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QUESTIONS OCONCERNING CERTAIN TFACULTIES
CLAIMED FOR MAN.

[By C. 8. Puinor.]

Quoustior 1. Fhether by the simple con-
templation af @ cognition, independently of
any previous knowledge and withowl reason-
ting from signs, we dre enabled rightly to
Judge whether that cognition has been de-
lernvined by a previous cognition or whether
il refers iimmediately to its object.

Throughout this paper, the term dnfui-
tion will be taken ns signifying a cognition
nob determined by a previous cogrition of
the sume objees, and therefore so determ-
ined by something out of the conscious-
ness.®  Let me request the reader to note
thia. Intuilion heve willbenearly the same
ag ““premise nobt itself a conclusion;?
the only difference being that premises and
conclusions are judgments, whereas an in-
tuition may, as far as ity definition states,
he any kind of cognition whatever. But

just ns o eonclusion (good oxr bad) is de-.

tormined in the mind of the reasoner by
its premise, so cognitions not judgments
may be determined by previous cognitions;
and a cognition not so determined, sad
thercfore determined direetly by the trans-

# Mhe word iniuitus first occurs as a techni-
enl term in St. Anselm’s Monologium., He
wished to distinguish between our knowledge
of God aud our knowledge of finite things
(and, in the next world, of God, also); and
thinking of the saying of St. Paul, Videmus
nunc per speculum in enigmale: tunc aulem facie
ad _fictem, he called the former specufation fmf'&
the latter ntuition, This use of “speculation
did not take root, because that word already
had another exact and widely difierent mean-
ing. In the middle ages, the term “intuitive
cognition” had two princzpa}_sepses, 1st, as
opposed to abstractive cognition, 1t meant the
knowledge of the present as present, and this
ig its meaning in Anselm ; but2d, as no iniul-
tive cognition was allowed to be determined
by a previous cognition, 1 came to be used as
the opposite of discursive cognition {see Sco-
tus, o seatent. lb. 2, dist. 3, qu. 93, and this
ig nearly the sense in which I employ it
This is also nearly the sense in which Kant
uses it, the former distincticn being expressed
by his sensuous and non-sensugus. (See Werke,
herausg. Rosenkrantz, Thl 2, 8. 718, 81, 41,
100, u. 8. w.) An enumeration of six mean-
ings of intuition may be found in Hamilton’s
Reid, p. 759, .

cendental object, is to be termed an infui-
tion.

Now, it is plainly one thing to have an
intuition and another to know intuitively
that it is an intuition, and the question is
whether these twoe things, distinguishahle
in thought, are, in faet, invariably con-
neeted, so that we can always 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 trapnscendental object i3 not,
at least so far as appears obviously at
first, o part of the immediate conteont of
that cognition, although it would appear
to be an element of the nction or passion
of the transcendental ego, which iz not,
perhaps, in consciousness immediately;
and yet this transeendentul action or pas-
sion may invariably deterrine a cognition
of iteelf, so that, in fact, the determina-
tion or non-determination of the cognition
by another may be a part of the cognition,
In this case, I should say that we had an
intuitive power of distinguishing an intu-
ition from another cognision.

There is no evidence that we have this
faculty, exaept that weseem to feel that
we have it. But the weight of that testi-
mony depeands entirely on our heing sup-
posed to have the power of distinguishing
in this feeling whether the feeling be the
result of edacation, old associations, ete.,
or whether it is an intuitive cognition ; or,
in other words, it depends on presupposing
the very matber testified to. Isthis foeling
infallible ?  And is this judgment coneern-
ing it infallible, and s0 on, ad izgﬁjaxtum?
Supposing thabt a man really conid shut
himself up in such a faith, he wfmh.i bie, 0f
course, impervious to the truth, * evidence-
proof’ )

But let us compare the theory w:z‘i} the
historic facts. The power of intuitively
distinguishing intuitions from otber cog-
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nitions has not prevented men from dis-
puting very warmly as to which cognitions
are intuitive. In the middle ages, reason
and external suthority were regarded as
iwo codrdinate sourees of knowledge, just
as reason and the aanthority of intuition
are now ; only the happy deviee of consid-
ering the enunciations of amthority to be
egssentially indemonstrable had not yes
been hit upon. All authorities were not
eonsidered as infallible, any more than all
reasong ; but when Berengarius said that
the authoritativeness of any particular au-
thority must rest upon reason, the proposi-
tion was scouted as opinionated, impious,
and absard. Thus, the eredibility of au-
thority was regarded by men of that time
simply «san ultimate premise, as a cogni-
tion not determined by a previcus cogni-
tion of the sume object, or, in our terms, as
an intuition. It isstrange that theyshould

have thought so, if, as the theory now un-
der discussion suapposes, by merely eon-

templating the eredibility of the authority,

as a Fakir does his God, they could have

seen that it was not an ultimate premise!

Now, whut if our internal anthority should

meef tho same fate, in the history of opin-

ions, as that external autbority has met?

Can that be said to be abeolufely eertain

which many sane, well-informed, and

thoughtful men already doubt?#*
Every lawyer knows how difficult it is

# The propesition of Berengarius is con-
tained in the following quotation from his De
Sacra Cene: ** Moazimi plane cordis est, per om-
niee ard dinlecticam confugere, quia confugeve od
eam ad rationem est confugere, quo qui non eonfu-
ail, cum secundum rationem sit_focius od fmaginem
det, suum honorem religuil, nec potest renovari de
die in diem ad {imaginem def.””  The most strik-
ing characteristic of medieval reasaning, in
general, is the perpetual resort i¢ autherity.
When Fredigisus and others wish to prove that
darkness is a thing,; although they have evi.
dently derived the opinion from nominalistie-
Platonistic meditations, they argue the matter
thus: ¢ Fod ealled the durkness, night;* then,
eertainly, it is a thing, for otherwise before it
had a name, there would have been nothing,
not even a fiction to name., Abelard thinks
it worth while to cite Bo#éthius, when he
says that space has three dimensionsg, and
when he says that an individual ecannot be in
two places at once. The author of De Generi-
bus et Speciebus, a work of a superlor order, in
arguing against a Platonic docetrine, says that
if whatever is universal is eternal, the jform
and matter of Socrates, being severally uni-

- fesased juggler.

Quesiions concerning certain Faculties claimed for Man.

for witnesses to distinguish between what
they have seen and what they have inferred.
This is particularly noticeable in the case
of a person who is describing the péﬁf'fm*m—
ances of a spiriteal medium or of & pro-
The diffieulty is so greab
that the juggler himself is often astonished
at the diserepaney between the acinal faots
and tho statement of an intelligent witness
who bas not nnderstood the trick. A pard

~of the very complicated trick of the Chi-

nese rings consists in taking two solid
rings linked together, talking about them
as though they were separate—taking it for
granted, s it were—then pretending to pub
thern together, and handing them immedi-
ately to the spectator that he may see that
they are solid. 'The art of this consists in
raising, at first, the strong suspicion that
one is broken. I have seen MeAlister do -
this with sueh success, that a person sit-
ting close to him, with all hjs faculties
straining to detect the illusion, would have
been ready to swear that he saw the rings
put together, and, perhaps, if the juggler
had not professedly practised deception,
would kave considered a doubt of it as a
doubt of his own veracity. 7This eertainly
secms to show thatitis not always very easy
to distinguish between a premisc and a con-
clusion, that we bave no infallible power .
of doing so, and that in fact our only se-
curity in difficult cases is in some signe

versal, are both eternmal, and that, therefore,
Soerates was not created by God, but only put
together, “'guod quantum a vero deviet, palum est.””
The authority is the final court of appeal.
The same author, where in one place he doubtas
a statement of Boé&thius, finds it necessary to
assign a special reason why in this case it is
not absurd to doso.  Laveptic prodat requlam tn
casibus non excepiis. Recognized authorities
were cerfainly sometimes disputed in the
twelfth century; their mutual contradictions
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
@irectly denied upon any logical guestion.
 Sunt ef multi errores etus,”’ says John of Salis-
bury, “quiinseripturistam FEthnicis, guam fidelibus
podernnt tnveniri: verum in logice porem habuisse
non legitur.”  * Sed nikil adversus Aristotelem,”’

says Abelard, andin another place,  Sed sf Aris-
totelem Peripateticorum principem culpave possu-

mus, quam amplius in hacarte recepimus ¥ > The

idea of going without an authority, or of sub-
ordinating authority to reasom, does not occur
to him. o : ’
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from which we can infer that a given fact
must have heen seen or must have been in-
ferred. In trying o give an aceount of a
dream, every accuraie person wmust often
have felt that it was a hopeless nndertaking
to attempt to disentangle waking interpre-
tations and fillings out from the fragment-
ary images of the dream itself,

The mention of drenms suggests another
argument. A dream, as far as its own con-
tent goes, is exactly like an actual experi-
ence. [t is mistaken for one. And yetall
the worid believes that dreams are determ-
ined, according to the laws of the associa-
tion of ideas, &c., by previoua cognitions.
If it be snid that the faculty of intuitively
recognizing intuitiona is asleep, 1 reply
that this is & mere supposition, without
other support. Besides, even when we
wake up, we do not find that the dream dif-
fered from reality, exeept by certain marks,
darkness and fragmentariness. Not unfre-
guently a dream is so vivid that the mem-
ory of it is mistaken for the memory of an
actual occurrence. ' ‘

A chill has, as far as we know, all the
perceptive powers of a man. Yet question
him = listle as to how he knows what he
does. In many cases, he will tell you that
he never learned his mother-tongue ; he al-
ways knew it;, or he knew it as soon as he
came to have sense. It appears, then, that
he does not possess the faculty of distin-
guishing, by simple contemplation, be-
tween an intuition and a cognition determ-
ined by others.

There can be no doubt that before the
publication of Berkeley’s book on Vision,
- it had generally been believed that the third
dimension of space was immediately intu-
ited, although, at present, nearly all admit
that it is known by inference. We bhad
been contemplating the object since the
very creation of man, but this discovery
was not made until we hegan to reason
about it. '

Does the reader know of the blind spot

on the retina? Take a number of this jour-
nal, turn over the cover so as to expose the
white paper, lny it sideways upen the table
before which you must git, and put two
cents upon it, one near the left hand edge,
and the other to the right. Pub your left
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hand over your left eye, and with the right
eye look steadily at the left hand ecent.
Then, with your right hand, move the right
hand cent (which is now plainly seen) fo-
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. DBring it nearer to the other
cent, or carry it further away, and it will
reappear; buf at that particular spot it can-
not be seen. Thus it appears that there is
a blind spot nearly in the middle of the re-
tina; and this is confirmed by anatomy. Tt
follows that the space we immediately see
(when one eye is closed) is not, as we had

imagined, a ¢ontinuous oval, but is & ring,

the filling up of which must he the work of

the intellect. What more striking exemyplie

could be desired of the impossibility of

distinguishing intellectual results from in-

tuitional data, by mere contemplation ?

A man can distinguish different textures
of cioth by fecling; 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 instant with
those of another.

The pitch of a tone depends npon the
rapidity of the succession of the vibrations
which reach the ear. ¥ach of those vibra-
tions produces an impulse upon the ear.
Let a single such impulse he made upon the
ear, and we know, experimentally, that itis
perceived. There ig, therefore, good rea-
gon to helieve that each of the impulses
forming o tone is perceived. Nor is there
any reason to the contrary. So that thisis
the only admissible supposition. There-
fore, the pitch of o tone depends upon the
rapidity with which certain impressions are
successively conveyed to the mind. These
impressions must exist previously to any
tone; hence, the sensation of pitch is de-
termined by previous cognitions. Never- |
theless, this would never have been discov--
ered by the mere contemplation of that
feeling.

A similar argument may be uarged in
reference {o the pereeption of two dimen-

sions of space. This appears to be an im-
mediate intuition. But if we were to see
immediately an oxtended surface, our re-
tinas must he spread oub in an extended
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surface. Instead of thal, the retina con-
sists of innumerable needles pointing to-
wards the light, and whose distances from
one anotherare decidedly greater than the
minimum ovisibile. Suppose each of those
nerve-points conveys the sensation of a
little colored survface. Still, what we im-
mediately see must even then be, not a
continuous sarface, but a collection of
spots. Who conld dissover this by mere in-
tuition? Butall theanalegiesof the nervous
system are against the supposition that
the excitation of a single nerve can pro-
duce an iden as complicated as that of a
spnce, however small. If the excitation of
no one of these nerve points ean immedi-
‘ately convey the impression of space, the
excitation of all cannet doso. For, the
excitation of each produces some impres-
gion, (according to the analogies of the
nervous system,) hence, the sum of these
impressions is a necessary condition of
any perception produced by the exeitation
of all; or, in other ferms, a perveption
produced by the exciiation of allis determ-
ined by the mental impressions produced
by the exeitation of every one. This ar-
gument is confirmed by the faet 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 immediate impression., For this
purpose, we must bear in mind the follow-
ing facts of physio-psyehology: 1. The
excitation of a nerve does not of itself in-
form us where the extremity of it is situ-
ated. If, by a surgieal operation, certain
nerves are displacad, our scensations from
those nerves do not inform us of the dis-

~placement. 2. A single sensation does not

inform us how many nerves or nerve-points
are excited. 3. We can distinguish be-
tween the impressions prodnoced by the ex-
citations of different nerve-points. 4. The

cer differences of impressions produced by dif-

har N . .
* ferent excitations of similar nerve-points

n

arc similar. Let a momentary image be
made upon the retina. By Nao. 2, the im-
pression thereby produced will be indis-
tinguishable from what might be produced
by the excitation of soms conceivoble sin-
gle nerve. It is mok conceivable that the
momentary exeitation of a singls nerve

Questions concerning cerfain Faculties claimed for Man.

should give the sensation of space. There-
fore, the momentery excitation of all ths
nerve-points of the retina cannot,immedi-
ately or mediately, produce the sensation
of space. Thesame argument would ap-
ply to any unchanging image on the retina.
Suppose, however, that the image moves
over the retina, “Then the peeuliar excl-
tation which at one instant affects one
nerve-point, at a later instant will affect
another. 'These will convey impressions
which are very similar by 4, and yet which
arc distinguishable by 3. Hence, the con-
ditions for the recognition of a relation
between these impressions are preseni.
There being, however, & very greal num-
ber of nerve-points affscted by a very great
number of successive excitations, the rela-
tions of the resulting impressions will be
almost inconceivably complicated, Now,
it is a known law of mind, that when phe-
nomena of an extreme complexity are pre-
sented, which yet would be veduced to
order or mediate simplisity by the applica-
tion of a certain concepiion, that concep-
tion sooner or later arises in applieation to
those phenomena. In the case under con-
sideration, the conception of extension
would reduee the phenomena to wnity, and,
therefore, its genesis is fully accounted
for. It remains only to explain why the
previous cognitions which determine it are
not more eclearly apprehended., For this
explanation, I shall refer to a paper upen
a new list of categories, § 5,% merely add-
ing that just as we are able to recognize
our friends by certain appearances, al-
though we connot possibly say what those
appearances are and are quite unconscious
of any process of reasoning, so in any case
when the reasoning is easy and natural to
us, however complex may be the premises,
they sink into insignificance and oblivion
proportionately to the satisfactoriness of
the theory based upon them. This theory
of space iz confirmed by the circumstance
that an exaetly similar theory is impera-
tively demanded by the facte in reference
to time. That the course of time should

 be immediately felt is obviously impossi-

* Proceedings of the American Academy,
May 14, 1867.
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ble. For, in that case, there must be an
element of this feeling ab each instant.
But in an instant there is no duration and
hence no immediate feeling of duration.
Hence, no one of these elementary feelings
is an immediate feeling of duration; and,
hence the sum of all is not. On the other
hand, the impressions of any moment are
very complionted,—containing all the im-
ages (or the elements of the images) of
8ense and memory, which complexity is
redooible to mediate simplicity by means
of the conception of time.*

We have, thercfore, a variety of facts,
all of which are most readily explained on
the supposition that we bave no intuitive
Taculty of distinguishing intuitive from
mediate cognitions. Some arbitrary hy-
Ppothesis may otherwise explain any one of
these facts; this is the cnly theory which
brings them to support one another. More-

*# The above theory of space and time does
not conflict with that of Kant so much as it
appears tc 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 representation.” The apprehension of
space and time results, according to him, from
a mental process,~—the “ Synthesis der Appre-
hension in der Ansechanung.” (See Critik d,
reinen Vernunft. Ed. 1781, pp. 98 el seg.) My
theory is merely an account of this synthe-
sis.

The gist of Kant’s Transcendental sthetic
is contained in two principles. TFirst, that nni-
versal and necessary propositions are not given
in experience. Second, that universal and ne-
cessary facts 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
ons which all men believe. By a necessary
proposition, is meant one which asserts what it
"does, not merely of the asetual condition of
things, but of every possible state of things;
it is not meant that the proposition is one whieh
we cannot help believing. Experience, in
Kant's first principle, cannot be used for a
product of the objective understanding, but
must be taken for the first impressions of sense
with consclousness conjoined and worked up
by the imagination 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. DBat, in that case, nsaither are any
inductive conclusions which might be drawn
from experience, given in it. Ia fact, it is the
pacaliar funation of induction to produce uni-
versal and necessary propositions. Kant
points out, indeed, that the universality and
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over, no facts require tha supposition of the
faculty in question. Whoever has studied
the nature of proofl will see, then, that there
are here very sirong reasons for disbeliev~
ing the existence of this faculty. These
will become still sironger when the conse-
quences of rejecting it have, in this paper
and in a following omne, been more fully
traced out. '

QuestioN 2. Whether we have an intui-
tive self-consciousness. ‘ ‘

Self-consciousness, as the term is here
used, is to be distinguished both from con-
sciousness generally, from the internal
gensa, and from pure apperception. Any
cognition is a consciousness of the object
ag represented; by self-consciousness is
meant a knowledge of ourselves. Not a
mere feeling of subjective conditions of
conseiousness, but of our personal selves.

necessity of scientific inductions are but the
analogunes of philosophic universality and ne-
cessity; and this is true, In sn far as it is
n«ver ailowable to accept a scientific conclu-
gion without a certain indeflnite 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 tnfinitum, a truly universal and ne-
cessary proposition 18 inferable. As for
Kant's seeond principle, that the truth of uni-
versal and necessary propositions is dependent
upon the conditions of the general experience,
it is no more nor less than the principle of In-
duction. I go to a fair and draw from the
“ grab-bag’ twelve packages. Upon opening
them, 1 find that every one containg a red ball.
Here is a universal faet. It depeands, then, on
the condition of the experience. %hat iathe
condition of the experience? It is solely that
the bzlls are the contents of packages drawn
from that bag, that is, the only thing which
determined the experience, was the drawing
from the bag. T infer, then, according to the
principle of Kant, that what is drawn from the
bag will contain a red ball. This is induction.
Apply induction not to apy limited experience
but to all human experience and you have the
Kantian philosophy, so far as it is correatly de-
veloped.

Kant's successors, however, have not been
content with his doctrine. Nor ought they to
have been. TFor, there is this third principle :
““ Absolutely universalpropositions must be an-
alytic.” TFor whatever is absolutely aniversal
is davoid of all content or determination, for
all determination is by negation. The prob-
lem, therefore, is not how universal proposi-
tions can be synthetical, but how universal
propositions appearing te be synthetical can be
evolved by thoughi alone from the purely in-
determinate.
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Pure appercertion is the self-asseriion of
THE ego; the self-conscionsness here meant
is the recognition of my private self. [
know that I (not merely the I) exist. The
question is, how do I know it; by a special
intuitive faculty, or is it determined by
previous cognitions?

Now, it is not self-evident that we have
such an intuitive faculty, for it has just
bheen shown that we have no intuitive power
of distinguishing an intuition from & cog-
nition determined by others., Therefore,
the existence or non-existence of this pow-
er is to be determined upon evidence, and
the question is whether self-conseiousness
can be explained by the action of known
faeulties under conditions known to exist,
or whether it is necessary to suppose an
unknown eause for this cognition, and, in
the latter case, whether an insuitive facaley
of self-consciousness is the most probable
cause which can be supposed.

It is first to be observed that there is no
known self-consciousness to be sccounted
for in extremely young childven. It has
already been pointed out by Kant* that
the Iate use of the very common word 1%
with children indieates an imperfect salf-
consciousness in them, and that, therefore,
so far as it is admissible for us to draw
any coneclusion in regard to the mental
state of those who are still younger, it must
be against the existenee of any sclf-con-
seiousness in them. ‘

On the other hand, c¢hildren manifest
powers of thought much earlier. Indeed,
it 1s nhnost jmpossible to assign a period
at which children do not already exhibit
decided intelleetual activity in directions
in which thought is indispensable to their
well-being. The complicated trigonometry

of vision, and the delicate adjustments of -

cobrdinated movement, are plainly mas-
tered very early. There is no reason to
question a similar degree of thought in
reference to themselves,

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

# Werke, vii. (2}, 11.
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in the universe. Only what it touches has
any actual and present feeling ; only whai
it faces has any actual eolor; only what is
on its tongue has any actual taste.

No one questions that, when a sound is
Leard by a child, he thinks, not of himseilf
as hearing, but of the hell or other objeet
a8 sounding. How when he wills to move
a table? Does he then think of himgelf
a8 desiving, or only of the table as fit to be
moved ? That he has the latter thought,
is beyond question; that he has the for-
mer, muast, until the existence of an intui-
tive self-consciousness is proved, remain
an - arbitrary and baseless supposition.
There is no good reason for thinking that
he is less ignorant of his cwnpeculinr con-
dition than the angry adult who denies
that ha is in a passion.

The ¢hild, however, must soon discover
by observation that things which are thns
fit to be changed are apt actually to un-
dergo this change, after a contact with
that peculiarly important body called
Willy or Johnny. This consideration makes
this body still more important and central,
sines it establishes a connection between
the fitness of a thing to be changed and
o tendency in this body to touch it before
it is changed.

The chiid learns to understand the lan-
guags ; thatis to say, a connsction between
certain sounds and certain facts bheeomes
established in his mind., He has previ-
ously noticed the counection between these
sounds and the motions of the lips of bod-
ies somewhat similar to the central one,
and has tried the experiment of putting
bis hand on those lips and has found the
sound in that cass to be smothered, He
thus connects that language with bodies
somewhat similar to the central one. By
effurts, so unenergetic that they shounld be
called rather instinetive, perhaps, than
tentative, he lenrns %o produce those
sounds. 8o he hegins to converse.

It must be about this time that he be-
gins to find that what these people about
him say is the very best evidence of fact.
So mueh so, that testimony is even a
sironger mark of fact than the facts them-
selves, or rather thun what must now ho
thought of as the gppearances thomselves.
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(I may remark, by the way, that this re-
mains 80 through life; testimony will con-
vince a man that he himself'is mad.) A
child hears it said that the stove is hot,
But it is not, he says; and, indeed, that
central body is not tonching it, and only
what that touches is hot or cold. But he
- touches it, and finds the testimony con-
firmed in a striking way. Thas, be De-
comes aware of ignorunce, und it is ne-
cessary to suppose o self in which this
ignorance can inhavre, So testimony gives
the first dawning of self-consciousness.

But, further, although usually appear-
ances are either only gounfirmed or merely
supplemented by testimony, yet there is a
gertain’ remarkable class of appearances
which are continually contradicted by tes-
timony. These are those predicates which
we know to be emotional, but which hedis-
tinguishes by their connection with the
movements of that central person, him-
self, (that the table wants moving, ete.)
These judgments are generally denied by
others. DMoreover, he has reason to think
that others, also, have such judgments
which are quite denied by all the rest.
Thus, he adds to the conception of ap-
pearance as the actualization of fact, the
conception of it as something private and
valid only for one body. In short, error
appears, and it can be explained only by
sapposing a self which is fallible.

Ignorance and error are all that distin-
guish our private selves from the absolute
ego of pure apperception.

Now, the theory which, for the sake of
perspicuiby, has thus been stated in a spe-
cific form, may be summed up ns follows:

At the age at which we know children to

he self-conscious, we know that they bave
boen made aware of ignorance and error;
and we know them to possess at that age
poveéeys‘of understanding suffieient to ena-
hle them them to infer from ignorance and
error their own existence. Thus we find
that known faculties, acting under condi-
yions known to exist, would rise to self-
consciousness, 'Lhe only essentinl defect
in this necount of the matter is, that while
+we know that childven exercise as much
understanding as is here supposed, we do
not know that they exercise it in precisely
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this way. Still the supposition that they
do s0 is infinitely more supported by fucts,
than the supposition of a whelly peculiar
faculty of the mind.

The only argument worth noticing for
the existence of an intuitive self-conscious-
ness is this. YWe are more certain of our
own existence than of any other fuct: a
premise cannot determine a conclusion teo
be more certain than it is iisclf; henge,
pur own existence cannot have been in-
ferred from any other fact, The first prem-
ise must be admitted, but the second
premise is founded on an exploded theory
of logic. A conclusion cannot he move
certain than that some one of the fucts

~ which support it is true, but it may easily

be more certain than any one of those
facts. Let us suppose, for example, that a
dozen witnesses testify to an oceurrence.
Then my belief in that occurrence rests
on the belief that eaeh of those wen ia
generally to be believed upon oath. Yet the
fact testified to is made more certain than
that any one of those men is genervully to
be believed. In the same way, to the de-
veloped mind of man, his own existence
iz supported by every other faet, and is,
therefore, incomparably more certain than
any one of these facts. Bat it caunot be
said to be more certuin than that there is
another fact, sinec there is no doubt per-
ceptible in either céase.

It is to be concluded, then, that there is
uo necessity of supposing an intuitive
sclf-consciousness, sinseself-conscionsness
may casily be the result of inference,

Qusstiox 3. Whether we have an intui-
tive power of distinguishing belween the
subjective elements of different kinds of
cogailions.

Bvery cognition involves something re-
presented, or that of which we are conscious,
and some action or passion of the self
whereby it becomes represented. The for-
mer shall be termed the obiective, the lat-
ter the subjective, element of the cognition.
The cognition itself is an intuition of its
objective element, which may therefore be
ealled, also, the immediate objeet. Thoe
subjective element is not necessarily imme-
diately known, but it is possible that such an
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intuition of the subjective element of a
cognition of its character, whether that
of dreaming, imagining, conceiving, be-
lieving, etc., should accompany every cog-
nition. The question is whether this is so.

It would appear, at first sight, that thereis
an overwhelming array of evidence in favor
of the existence of such a power. Ths
difference between seeing a color and im-
agining it is immense. There is a vast
difference between the most vivid dream
and reality. And if we had no intuitive
power of distinguishing between what we
believe and what we merely conceive, we
never, it would seem, counld in any way dis-
tinguish them ; sinee if we did so by rea-
soning, the question would arise whether
the argument itself was helieved or cone
geived, and this must be answered before
the coneclusion could have any force. And

thus there would be a regressus ad infini- -

tum. DBesides, if we do not know that we
believe, then, from the nature of the casge,
we do not beliave.

But be it noted that we do not intui-
tively know the existence of this faculty.
For it is an igtuitive one, and we cannot
intuitively know that & eognition is intui-
tive. The guestion is, therefore, whether
it is necessary to suppose the existence of
this faculty, or whether then the facts can
be explained without this supposition.

In the first place, then,the difference be-
tween what is imagined or drsamed and
what is actually experienced, is no argu-
mont in favor of the existence of such a
faculty. TFor it is not questioned that
there are distinctions in what is present
to the mind, but the question is, whether
independently of any such distinctions in
the immediate objects of consciousness,
we have any immediate power of distin-
guishing different modes of oonsciousness.
Now, the very fact of the immense differ-
ence in the immediate objects of sense and
imagination, sufficiently accounts for our
distinguishing those faculties; and instead
of being an argumeni in favor of the ex-
istence of an intuitive power of distin-
guishing the suhjective elementz of con-
seiousness, it is a powerful reply toany
such argument, so far as the distinction of
senae and imagination is concerned.

Questions coneerning cerfain Faculiies claimed for Man.

Pasging to the distinetion of belief and
conception, we mest the statement that the
knowledge of belief is essential to its ex-
istence. Now, we can unquestionably dis-
tinguish a belief from a conception, in
most cases, by means of a peculiar feeling
of conviction; and it is A mere gquestion
of words whether we define belief as that
judgment which is accompanied by this
feeling, or as that judgment from which a
man will act, We may conveniently call
the former sensational, the latter active he-
lief. That peither of these necessarily
involves the other, will surely be admitted
without any recital of facts. Taking
bhelief in the sensational sense, the
intnitive power of reorganizing it will
amount simply to the ecapacity for the
sensgation which accompanies the judgment.
This sensation, like any other, is an ob-
ject of consciousness; and therefore the
capacity for it implies no intuitive recog-

nition of subjective elements of conscious- -

ness. If belief is taken in the active
sense, it may be discovered by the obser-
vation of external facts and by inference
from the sensation of conviction whmh
usnally accompunies it. o
Thua, the arguments in favor of this pe-
culiar power of consciousness disappear,
and the presumption is again against such
a hypothesis. Moreover, as the immediate
objects of any two faculties must be ad-
mitted to be different, the facts do Bot ren-
der such a supposition in any degree ne-
CEEBATrY. -

QuzstionN 4. Whether we have any pow- -
er of introspection, or whether our whole
knowledge of the internal world is derived
Jrom the observation of external facls? '

It is not intended here to assume the
reality of the external world. Only, there .
is a certain set of facts which are ordina-
rily regarded as external, while others are
regarded as internal. The guestion is
whether the latter are known otherwise
than by inference from the former. By in-
trospection, T mean a direct perception of
the internal world, but not pecessarily a
perception of it as internal. Nor doI mean
to limit the signification of the word to
intuition, but would extend it toany knowl-



Quesiions concerning ceriain Faculfies claimed for Man,

edgeof the internal world not derived from
external observation,

Therc is ono sense in which any percep-
tion has an internal object, namely, that
every sensation is partly determined by
internal conditions. Thus, the sensation
of redness is as it {8, owing to the consti-
tution of the mind; and in this sense it is
o gensation of something internal. Hence,
wo may derive a knowledge of the mind

from a consideration of this sensation, 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 appear to arise
in the first place, not as predicates atall,
and to be referable to the mind alone. It
would seem, then, that by means of these,
a knowledge of the mind may be obtained,
which is not inferred from any character
of outward things. The question is
whether this is realiy so. '

Although introspection is not necessa-
rily intuitive, it is not self-evident that we
possess this capacity ; for we have no in-
tuitive faculty of distinguishing different
subjective modes of c¢onsciousness. The
power, if it exists, must be known by the
ceirecumstance that the facts cannot be ex-
plained without it.

In reference to the ahove argument from
the emotions, it must bhe admitted that if
a man is angry, his anger implies, in gen-
eral, no determinate and constant charac-
ter in its object. But, on the other hand,
it can hardly be questioned that there is
some relative character in the outward
thing which makes him angry, and a little
reflection will serve to show that his anger
congists in his saying to bimself, “ this
thing is vile, abominable, ete.,”” and that it
is rather a mark of returning reason to say,
© ¥ amangry.”® Io the same way any emo-
* . tion is apredication concerning some object,
-‘and the chief difference between this and an

objective intellectual judgmentis that while
the latter is relative to human nature or to
mind in general, the former is relative to
the particular eciveumstances and disposi-
tion of a particular man at a particular
time, What is here said of emotions in
general, is true-in particular of the sense
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of beauty and of the moral sense. Good
and bad are feelings which first arise as
predicates, and tharefore are either pred-
icates of the nob-I, or are determined by
previous cognitions (there being no intui-
tive power of distinguishing subjective
elements of consciousness).

It remainsg, then, only to inguire whether
it is necessary 1o suppose a particular
power of introspection for the sake of ne-
gounting for the sense of willing. Now,
volition, as distinguished from desire, is
nothing but the power of concentrating
the attention, of abstracting. Hence, the
knowledge of the power of abstraeting
may be inferred from abstrach objects, just
as the knowledge of the power of =eeing
is inferred from colored objects.

It appears, thercfore, that there is no
reason for supposing a power of introspec-
tion ; and, consequently, the only wny of
investigaling a psychological question is
by inference from external facts.

Question 5. ¥Whether we can think with-

oul signs.

This is a familiar question, hut there is,
to this day, no bhetter argument in the af-
firmative than that thought must precede
every sign. This assumes the impossibil-
ity of an infinite series. But Achilles, as
a faet, will overtnke the torteise. How
this happens, iz a question not necessary
to be answered at present, as long as if
certainly does happen.

If we seek the light of external facts,
the only cases of thought which we can
find ave of thought in signs. Plainly, no
other thought ¢anbe evidenced by external
facts. Bubt we have seen that only by ex-
ternal facts can thought bo known atbt all.
The only thought, then, which can possibly
be cognized is thought in signs.,  But
thought which cannot be cognized does not
exist. All thouoght, therefore, must ne-
cessarily be in signs.

A man says to himself,  Aristotle is o
man ; therefore, he isfallible.”” Tas he not,
then, thought what he has not said to him-
salf, that all men are fallible? The an-
swor is, that he has done 80, s0 far nas this
is said in his therefore. According to
this, our guestion does not relate to faet,
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but is » mere asking for distinetness of
thought.

From the proposition that every thought
ig o sign, it follows that every thought
must address itself to some other, must
determine some other, since that is the es-
sence of a sign. This, after sll, is buk
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 wupon bas past. Hinc loguor
inde est. Thak, since any thought, there
must have been a thought, has its analogus
in the fact that, since any past time, there
must have been an infinite series of times.
To say, therefore, that thought ¢annot hap-
pen in an instant, bat requires a time, is
but another way of saying that every
thought must be interpreted in another, or
that all thought is in signs.

Questiox 6. TFVhether a sign can have
any meaning, if by ils definition it is the
sign qof something absolulely incognizable.

It would seem that it ean, and that uni-
versal and hypothetical propositions are
instances of it. Thus, the universal prop-
osition, ““all ruminants are cloven-hoofed,>
speaks of a possible infinity of animals,
and no matter how many ruominants may
have been examined, the possibility must
remain that there are others which have
not been examined. In the ense of a hy-
pothetieal proposition, the same thing is
still more manifest; for such aproposition
spenks not merely of the actual state of
things, but of every possible state of
things, all of which are not knoﬁabla, in-
asmueh as only one ean so much as exist,

On the other band, all our conceptions
are obtained by abstractions and combina-
tions of cognitions first oceurring in judg-
ments of experience. Accordingly, there
can be no conception of the absolutely
incognizable, since nothing of that sort
occurs in experience. Butthe meaning of
a term is the conoception which it conveys.
Hence, a term can have no such meaning.

If it be said that the incognizable is a
soncept compounded of the concept not
and cognizable, it may be replied that not
is & mere syncabtegoreumatic term and not
a coneeph by itsslf.

Queslions concerning ecerfain Faculties clatmed for Jan.

If I think ¢ white,” I will not go so far
as Berkeley and say that I think of a person
gecing, but I will say that what I thinkis of
the nature of a cognition, and 8o of any-
thing else which can be experionced. Con-
sequently, the highest coneept which can
be reached by abstractions from judgments
of experience-—and therefore, the highess
concept which can be reached at all—is
the concept of something of the nature of
a cognition. Noi, then, or what is olher
than, if a concept, is o concept of the
cognizable. Ience, not-cognizable, if a
concept, is a concept of the form ¢ A,not-
A, and is, at least, self-contradictory.
Thus, ignorance and error can only be con-
ecived as correlativeto areal knowledge and
truth, which latter are of the naturc of cog-
nitions. Over against any cognition, there
is an unknown but knowable reality; but
over against all possible cognition, there is
only the self-contradictory. Tn short, cog-
nizabilily (in its widest sense) and being ave
not merely metaphysically the same, but
are synonymous ierms.

To the argument from universal and hy-
pothetical propositions, the reply is, thiab
though their truth cannot be cognized with
absolute certainty, it may be probably
known by induection.

Question 7. Whether there is any cog-
nilion nol delermined by a previous cogni-
{207,

It would seem that there is or has been
for sinee weare in possession of cognitions,
which are all determined by previous ones,
and these by cognitions earlier still, there
must have been a firsf in this series or
else our state of cognition at any time is
completely determined, according to logi-
cal laws, by our state at any previcus time,
But there are many facts against the lasd
supposition, and therefore in favor of in-
taitive cognitions.

On the other hand, since it is impossible
to know intuitively that o given cognition
is not determined by & previous oune, the
only way in which this can be known is by
hypothetic inference from observed facts.
But to adduce the cognition by which a
given cognition has been determined is to
explain the determinations of that cogni-
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tion. And it is the only way of explain-
ing them. For somesthing entirely out of
eonsciousness which may he supposed to
determine it, can, as such, only be known
and only adduced in the determinate cog-
nition in question. So, that to suppose
that a cognition is determined =olely by
someathing absolutely external, is to sup-
pose its determinations incapable of ex-
planation. Now, this is a hypothesis which

is warranted under no circumstances, in- -

asmuch as the only possible justification
for a 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 peculiar char-
acter of red is not determined by any pre-
vious cognition, I reply that that eharacter
is not a character of red as a cognition ;
for if there be & man to whom red things
look as blue ones do to me and vice versa,
that man’s eyes teach him the same faets
that they would if he were like me.

Moreover, we know of no power by
which an intuition could be known. For,
as the cognition is beginning, and therc-
fore in a state of change, at only the first
instant would it be intnition. And, there-
fore, the apprehension of it must take
place in no time and be an event occcupying
no time* Besides, all the coguitive
faculties we know of are relative, and
cousequently their products are relations.
But the cognition of a relation is determs
ined by previcus cognitions. No cog-
nition not determined by 2 previous cog-
nition, then, can be known. It does
not cxist, then, first, beeause it is absolube~
ly incognizable, nnd second, because a
cognition only exists so far as it is known.

The reply to the argument that there must
be a first iz as follows: In retracing our
way from conclusions to premises, or from
determined cognitions to those which de-
termine them, we finally reach, in all eases,
a point beyond which the consciousness in
the determined cognition is more lively
than in the cognition which determines it.

% Thig 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.

8
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We have o less lively consciousness in the
cognition which determines our cognition
of the third dimension than in the Iatter
cognition itself ; a less lively conseiousness
in the cognition which determines our cog-
nition of a continuous surface (without a
blind spot) than in this latier cognition it-
self ; and a less lively consciousness of the
impressions which determine the sensation
of tone than of that sensation itself. In-
deed, when wo get near encugh to the ex-
ternal this is the upiversal rule. Now let
any horizontal line represent a cognition,
and let the length of the line serve to moas-
are (so to speak) the liveliness of con-
sciousness in that cognition. A point, hav-
ing no length, will, on this principle,
represent an object quite out of conscious-
ness. Let one horizontal line below an-
other represent a cognition which determ-
ines. the cognition represented Dby that
other and which has the same object as the
latter. Let the finite distance between two
such lines represent that they are two dif-
ferent cognitions, With this aid to think-

_ing, let us see whether “there must be a

first.”® Suppose an inverted triangle ¥V
to be gradually dipped into water. At any
date or instant, the surface of the water
makes a horizontal line across that trian-
gle. This line represents a cognition. At
o subsequent date, there is a sectional line
80 made, higher upon the iriangle. This
represents another eognition of the same
object determined by the former, and hav-
ing a livelier consciousness. The apex of
the triangle represents the object external
to the mind which determines both these
cognitions. The state of the triangle be-
fore it reaches the waber, represents astate
of cognition which contains nothing which
determines these subsequent cognitions.
To say, then, that if there be a state of
gognition by which all subseguent cogni-
tions of a certain object are not determin-
cd, thers must subseguently he some cog-
nition of that object not determined by
previous cognitions of the samas object, is
0 aay that when that triangle is dipped.
into the waler there must be u sectional
line made by the surface of the water low-
er than which no surface line had been
made in that way. But draw the horizon-
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tal line where you will, as many horizon-
tal lines as you please can he assigned at
finite distances below it and below one
anotber. For any such section is at some
distance above the apex, otherwise it isnot
& line. Let this distance be a. Then thers
hayve been similar sections at the distances
La, La, 3+, {;a, above the apex, and so0 on
as far as you please. So that it isnot true
that there must bea first, Explicate the log-
ical difficulties of thiz paradox (they are
identical with those of the Achilles) in
whatever way youmny. I am content with
the result, as long as your principles are
fully applied to the particnlar ease of cog-
nitions determining ope another. Deny

Letters on Goelhe's Faust.

motion, if it secems proper to do se; only
then deny the process of determination of
one cognition by another. Say that in-
stants and lines are fictions j only say,also,
that states of cognition and judgments are
fictions. The point here insisted on is not
this or that logical solution of the difficui-
ty, but merely that cognition arises by a
process of beginning, as any other change
gomes t0 puss. '

In a subsequent paper, I shall trace the
gonsequences of these principles, in refer-
ence to the questions of reality, of indi-
viduality, and of the validity of the laws

of logic.

LETTERS ON FAUST.

{By H. C. BROCEMEYER,]

¥i. .

Drar H.—InTollowing our theme through
the sphere of manifestation, we arrived at
the coneclusion: ¢ Although man cannos
know truth-—hag no Reason—he does pos-
sess a stomach, a capaeity for sensual en-
joyment and an Understanding to minister
to the same—io be its servant.” With

world of Reality,—for we have attributed
objoctive validity to the Understanding.
It also determines our position in that
world. The Understanding—Mephisto—
is our gunide and servant; the warld of
Reality & mere means for individual ends—
for private gratification, Whatever higher
pretensions this world might make, such
pretensions are based upon the presuppo-
gition that man can knoew Traoth, and are
therefore without foundation. Hence,
this world of Reality—the Family, Society,
and the State—bave no right and no au-
thority as against the individaal inclina-
tions and desires of man., The latter are
supreme and find their limitation not im
Reason but in the power of, the Under-
standing to supply them with means of
gratification. Itistruethatthese means are
derived from without, and henee, that the
individual under this view is limited and

determined from without, and that external
determination is collision and conflict.
Desides, whatever our eonviction with
reference to the world of Reality may be,
that world, once for all, is extant with the
bold claim of being on the one side the
pledge and on the other the very embodi-
ment of the rational existence of the race;

this conclusion, we have arrived at the . and it-wields moreover, in that existence,

the power of the race. But this is owsr
reflection, dear friend, which it may be
well enough to keep in view, as a spccies
of logieal heat-lightning along the horizon,
but which has no significance under the
conclusion arrvived nt by Faust. Under it
our individual desires and inclinations,
however capricious, are the end, and what-
ever presents itself has value and validity
in so far and onlyin so far as it is a means
for this end.

These are the principles of the man be-
fore us, who, '

“For idle dalliance too old,
Too young to be without desire,”

is still professor in a German University.
His life falls in the historie period when a
knowledge of the natural sciences is nob
a8 yet diffused, and many of the results
remain arcanc for individual profit. Pos-



