pian is the thought - '

s hard for man’ to understand this, be-'
e he persiats in ideutifying himself with .

3 will, his power over the animal organ-

m, with brute force. Now the organism is
‘only an instrument of thought. But the
-1dentity of a man consists in the consistency
of what he does and thinks, and consistency
_1s the intellectual character of a thing; that
15, §8 its expressing something.
* Finally, as what anything really is, is what
- it may finally come to be known to be in
.-the ideal state of complete. information, so
that reality depends on the ultimate decis-

N

ion of the community; so thounrht is -what - :
itis, only by virtue of its addressmg a fu-

“ture thionght which 1s in its value as thought

identical with'Yt, though more dexeloped

’-In this way, the existence of thought now, :

depends on what Is to be hereafter; so that
it has only a potential existence, dependent -
on the future thought of the community.

The individual mafi, since his separate ex-
istence is manifested only by ignorance and
error, so far as.he is anything apart from his
fellows, and from what he and they are to
be, is only a negation. This is mau,

\ x & . proud man,.
Most ignorant of what he’s most assured,
His glassy essence.”

ANALYSIS OF HEGEL'S ESTHETICS.

['l‘nmbted ﬁ'om the French of Charles Bénard by Jas. A. uu.ruxo ]

IV, Music.—Art represents, under differ-
ent formg, the development of spirit. It is,
. accordingly, the degree of spirituality in the

‘mode of expression which assigns to eacHi of

the arts its rank, its pre-eminence, and which

8Serves to fix its relations, -
‘Architecture is the most imperfect art, ex-
. pressing thought in a vague manner only,
‘through forms borrowed from- inorganic
matter. Next, Sculpture represents spirit,

. but still asxdontlﬁod with the body, and ouly

80 far as corporedl form allows. Painting

expresses the innermost and protoundest side

of the soul, passion, and moral sentiment.
tence it rejects matter, in order that it may
_ confine itgelf t6 surfuce. It employs visible
appearance and color as a richer, more

varied and more spiritual mode of expres-’
sion. Nevertheless this appearance is always-

borrowed from the vxszbk, extended, and per-
. manent form,

There is in the §5ul a necewtv for signs,
for wmaterials, more in conformity with its
nature, presenting nothing fixed and extend-

ed, and where the material side wholly dis—_

~appears,

. This need is supplied in Music. Its end is
to ¢xpres the soul in itgelf, “the inner senti-

" .-ment, by a sign whiclr 1o longer offers any-

- thing extended or material, by a sign invisi-
ble, rapid and fleeting as the movements of

soul itself. ‘This sign, which is, bowever,
still produced by means of matter, no more
recalls extension and its forme, but is sound,
the result of the undulatery vibration of
bodies.

As music abandohs visible forms,, it ad-
dresses itself. to a new organ, to the h aring,
a gense more spiritual, though less contem-
plative, than vision. ‘The ear perccives this
unextended sign, the resultant of that vibra-
tion which leaves no trace after it, and van-
ishes in its expression.

By thus divesting itself of external and
material form, sound is eminently fitted to
be the echo of the.soul and of sentiment.
Accordingly, the ‘problem of music will be
to awake the inmost chords of the soul, and-
to reproduce all its movements and emotions.
" Thereby. also, its effects are explained. Its
aim is to reach the utmost limit of seytiment;
it is the art of sentiment. Between art and -
sentiment there exists so intimate a union
that they seemingly fuse togetlier. Sound,
that immaterial phenomenon, without prop-

~er duration, instantaneous, borrowing .all its

value from'the sentiment which it veils, pen- -
etrates into the soul and echoes through its . -
depths. o

‘If we.compare }nusic with the other arts,

‘we find, in the first .place, that it exhibits. =
certain real analogies with Architecture. " If .
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/ SUN-CLEAR STATEMENT -~ .

To the Public at large concerning the true nafure of the NEWEST 'PHILOSOPRY. Ap atfempt
. to force the reader to an understanding.
[ . o

(fmnalated from the German of J. G. 'Fxcuu, by A.E. Kn'ot-:ann.) '

FIFTH CONVERSATION'

A. That which the Science of Knowledge
deduces is to be a fuithful and complete pic-

ture of fundamental consciousness. Can its

deduetions then contain more orless or any-
thing else than what occurs in actual con-
sciousness? -

R. Bv no means. Every deviation from
actual consciousness would be a sure proof
. of the incorrectness-of the deduction of that
science, . .

A. Heuce, according to all our previous
results, the total consciousness of a finite ra-
tional being can involve only the following:

FirstLY — The primary and fundamental
detepminations of consciousness, or common
consciousness, or immediate experience, or
whatever else you choose to call it,

These determinations form in themselves
a complete system, which is altogether the
. same—apart from its exclusively individual
determinations—for all rational beings. We
have called this systemn common conscious-
ness, or the first degree of consciousness. -

SecoxpLy—The retlection and representa-
tion of this common consciousness, the free
geparating, composing, and infinite judging

of it; which, being dependent uponfreedom,

varies according to the different use made
of that freedom. This we have calleil the
bigher degrees of consciousness—the middle
. region of our mind, as it were, It i.s to be
remembered that nothing can occur in these

hig‘h'er degregé which has not oceurred pre- =

viously in common consciousness, at least in
its elements. The freedom of the mind has
the power infinitely teseparate and compose
that which is given in fundamental con-
sciousness, but it cannot eréate auything
anew. )

TOIRDLY AND FINALLY—A complete de-

duction of all thit which occurs in common.
consciousness—without any relation to act-
ual experience —fron: the -mere necessary
manner of acting of the Intellizence in gen-
eral; precisely asif that common conscious-

.ness were the result of this manner of act-

ing. This is the Science of Knowledge, as
the absollite highest degree, which no con-
sciousness can transcend. In this science,
also, nothing can occur which has not occur-
red in actual consciousness, or in experi-

ence, in the highest significance of that

word.

According to our principles, therefore,”

npthing can’enter the.consciousness of a ra-
tional being, in any mdnner, which does not

in its elements occur in expericnce, and in

the experience of all rational beings, with-
out exception. * All have received the same
gifts, and the same freedom further to de-
v~'op these gifts; and no one can create
something of his own. Our philosophy is,
therefore, most decidedly fivorably disposed
towards common sense, and secures its

rights, as we.asserted at the beginning; and.

|

What is Meant by' ¥ Delermined.”

, WHAT IS MEANT BY, “DETERMINED.”

{The following discusslon, which is a continuation of " the one in & former issue called “ Nom-

inalism and Realism,”

may serve a good purpose to clear up any confusion that may exist

regarding some of the important technical expressions employed.-EDrron.]

To the Editor of the Journal of Speculative Philosophy.
-Str: —~Your remarks upon my inquiries
concerning Being and Nothing .are very
kind and courteous. Considered as replies,
they are less satisfuctory than they might

. have been had I succeeded better in making

my dificulties understood.

I suspect that there must be some misun-
derstanding between us of .the meaning of
the various terms taqgnate with ** determ-
ined.” Perhaps, therefsge, I shall do well
to state more fully than id before. the
manner in which I understahd Hegel (in
common with all other logicians) to use
them. Possibly, the original signification

of bestimmt was * settled by vote™; or it

may have been * pitched to a key.” Thus
its origin was quite different from that of

“*determined”; yet I believe that as phi-

losophical terms their equivalence is exact.
In geeral, they mean *fixed to be this (or
thus), in contradistinction to being this, that,

-or the other (or in some way or other)*—
“When it is a concept or termn. such as is ex-

pressedl by a concrete noun or adjective

. which. is said to be more determinate than

another, the, sense sometimes is that the
logical extension of the former concept or

~ term is a part and only a part of that of the

latter; but.mere usually the sense is, that
the logicul comprehension of the latter is a
part ay\] only a part of that of the _fbrmer.

- In my former letter (pnge 60, célumn 1) 1
sufficiently expressed ny own nderstand-
ing of ** determined™ asapplied'to a concept
or term such as is expressed ._l‘)y an absiract
noun. Determinate is also used either iffex-
press application or with igx'iplicit reference
to a second intention or terin of second de-
nomination. In such an acceptation, we
may speak either of a singular as indeterm-
inate, or of a conception of Being, in gene-

tinction to” whicb our correspondent em
here?‘ Letermination —as we understin e
Hegelian use of the term — implies all differ-

“® Wher ‘in is the force of this “in ma‘%d%-
D
d t

ence, property, mirk, quality, attribute, or, in .

short, any distinction whatever that is thoucht
as be'enging to'a subject. This would include
its “being this; that, or the other.” Thus *high-
ness of pitch® and “ loudness of sound, in gen-
eral,” are through their determinateness dis-
tinct.~Eprror.

8 .

- ties: Andrews and Stoddard’s Latin Gram-

ral, us determinate, Every singular is in one
sense perfectly determinate, since there is
no pair of coi)lr:ldictm'y characters of which
it does not possess one. . Yet if. the exten-
sion of the term be limited, not by additions
to its comprchension, but by a reflection upon:
the term it8elf —namely, that it shall denote
but ore—it is called an indeterminae singu-
lar. .In this sense, “ some one horse” is an
indelerminate individual, while “Dex‘er” is
a determinate -individual. In a somewhat
similar way, every universal conception of
Being is quite indeterminate in the sense of
not” signifying any particular characier.
Yet, if the reflection is explicitly made (ge-
setzt) that every thing to which it applies hag
its particular characters, it is called by He-
gel, determinate being, Hegel teaches that
the -whole series of categories or universal
conceptions can be evolved from one—ihat is,
from Seyn—Dby a certain process, tlLe effect
of which is to make actually thought that

“which was virtually latent in the thought.

So that this reflection which constitules Da-
soyn lies implicitly even in Seyn, and it is by
ezplicitly evolving it from Seyn that Daseyn
is evolved from Seyn. (Hegel's Werke, Bd. .
3,5.107.) The term “What is” has refer-
ence to pure Seyn only; the term ¢ Whdt ig
somehow” has referénce Lo Daseyn.” .

This is my understanding of the term “de-
terminate.” It must difter from yours, or
you would not say that animality, in gentral,
is determined in respect to humanity : so
when you gay that were animality and hu-’,
manity, in general, undetermined wigh%-

o they would beudenticsl,
I'take the example ol mgffess of pitch
in general” and * loudness of sound in gen-
eral,” and I conclude again that we are

taking the word “‘determing” in different

senses. May I ask you to reperuse’my 4th
question? (p. 60 ) 7

You have apparently understood me as
applying the term “abstract™ toany concept
the result of abstraction. But, 4is I intimateg
(p. 57), Iadopt that acceptation in which
“whiteness™ is said to lze abstract and

‘“white?” concrete. For,'this yse of the
terms, I-refer to the Pllowing authori-

/
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mar, § 28, 5;- Scotus, Super Predicamenta,
- gu. 8 Durandus & Sancto Porciano, In Sen-

tent., lib. 1, dist. 84, qu. 1; Ockham, Summa

Logices, pars 1, cap. 5; Chauvin, Lezicon Ra-
<. tionale, sub. V. dbstractum; Mill, Logie, Bk.
-1, cap. 2, } 4; Trendelenburg, Elementa Lo-
gices Arist., 6th ed., p. 117, note; Uberweg,
Logik, § 51 (where WOolff, also, is cited);
Hoppe, Logik, 33 236, 257. ‘This misappre-
hension affects the relevancy of most of your
remarks. -

Ithink that I bave not, as you suppose, -

greatly mistaken the sense in which Hege-

lians use the term Pure Being. At least, -

my defittition seems to be in.accord with the
explanations of almost all, if not all, the com-
mentators and expositors of Hegel. T would
submit respectfully, that your own remarks
apon p. 117 of Vol. 1. of this Journal con-
tradict, almost in terms, what you say (Vol.
L, p. 57) in reply to me.* R
" OQuce or twice you use such expressions
as “* We do not profess to speak for Hegeli-
ans,” “Hegelians may understand this as
“they please,” &c. Have I been wrong. then,
in supposing that the passage to which my

* The passage here referred to isin Chapter
IIT. of the “Introduction to Philosophy,” where-
in there is no reference whatever to the Hege-

- lian use of the term. It is a psychological in-
vestigation of the significince of the first predi-
cate which i3 8 determinate somewhat, und
“Being” is used in the popular sense or “some-
thing™ (i. e. a being ,and its origia traced to
the substantive-making activity of the Ego,
which infits first, exercise scizes itself as the
fandamental bysfe Yof ull.  Just as, aceording to
Kant, Time and Space, the forms of the mind,
are mide the basis of what the mind sees; so,

too, Being as a universal predicate is the pure
activit%hbj"ctiﬁed. But the makiny it substan- .

tive; at the same time, determines it.—EDITOR.

© tory.t ¢

queries related was a professed defence of

Hegelian doctrine?* - , .
Iam sorry to learn that I have done you
injustice in saying that you profess to be
self-contradictory. -Y-et-I do not see in what
sense you object to the remark. To say that

a man is self-contradictory is, of course, but-

a way of saying that what he believes is self-
contradictory. You believe that ‘“finite
things- contradict themselves"; that is, as I
understand it, that contradictions exist.
Therefore, what you believe in: appears to
be self-contradictory. Nor can I see how a
person *‘escapes self-contradiction by nob at-
tempting to set up non-contradiction as the
first principle of things"; that is, by not pro-
fessing. to be otherwise than self«contradic-

I do not see that you netice query 3.3

® Of course, our correspondent would not
consider “a defence of Hegel” as identical with

a championship of the Hegelians. It ig the lat-

ter, only, that we object to, for the reason men-
tioned in tbe articlgy on Janet, Viz., that the

term is used 8o vagzuely as toinclude those who'

ditfer essentially from Hegel —EDpITOR.

t We hasten to assure our correspondent
that we do not “believe in the selt-contradicto-
ry.” We are sorry we were so unhappy in
our expressions as to convey such a meaning,
The Alidine or the Total Process is not self-

contradictory, neither is it an abstract identity, -

but is (as we described it on p.54,2d enl. of this
volume) *self-identical through self-distinc-
tion/” The self-determining is what we believe

in, and it alone exists, while the fleeting show .

whose reality rests on contradiction is tand
this is not Hegelian merely, but older
Platora mingling of Beingand non-Being,
who sets up the prinociple of contradiction jg-
nores one side of the process, and thus involves
himself in that which he tries to avoid.—~ED,

! If any point is involved in question 3d that
is not an«werad in the discussion of the other
queries, we fail to scize it.—EDITOR.

INTUITION vs. CONTEMPLATION.

Through a singular chance, the present

. number of the Journal contains'two notes
" from two contributors on the proper transla-
tion of the German word Anschauung. Mr.
Kroeger holds that the word Anschauung, as
used by Fichte and also by Kant, denotes
an act of the Ego which the English word
Intuition does not at all express, but for
which the English word ‘contemplation” s
an exact equivalent, Mr. Plerce suggests

L . thatno per?on whose native tongue is Eng-

lish will translate dnschaudng by another

word than Intuition. Whether there is a fail-

“ure to understand English on the one hapd

or German on the other,the Editor does not

“care to inquire. It is certain-that while in-

tuition has been adopted.generally as an
equivalent for the word under consideration

both by English and French translators, yet

it was a wide departure from the ordinary

- English use of the term. Besides thiz, we

have no English verb intuite (at least in the

e -
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SECOND PART OF GOETHE'S PAUST.

Translated from Roséxxn ANZ'3 “Deutsche ,Liter:itur’,” by D. J. SNIDER.

. Goethe began nothing if the whole of

the work did not hover before his mind.
?y thisdeterminatenessof plan he preser-
ved a most persevering attachment to the
materials of which he bad ‘once laid hold;
they were elementsof his existence, which
forhim were immortal, bé,cguse they con-
stitated his inmost being. He could put
off their execution for years, and still be
cerlaty that his love for them would re-

turn, that his interest in them would ani- °
mate him anew.” Through this depth of -

conceptipn he preserved fresh to the end
his original purpose; he needed not to

fear that \hre fire of the first enthusiasm -

would go txut‘; at the most different times
he could take wp his work again’ with

youthful zea] and stremgth. Thus in the -

. NP ,
circle of his poetical labors, two concep-

“tions thatare i‘l\l‘iDlCFll‘dl opposition toone
another, accompanied. him - through his -

whole life: . Tl\rp oue portrays-a talented
but fickle man; \vho. in want of culture,
attaches himself ‘to this person, then to

that oue, in order, to become spiritually’
independent. This strigyle curries him

Into the breadth ofVife, into manifold re-

 lations whose spiritihe lorigs to scize and

appropriate; such is Wilhelm Meister.

The other is the picu\re of aun absolutely

independent persona ity that has culti-
Vol.1-5 ;

vated its lordly power in s'olita'r_v- lofti-

ness, and aspires boldly to:subject the
world to itself; such is Faust.. In the
development of both subjects there is a

. decisive turning-point which ‘is. marked

in the first by the “*Travels’’; in the se
ond, by-the Second Part of the Traged

ter aud in Faust, subjective ‘conditions
prevail, which. gradually purify them-

" Up to this point, both in Wilhelm Meis-

selves to higher views aud aims. Forthe -

one, the betrothal with Natalia cluses the
world of wild, youthful desive; for the
-other, the death of Margaret has the same
effect. The one steps into eivil society

toacquire, preserve and besutify proper-’

“ty, and to assist in illuminating and en-

nobliily social relations; the other t:lkés,
likewise a practical tuin, but from 'the

summit of Syciety, from the.stan,d;'biht

-aud its manifold aetivity with the earnest
“endeavor to comprehend all its elements, ¢

of the State itself. If, t.heréfore',‘ih%ﬂié' ™

/

“Apprenticeship” and First Part of 'the
Tragedy, on account of the excess of sub-
jective conditions, a closer cou_ffeétjon_of
the character and a passiouate/pathos are

necessary, there appears, on/the contra- -

rv, in the Travelsand SecqudA Part of the
Tragedy & thoughtfulness which MQP
ates everything —a cool /designingness;

{

A
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:; secondary place. - Afwr havmg finished

its’ independent career, it becomes an ob- -

. Beure satelhte of ‘scienge and philosophy,
- in which are absmbed both religion and
.art, This thought s not thus definitely

* formulated, but it il clearly emough indi-

. ‘cated.  Art, in révealing tbought, -has

" {tself ‘contributed to ‘the destruction of”

other farms,and-to its dwn downfall.
The new.art ought to be ‘elevated above

" all ‘the’ particular forms which it has
‘ 4 Art ceases to be -

. already expressed.
" attached to ‘adeterminate circle of ideas

and forms} it consecrates itself to a new

worship, that of humanity. All that the

heart of man includes within 'its own im-

- mensity —its joys-and its sufférings, -its
ifiterests, its actions, its destinies—be-
come t,he domain of art.”” ~Thus the con-
tent is human mlme,'the foxm a free

a . combination of all the forms of.thie past.

~'WWe shall hmcaftér
eC]eCtICISm in art. -

' opsldel “this new

‘Hegel points out. m«concludm y& final

’ " form of literature and poetry, which is

' “,the unequlvocal m‘dex of the absence of

«
L

“peculiar, elevated and profound ideas,
and- of original forms—that sentimen~ -
tal poetry; light or descriptive, which

to-day floods the literdry world and the
drawing-rooms with its verses; composi-

tions without jife and without content, =
without. originality or true inspiration;

a commonplace and vague expr;zsm?n of
all sentiment, full of aspirations’ and

" empty of ideas, where, through all, theres
makes.itself recognized an imitation of .

some - illustrious: fremuces—themselves

‘misled in false apd perilous ways; a sort

of current money, amlowous to the epis-
tolary: style. Eyeqbody is poet; and
there is scarcely one'trie poet.
ever the faculties-of the soul and the

forms of_ lnn«ru'we have received a certain -
- deuxee of culture, there is no person who
carnot, if he take the fancy, express in-

verse some situation of the soul, as 'any
one is in condition to write a letter.”

“Stch a sty¥e, thus universally diffused,
and reproduced upder a thousand forms,
although with chﬂ'excnt shadings, casily
becomes fastidious. i x

Il\TRODUCTIO‘\T TO PHILOSOPHY

o ,CHAPTER II.

- We hda; tosee those necessities 01‘ thought -

‘which "underlie all Philosophical cystems.

We set out to ‘acéount.for all the dner@ues i
of oplmon and to see identity in the world .
‘But necessity in the realm of
If there\ be
Ve anything which is given out as ﬁxed,,\\e

of thought.
thouvht may be phenomenal

"~ must try its validity.
Many: of the * impossibilities” of thouOht

Tt gre ‘easily shown to rest uppn ignorance of

psychological ‘appliauges. The person is not
-"“able because he does not know kow—just as
"'in other things. - We must take care that we
do not confoungd the incapacity of ignazance

of tbml\mg wlnch uses zmagcs while the

lafter is a more developed stage, and is able

to thirik objects in and for themselves, “Spi-,
noza’s statement of this distinction’ applied

to the thinking of the Infinite—his *¢Infini- ;. '

“pitum imaginationis’ and ** Inﬁmtum actu

vel rationis—has been frequently alluded

_ to by those who treat of this subject, -

. Atfirstonemight suppose that when finite
things, are the subjeet of thought, it would

make little difference whether the ﬁrst or se-
cond form of thinking is employed. This

. is, however, a great error. The Philosopher.

_must always ** think things under the form

~with the necessity of thought. (The reader.: -

E will find an éxample of this in Sir William
Hamilton's “*Metaphysics,” p. 527.) One of
those “mcapacines” arises from ne«lcctmo'

<

Among-the ﬁrst. dlstmctlons to be learned

) y the student in phi]o=0phy is that between -

the ima;matxve form of thmkmg and, pure

thinkiog.. The former is'a sensuous grade

of eternity’” if he would think the truth
. nagination pictures objetts. It represents
to itself only the bounded. If it tries to re--

-alize the conception-of infinitude, it repre-

sents a limiited somewhat, and then Reflec-

* tion or the Understanding (a form of tliouo»mf a

lying between Imagination and ~Reason)
passes beyond the limits and agiuls them.

Thist ‘process may be continued indefinitely,
-or until Reason {or pure thinking) comes'in .

“Wher-

o
4
N

1)
LA
-
P

- and solves the. dilemma Thus we have a
dmlovue re':ultino somewhat as fo]lows
Imagtnatton

it} Where 18 your frame? Ah! I see it now
clearly. How is this! Your frame does not
include all. Thereisa beyound ” to your-
picture I cannot tell whether you intend

. the inside or outside for your pncture of the

Infinite;.I see it'on both.
. Imag. [tries to extend the frame, but with
J:h&same*resu]t ag before]. 1believe you are
right! T am’ well nigh exhausted by my ef-
forts to incluc{e the unlimited. -

Un. Al! you see the Infinite is merely
the negative of the finite or positive." It is
the'negative Of those conditions which you
place there in drder tohave any representa-
tion at all! ‘ .

[Whlle the Understanding proceeds to de-
liver a course of wise saws and moral reflec-
tions on the “inability of the Finite to grasp
- thé Inﬁmte,” sitting 'ipart upon its bipod—
for tripod it has none, ofe of the legs being
broken—;t self-complacently ahd oracularly
admonishes the hu mind to cultivate
humlhty [magination drops her, brush and
peacil in confusion at these v.prds Very
opportunely “Reason steps in ‘and takes an
- impartial survey of the scene. 1

Reason. Did you say that the Infinite is
unknowable ? .

Un. Yes. “To think is *o limit and
henee to think the Infinite i is to limit it, and

. thus to destroy it.”

" Reason. -Apply your remarks to Spa%
Is not Space infinite?

Un. If@'attempt to realize Space I con-
ceive a bounded, but I at once perceive that
I have placed my limits within Space, and

hence my realization is- inadequatg. The .-

Inﬁnlte, therefore. seems to be a bL} ond to
my clear conception.

Reason. Indeed! When you reﬂect on
- 8pace. do you not percmve that'it is of such -
a nature that it can belimited ohly by itself?.
Donot all its limits imply Space to exist in?

Un. Yes, that is the difficulty. .

‘Reason. I do not see the diffieulty.” If
Space can be limited only by itself, its limit
" continues it instead of boundmv it. Hence
it I8 universally cnntmuous or mﬁnite

Un. But a mere neg'mve N

Reason. No, not a miere negative, but the

./ Degative of all negatiou, and. hence truly

affirmative, It is me exlubxtlon of the utter

Come and see the Infinite -
*« just as [ have pictured it.. -

Understanding [peeping cautiously about:

/ Time and Space

- the'indivi

Al

to limit it, continue it. It1sits
own other. Its negative is itself. Here,
then, we have a truly afirmative infinite in

contradistinction to the negative infinite—

the *‘infi ite progress”, that you and Imagi-
nation,w| e envaaed upon when I'came in.

hat you say seems to me a distinc- -

‘tion in wjords merely.
Reason)

merely i words until one has learned to

.8ee them '|independent of words. But yoa * .

must go \and mend that tripod on which
you are sithng, for how can one think at
‘ease and exhaustively, when ‘he is all the
time propping up his basis from without?
Un. I cannot understand you. [Exit. ]

NoTe~—It will be well to consxder what

applicatign is to be made of these distinc-
tidns to the mind itself, whose form is con-
sciousness. In self-knowing, or conseious-
ness, the subject knows n:self—lt ig its own'

- object. Thus in this phase .of ‘activity we

have the affirmative Infinite. The subject
1s its own object—is continued- by its other
or ob;ecn This is merely suggested here—
1t wﬂl be developed hereafter -

o d - CHAPTER 1T

Tn the first chapter we attained—or at ,@

least made the attempt to attain—some in-
:sight into the relat;on which Mind bears to -

t dppeared that Mind is
- & Transcendent, i.e. somethmg which Time

and Space inhere jn,'rather than a some-

" result agrees entir¢ly with the religious in- -
stincts of man whx h assert the xmmortah&
Sof the soul, and t 6 unsubstantiality of the,

+ what, condxtxoned%y them. Although thls

existences w nhlq Time and Space, yet,asa - .
lovical result of thinking, it seerus at firgt -

The disciplined thinker
will indeed hml the dmnnctions t* 4 priori”
and ‘3 posten i’ inadequately treated;
but his emendytions will only make the re-

gults there estitblished more wide-sweeping

and conclusive.
In the secand, .chapter we learned caution
Wwith reapectf to the manher of attemptmg to
. reahze Jdoyr minds the results of thought.

If we hive Ixm)s begn ‘jn the habit of re.

garding \H d as a property or attrlbute of
1al, we have conceived it'not ac-
cording ta its true nature, hut have allowed
Imagination to wingle jts activity in the
thinking of* that wmqh is of 4 universul na-

. ‘ture: Thus we ure prone Lo_uay_/to ourselves, .

Doubtless All distinctions are

[




N

RPN AR T

.t How can a mere attribute like Mind be
“the logical conditlon of the solid realities of
Space and Time.” In this we have quictly
assumed the whole point-at issue. No sys-
tewr’of thinking which went to work logi-
cally ever proved the Mind to be an attri-
. bute; ouly very clementary g arades of think-
ing, which havgs way of assuwinyg in-their
premises what they draw out analytically
in their conclusions, ever set up this dogma,
This will become clearer at every step as we
proceed.

We will now pursue a path similar to that
followed in thé first chapter, and see what
more we can learn of the nature of Mind.
We will endeavor to learn more definitely
what constitutes its a priori activity, in or-
‘der, as there indicated. to achieve our object.
Thus our present search is after the * Cate-
gories” and their significance. Taking the
word * category” here in the sense of **a
priori determination of thought,” the first
questionis:
there any thoughts which belong to the na-
ture of mind itself?” It is the same ques-
tion that Locke discusses under the head of

) \ L}

- “Innate Ideas.”

IL.—*Every act of knowing or cognizing
-1s the translating of au unknown eome“h.it
into a known, as a scholnr transhites a new
" language into his own.” If he did not al-
‘ready understand oue language, he could
never translate the new one.
_knowing, the object becomes known in so
far as I am able to recognize predxmtcs as
" belonging toit. “This is red”; unless I
know already what **red” means, I do not
cogmze the object by predicating red.of it.
"¢Red is a color’; unless 1 know what color
means, I have not'said anything intelligible
‘—I bave not expressed un act of cognition.
“The object hecomes known to ug in so far
as we recognize its pru]n,ales— and hence
we could never know anything unless we

bad at least one predidite or conception”

with which to commence.” Af we have one

predicate throngh which we cognize some

object, that agt of coguition gives us 3 new
predicate, for it has (lhsulved or “translat-

bq’’ A somew h,‘.!qt ‘that before was unknown,
intd a known; the ‘‘not- m”‘ has. to.that
extelit.”” become the ‘*me. N W thout any
pred cates to begin with, all jects would
remafn'forever outside of our consciousness.
Evep consciousness itself would be impossi-
bleffor the very act of self; {tion implies
thatthe predicate *mypell*’ is well known.

Introduction to szlosophy

*Do any categories exist? Are -

In the act of .

=

v

It is an act ofidentification: “I am myself’’;
the subject is, d= predicate, completely
known, or dissolved back ‘into the subject.

« T cognize'myself as myself; there is no alten

element left standing over against me, Thus
we are able to say that there must be an &
‘priori category in order to render possible.
any act of knowing whatever. Morcover, we
see that this category must be ideéntical with
the Ego itself, for the re}son that the process
of cognition is at the same {ime a recogni-
tion; it predicates only what it recognizes.
Thus, ftgml:u'nonm]ly; in "knowing. Reason
knows jtself. Self-consciousness is the basis_

of knowledge. 'f'his will throw light on the ™

first chapter; hut let us first confirm this
position by a psychological analysis. .
IL.—What-is the permanent clement in
thought? It can-easily be found in lang
guage --its external manifestation.  Logic
tells us that the expression of thought
involves always a subject and predicate.
Think what you please, say what you please,
and your thought or assertion consists of a
suliject and predicate—positive or negsdtive
—joined by the copula, is. > Man lives” is
equivalent to “maun is living.” **Mav” and
“iving'” are joined by the word *'is.”” If
‘we abstract all content from thought, and -
take its purc form in order to see the per-
‘manent, we shall have **is™ the copula,—
br, putting a letter for subject and attri-
Bute, we shall have *‘aisa™ (or*‘aisd”)
for the universal form of thought. The men-
tal act is'expressed by -*is.” In this empty
“4s" we have the category of pure Being,
which is the =t sunnnun genus” of catego-
ries. Any predicate other than being will be

- found to contain being plus determinations,
and hence can be sub:umed under, bemv

We shall get new light on this Sllb_]t,CL if we
examine the ordinary doctrine of erpla;za-
tion.

11l.—In order to explain® tomethmg. we
sub~nme it umh-r a more reneral. Thus we
say, “Iorse is an animal™; und. *An animal
is an orgdhic being,” ete. A definition con-
*tains not onlv this substumption. but also
a statement of the specitie diffe renLe We. _
defitie quadruped Ly subsuming it {~Itis an -
animal®), and giving the specitle d:(ference
(“which has four feet”). - %

As we '1ppm ich the **summum wemga,
the predicates beeomne more and more emp-
ty; **they become more exfensive in their
applicatiop. and less comprehensive in their
content:” “'I'hus they approach pure sim-

N
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-if taken substuantively). *

)

plicity. which is attained in the ¢ summun
genus.” This pure simple, which i ig the lim-
. it of subsumption and abstraction, is pure
Being—Being devoid of all determinateness.
When we have arrived at Being, subsuniing
becomes siple identifying—Being is Being,
or a is a—and this is precisely the same ac-
tivity that we found self-consciousness to

.consist of in our first analysis (1.), and the
“same activity that we found all mental acts

to consist of-in our second analysis (11.)

Iv.—» herefore, we may atlirm on the\e
ground’. that-the ** summum genus,'
. Primitive category. is the Ego itsclf {n tts
simplest activity as the “is” (or pure Being,

Thus it "happens that when the Mind
comes to gognize an Jobject it must first of
all recoo‘{zv lt~€lf in it in its simplest acti-
vity—it must know that the ob_;cct is. We
cannot know dnything else of an object
without presupposing the knowledge of its
existence. °

At this point it is evident that this cate-
gory is not derived from.experience in the
sense of an impression from without. It is
the activity of the Ego. itself, and is its (the

* Ego's) first self-externalization (or its first

becoming object to itself—its first act of
<df-co‘n.~.cxou:m}=s). The essential activity

" of the Kgo itself cousists in Tecognizing . it-
self, aud this.involves self-separation, and -

then the annulling of this ~cp.1rfmou in
the same act. -For in knowing mytelf as

an object I separate the Ego frow itsélf, but

in the very act of knmwing it 1 make it iden-
tical again. Here are’two negative proces-
ses involved in knowing, and these are indi-
visibly one: first, the negative act of separa-
tion; secondly, the negative act of annulling
- the separation by the act of recognition.

That the application-of categories to the ex-
, ternal world is a process of self-recoguition,

is pow clear: we Know, in so far as we re-
coémlze _bredicates in the object: ave say,
“The-Rose is, it is red, it is round, it is fra-,
grant,” &e. Inthis weseparate what belongs

to the rose from it, and place it outside of
it, and then; tlnoufrh the act of predication,

unite it again. *"'he Roseis™’ contains mere-
ly the recognition of being: but being is se-
parated from it, and joined to itin the act of
predlc.mon Thns we see that the funda-
mental act of self-conscious iness,
self-separation and self-identitication united

in one dct of recognition,—w'e see that this

fundamental ant iz reneated i1 all ante of
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We do not know even the rose
without separating it from itself, and iden-
tifying the two sides thus formed. (This
“contains a deeper thought, which we may
suggest here. That the act of knowing puts
all objects luto this crucible, is an intima-

~tion on its part that no object can possess’
true, ‘abiding being without this ability to’
separate itself from itself in the process of
self-identification. Whatever cannot do this
is no essence, but may be only an element

"of a process in which it ceaselessly loses its

identity.” But we shall recur to this again.)
* Doubtless we could follow out this activi-
ty through various steps, and deduce all the
categories of pure thought. 7Thig is what
Platp has done in part, what Fichte has
done in his Science of Knowledge (**Wissen-
“schaftslehre.”) and Hegel'in his Logic. A
science of these pure intelligibles unfocks
the secret of the Universe; it furnishes that
“ Royal Road™ to all kno“:ledge; it is the
far-famed Philosopher’s Stone that alone
can transmute the base dross of mere talent
into genius, )
V.—Leg us be content if at the close of this
chapter we can - affirm still more positively
Through a con-
sideration of the & priori knowledge of Time
and Spdce, and their IO"lCJ.l priority, as con-
ditigns, to the world of expérience, we in- _
ferrcd the tn(mcéndcnc; of Mind. Upon
further investigation, we have now discov-
ered that there are other forms of the Mind

. more primordial than Space’and Time, and:

more e~:eutmll5 related to its activity 3 for
all the d((“"‘Ol‘lL‘S of pure Uhouwht—Bemg,
\'c(numn &e.—are app]xmblc to S

pure thought, mmeour-. as'beforé remark-
ed, could never have beert derived frqm ex-
perience. Experience is not possible with-
out presupposing these predicates. **They

. are the tools of intelligence through which

it cogiizes.” If we hold by this standgpoint
exelusively, we may’say, with Kant, that
we furnish the subjective forms in knowing,
and for this reason cannot kuow the “thing

. initself."” 1f these ciitegories are merely sub-
* jective—i.e. given in the constitution of the

Mind itself—and we do not knoyw what the
“thing in itself’ may -be, yet we can come
safely out of all skepticism here by con«

sidering the universal nature of these cate- -
. gories of-* forms of the mind.”
in Neoation and Eyvictonna are foarmra af .

For if BRe-
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mind and purely subjective, so that they do
not belong to the “‘thing in itself,” it is evi-

- dent that such an object cannot be or exist,

or in any way bave validity, either positive-
ly or negatively. Thus it is seen from the
nature of mind here exhibited, that Mind is
the noumenon or “thing in itself’’ which

. Philosophy seeks, and thus our third chap-

ter confirms our first.

Nore.—The MaTERIALISM of the present
day holds that thought is a modification of
force, correlated with heat, light, electricity,
&¢.; in short, that organization produces
ideas. If so, we are placed within'a narrow
idealism, and can only say of what is held
for trutk: “Iam so correlated as to hold
this view; I shall be differently correlat-
ed to-morrow, perhaps, and hold another
view.” Yét in this very statement the Ego
takes the stand-point of universality — it
speaks of possibilities—which it could never
do were it merely a correlate. For to hold
a possibility is to be'ble to annul in thought
the limits of the -nefll, and hence to elevate
itself to the point of universality, But this
is sclf~correlation; we have a movement in a

circle, and hence self-origination, aad. hence.:
a spontaneous fountain gf force. The Mind,

in concelving of the possible, annuls the real,
and thus creates its own motives; itsacting

- according to motives, is thus acting accord-

ing to its own acts—an obvious circle again.
In fine, it is evident that theidealism which

< the correlationist logically falls into is as

strict as that of any school of professed.ide-
alism which he is in'the habit of condemn-.
ing. The persistent force is the general idea
of force. not found as any real force, for each
r¢al foree is individualized in some particu-
lar way. But it is evident that a particular

- force cannot be correlated with force in gen-

erat, but only with a special form like itself.
But the general force is the only abiding
one; each particular oneis in a state of tram

. eition into another—a perpetual losing of

individuality. Hence theé true abidi ng force
ighot & real one existing objectively, but

. only an ideal one existing subjectively in

thought. But through the fact that thought
can seize the true and abiding which can
exist for itself nowhere el-e, the correlation-
ist 18 bound to infer the transcendency of

Mind just like the idealist. Nag, more;

when he comes to speak considerately, he "
will say that Mind, for the very reason that
it thinks the true, abi ing force, cannot be

‘correlated with any determined force.

L
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. CHAPTER IV.
Philososophers usually begin to construet

: iheir systems in full view of their final prin-

ciple. It would be absurd for one to cam-
mence a demonstration if he had no clear
idea of what he intended to prove. From
the final principle the system must be work-
ed back tothe beginning in the philosopher’s
mind before he can commence his demon-
stration. Usually, the order of demonstra-
tion which he follows is not the order of dig-~
*covery; in such case, his system proceeds
by external reflections. All mathemathical

proofis of this order. One constructs his -

demonstration to lead from the known to
the uihrknown, and uscs many intermediate
propositions that do not of necessity lead
to the intended result. With another theo-
rem in view, they might be used for steps
to that, just as well. But there is a certain
inherent development in all subjects, when
‘examined according to the highest method,
that will lead one on to the exbaustive expo-
sition of all that is involved therein, . This
is called the dialectic. This dialectic move-
ment cannot be used a$ a philosophic instru-
ment, unless one has seen the deepest apergu
of Science; ,if this is not the case, the dialec"
tic will prove merely destructive, and not
constructive. It is therefore a mistake, as
has been before remarked, to attempt to in-
troduce the beginner of the study of Philo-
sophy at once into the dialectic. The con-
tent of Philosophy ‘must be first presented
under-its sensuous and refléctive forms, an

a gradual progress established. In this chapi'
ter an attempt will be made to approach
again the ultimate principle which we have
hitherto fixed only in a general
Mind. We will use the method of %
reflection, and demonstrate three pr
tious: 1. There is an independent bei
2. That being is sclt-determined; 3. Se
determined being is in the form of person-
ality, i.e. is an Ego. .

L—1. Dependent heing, implying its comple-
ment upon which it depends, cunnot be explain
through itself, but through that upon whjeK it
depends. ) S

2. This being upon which it de;éxds canaot
be also & dependent being, for the dependent be-
ing has no support of its own to lend to another;.
all that it has is borrowed. “A chain of depend.
ent beings ‘collapses into one dependent being.
Dependence is not converted into independence
by mere multiplication.” '

3. The dependent, therefore, depends upon the

?

independent and has its explanation in it. Since
all being is of one kind or the'other, it follows
that all being is independent, or a complemental -
element of it. Reciprocal dependence makes an
independent including whole, which is the nega-
tive unity,

Definition.—Ommof the most fmportant imple
ments of the thinkerfs the comprehension of “p
ative unity.” Itis a unity resulting from 'the/re-
ciprocal cancelling of elements; e.g. Salts the
negative unity of acid and alkali. It ig/called
negative because it negates the indepegdence of
the elements within it. In the negm;fhnity Wa-

- ter, the elements oxygen and hydrogén have their

independence negated. /

I ~1. The independent b/e'x/ng cafnot exist
without determinations. Without these, it could
not distinguish itself or be/distinguished from
nought.

2. Nor can the indepengent being be determined
(i.e. limited or modifie¢in any way) from with-
oat, or through anothér. For all that is deter-
mined throngh atm/ther is & dependent some-
what. -/

3. Hence t!;e/édependent being can be unly &

. self-determined! If self-determined, it can exist
through itscy/./

Notke.~# Spinoza does not arrive at the third
position, But, afcer considering the second, arrives
at the ;'ﬂ-st one, and coocludes, since -determina-
tion through another makes .a somewhat finite,
thay/the independent being must be undetermined.
does not happen to discover that there is an-»
ther kind of determination, to-wit, self-determin-
ation, which caf consist with independence. The

/" method thik he uses makes it entirely an acciden-

tal matter with him that he discovers what speca-
ative results he does—the dialectic method would
lead inevitably to self-determination, as we shall

see later. It is Hegel's apergic that we have in

the third position ; with Spinoza the indepeu&em
‘being remained an undetermined substance, but

. with Hegel it became a self-determining subject.
o -All that Spinoza gets out of his substance he must

get_lin an atbitrary mannér; it does not follow
from its definjtion that it shall have modes and
attributes, but the contrary. - This apercu—that
the independent being, i.e. every really existing,
Beparate entity is self-determined—is the central

Introduction to Phﬂosop/y.

II1. £1. Sclf-determivation implies that the

constifution or nature be self-originated. There
is nothing about a self-determined that is created -
by/anything without. ,
/2. Thusself-determined being exists dua&ly—
it is (a) as determining, and (o) as defermined.
(a) As determining, it is the active, “which con-
taing merely the possibility of determinations; (3)
a8 determined, it is the passive result—the matter
apon which the subject acts.

3. But since both are the same being, each side
returns into itself: (a) as determining or active,
it acts only upon its own delgrmining, and (b) as
passive or determined, it is, % of- the for-
mer, the self-same active itself, Hence its move--
ment is 8 movement of self-recognition—a positing
of distinction which is cancelled in the same act,

{In self-recognition something is made an object,
and identified with the subject in the same act.)
" Moreover, the determiner, on account of its pure

generality, (i.e, its having no concrete determin-

ations as yet,) can only be ideal~can oaly exist
a8 the Ego exists, in thought; not as a thing, but
as 8 generic entity. The passive side can exist
“only as the self exists in consciousness—as* that
which is in opposition and yet in identity at the
same time. No finite existence could endure this
contradiction, for all sucl{ must possess a nature
or constitution which is gplf-determjned ; if not,
¢ach finite could negate alllits properties and qua-
- lities, and yet remain itself—just as the person
does.when he makes abstraction éf all, in think.
ing of the Ego or pare self.

Thus we find again onr former ‘conclusion :—"
All finite or dependent things must originate in
and depénd upon independent or absolute bein
which must be an Ego. The Ego has the fo
of Infinitude (see Chap. II.—The Infinite is it
own Other). o )

Resumée. L The first chapter states the premises
which Kant,_ lays down'in his Transcendental
.}Esthetic:(l{riti}; der Reinen Vernunft), and draws
the trus logical concluslons, which are positive,
and not negative, as he makes them. The second
chapter gives the Spinozan distinction of the In-
finite of the Imagingtion and Infinite of Reason.
The third chapter gives the logical results which
Kant should have drawn from his Transcenden-
tal Logic. The fourth chapter ‘gives Spinoza’s
fundamental position logically completed, and is

point of speculative philpsophy. What sclf-deter-+ the great fundaraental position of Plato, Aristotle,

mination involves, we shall sec next.

and Hegel, with reference to the Absolate.
?




