faculty. For ‘it is not questioned that
there are distinctions in what is prescnt
to the mind, but the question is, whether

independentiy of any such di;gctions in’

the immediate abjects of cp iousness,
we have any immediate power of distin-
guiching.different modes of consclou‘:ness
Now, t"&very fact of the immense differ-"
ence in the immediate objects of sense and

imagination, sufficiently accounts for our °

distinguishing those faculties; and instend
‘of being an argumentin favor of the Sx- ~
istence of an intuitive power of distin-
guishing the subjective elements - of con-
sciousness, it is & powerful rep]y toany
such argument, so far as the distinetion of
sense and imagination is concerned,

: judgment w

Besides, if we dg not know that we -
believe, then, from the nature of the case,’

|
mesm‘? to the djstirction of belief nnd
conccptmn we x&met the statement that the
Lnowledn of behcf is essentjxl to its ex-
istence. \O\W we can unquestionably dis-

stinguisl a bdlxef from a conception, in-

most cases,"by meaus of a peculiar feelmg
of conviction'; angf it is a mere queltion
of’ \vorm wblz;ther we define belief as that
ich is accompanied by this
feeling, or as that judgment from.which a
man will\act., We may conveniently call
the former cnsalzqnal the latter active be-
lief. 'lhf teitbbr of these necessarily.
involves the other, will sprely be admitted,
witbout ‘any recital of fuets.

bohef in the sensational sense, the

_ intuitive poxver -of reorg'\mszr_ it will

amount simply to the «capacity for the
sensation which accompanies the judgment,
This sensation, like any.other, is an ob-
jeet of conxcioucness, and therefore the
capacily for it implies no intuitive recog-

- nition of subjective elements of conscious-.

ness.. Jf belief is takc'n in the active

sense, it mdy be" diseovered by the obser-

sation of cxtcrnal facts and by inference ..:

from the sensation of conviction which
usually accompunies it.

« Thus, the arguments in favor of this pe-
culiar power of coneciousness disappear,
and tHe presumption is again against such
a hypotheeis, Morcover, as the immediate

_-objects of any two faculties must be ad-

mitted to be different, the facts do nut ren-
der such a supposition in any degree ne-

cessary. Sy
u

~Questiox 4.

It is not intended here to. nssume the'
reality of the external world. Only, there

-is a certiin set of facts which are ordind-- -

rily regarded as external, while others are
regarded as internal.  The quéstion is
whether,,the latter are known otberwise ,
thun by Jhfetence from the former._ By in-
trospection, I mean a- direct perception of

“the internal world, but hot eckssarily a
perception of it asinternal. Nor doI mean -

to limit the signification of the woyd to
intuition, but would extend iftoanyknowl-

Taking -

I’hc!h&r we have any pow- -
er of introspection, or uhelher éur whole
knowledge of the internal”world is derived
Jrom the observation of external facts?

“

~~

s
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cdgeof the internal world not derlved from
externnl obﬂcrvauon.

There is one sense in which nny percepu
tion has an internal object, naniely, that
every sensation is partly determined. by
internal conditions.
Of redness is as it is, oaing to the consti-
tuhon of the mind; and in this senge it is
*a sensation of something internal. Hence,
we may derive & knowledge of the mind

. from a consideration oﬁ this sensatian, but
that knowledge would; in fact, be an in-

ference from redness as a predicate of
something external,” On the other hand,
there are certain other feelings—the emo-
tions, for example—which appéar to,arisé

.in the first place, not as predicates at all,

and to be referable to the.mhind alone. It
would eeem, then, that by means of these,
a knowledge of the mind may be obtained,
which is not inferred from any Lhnr.tcter
of outward thmgs: The question is
whether this is really so. "
Although introspection is not necessa-
rily intuitive, it is not self-evideat that'we
possess this capacity ; for we have no 'in-
tuitive faculty of dlstmvuxabxﬁg different

subjective modes of ponscmusneas. The-

power, if it cxxsts, must be known by the

* eircumstance that the facts c.mnot be ex-

plumod without it.

In reference fo the ahove nrgument from .
the emotions, it must be admitted that if "

a man is angry, bisg anger lmphes, in gen-
eral, no determinate and constant charac-
ter in itsobject.. But,on the, other hand,

it can hardly be questioned that thero is
" some relative character’ in the outward

thing which makes him angry, and a little
reﬂectlon will serve to show tha hls anger
consists in his saying to Pimselfy “ this

y thing is vile, ubommmhle ete.,” and that i\t_
is rather o mark of returning reason to say, be cognized is th9u0bt in signs.

“Iamangry.” In thesame way any emo-
tion i Isa predication concerning some oanct
and, the chief difference between this and an
objective inteHectual judzment is that while

of bermty and of tbe moral sense.
"apd bad are feelmvs which ‘first ‘arise as
“predicates, und tkferefore are éither pred-
"icates of the mnot:, or- are .debtrmined by

Thus, the sensation -

) .
out signs.

v

Good

previous cog enjtions (there belno' no intui-
tive power of dhtm«rmhhmv BubJCCthB.
elements of, comc:ou‘%nese)

It remains, then, only to inquire whether
1t| is necessary to suppose.a pftrtxculaq
power of introspection for the sake of ac-
counting for the sense of willing. Now,

. volition, as dntmgmshed from desire, is

nothing but the power of concentrating -

the attention, of ahstracting. Hence, the ,

knowlédge ' of the power of abstracting /
may be inferred frdm abstract objects, 1ust/x"

-ag the knowledge of the power of seeing .

is inferred from colored objects.: 7

() appears, therefore, that there i8' no

reason for supposing a power of mtrospec-_
tion; 2nd, consequently, the only x\n.y of
investiguting a psychological questxon is
by mference from external facts.

Question:5,  Whether wesan Ihink with-

This is a‘familiar question, but there is,
to this day, no better argument in the af-
firmative than that thought must precede

* every sizn. This assumes the impossibil-

ity O;L_yﬁ infinite series. But Qchilles. as
a cht will overtake the tortoise. How
this hnppens is a questton not necessary
to' be answered at present as long as it
certainly does happen.’

If we seek the light of external 1 facts,
the only casesgof thought whictwe can
find are of thdught in signs. Plainly, no
other thought canbe evidenced by external
facts.- Bat we have seen that only by ex-
ternal facts can thought be known at all.
The only thought, then, which can possibly
But
thought which canndt be cognized does not
exist. All thought, therefore, must ne-
cessarily be in signs. 4

A man says to himself, ¢ Aristotle is a.

fheJntter is relative to buman nature or to- *man; therefore, heis fallible.”” Ias he not,

mind in ‘general, the former is” relative to
the particalar cxrcumstmgeés and disposi-
“tion of a particalar man at a partjgula

time,
general, is true in particular of the sense

What is here said of emotions in -

then, thought what he has not said to him- -
self, that' all men- are fallible? The an-
swer is, that he has dode, s0, 50 far as this
is’ said in his therefore. According to
this, our question does not relate 4o fact,




“but is & mere asking for distinctness of
-thought. S
From the proposition that every thought

is a gign, it follows that every thought’

- must address itself to some other, must
"determine some ;oiher, gince that is the ese
sence of a sign.  This, after all, is but
another form of the familiar axiom, that
in intuition, i. e. in the immediate present,
there is " no thought, or, that all which is
reflected upon bas past. Hinc logquor
inde est.  That, since any thought, thero
must have been a thought, has its analogue

"in the fact that, since any past time, there
-must have'been an infinite series of times.

*." Tosay, therefore, that thought cannot hap-
Pen inan instant, but requires a time, is
but another way of saying that every
thought must Ife'interpreted in another, or
that all thought is in signs.

QuestioN 6. Whether a sign can have
any meaning, if by its definition it is the
sign of something absolutely incognizable.

It would séen that it can, and that uni-
versal and kypothetical proposjtions are
instances of it. . Thus, the universal prop-
OEiti_oq, “all rawinantsare cloven-hoofed,”
speaks of B possible infinity of animals,
~and no mnK)cE how many ruminants may
b&ve“been examined, the possibility must
remain that thercare others‘which have

not been examined. In the case of a hy-

pothetical proposition, the same thing is

.8till more manifest ; for such a proposition -
. TBpeaks not merely of the actual state of

. things, but of every possible state of
" things, all of whith are not knowable, in-
" asmuch as only one.can s0 much as exist.
On the other hand, all our conceptions
are obtained by abstractions and combina-
tions of cognitions first'occurring in judg-
ments of exferience, Accordingly, there
-can be no conception of the absgdutely

‘incognizable, since nothing of that 80Tt

occurs in cxperience.. But the meaning of
a term is the conception which it conreys,
“Hepce, & term can have no such meaning.
If it Be said that the incognizable is a
concept compounded of the concept not
and cognizable?it may bé replied that not

' is a mere syncategoreumatic term and not’
v .8 concept by itself.

. . \ menia B e
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If I'think ¢ white,” I will not go so far
a8 Berkeley and say that I think of o person
seeing, but I will say that what I think is of
the npture of a cognition, and so of any-
thing clse which can be experiencéd. Con-
sequently; the highest concept which cen
be reached by abstractions from judgments

of experience~and therefore, the highest _

concept which can be reached at all<-is
the concept of something of the nature of
a cognition. Nof, then, or what is other

than, if o'concept,.is a concept of the I
cognizable. Hence, not-c‘ogniz_gble, if a P
concept, is a concept-of the form 4, Dpot-+
A and g at lewst, se]f»contradicnory.;
Thus, ign€rance and error can only be con-{
ceived as correlative ton real knowledge and;

truth, which latter'are of the nature of cog+
nitions. - Over against any cognition, therg
is an unknown but knowable reality; but
over against all possible cognition, thero js
oply the self-contradictory. In short, fog-
nizability (in its widest sense) and being are
not merely metaphysically the- same, but
are synonymous terms. Lo
To the argument from universal/and hy-
‘pothetical propositions, thetteply is, thas
"though their truth cannot be cognized with
absblute: certainty, it may be/ probably
known by induction. ’/ -
Question 7.  Whether there/is any cog-
nition not determined by a previous dogni-
tion. - . / !

. ! . / . .' . //
It would seerd thmt there s or bas'beep ; /
for since weare in possession of cognitionsy/

¥hich aré all determined by previoys oneg,
.and these by cognitions earlier still, thefe

must bave been a first' in this series/or .

else our state of cognition at apy time is
+ complésely determined, accordipg t0' logie
cal Jaws, by our state at any previous time.
But there are many facts against the last

suppositjon, and therefore in favor of in-

tuitive cognitions. C-r

On the other hand, since it i3 impossible
to know intuitively that a given cognition
is not determined by a previous one; the

‘only way. in which this ¢an be known is by ‘
- hypbthétf?tnfereﬂce from gbserved facts.
dd

But to adduce the cognition by which a
given cognition has been’determined-is to

- ¢xplain thé determinations of that cogni-

1

/
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. tion. And it is the only \vo.‘y‘ of explain-

ing *hem. For something entirely out of

- consciousness which may be supposed to

determine it, can, as' such, only be known
and only adduced in the determinate cog-
nition in question. So, that to ‘8Uppose
that a¥cognitian 4s determined solely by
something absolutely external, is to sup-
pose its determinations incapuble of ex-
planation. Now, this is g hypothesis which
is warranted under no’ circumstances, in-
asmuch as the only possible justification
for &' hypothesis is that it explains the

- facts, and to say that they are explained

and at the same time to suppose them in-
explicable is self-contradictory.

If it be objected that the peculinr char-

- acter of red is not determined by any pre-

vious cognition, I reply that that character -

isnota character of red as a cognition ;
for if there be a mna to whom red things
look a8 blue ones do to me and vice versa,
that man’s eyes teach him the same facts
¢ they would if he were like me.
Moreover, we- know of no power by
whith an intuition could bé known. For,

as the cognition is beginning, and there- st Suppose an inverted triangle ¥

fore in & state of change, at only the first

.instant would it be intuition. And, there- -

-fore, the apprehension .of it must take
Place in no time and be an’event occupying
Do’ time.* - Besides,” oll the cognitive
faculties we know of are relative, and
consequently their products are relations,
But the cognition of a relation is determ-
ined .by previous cognitions. - No cog-
nition not dgtermined by a previous cog-
-nition, then, can be known. It does

not-exist, then, first, because it is absolute-
<+ . ly incognizable, wnd second;. hecanse a

cognition only exists 50 far as it is known.

Thereply to the argument that there must
be a first ia as follows: In r'etrucing our
way'from conolusions to premises, or from

determined cognitions to those which de-

v . . <+
termine them, we finally reach, in all cases,

-~ 8 poiut beyond-which the consciousness in

the determined cognition is more lively

" :than in the cogpition which determines it.

* This argument, however, only covers a
part of the question. It does not go to show

. - that there is no cognition undetermined ex-
. Cept by another like it. S

\.

)

We have a less lively consciousness in the
eoznition which determines our cognition
of the third dimension than in the latter
cognition itself; u less lively consciousness
in the cognition which'determines our cog-
nition of a continuous surface (without a
blind epot) thin in this latter cognition it-
self; and u less lively consciousness of-the .
impressions which determine the sensation
of toue than of that sensation itself. [n-
deed, when wo get near enough to the ex:
ternal this is the universal rule. "Now let
any horizontal line repf%sgnt a cognition,
and let the length of the'line serve to meas-
ure (so to speak) the lifelidess of ‘con-
sciousness in that cognition. A point, hav-
ing no length, will, on thia principle,
represent an object quite out of consciou$-
ness.  Let oue horizontal line below an-
other represent a cognition which. determ-
ines the cognition represented by that
other and which bas the same object as the
latter. Let the finite distance between two
such lines represent thpt they are two dif-
ferent cognitions. With-this aid to thinke
ing, let us see ‘whether “there must be a

to be gradually dipped intomwater, At any
date or instant, the surface of the water
makes 2 borizogtal line across that trian-
gle. This line represeats a cognition, At
& subsequent date, there is a sectional line
80 made, higher upon the triangle. This
represents another cognition of the same
object determined by the former, and hav-
ing 2 livelier consgiousness. The apex of
the triangle reprisents the object external
to the mind whith determines both these
coguitions.” The stafe of the triangle be-
fore it re:lches»tha,wluter, represents astate
of cognition which contains nothing which

~determines these subsequent cognitions.

To say, then, that if there be g state of
cognition by whieh all subsequent cozpi-
tions of a certain object are not determin-
ed, there muss subsequently be some cog-
nition of that object not determined by

- previous cognitidns of the same object, is’

to say that when that triangle - is dipped.
into the water there must. be a sectional
line made by the surface of the water low-

er than which no surface Jine had been

made in that way,. But draw the horizon-
. N ‘




tal lines as you please can be assigned at
. finite distances 'below it and below one
“another. - For any such section is at some
* distance above the apex, otherwise it is not
“aline. Let this distance be a. Then there
have been similar sections at tue Jistances
ke, 1a, }a, 5a, above the apex, and so on
_ a8 far as you please. So that it is not true
- that there ndust be a first. Exphcate the log-

- identical with. those of the Achilles) in

. whatever way you may. I am content with
" the result, as long as your principles are

o

tal fine where you will, as many horizon- -

ical diffioulties of.this paradox (they are

fully applied to the particular case of cog-
‘nitions determining. one.another. Deny"

motion, if it deems proper to do 80; only
then deny the process of determmatlon of
one cogaition by another. Say thatin.
stants and lines are fictions ; only say, also,
that states of cognition and Judvments are
fictions. The zomt here insisted on is not

this or that logical solution of tire dlﬁ'xé;llg

‘ty, but merely that cognition arises by a
process of beginning, as nny other change
comes t0 pass.- :

In a subsequent paper, I shnll trace the

congequences of these principles, in refer-

ence to the questions of reality, of indi-
viduality, and of the validity of the laws

~ of logic. oo

~
\\'.

: VI °

- Dgar H.—In following our theme through
- the sphere of manifestation, we arrived at
the conclusion: ¢ Although, man cannot
know trnth-—haa no Reason—he does pos-
88 a stomach, a capacjty for eensual en:
yment and an Undersmndmg to minister
to the same—to be its servant.”” With
'thxs conclusxon, we have arrived at the
~world of Reality,~for.we have sttributed
objective validity to the Understsndmg
It also determines our position in that
“world. i%a Understanding—Mephisto—
8 our guide and servant; the world of
Reality a mere means for individual ends—
or private gratification. Whatever higher
pretensxona this Qvorld mlght make, such

is stxll professor in a Germs.n Umvers;tg T
His lifé falls in the historie period. whfn L 3
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determined frofn vgrithout, and that external -

determination is' collision and conflict,
Besides, whaterer our conviction with
reference to the world of Reality may be,
“that world, once for all, i Jextant with the
hold claim of being on'the one side the
pledge and on the omher the very embhodi-
ment of the rutional existence of the race;
and it wields moreover, in that existence,
the power of the race. But this is our
reflection, dear friend, which it may be
well enougb to keep in view, as a speoies
of logical heat-hghtmngalong the horizon,
but which bas no significance under the
conclusion arrived at by Faust. Under it
our individual desires and inclinations,
however capricious, are the end, and what-
ever presents itself has value and validity

in 8o far and only in so far as it isa means -,

for this end.

These are the principlea of the man be- -

fore us, who, : .

4

“For idle dallinnce too old o
Too young to be without deuire .

knowledge of the natural. soiences ,n not
a3 Jet’ diffased, and ‘many ot the,"i-_eaulu
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