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PREFACE.

THE ‘Logic of Hegel’ is a name which may be given
to two separate books. One of these is the Science
of Logic’ (Wissenschaft der Logik), first published in
three volumes (1812-1816), while its author was
schoolmaster at Niiremberg. A second edition was
on its way, when Hegel was suddenly cut off, after
revising the first volume only. In the Secret of
Hegel,’ the earlier part of this Logic has been trans-
lated by Dr. Hutchison Stirling, with whose name
German philosophy is chiefly associated in this
country.

The other Logic, of which the present work is a
translation, forms the First Part in the ¢ Encyclopaedia
of the Philosophical Sciences.’ The first edition of
the Encyclopaedia appeared at Heidelberg in 1817;
the second in 1827; and the third in 1830. It is
well to bear in mind that these dates take us back
forty or fifty years, to a time when modern science
and Inductive Logic had yet to win their laurels, and
when the world was in many ways -different from what
it is now. The earliest edition of the Encyclopaedia
contained the pith of the system. The subsequent
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editions brought some new materials, mainly intended
to smooth over and explain the transitions between
the various sections, and to answer the objections of
critics. The work contained a synopsis of philosophy
in the form of paragraphs, and was to be supplemented
by the viva voce remarks of the lecturer.

The present volume is translated from the edition
of 1843, forming the Sixth Volume in Hegel’s Collected
Works. It consists of two nearly equal portions. One
half, here printed in more open type, contains Hegel’s
Encyclopaedia, with all the author’s own additions.
The first paragraph under each -number marks the
earliest and simplest statement of the first edition.
The other half, here printed in closer type, is made up
of the notes taken in lecture by the editor (Henning)
and by Professors Hotho and Michelet. These notes
for the most part connect the several sections, rather
than explain their statements. Their genuineness is
vouched for by their being almost verbally the same
with other parts of Hegel's own writings.

The difference between the two Logics lies mainly
in the greater minuteness and detail of the larger
. work, and in the headings and arrangements of the
chapters. Several mathematical questions are dis-
cussed in the first volume of the larger Logic at a
disproportionate length: and in the second volume
of the same book the chapter headed ¢Phenomenon’
(Erscheinung) is differently divided from the method
adopted in the Encyclopaedia, and begins with Ex-
istence.” These arrangements are followed in the
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modified versions of the Hegelian Logic which have
been made by Erdmann, K. Fischer, and Rosenkranz.

The ‘Science of Logic’ is undoubtedly the more
comprehensive and valuable work. Its length, how-
ever, makes the study of it a formidable undertaking.
Hegel, be it added, does not always render his theory
more obvious to apprehension by expanding it into its
details. To many eyes the depth only grows deeper,
and the subtlety more subtle, by this expansion.

The translation has tried to keep as closely as pos-
sible to the meaning, without always adhering very
rigorously to the words of the original. It is, however,
much more literal in the later and systematic part,
than in the earlier chapters. |

The Prolegomena which precede the translation have
not been given in the hope or with the intention of
expounding the Hegelian system. They merely seek
to remove certain obstacles, and to render Hegel less
tantalizingly hard to those who approach him for the
first time. How far they will accomplish this, remains
to be seen.

OxFORD,
September, 1873.
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PROLEGOMENA.

CHAPTER 1.
WHY HEGEL IS HARD TO UNDERSTAND.

‘THE condemnation,” says Hegel, ‘ which a great man lays
upon the world, is to force it to explain him!.” The greatness
of Hegel, if it be measured by this standard, must be something
far above common. Interpreters of his system have contra-
dicted each other, almost as variously as the several com-
mentators on the Bible. He is claimed as their head by
widely different schools of thought, all of which appeal to him
as the original source of their line of argument. The Right
wing, and the Left, as well as the Centre, profess to be the
genuine descendants of the prophet, and to inherit the mantle
of his inspiration. If we believe one side, Hegel is only to
be rightly appreciated when we divest his teaching of every
shred of religion and orthodoxy which it retains. If we
believe another class of expositors, he was the champion of
Christianity.

These contradictory views may be safely left to abolish each
other. But diversity of opinion on such topics is neither
unnatural, nor unusual. The meaning and the bearings of a
great event, or a great character, or a great work of reasoned
thought, will be estimated and explained in different ways,
according to the effect they produce on different minds, and
different levels of life and society. Those effects, perhaps, will

! Hegel’'s Leben (Rosenkranz), p. 555.
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not present themselves in their true character, until long after
the original excitement has passed away. To some minds, the
chief value of the Hegelian system will lie in its vindication
of the truths of natural and revealed religion, and in the
agreement of the elaborate reasonings of the philosopher with
the simple aspirations of mankind towards higher things. To
others that system will have most interest as a philosophical
history of thought,—an exposition of that organic development
of reason, which underlies and constitutes all the varied and
complex movement of the world. To a third class, again, it
may seem at best an instrument or method of investigation,
stating the true law by which knowledge proceeds in its
endeavour to comprehend and assimilate existing nature.

While these various meanings may be given to the Hegelian
scheme of thought, the majority of the world either pronounce
Hegel to be altogether unintelligible, or banish him to the
limbo of @ priori thinkers,—that bourne from which no philoso-
pher returns. To argue with those who start from the latter
conviction would be an ungrateful, and probably a superfluous
task. Wisdom is justified, we may be sure, of all her children.
But it may be possible to admit the existence of difficulties,
and agree to some extent with those who complain that Hegel
is impenetrable and hard as adamant. There can be no doubt
of the forbidding aspect of the most prominent features in his
system. He is hard in himself, and his readers find him hard.
His style is not of the best, and to foreign eyes seems unequal.
At times he is eloquent, stirring, and striking : again his turns
are harsh, and his clauses tiresome to disentangle: and we are
always coming upon that childlikeness of literary manner,
which English taste fancies it can detect in some of the
greatest works of German genius. There are faults in Hegel,
which obscure his meaning: but more obstacles are due to
the nature of the work, and the pre-occupations of our minds.
There is something in him which fascinates the thinker, and
which inspires a sympathetic student with the vigour and
the hopefulness of the spring-time.
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Perhaps the main hindrance in the way of a clear vision
is the contrast which Hegelian philosophy offers to our ordinary
habite of mind. Generally speaking, we rest contented if we
can get tolerably near our object, and form a general picture
of it to set before our selves. It might ‘almost be said that
we have never thought of such a thing as being in earnest
either with our words or with our thoughts. We get into
a way of speaking with an uncertain latitude of meaning,
and leave a good deal to the fellow-feeling of our hearers, who
are expected to mend what is defective in our utterances. For
most of us the place of exact thought is supplied by metaphors
and pictures, by mental images, and figures generalised from
the senses. And thus it happens, that when we come upon
a single precise and definite statement, neither exceeding mnor -
falling short in its meaning, we are thrown out of our reckon-
ing. Our fancy and memory have nothing left for them to
do: and, as fancy and memory make up the greater part in
what we loosely call thought, our powers of thought seem to
be brought to a standstill. Those who crave for fluent reading,
or prefer easy writing, something within the pale of our usual
mental lines, are more likely to find what they seek in the
ten partially correct and approximate ways commonly used to
give expression to a truth, than in the one simple and accurate
statement of the thought. We prefer a familiar name, and
an accustomed image, on which our faculties may work. But
in the atmosphere of Hegelian thought, we feel very much
as if we had been lifted into a vacuum, where we cannot
breathe, and which is a fit habitation for unrecognisable ghosts
only.

To read Hegel reminds us of the process we have to go
through in trying to answer a riddle. The terms of the pro-
blem to be solved are all given to us: the features of the
object are, it may be, fully described: and yet somehow we
cannot at once tell what it is all about, or add up the sum
of which we have the several items. We are waiting to learn
the subject of the proposition, of which all these statements
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may be regarded as the predicates. Something, we feel, has
undoubtedly been said: but we are at a loss to see what it
has been said about. Our mind wanders round from one
familiar object to another, and tries them in succession to see
whether any one ‘satisfies the several points in the state-
ment and includes them all. We grope here and there for
something we are acquainted with, in which the bits of the
description may cohere, and get a unity which they cannot
- give themselves. When once we have hit upon the right
object, our troubles are at an end: and the empty medium
is now peopled with a creature of our imagination. We have
reached a fixed point in the range of our conceptions, around
which the given features may cluster.

All this trouble caused by the Hegelian theory of what
philosophy involves—viz. a construction of its subject-matter,
is saved by a device well-known to the several branches of
Science. It is the way with them to assume that the student
has a rough general image of the objects which they examine;
and under the guidance, or with the help of this generalised
image, they go on to explain and describe its outlines more
completely. They start with an approximate conception, such
as anybody may be supposed to have; and this they seek to
render more definite. The geologist, for example, could scarcely
teach geology, unless he could pre-suppose or produce some
acquaintance on the part of his pupils with what Hume would
have called an ¢impression’ or an ‘idea’ of the rocks and for-
mations of which he has to treat. The geometer gives a
short, and, as it were, popular explanation of the sense in
which angles, circles, triangles, &c. are to be understood: and
then by the aid of these provisional. definitions we come to a
more scientific notion of the same terms. The third book of
Euclid, for example, brings before us a clearer notion of what
a circle is, than the nominal explanation in the list of definitions.
By means of these temporary aids, or, as we may call them,
leading-strings for the intellect, the progress of the ordinary
scientific student is made tolerably easy. But in philosophy,



L] WHAT'S IN A NAME ? xvii

as it is found in Hegel, there is quite another way of working.
The helps in question are absent: and until it be seen that
they are not even needed, the Hegelian theory will remain
a sealed mystery. For that which the first glance seemed to
show as an enigma, is only the plain and unambiguous state-
ment of thought. Instead of casting around for images and
accustomed names, we have only to accept the several terms
and articles in the development of thought as they present
themselves, These terms merely require to be apprehended.
They stand in no need of illustration, or of light from our
experience.

Ordinary knowledge consists in referring a new object to
a class of objects, that is to say, to a generalised image with
which we are already acquainted. It is not so much cognition
as re-cognition. ¢ What is the truth?’” asked Lady Chettam
of Mrs. Cadwallader in Middlemarch. ¢ ¢The truth? he is as
bad as the wrong physic—nasty to take, and sure to disagree.’
‘There could not be anything worse than that,” said Lady
Chettam, with so vivid a conception of the physic that she
seemed to have learned something exact about Mr. Casaubon’s
disadvantages.” Once we have referred the new individual to
a familiar category, or a convenient metaphor, once we have
given it a name, and introduced it into the society of our
mental drawing-room, we are satisfied. We have put a fresh
object in its appropriate drawer in the cabinet of our ideas:
and hence, with the pride of a collector, we can calmly call
it our own. But such acquaintance, proceeding from a mingling
of memory and naming, is not the same thing as knowledge
in the strict sense of the term!. ¢Whatis he? Do you know
him?’ These are our questions: and we are satisfied when
we learn his name and his calling. We may never have pene-
trated into the inner nature of those objects, with whose Zout
ensemble, or rough outlines, we are so much at home, that we
fancy ourselves thoroughly cognizant of them. Classifications

1¢Dgs Bekannte iiberhaupt ist darum, weil es bekannt ist, nicht erkannt.’
Phenomenologie des Geistes, p. 24. ,

b
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are only the first steps in science: and we do not understand
a thought because we can view it under the guise of some
of its illustrations.

In the case of the English reader of Hegel some peculiar
hindrances spring from the foreign language. In strong con-
trast to most of the well-known German philosophers, he may
"be said to write in the popular and national dialect of his
country. Of course there are tones and shades of meaning
given to his words by the general context of his system. But
upon the whole he did what he promised to Voss. In a letter
addressed to that poet from Jena in 1805, he says of his
projects: ‘Luther has made the Bible, and you have made
Homer speak German. No greater gift than this can be given
to a nation. So long as a nation does nmot know a mnoble
work in its own language, it is still barbarian, and does not
regard the work as its own. Forget these two examples, and
I may describe my own intention as an attempt to teach
philosophy to speak in German .’

Hegel is unquestionably par excellence the philosopher of Ger-
many,—German through and through. For philosophy, though
the common birthright of full-grown reason in all ages and
countries, must like other universal and cosmopolitan in-
terests, such as the State, the Arts, or the Church, submit
to the limits and peculiarities imposed upon it by the na-
tural divisions of race and language. The subtler nuances,
as well as the coarser differences of national speech, make
themselves vividly felt in the systems of philosophy, and
defy translation. If Greek philosophy cannot, no more
can German philosophy be turned into a body of English
thought by a stroke of the translator’s pen. There is a dif-
ference in this matter between the sciences, and philosophy.
The several sciences have a de-nationalised and humanitarian
character, like the trades and industries of various nations:
they are pretty much the same in one country and another.
But in the political body, in the works of high art, and in

! Vermischte Schriften, vol. IL, p. 474.
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the systems of philosophy, the whole of the character and
temperament of the several peoples finds its expression, and
stands distinctly marked, in a shape of its own. If the form
of German polity be not transferable to this side of the Channel,
no more will German philosophy. Direct utilisation for English
purposes is out of the question: the circumstances are too
different. But the study of the great works of foreign thought
is not on that account useless, any more than the study of
the great works of foreign statesmanship.

Hegel did good service, at least, by freeing philosophy from
that aspect of an imported luxury, which it usually had,—as
if it were an exotic plant removed from the bright air of
Greece into the melancholy mists of Western Europe. ¢We
have still,” he says, ‘to break down the partition between the
language of philosophy, and that of ordinary consciousness: we
have to overcome the reluctance against thinking what we
are familiar with!’ Philosophy must be brought face to
face with ordinary life, so as to draw its strength from the
actual and living present, and not from the memories or
traditions of the past. It has to become the organised and
completed thinking of what is contained blindly and vaguely
in the various levels of popular intelligence, as these are more or
less educated and ordered. Perhaps however the attempt to
philosophise in native German gives rise to a purism of language
which is quite impossible in English, with its double sym-
pathies. Even Hegel seems to find the resources of German
occasionally fail him, and has to employ the corresponding words
of native and classical origin with considerable difference of
meaning. Sometimes, too, he shows a tendency to etymologise
on very narrow grounds, and to do something very like playing
on words. But it was a great thing to banish a pompous
and aristocratic dialect from philosophy, and to lead it back
to those words and forms of speech, which are in at least a
silent harmony with the national feeling.

! Hegel’s Leben (Rosenkranz), p. 552.
b2
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CHAPTER 1II.

ENGLISH PHILOSOPHY AND HEGEL.

Ar the present day in England, philosophy is either ignored
altogether, or brought down to the level of a special branch
of science, if it be not rather made a receptacle for the
principles common to all the sciences. The favourite term for
those researches, which are directed towards the objects once con-
sidered proper to philosophy, is now Mental and Moral Science.
The old name is in certain circles restricted to denmote the
vague and irregular speculations of those thinkers, who either
lived before the rise of exact science, or who acted in defiance
of its precepts and its example. One large and influential class
of English thinkers inclines to sweep philosophy altogether
away, as equivalent to metaphysics and obsolete forms of error;
and upon the empty site thus obtained they are constructing
a body of psychological facts, or they are trying to arrange
and codify those general remarks upon the general procedure
of the sciences, which are known under the name of Inductive
Logic. A smaller, but not less vigorous, class of philosophers
look upon their business as an extension and rounding off
of science, as the complete unification of knowledge. The
first is the school best known by the names of Mr. J. 8. Mill
and Mr. Bain: the second is the doctrine of Mr. Herbert
Spencer.

If we look to history, it is at once clear that philosophy
has had much to do with science. In their earlier stages the
two tendencies of thought were scarcely distinguishable. The
philosophers of Ionia and Magna Graecia were also the scien-
tific teachers of their time. Their fragmentary remains remind
us at times of the modern theories of geology and biology,—
at other times of the teachings of idealism. The same thing
is comparatively true of the earlier philosophers of Modern
Europe. The seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, in spite’
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of Bacon and Newton, endeavoured to study the laws of
mental movement by a method, which was a strange mixture
of empiricism and metaphysics. They attempted to apply the
general laws of thought to the examination of the special
phenomena of the mind. In the works of these thinkers, as
of the pre-Socratics, one element may be styled philosophical,
and another element may be styled scientific,—if we use both
words vaguely. But with Socrates in the ancient, and with
Kant in the modern epoch of philosophy, the boundary between
the two regions was definitively drawn. The distinction was
in the first place achieved by turning the back upon science
and popular conceptions. Socrates withdrew thought from
disquisitions concerning the nature of all things, and fixed it
upon man, and the state of man. Kant left the broad fields
of actually-attained knowledge, and inquired into the central
principle on which the acquisitions of science were founded.

The change thus begun was not unlike that which Copernicus
effected in the theory of Astronomy. Human thought, either
in the actualised form of the State, or in the abstract shape
of the Reason,—that thought, which is a man’s true world,—
was made the pivot around which the system of the sciences
might turn. In the contest, which according to Reid prevails
between Common Sense and Philosophy, the presumptions of
the former have been distinctly reversed, and Kant, like
Socrates, has shown that it is not the single body of doctrine,
but the humanity, the moral law, the thought, which under-
lies these doctrines, which gives the real resting-point and true
centre of movement. But this negative attitude of philosophy to
the sciences is only the beginning, needed to secure a stand-
ing-ground. In the ancient world Aristotle, and in the modern
Hegel, exhibit the movement outwards to reconquer the uni-
verse, proceeding from that principle which Socrates and Kant
had emphasised in its simpler and less developed aspect.

Mr. Mill, in the closing chapter of his Logic, has briefly
sketched the ideal of a science to which he gives the name
of Teleology, corresponding in the ethical and practical sphere
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to a Pkhilosopkia Prima, or Metaphysics, in the theoretical.
This ideal and ultimate court of appeal is to be valid in
Morality, and also in Prudence, Policy, and Taste. But the
conception, although a desirable one, falls short of the work
which Hegel assigns to philosophy. What he intended to
accomplish with detail and regular evolution was not a system
of principles in these departments of action only, but a theory
of the thought which also manifests itself in Art, Science, and
Religion, in all the consciousness of ordinary life, and in the
movement of the world. Philosophy ranges over the whole
field of actuality, or existing fact. Abstract principles are
all very well in their way: but they are not philosophy. If
the world in its historical and its present life developes into
endless detail in regular lines, philosophy must equally develope
the narrowness of its first principles into the plenitude of a
System,—into what Hegel calls the Idea. His point of view
may be gathered from the following remarks in a review of
Hamann, an erratic friend and contemporary of Kant’s. ¢Ha-
mann would not put himself to the trouble, which in a higher
sense God undertook. The ancient philosophers have described
God under the image of a round ball. But if that be His
nature, God has unfolded it; and in the actual world He has
opened the closed shell of truth into a system of Nature, into
a State-system, a system of Law and Morality, into the system
of the world’s history. The shut fist has become an open
hand, the fingers of which reach out to lay hold of man’s
mind, and draw it to Himself. Nor is the human mind a
mere abstruse intellect, blindly moving within its own secret
recesses. It is no mere feeling and groping about in a vacuam,
but an intelligent system of rational organmisation. Of that
system Thought is the summit in point of form : and Thought
may be described as the capability of surveying on its surface
the expanse of Deity unfolded, or rather as the capability, by
means of thinking over it, of entering into it, and then when
the entrance has been secured, of thinking over God’s expansion
of Himself. To take this trouble is the express duty and end
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of ends set before the thinking mind, ever since God laid
aside His rolled-up form, and revealed Himself!.’

Enthusiastic admirers have often spoken, as if the salvation
of the time could only come from the Hegelian philosophy.
“Grasp the secret of Hegel,” they say, ‘and you will find a
cure for the delusions of your own mind, and the secret which
is to set right the wrongs of the world.” These high claims
to utility were never made by Hegel himself. According to
him, philosophy can produce nothing new. Practical states-
men, and theoretical reformers, may do their best to correct
the inequalities of the world. But the very terms in which
Bacon scornfully depreciated one great result of philosophy are
to be accepted in their literal trath. Like a virgin consecrated
to God, she bears no fruit2. She represents the spirit of the
world, resting, as it were, when one step in the progress has
been accomplished, and surveying the advance which has been
made. Nor has philosophy the vocation to edify men, and
so to take the place of religion on the higher levels of intellect.
It does not profess to bring into being that which ought to
be, but is not as yet. It sets up no ideals, which must wait
for some future day in order to be realised. The subject-matter
of philosophy is that which is always realisiilg and always
realised,—the world in its wholeness as it is and has been. It
seeks to put before us, and embody in permanent outlines, the
universal law of the mind’s movement, and not the local, tem-
porary, and individual acts of human will.

Those who ask philosophy to construe, or to deduce a priori
a single blade of grass, or a single act of a man, must not be
grieved if their request sounds absurd and meets with no
answer. The sphere of philosophy is the Universal. We may
say, if we like, that it is retrospective. To comprehend the
universe of thought in all its formations and all its features,
to reduce the solid structures, which mind has created, to
fluidity and transparency in the pure medium of thought, to
set free the fossilised intelligence which the great magician

! Vermischte Schriften, vol. IL. p. 87. * De Augm. Scient, III. 5.
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who wields the destinies of the world has hidden under the
mask of Nature, of the mind of man, of the works of Art, of
the institutions of the State and the orders of Society, and of
religious forms and Creeds:—such is the complicated problem
of philosophy. It has to comprehend the world, not try to
make it better. If it were the purpose of philosophy to reform
and improve the existing state of things, it comes a little too
late for such a task. ¢As the thought of the world,’ says Hegel,
‘it makes its first appearance at a time, when the actual fact
has consummated its process of formation, and is now fully
matured. This is the doctrine set forth by the notion of
philosophy ; but it is also the teaching of history. It is only
when the actual world has reached its full fruition that the
ideal rises to confront the reality, and builds up, in the shape
of an intellectual realm, that same world grasped in its sub-
stantial being. When philosophy paints its grey in grey,
some one shape of life has meanwhile grown old: and grey in
grey, though it brings it into knowledge, cannot make it
young again. The owl of Minerva does not start upon its
flight, until the evening twilight has begun to falll’

CHAPTER III

HEGEL AND THEOLOGY.

EveN an incidental reader of Hegel cannot fail to be struck
with the frequent recurrence of the name of God, and with
the many allusions to matters not generally touched upon,
unless in works bearing upon religion. There were two ques-
tions which seem to have had a certain fascination for Hegel.
One of them, a rather unpromising problem, referred to the

! Philosaphie des Rechts, p. 20.
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distances between the several planets in the solar system, and
the law regulating these intervals!. The other and more in-
timate problem turned upon the value of the proofs usually
offered in support of the being of God. This question treated .
of the matter in these proofs, as distinguished from the imperfect
manner in which the arguers presented it. Again and again
in his Logic, as well as in other discussions more especially
devoted to it, he examines this problem. His persistence in
this direction might earn for him that title of ¢ Knight of the
Holy Ghost,” by which Heine, in one of the delightful poems
of his ¢ Reisebilder,’ describes himself to the little maiden of
the Harz mountains, The poet of Love and of Freedom had
undoubted rights to rank among the sacred band: but so
also had the philosopher. Like the Socrates whom Plato
describes to us, he seems to feel that he has been commissioned
to reveal the truth of God, and quicken men by an insight
into the right wisdom. Nowhere in the modern period of phi-
losophy has the same high spirit breathed in the utterances
of a thinker. The same theme is claimed as the common
heritage of philosophy and religion. In a letter to Duboc?,
the father of a modern German novelist, Hegel lets us see how
important this aspect of his system was to himself. He had
been asked to give a succinct explanation of his standing-
ground : and his answer begins by pointing out that philosophy
seeks to apprehend by means of thought the same truth which
the religious mind has by faith.

Words like these may at first sight suggest the bold soaring
of ancient speculation in the times of Plato and Aristotle,
or even the theories of the medieval Schoolmen. They sound
as if he proposed to do for the modern world, and in the full
light of modern knowledge, what the Schoolmen tried to accom-
plish within the somewhat narrow conceptions of medieval
Christianity and Greek logic. Still there is a difference between
the two cases. While the Doctors of the Church derived
the form of exposition, and the matter of their systems, from

! Hegel's Leben, p. 155.. ? Vermischte Schriften, vol. II. p. 530.
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two incompatible sources, the modern Scholastic of Hegel claims
to be a harmonious unity, body finding soul, and soul giving
itself body. And while the Hegelian system has the all-
embracing and encyclopaedic character by which Scholastic
thought threw its arms around heaven and earth, it has also
the untrammelled liberty of the Greek thinkers. Hegel, in
short, is a synthesis of these two modes of speculation: free as
the ancient, and comprehensive as the modern. His theory is
the explication of God; but of God in the actuality and pleni-
tude of the world, and not as a transcendent Being in the
solitude of a world beyond.

The greatness of a philosophy is its power of comprehending
facts. The most characteristic fact of modern times is Chris-
tianity. The general thought and action of the civilised world
has been alternately fascinated and repelled, but always in-
fluenced, and to a high degree permeated, by the Christian
theory of life. That fact is the key to the secret of the world,—
even if we add, as some will prefer, of the world as it is and
has been. And therefore the Hegelian system, if it is to be
a philosophy at all, must be in this sense Christian. But
it is neither a critic, nor an apologist of Christianity. The
voice of philosophy is as that of the Jewish doctor of the
Law : ¢If this council or this work be of men, it will come
to nought: but if it be of God ye cannot overthrow it.
Philosophy examines what is, and not what, according to some
opinions, ought to be. Such a point of view requires no
discussion of the ‘How’ or the ‘Why’ of Christianity. It
involves no inquiry into historical documents, nor into the
belief in miracles.

Again, it may be asked in what sense philosophy has to
deal with God and with Truth. These two terms are used
as synonyms in Hegel. All the objects of science, all the
terms of thought, all the forms of life, lead out of themselves,
and seek for a centre and resting-point. They are severally
inadequate and partial, and they crave adequacy and com-
pleteness. They tend to organise themselves, and so to constitute
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a system or universe; and in this tendency to unity consists
their truth. Their untruth lies in isolation and pretended
independence. This completed unity in which all things receive
their entireness, and become adequate, is their Truth: and
that Truth, as known in religious language, is God. Rightly
or wrongly, God is thus interpreted in the Logic of Hegel.

Such a position must seem very strange to ome who is
familiar only with the sober studies of English philosophy. In
whatever else the leaders of the several schools in this country
disagree, they are all, or nearly all, at one in banishing God and
religion to a world beyond the present sublunary sphere, to an
inscrutable region beyond the scope of scientific inquiry, where
statements may be made at will, but where we have no power
of verifying any statement whatever. This is the common
doctrine of Spencer and Mansel, of Hamilton and Mill. Even
those English thinkers, who show some anxiety to support
what is at present called Theism, generally rest content with
vindicating for the mind the vague perception of a Being
beyond wus, and differing from us incommensurably. He is
the Unknown Power, felt by what some of these writers call
intuition, and others call experience. They do not however
allow to knowledge any capacity of apprehending in detail
the truths which belong to the kingdom of God. The whole
teaching of Hegel is the overthrow of the limits thus set to
religious thought. To him all thought, and all actuality, when
it is grasped by knowledge, is from man’s side, an exaltation
of the mind towards God: while, when regarded from the
Divine standing-point, it is the manifestation of His own
nature in its infinite variety.

It is only when we fix our eyes clearly on these general
features in his speculation, that we can understand why he
places the maturity of ancient philosophy in the time of
Plotinus and Proclus. For the same reason he gives so much
attention to the religious or semi-religious theories of Jacob
Bohme and of Jacobi, though these men were in many ways
so unlike himself.
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CHAPTER 1IV.

IDEALISM AND REALISM.

It is hazardous to try to sum up the Hegelian philosophy in
a few paragraphs. Since Aristotle separated philosophy from
the productive arts, it need scarcely be repeated that the result
of a philosophical system is nothing palpable or tangible,—
nothing on which you can put your finger, and say definitely :
Here it is. The point of the philosopher’s remarks lies in
their application. The statement of the principle or tendency
of a philosophical system tells not what that system is, but
what it is not. It marks off the position from contiguous points
of view; and on that account never gets beyond the border-
land, which separates that system from something else. The
method and process of reasoning is as essential in knowledge,
as the result to which it leads: and the method in this case
is thoroughly bound up with the subject-matter. A mere ana-
lysis of the method, therefore, or a mere record of the purpose
and outcome of the system, would be, the one as well as the
other, a fruitless labour, and come to nothing but words. Thus
any attempt to convey a glimpse of the truth in a few sentences
and in large outlines seems foreclosed. The theory of Hegel
has an abhorrence of mere generalities, of abstractions without
life in them, or growth out of them. His principle has to
prove and verify itself to be true and adequate: and that
verification fills up the whole circle of circles, of which philosophy
is said to consist.

It seems as if there were in Hegel two distinct habits of
mind which the world rarely sees except in separation. On
one hand there is a sympathy with mystical and intuitional
minds, with the upholders of immediate knowledge and innate
ideas,—those who would fain lay their grasp upon the whole
before they have gone through the drudgery of details. On
the other hand, there is a strongly rational and non-visionary



] CONTRASTS IN HEGEL. xxix

intellect, with a practical and realistic bent, and the full
scientific spirit. Looked at from some points of view, Hegel
has been accused of dreaminess, pietism, and mystical theology.
His merging of the ordinary contrasts of thought in a completer
truth, his mixing up of religious with logical questions, and
the general unfathomableness of his doctrine, all seem to sup-
port such a charge. Yet all this is not inconsistent with a
rough and incisive vigour of understanding, a plainness of
reason, and a certain hardness of temperament. This philo-
sopher is in many ways not distinguishable from the ordinary
citizen. He is contemptuous towards all weakly sentimentalism,
and almost brutal in his emphasis on what actually is, as distinct
from what might have been ; and keeps his household accounts
as carefully as the average head of a family. This convergence
of two tendencies of thought may be noticed in the gradual
maturing of his ideas. In the period of his ‘¢ Lehrjahre,’ or
apprenticeship, from 1790 to 1800, we can see the study of
theology in the earlier part of that time at Berne succeeded by
the study of politics and philosophy at Frankfort-on-the-Main.

His purpose on the whole may be termed an attempt to
combine breadth with depth, the intensity of the mystic, who
craves for union with Truth, with the extended range and
explicitness of the seekers after knmowledge. ‘The depth of
the mind is only so deep as its courage to expand and lose
itself in its explication'.” It must prove its profundity by the
ordered fulness of the knowledge which it has realised. The
position and the work of Hegel will not be intelligible unless
we keep in view both of these antagonistic points.

On the one hand stands the tendency to apply those methods,
which have been already applied with brilliant success in the
various branches of science, to the criticism of objects which
do not in the first instance come within the scope of these
sciences. It is the employment of hard and fast lines of dis-
tinction, and of dogmatic methods, the application of conditions
to the unconditioned; and its final outcome is a sweeping

! Phenomenologie des Geistes, p. 9.
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criticism under which the ordinary ideas of morality and
religion are found to fail. Under this head comes the ordinary
metaphysical doctrine, which tries to bind the Absolute in
words ; the empiricism, which either abolishes the super-sensible
altogether, or aims at making it conform to the canoms of
science : and the Kantian system, which shows the insufficiency of
both these methods, but has nothing better of its own to offer?.
On the other side stands the claim or the assurance springing
from an immediate and native union with eternal Truth. The
¢ Faith’ of Jacobi and the ¢ Intellectual Intuition’ of Schelling,
the gift of genius which sees the truth at one glance, and
sees it whole,—the prophetic utterance and the enthusiastic
vision of the Infinite—were to some extent a needful reaction
against the dominancy of the abstracting intellect, revelling in
distinctions, conditions, and categories. The beginning of
the nineteenth century in Germany, as well as in England,
was a period of effervescence :—there was a good deal of fire,
but perhaps there was still more of smoke. Genius was exultant
" in its aspirations after Freedom, Truth, and Wisdom. The
Romantic School, under the philosophical patronage of Schel-
ling, counted amongst its literary chiefs the names of the
Schlegels, of Tieck, Novalis, and perbaps Richter. The world,
as that generation dreamed, was to be made young again,—
not by drinking, where Wordsworth led, from the fresh springs
of nature,—but by an elixir distilled from the withered flowers
of medieval Catholicism and chivalry, and even from the old
roots of primeval wisdom. The good old times of faith and
harmonious beauty were to be brought back again by the
joint labours of ideas and poetry. To that period of incipient
and darkling energy Hegel stands in very much the same
position as Luther did to the pre-Reformation mystics, to
Meister Eckbart, and the unknown author of the ¢ German
Theology.” It was from this side, from the school of Genius and
Romance in philosophy, that Hegel was proximately driven, not
into sheer re-action, but into system, development, and science.

1 Compare pages 50-102 of the Logic.
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To elevate philosophy from a love of wisdom into the pos-
session of real wisdom, into a system and a science, is the
aim which he distinctly set before himself from the beginning.
In almost every work, and every course of lectures, whatever
be their subject, he cannot let slip the chance of an attack
upon the mode of philosophising, which substituted the strength
of belief or conviction, for the intervention of reasoning and
argument. There may have been a strong sympathy in him
with the end which these German Coleridges, if we may so
call them, had in view. No one who reads his criticism of
Kant can miss perceiving his bent towards the Infinite. But
he utterly rejects intuition, or the direct vision of truth, as
a means to this end. Whereas these advocates of Faith either
disparage science as a limitation to the spirit, in the calm
trust of their life in God, or yearn throughout life for a peace
which they never quite reach, Hegel is bent upon showing
men that the Infinite is not unknowable, as Kant would have
it, and yet that man does not, as Jacobi would have it, naturally
and without an effort know the things of Godl. He will prove
that the way of Truth is open, and prove it by describing in
detail every step of the road. Philosophy for him must be
reasoned truth. She does not visit favoured ones in visions of
the night, but comes to all who win her by patient study.

¢ For those,’ he says, ¢ who ask for a royal road to the science,
no more convenient directions can be given than to trust to their
own sound common sense, and, if they wish to keep up with the
age and with philosophy, to read the reviews criticising philo-
sophical works, and perhaps even the prefaces and the first
paragraphs in these works themselves. The introductory re-
marks state the general and fundamental principles; and the
reviews, besides their historical information, contain a critical
estimate, which, from the very fact that it is sach, is beyond and
above what it criticises. This is the road of ordinary men: and
it may be traversed in a dressing-gown. The other way is the
way of intuition. It requires you to don the vestments of the

! Compare pages 103-121 of the Logic.
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high-priest. Along that road strides the ennobling sentiment of
the Eternal, the True, the Infinite. But it is wrong to call this
aroad. These grand sentiments find themselves, naturally and
without taking a single step, centred in the very sanctuary of
truth. So mighty is genius with its deep original ideas, and its
high flashes of thought. But a depth like this is not enough to
lay bare the sources of true being, and these rockets are not the
empyrean. True thoughts and scientific insight are only to be
gained by the labour which comprehends and grasps its object.
And that thorough grasp alone can produce the universality of
science. Contrasted with the vulgar vagueness and scantiness
of common sense, that universality is a fully-formed and rounded
intellect ; and, contrasted with an aristocratical universality in
which the natural gift of reason has been spoilt by the laziness
and self-conceit of genius, it is truth put in possession of its
native form, and thus rendered the possible property of every
self-conscious reason!’.

This hard saying, which as it were rung the knmell to the
friendship of Hegel with his great contemporary Schelling, is
also the keynote to the subsequent work of the philosopher. In
Hegel we need expect no brilliant apergus of genius, no intel-
lectual léger-de-main, but only the patient unravelling of the
clue of thought through all knots and intricacies: a deliberate
tracing and working-out of the contradictions and mysteries in
thought, until the contradiction and the mystery disappear.
Perseverance is the secret of Hegel.

This characteristic of patient work is seen, for example, in the
incessant prosecution of hints and glimpses, until they grew into
systematic and rounded outline. Instead of vague anticipations
and guesses at truth, fragments of insight, his years of philo-
sophic study are occupied with writing and re-writing in the
endeavour to clear up and arrange the masses of his ideas.
Essay after essay, and sketch after sketch of a system, succeed
each other amongst his papers. His first great work was
published in his 37th year, after six years spent in university

! Phenomenologie des Geistes, p. 54.
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work at Jena. The notes which he used to dictate to the boys in
the Gymnasium at Niiremberg some years afterwards bear
evidence of constant remodelling.

Such insistance in tracing every suggestion of truth to its
place in the universe of thought is the peculiar character
and difficulty of Hegelian argument. Other observers have
now and again moticed, accentuated, and, it may be, popu-
larised some one point or some one law in the evolution of reason.
Here and there, as we reflect, we are all forced to recognise what
Hegel termed the dialectical nature in thought,—the tendency,
by which an idea, when it is carried to extremes, recoils and
swings round to the opposite pole. We cannot, for example,
study the history of ancient thought without noting this pheno-
menon. Thus, the persistence with which Plato and Aristotle
taught and enforced the doctrine that the community was the
autocratic master of the several citizens, very soon issued in the
schools of Zeno and Epicurus, teaching the rights of self-seeking
and isolation, or the equally pernicious selfishness of socialism.
But the glimpse of an indwelling discord in the terms, by which
we argue, is soon forgotten, and is classed under the head
of accidents, instead of being referred to a general law. Most of
us take only a single step in the process, and when we have
overcome the seeming absoluteness of one idea, we are content
and even eager to throw ourselves under the yoke of another, not
less one-sided than its predecessor. Sometimes one feels tempted
to say that the course of human thought as a whole, as well as
that branch of it termed science, exhibits for the main part a
succession of illusions, which enclose us in the belief that some
idea is all-embracing as the universe,—illusions, from which the
mind is time after time liberated, only in a little while to sink
under the sway of some partial correction, as if it and it only
were the complete truth.

Or, again, the Positive Philosophy exhibits as one of its
features an emphatic and popular statement of a fallacy much
discussed in Hegel. One of the best deeds of that school has
been to protest against a delusive belief in certain words and

[
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notions ; particularly by pointing out the insufficiency of what
it calls metaphysical terms, i. e. those abstract entities formed by
reflective thought, which are little else than a double of the
phenomenon they are intended to explain. To account for the
existence of insanity by an assumed basis for it in the ¢insane
neurosis,” or to attribute the sleep which follows a dose of opium
to the soporific virtues of the drug, are somewhat exaggerated
examples of the metaphysical intellect. Positivism in its logical
aspects has at least instilled general distrust of abstract talk
about essences, and laws, and forces, and causes, whenever they
elaim an inherent and independent value, or profess to be more
than a reflex of sensation. But all this is only a desultory per-
ception, the reflection of an intelligent observer. When we come
to Hegel, the Comtian perception of the danger lying in the
terms of metaphysics is replaced by the Second Part of Logic,
the Theory of Essential Being, of substances, causes, forces,
essences, matters, in their essential relativity.

CHAPTER V.

THE SCIENCES AND PHILOSOPHY.

By asserting the rights of philosophy against the dogmatism
of Intuitional theories, and by maintaining that we must not
feel the truth, with our eyes as it were closed, but must open
them full upon it, Hegel does not reduce philosophy to the level
of one of the finite sciences. The name °finite,” like the name
¢ empirical,’ is not a title of which the sciences bave any cause to
be ashamed. They are called empirical, because it is their glory
and their strength to found upon experience. They are called
finite, because they have a fixed object, which they must expect
and cannot alter; because they have an end and a beginning,—
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pre-supposing something where they begin, and leaving some-
thing for the sciences which come after. Botany rests upon
the researches of chemistry: and astronomy hands over the
record of cosmical movements to geology. Science is inter-
linked with science ; and each of them is a fragment. Nor can
these fragments ever, in the strict sense of the word, make
up a whole or total. They have broken off, sometimes by
accident, and sometimes for convenience, from one another.
The sciences have budded forth here and there upon the tree
of popular knowledge and ordinary consciousness, as interest
drew attention closer to various points and objects in the
world surrounding us.

Prosecute the popular knowledge about any point far enough,
substituting completeness and accuracy for vagueness, and
especially giving numerical definiteness in weight, size, and
measure, until the little drop of fact has grown into an ocean,
and the mere germ has expanded into a structure with complex
inter-connexion,—and you will have a science. By its point of
origin this luminous body of facts is united to the great circle
of human knowledge and ignorance: but the part very soon
assumes an independence of its own, and adopts a hostile or
negative attitude towards the general level of unscientific
opinion. This process of what we may, from the vulgar point of
view, call abnormal development, is repeated irregularly at various
points along the surface of ordinary consciousness. At one time
it is the celestial movements calling for the science of astronomy :
at another the divisions of the soil calling for the geometrician.
Each of these outgrowths naturally re-acts and modifies the
whole range of human knowledge, or what we may call popular
science ; and thus, while keeping up its own life, it quickens the
parent stock with an infusion of new vigour, and raises the
general intelligence to a higher level and into a higher element.

The order of the outcome of the sciences in time, therefore,
and their connexions with one another, cannot be explained or
understood, if we look only to the sciences themselves. We must
first of all descend into the depths of natural thought, and trace

c2
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the lines which unite science with science in that general medium.
The systematic inter-dependence of the sciences must be chiefly
sought for in the workings of thought as a whole in its popular
phases, and in the action and reaction of that general human
thought with the sciences,—those masses of extended knowledge
which form round the nwuclei here and there presented in the
somewhat attenuated medium of popular knowledge. Thus, by
means of the sciences in their aggregate action, the material of
common consciousness is extended and developed, at least in
certain parts, though the extension may be neither consistent
nor systematic. But so long as this work is incomplete, so long,
that is to say, as every point in the line of popular knowledge
has not received its due elaboration and equal study, the sciences
are finite : they merely succeed each other in a certain imperfect
sequence, or exist in juxtaposition: but they do not form a total.
The whole of scientific knowledge will only be formed, when
science shall be as completely rounded and unified, as in its lower
sphere and more inadequate element the ordinary consciousness
of the world is now,—when the isolations of the sciences shall
have ceased, and they have re-created in all its details the theory
of the world.

The chief point about the method of science, is that it carries
out thoroughly and with settled consciousness the same methods
as ordinary or unscientific knowledge (to use one of those
oxymorons which the genius of English allows). The method of
the science is but the method of ordinary consciousness pursued
knowingly, steadily, and in what, with future explanations, we
may call an exaggerated style. The great principle of that
method, by which its results are gained, is analysis and ab-
straction, comparison and distinction. Divide et impera is its
motto. To isolate a phenomenon from its context,—to penetrate
beneath the apparent complexity, which time and custom have
taught ordinary eyes to see in the world, to the underlying
simplicity of elements,—to leave everything extraneous out of
sight,—to abolish the teleology which imposes an alien bond
upon Nature,—and to take, as it were, one thing at a time:
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that is the problem of the sciences. And to accomplish that
end they do not hesitate to break the charmed link which
in common vision holds the world together,—the spiritual har-
mony which the sense of beauty finds in the scene,—the chain of
cause and effect, means and end, which reflection has thrown from
thing to thing; and finally to sever the connexion by which
‘the whole round world is every way
Bound by gold chains about the feet of God.’

Knowledge is power ; and power in its own highest form is seen
in the separations made by the abstracting intellect. To divide
part from part, and then to give the severed member a being of
its own, is the tendency of scientific thought. The sword of the
analyst smites asunder the cords which support the solid fabric
of our ordinary world : it destroys life, and yet the body of death
is with strange power retained, as if it were alive. Beauty, and
unity, and connexion fall before analysis : teleology is driven out
by mechanics, dualism by monism ; and those cobwebs which the
hoary superstitions of thought have spun over the face of nature
are snapt asunder or swept away.

In those days when ancient, or for that matter, modern
philosophy, was yet in unsuspecting alliance with science, while
thought, as the phrase is, was still trammelled by metaphysics,
man was the centre and keystone of the Universe. Man was the
measure of all things :

‘Man, once descried, imprints for ever

His presence on all lifeless things : the winds

Are henceforth voices, wailing or a shout,

A querulous mutter, or a quick gay laugh :

Never a senseless gust, now man is born.’
To the extent of his abilities and his culture, man has in all ages
had to read himself into the phenomena external to him. Such
readings into nature were, in their low degree, fetichism and
anthropomorphism. But in later times, when the sciences had
emancipated themselves from the yoke of philosophy, they refused
to borrow any such help in reading the riddle of the universe, and
resolved to begin ab ovo, from the atom or cell, and then leave
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the elements to work out their own devices. Modern science in
so doing practises the lessons learned from Spinoza and Hume.
The former teaches that all conception of order in nature, and
indeed all the methods by which nature is popularly explained,
are only modes of our imagination, due to the weakness of
human intellect!. The latter points out that all connexions
between things are solely the work of time and custom, ac-
credited only by experience?. There must be no pre-suppositions
allowed in the studies of science, no help derived prematurely
from the later terms in the process. Let man, it is said, be
explained by those laws, and by the action of those primary
elements which build up every other part of nature : let molecules
by mechanical union construct man, body and soul, and then
construct society. The elements which we find by analysis must
be all that is required to make the synthesis. Thus in modern
times science carries out, fully and with the details of actual
knowledge in several branches, the principles of the atom and
the void, which Democritus suggested, but could not verify by
real investigations.

The scientific spirit, however, the spirit of analysis and ab-
straction (or of ¢ Mediation ’ and ¢ Reflection’), is not confined in
its operations to the physical world. The criticism of ordinary
beliefs and conventions has been applied—and applied at an
earlier period—to what has been called the Spiritual world, to
Art, Religion, Morality, and the several forms of human Society.
Under these names the agency of ages, by their individual
minds, has created organic systems, unities which claim to be
permanent, inviolable, and divine. Such unities or organic
structures are the Family, the State, the works of Art, the forms,

! Spinoza, Ethica, i. 36. App. ‘Quoniam ea nobis prae ceteris grata sunt quae
Jacile imaginari possumus, ¢deo homines ordinem confusioni praeferunt : quast ordo
aliquid in natura praeter respectum ad nostram imaginationem esset.

* Videmus itague omnes rationes quibus vulgus solet naturam explicare modos esse
tantummodo imaginandd.’

* ¢This transition of thought from the Cause to the Effect proceeds not from
Reason. It derives its origin altogether from Custom and Experience.’ Hume,

Easay V. (Enquiry concerning Human Understanding.) ¢All inferences from
Experience therefore are effects of Custom.’ (Ibid.)
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doctrines, and systems of Religion, existing and recognised in
ordinary consciousness. But in these cases, as in Nature, the
reflective principle may come forward and ask what right these
unities have to exist. This is the question which the ‘Ency-
clopédie,” the ¢ Aufklirung,’ the Socialist and ¢ Freethinking’
theories, raise and have raised in the last century and the
present. What is the Family, it is said, but a fiction or con-
vention, which is used to give a decent, but somewhat trans-
parent covering to a certain animal appetite, and its probable
consequences? What is the State, and what is Society, but a
fiction or compact, by which the weak try to make themselves
seem strong, and the unjust seek to shelter themselves from the
consequences of their own injustice? What is Religion, it is said,
but a delusion springing from the fears and weakness of the
crowd, and the cunning of the few, which men have fostered
until it has wrapped humanity in its snaky coils? And Poetry,
we are assured, like its sister Arts, will perish and its illusions
fade away, when Science, now in the cradle, has become the
full-grown Hercules. As for Morality and Law, and the like,
the same condemnation has been prepared from of old. All of
them, it is said, are but the inventions of power and craft, or the
phantoms of human imagination, which the strength of positive
science and bare facts is destined in no long time to dispel.
When they insisted upon a severance of the elements in the
vulgarly-accepted unities of the world, Science and Freethink-
ing, like Epicurus in an older day, have believed that they were
liberating the world from its various superstitions, from the
bonds which instinct and custom had fastened upon things, com-
bining them into systems more or less arbitrary. They both
deny the supremacy and reality of those ideas which bind into
one what have separate existences of their own, and term these
ideas comprehensively mysticism and metaphysics. They dis-
abuse us of spirits, and vital forces, and divine right of govern-
ments, and final causes, e/ Aoc genus omne. In this way they
practically assert the independence of man, and his right to
demand satisfaction for the questioning, ground-seeking faculty
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of his nature. But while they do so, they abolish unity out of
the world. ¢ Phenomenalism,’ as this mode of looking at things
has been called, completely puts an end to anything like phi-
losophy 1.

To some extent philosophy returns to the position of the
wider consciousness, to the general belief in harmony and sym-
metry. It reverts to the unity or connexion, which the
patural presumptions of mankind find in the picture of the
world. The intuitional creed, in reaction from the supposed
excesses of the sciences, simply reverted to the bare re-state-
ment of the popular creed. If science e.g. had shown that the
perception of an external world was an inference resulting
through a series of intermediate steps, Reid simply denied the
intermediation by appealing to Common Sense, and Jacobi by
invoking Faith. Conviction and natural instinct were declared
to counterbalance the abstractions of science. But philosophy
which grasps and comprehends existence cannot take the same
ground as the intuitional school, or neglect the testimony of
science. If the spiritual unity of the world has been destroyed,
mere assertion that we feel and believe that it still subsists will
not do much good. It is necessary to reconcile the contrast be-
tween the wholeness of the natural vision, and the fragmentary,
but in its fragments elaborated, result of science.

The sciences dissipate fixed ideas, and in so far help on the
progress of humanity, by removing one apparent barrier after
another. They show the negative aspect of those unities which
the mind necessarily imposes. But it is reserved for philosophy
to give these results their proper place, and appreciate the whole
value of the links of thought, negative as well as positive. And
thus philosophy gathers up the fruit of scientific research into
the total development of humanity : and uses the very work of
science to fill up the Zacunae, the gaps, which popular conscious-
ness bounds over unthinkingly and with a light heart. Phi-
losophy comes to sum up and estimate what science has accom-
plished : and therein is as it were the spirit of the world taking

1 J. Grote: Exploratio Philosoy hica.
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into his own hand the acquisitions won by the more audacious
and self-willed of his sons, and investing them in the common
store. They are set aside and preserved there, at first in an
abstract and technical form, but destined soon to pass into the
possession of all, and form that mass of belief and instinctive or
implanted knowledge whence a new generation will draw its
mental supplies. Each great philosophical system is in its turn
set aside. It leaves the professorial chair, and spreads into the
common life of men, becoming embodied in their daily beliefs,—
a dead-looking seed of thought, from which, by the combined
agency of intelligent experience and speculation, a new phi-’
losophy will one day spring.

Philosophy is the synthesis of science, but in a new sphere, a
higher medium not recognised by the sciences themselves. The
reconciliation which the philosopher believes himself to accom-
plish between ordinary consciousness and science is identified
by either side with a phase of its antagonist error. Science
will term philosophy a modified form of the old religious super-
stition. The popular consciousness of truth, and especially
religion, will see in philosophy only a repetition or an aggra-
vation of the evils of science. The attempt at unity will not
approve itself to either, until they enter upon the ground which
philosophy occupies, and move in that element. And that
elevation into the philosophic ether calls for a tension of
thought which is the sternest labour imposed upon man: so
that the continuous action of philosophising has been often
styled superhuman. It renders proof impossible unless for
those who are willing to think for themselves. Every step
is an effort, and the result, apart from the process which pro-
duced it, vanishes like the palace in the fairy tale. It is com-
paratively easy to abstract, to leave one thing after another
out of sight, to isolate an element, to move from stationary
point to point, instead of making one pass into another, and
yet not lose itself in that absorption. It is comparatively
easy to retire upon self, to reject all the separations and gulfs
which science lays bare, and to cling blindly to' the fact of
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unity which the natural consciousness feels and vouches for.
The former is the general attitude of science: the latter is the
general attitude of much popular consciousness, much popular
religion, and much so-called philosophy. But the difficult task
which philosophy imposes is to unite the two lines of action,
and to unite them, not like two things of which each must
have its turn, but indissolubly in one activity.

‘The whole of philosophy is nothing but the study of the
specific forms or types of unityl.’ There are many species
and grades of this synthetic unity. They are not merely to
be asserted in a vague way, as they here and there force them-
selves upon the notice of the popular mind. Philosophy sees
in that unity neither an ultimate and unanalysable fact, nor
a deception, but a growth, a revealing or unfolding, which
issues in an organism or system, constructing itself more and
more completely by a force of its own. This system formed
by these types of the fundamental unity is called the ¢Idea,’
of which the highest law is development. Philosophy essays
to do for this connective and unifying nature, ¢.e. for thought,
something like what the sciences have done or would like to do
for the facts of sense and matter,—to do for the spiritual
binding-element in its integrity, what is being done for the
several facts which are combined. It retraces the universe of
thought from its germinal form, where it seems, as it were, an
indecomposable point, to the fully matured system or organism,
and shows not merely that one phase of pure thought passes into
another, but how it does so, and yet is not lost, but subsists
suspended and deprived of its narrowness in the maturer phase.

But it goes further than thus to develope into a science and
kingdom of Truth the natural and unreasoned faith in unity
and order. The fixed points, the substantial realities of the
physical and the spiritual world, the works of Nature and of
Mind, between which the connective lines seem to stretch, are
deprived of their fixity and stability. The so-called °reality’

! Philosophie der Religion, I. p. 97. ‘Die ganze Philosophie ist nichts Anderes
als das Studium der Bestimmungen der Einheit.’
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of these objects is seen to be due to an indolence of thought, .
which has become habitual, so that we lose sight of the process
which gave them being. Their reality is, in short, an ab-
straction : when we look to the whole, to the process of thought
in large, we see that it would be only just to speak of their
ideality, that is to. say, their inherence in a system or total
theory, on which they depend. Thus, then, the so-called things
of Nature and Mind are to be set forth as further stages in the
evolution of the Idea, differing in degree rather than in kind.
Nature and Art, Law and Morality, only repeat the same organic
process : except that as each advance is made, a new element or
level of thought is produced, a higher multiple, in which the
movement of reason takes place with larger issues and more
complex terms. In this way the kingdoms of the natural and
mental world, with all their provinces, lose their inflexible dis-
tinctions, and become pregnant with a principle of life.

Thus there are two kingdoms open to science and philosophy :
the kingdom of external Nature, and the kingdom of Mind. In
both of these there is a certain arrangement and system. To
unravel that order and show the successive steps by which the
system is constituted is the problem of Applied Philosophy. It
is the scope of the Philosophy of Nature and the Philosophy of
Mind. But the earlier and vital problem (and that which is
the especial work of Hegel) is to determine this order in it-
self in its native medium of thought, where only it is perfectly
clear, transparent, and fluid: the system of the increasing com-
plexity of thought, as a world of abstract or pure spirits, where
matter and form, as commonly understood, coincide. It seeks
to record the ranks of spiritual hierarchy in which the pure types
of thought are ranged : the super-sensible world in which each
point is potentially the whole, and the whole is nothing unless
it grasp its every member: a circle of circles, of which each is a
total, if we could only rest there, and were not incessantly
driven onwards into a wider range of thought. In this organism
of thought, as scientifically displayed, there is no need to speak
of the question of time. This organism, if we may apply the
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imperfect term to describe the Idea, is the sphere of Logic:
which, in the words of Hegel, treats of the pure Idea, of the
Idea in the abstract medium of thought.

CHAPTER VI

THE GENESIS OF HEGELIANISM.

WE have seen man make the world bend to his wants and
turn it into his property, by stamping his mark upon it. On
the world—and to that extent it is his world—he has imposed
the laws of his own thoughts anf desires, so humanizing it.
But if this moulding it into a purpose, and so unifying it, be
the result of his practical operations upon nature, it is no less
the instinctive basis of his theoretical attitude towards it. The
innate tendency of the human mind is to connect and set in
relation,—to connect, it may be erroneously, or without proper
scrutiny, or under the influence of passions or prejudices,—but
at any rate to connect. For, as Mr. Herbert Spencer and many
others are never weary of telling us: ‘We think in relations.
This is truly the form of all thought : and if there are any other
forms they must be derived from this'.” Man used to be de-
fined as a thinking or rational animal: which means that man
is a connecting and relation-giving animal; and from this
Aristotle’s definition, making him out to be a ¢ political’ animal,
is only a corollary, most applicable in the region of Ethics.
Here is the ultimate point, from which the natural conscious-

! First Principles, p. 162. It may be as well to remark that Relation is scarcely
an adequate description of the nature of thought as a whole. We shall see when
we come to speak of the theory of logic, that the term is applicable—and then
somewhat imperfectly—only to the second phase of thought, the categories of
reflection, which are the favourite categories of science and popular metaphysics.
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ness, and the energies of science, art, and religion equally start
upon their special missions.

The more we become acquainted with things, so long at least
as we keep our view from being absorbed in one point, the more
connexion we see. But two things may happen. Either we
incline to let the fact of synthesis drop out of sight, as if it re-
quired no further study or notice, and we regard the things con-
nected as exclusively worth attending to. We use general and
half-explained terms, such as development, evolution, continuity,
as bridges from one thing to another, without giving any regard
to the means of locomotion on their own account. Some one
thing is the product of something else: we let the term pro-
duct ’ slip out of the proposition as unimportant: and then read
the statement so as to explain the one thing by turning it into
the other. Things, according to this opinion, are all-important :
the rest is mere words. These relations between things are
not open to further investigation or definition : they are each su:
generis, or peculiar: and we must be content, if we can classify
them in some approximate way, as a basis for our subdivision of
propositions. This is certainly one way of getting rid of Meta-
physics—for the time. The other way is as follows. At certain
points when we stop to reflect upon the partial scene, and close
our eyes to the totality, doubts begin to arise, whether our
procedure is justified, when we unify and combine the isolated
phenomena. Have we any right to throw our own subjectivity,
the laws of our imagination and thought, into the natural
world? Would it not be more proper to refrain altogether
from the use of such conceptions?

This question was proposed by Hume in reference to some
special forms of relation or unification, particularly that of
causality. Kant endeavoured to return a comprehensive answer.
His answer had a general kinship with the sceptical solution
which Hume had offered of his own doubts: but in its special
nature it was considerably different. Kant agreed with Hume
in maintaining that the forms of thought could lead to no
knowledge in regard to the nature of things, unless they were
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justified and supported by experience. The knowledge, of
which the human mind is susceptible, is, he sa);s, indeed
objective, because it is valid for all intelligence: but it is
in the last resort still subjective, because it is baffled by the
inaccessible Thing-in-itself. But the Kantian solution differed
from that of Hume, when it went on to analyse the fact of
these relations between ideas, and to draw out the genealogical
table of those forms of conception which form our native intel-
lectual power. Knowledge, according to Kant’s view of its
nature, is the meeting of two elements, one of which comes
from our sensation, and the other from our understanding.
The matter of sensation conforms to certain conditions, which
are known in the most general terms as time and space. The
contribution of our understanding is more strictly formal, giving
synthesis and arrangement to the matter of sensation. It is
with this second constituent that we are here concerned. Hume
had said that our attempts at a synthesis of phenomena were
mere habits, accruing by experience. Kant agreed, and only
held that our actual knowledge necessarily pre-supposed these
forms of synthesis, and was consequently only true for us, but
not for the things. But apart from that result, his claim to
remembrance will rest upon his exposition of the mind as the
form of forms, the region of intellectual forms. He prepared
the way for the progress of philosophy by first opening up the
field of logic as a science of the pure intellect : of intellect on ite
own account, and not a mere observer of other things. His work
was what we may call the first psychology of pure thought.

But the system as presented by Kant had more than onme
defect. In the firsz place, the table of the categories was in-
complete. It had been borrowed, as Kant himself tells us,
from the old logical subdivision of judgments, derived more or
less directly from Aristotle and the Schoolmen. But many
of the relations occurring in ordinary thought could not be
reduced to any of the twelve forms, without doing violence
to them. In the second place, the classification exhibited no
principle or reason, and gave ground for no development.
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That there should be four fundamental categories, each with
three divisions, making twelve in all, is as inexplicable as that
the four Athenian tribes of early times should form twelve
Phratriai. The twelve patriarchs of thought stand in equal
authority, with little or no bearing upon one another. We
have here, in the phrase of the sciences, an artificial, and not a
natural classification of the types of thought. In the t4ird place,
the question was taken up as merely psychological, or subjective,
concerning the constitution of the human mind in its integrity
and purity. And thus the Kantian statement breaks itself, as
we should now say, unnecessarily, on the Thing-in-itself,—the
mysterious world in its unimpaired and unmodified being, which,
though an unknown factor, yet enters into knowledge.

This subjectivity, artificiality, and imperfection of the list,
are faults which need not excite much wonder. For in the
year 1781 we are in the days when the ¢ Rights of Man,’ the
claims of the individual and subjective reason, were proclaimed
with more emphasis than in most periods of history. The
¢ Confessions’ of Rousseau were only one illustrious specimen
out of hundreds of autobiographies, which detailed the private
and personal aspects of individual life: and the religious world
was at the same time filled with records of pious experiences
and with the minute details of conversions. It was a time~
utterly wanting in a true sense of what was meant by nature
and by history. It had not that historical sense, which frees
a man from the limitations of his own particular nature, and
his age: and thus makes it at least possible for him to reach
what is universal and true. Instead of historical criticism,
the methed of what is sometimes named ¢ Advanced Theology,’
was in this period properly known as Rationalism!. To
rationalise meant to apply the canons of our limited enlighten-
ment to the unlimited ranges of actuality. In these circum-

! Thus in a modernisation of the New Testament, concocted by Bahrdt, a person
of some notoriety in those days, Matth. v. 4 (* Blessed are they that mourn : for
they shall be comforted’) was paraphrased thus: ¢ Happy those, who prefer the
sweet melancholy of virtue to the pleasant joys of sin.’
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stances the limitations of Kant’s ¢ Criticism of the Pure Reason’
are explicable enough.

In Hegel the question assumes a wider scope, and receives
a more thorough-going answer. In the firsf place the question
about the Categories is transferred from what we have called
the psychological, to what Hegel terms the logical, sphere. It
is transferred, to quote the language of the ancients already
referred to, from the Reason in man subjectively considered
to the Reasonable or Intellectual World !, which our Reason,
as it were, touches, and so becomes possessed of kmowledge.
In the second place, the Categories become a vast multitude.
The intellectual telescope discovers new stars behind the con-
stellations visible to the naked eye, and resolves the nebulae
of thought into worlds of self-centred intelligence. There is
no longer any mystic virtue supposed to inhere in the number
twelve. The modern chemist of thought vastly amplifies the
number of its elementary types and factors, and proves that
many of the old Categories are neither simple nor indecompos-
able. Thirdly, there is a systematic development or process
which links the Categories together, and from the most simple,
abstract, and inadequate, brings forth the most complex and
adequate. Each term or member in the organism of thought
has its place conditioned by all the others: each of them
contains the germ, or the ripe fruit of another.

In this logical view of the Categorics, the extension of their
limits, and the drawing closer together of their connexions,
we may see in & very general way the advance which Hegel
makes upon Kant. To explain how he came to make that
step would be a very valuable matter for history and biography :
but it would involve an extensive knowledge of the scientific life
in the end of the last century and the beginning of the present.
One or two points may be stated. The work of G. R. Treviranus
on ‘Biology, or the Philosophy of Animated Nature,” of which
the first three volumes appeared between the years 1802 and
1805, and the ‘Philosophie Zoologique’ of Jean Lamarck,

! From the vos as the Téwos [5edv or elBos €lddw, to the xéouos vonrds.
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published in 1809, were almost contemporaneous with the first
great work of Hegel’s, the ¢ Phenomenology,” which appeared
in 1807. In these two works, but especially in that of Lamarek,
the theory of the descent of species from one typical kind by
adaptation and inheritance was stated in a comparatively
definite and systematic form. Besides these, the ‘ Metamorphoses
of Plants’ had shown that Goethe, as early as 1790, was
engaged with speculations, which in more modern times have
become almost solely associated with the name of Darwin.
All of these, and especially the essay of the great poet, were
closely studied by Hegel: as can be shown by the detailed
analysis of Goethe’s work, given in the ¢ Philosophy of Nature !,
and by the frequent references to the two physiologists in the
appendices to the later sections of that work. The theory of
development was, to use a common phrase, in the air: it in-
spired both poetry and scientific speculation: and in a subtle
and philosophic form it was applied on a magnificent scale by
Hegel. It gives the theory of thought as a process—a develop-
ment which knows nothing of distinctions between past and
future, because it implies an eternal present, and goes on sud
specie aeterni.

It is also to be remembered that between Kant and Hegel
there falls the rapid and vigorous action of Fichte and of
Schelling’s earlier period. Fichte had applied the doctrine of
Kant in the regions of morality and religion: Schelling to
nature and history. In this way they had translated the theory
of Pure Reason from the somewhat narrowing limits of the
human mind into the province of actuality and concrete facts.
They had thus practically and by implication overcome the
subjectivity, the element of weakness which clung to the
Categories of Kant. But while they led thought forward
into a more extended and complex field, and paved the way
for a re-statement of the problem on a universal ground, they
did not add much to the foundation, or remedy ite inadequacy.
Fichte, by showing that intelligence is an acf rather than

! Natur-Philosophie, p. 483. (Encycl. § 345.)
d
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a fact,—that the beginning of philosophy was the postulate
¢Think I’— that the thought must limit itself and institute
distinctions, and that the Categories issue from this act of
self-determination, gave some more unity and principle to the
Categories than Kant had done. But it was reserved for
Hegel to set the problem in a fuller light. And he was
enabled to do so, by that exhaustive study of history and all
the works of the human mind, by that unwearied endeavour
to construe his thoughts and to see the meaning of history,
which marks the third decennium of his life. These researches
made him capable of substituting for the vague ¢Absolute,’
which is the catch-word of the philosophy of the period, the
completely-detailed structure of the Idea, the Intelligible World
with all its specific types and the process on which they depend :
even as Kant had translated the vague and abstract term
¢ Understanding ’ into the articulated scheme of his twelve
Categories.

CHAPTER VIIL.

KANT AND HIS PROBLEM.

TuE *Criticism of the Pure Reason’ is a generalisation of
the problem discussed by Hume. The question, as it is enter-
tained by Kant, is conceived in the wider form : ‘Is a science
of Metaphysics possible?’ or, in his own technical language,
¢ Are synthetic judgments a priori possible” Hume had treated
his question on the ‘relations of ideas’ in their bearing upon
‘matters of fact,” mainly with reference to the isolated case of
cause and effect: but Kant extended the inquiry so as to
comprise all those connective and unifying ideas, of which
Metaphysics is full, and which it employs in the belief that
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they can by themselves give rise to real knowledge apart
from experience. On that employment Kant pronounces judg-
ment in the following terms. So far as our several experiences
go, the faculties of intellect, i.e. the Categories of the Under-
standing, find their proper scope; and knowledge results from
the united action of the senses and the intellect. But each
single experience, and the collected aggregate of these ex-
periences, is felt to fall short of a complete total : and yet this
complete total, the ultimate unity, is itself not an experience
at all. Bat, if it be no object of experience, it is still an idea
on which reason is inevitably driven: and the attempt to
apprehend it, in the absence of experience, gives rise to the
problem of Metaphysics. Everything, however, which can be
in the strict sense of the word known, must be perceived in
space and time, or, in other words, must lie open to experience.
Where experience ends, human reason meets a barrier which
checks any efficient progress, but not a limit which it feels
impossible to pass. The idea of completeness, of a rounded
system, or unconditioned unity, is still left, after the categories
of the understanding have done their best : and is not destroyed
although its realisation or explication is declared to be im-
possible.

There is thus left unexplained a totality which encom-
passes all the single members of experience—a unity of which
the several categories are only an imperfect collection of
fragments — an infinite which commands and regulates the
finite concepts of the experiential intellect. But in the region
of rational thought there is no objective and independent
standard by which we can verify the conclusions of Reason.
There are no definite objects, lying beyond the borders of ex-
perience, towards which it might unerringly turn; and ite
sole authentic use, accordingly, is to see that the understanding
is thorough and exact, when it deals in the co-ordination of
experiences. In this want of definite objects, Reason, whenever
it acts for itself, can only fall into perpetual contradictions
and sophistries. Pure Reason, therefore, the faculty of ideas,

dz2
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the organon of Metaphysics, does not of itself ‘constitute’
knowledge, but merely ‘regulates’ the action of the under-
standing.

By this rigour of demonstration Kant dealt a deadly blow,
as it seemed, to the dogmatic Metaphysics, and the Deism of
his time. Hume had shaken the certainty of Metaphysics and
thrown doubt upon Theology: but Kant apparently made an
end of Metaphysics, and annihilated Deistic theology. The
German philosopher did thoroughly and with systematic demon-
stration what Voltaire did with literary graces and not without
the witticisms with which the French executioner gives the
coup de griace. When a great idea had been degraded into a
vulgar doctrine and travestied in common reality, the Frenchman
met its inadequacies with graceful satire, and showed that
these half-truths were not eternal verities. The German made
a theory and a system of what was only a sally of criticism ;
and rendered the criticism wrong, by making it too consistent
and too logical'. Kant argued that all a priori exercise of
reason, apart from the co-operation of the senses and experience,
is impossible or resultless. Without experience reason only
deceives itself. Such is the outcome of the Kantian criticism,
and upon it, as if it were a rock, rests the greater part of the
advanced opinion of the present time. In ‘this, as in many
other points, the philosopher of Konigsberg has anticipated the
movement of modern thought 2.

These results might have been expected to issue from a
doctrine of the mental constitution, which in its English,
French, and German teachers had always considered man and
his mind in the abstract, at one point in their range of
development, apart from their surroundings and their antece-
dents,—in short, at the eighteenth-century point of enlighten-
ment. Kant, from one point of view, may be said to have

! Hegel's Werke, vol. i. p. 140.

? And for this reason physicists and critics are recurring to Kant, as a safe-
guard against the conclusions of later German philosophy. Kant, in fact, is in &
fair way to become the philosopher of this age.
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done systematically and consistently what the English school
of Locke had done partially, .. he carried out an individualist
psychology, the science of the individual mind, to its con-
sequences!. In his own words, he seeks to find out what
knowledge, if any, can be had, ‘independently of experience
and all impressions of the senses’ The mind, or faculty of
thought, is to be analysed in abstracto, as it were in a vacuum,
with all its actual knowledge extracted, and only the possibility
of knowledge left.

Aristotle, who saw into the nature of abstract entities,
remarked that the mind was nothing before it exercised
itself®. The mind, and the same is the case with everything
in the spiritual sphere, is not a fixed thing, a sort of ex-
ceedingly refined substance, which we can lay hold of without
further trouble. It is what it has become, or what it makes
itself to be. This point, that ‘To be’=‘To have become,’ is
an axiom never to be lost sight of in dealing with the mind,
where everything must be thought as a process. It is easy
to talk of and to analyse conscience and freewill, as if these
were existing things in a sort of mental space, as hard to
miss or mistake as a stone and an orange. One asks if the
will is free or not, as glibly as one might ask whether an orange
is sweet; and the answer can be given with equal ease,
affirmatively or negatively, in both cases. Everything in these
cases depends on whether the will has made itself free or not,
whether indeed we are speaking of the will at all. To ask
the question in an abstraet way, taking no account of circum-
stances, is one of those temptations which lead the intellect
astray, and produces only confusion and wordy war—as the
greater part of metaphysicsehas done. The mind and its
phenomena, as they are called, cannot be dissected with the
same calmness of analysis as other substances which adapt
themselves to the scalpel.

1 Hegel's Werke, vol.i. p. 31 : * Kant’s idealistische Seite, welche dem Subjecte
gewisse Verhiltnisse, die Kategorien heissen, vindicirt, ist nichts als die Erweiter.
ung des Lockeanismus,’ ) * De Anima, III. 4.
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In a certain cookery-book, it is said, the recipe for making
bare-soup begins thus: ¢ First, catch your hare.” That necessary
precaution is often omitted by the philosopher. Bad metaphysics
proceeds as if the hare had certainly been caught, and for that
reason the result of all its manipulations is a rather watery
decoction. True philosophy must show that it has got hold of
what it means to discuss: it has to construct its subject-matter :
and it constructs it by tracing every step and movement in its
construction shown in actual history. The mind is what it has
been made; and to see what it is we must consider it not as
an Alpha and Omega of research, as popular conception and
language tend to represent it, but in the elements constituting
its process, in the fluidity of its development. We must
penetrate the apparent fixity of a concept or term, and see
through it into the process which bears it into being. For,
otherwise the object of our investigation is taken, as if it were
the most unmistakeable thing of sense and fancy,—as if every-
body were agreed -that this and no other were the point in
question.

But in this matter of stability and the reverse, there is a
broad distinction between the natural and the spiritual world.
In nature every step in the organisation, by which the Cosmos is
developed, has an independent existence of its own: and the
lowest formation confronts the highest, each standing by itself
beside the other. Matter and motion, for example, are not
merely found as subordinate elements entering into the making
of a plant or an animal. They have a free existence of their
own : and the free existence of matter in motion is seen in the
shape of the solar system. The several informations of the
senses, again,—our sensations,—age thrown backwards and out-
wards, and exist as properties of bodies, or even as elements
of which bodies are said to be composed. But the specific
types of several stages of integration in the process of mind,
have no independent existence of their own, and are not other-
wise apparent than as states or factors entering into, and
merged in, the higher grades of development. This causes a
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peculiar difficulty in the study of mind. We cannot seize a
formation in an independent shape of its own: we must trace
it in the growth of the whole. Apd hence when we accept the
name, such as mind, conscience, will, &c., as if it expressed
something specially existent in a free shape of its own, we
make an assumption which it is impossible to justify. We are
reckoning with paper-money which belongs to no recogmised
currency, and may be stamped as the dealer wills. The conse-
quence is that the thing with which we begin our examination
is an opaque point,—a mere ferminus a quo, from which we
start on our journey of explication, leaving the ferminus itself
behind us unexplained.

The mind is not a * substance,’ but a ¢ subject.” In this rather '
tersely-put formula Hegel empbasises his opposition to the or-
dinary metaphysics. The constituents of mind do not lie side
by side tranquilly co-existent, like the sheep beside the herbage
on which it browses. Their existence is maintained in an inward
movement, by which, while they differentiate themselves, they
still keep up an identity. In our investigations we cannot begin
with what is to be defined. The botanist, if he is to give us a
science of the plant, must begin with something whose in-
dwelling aim it is to be itself and to realise its own possibility.
He must begin with what is not the plant, and end with what
is; begin, let us say, with the germ which has the tendency to
pass into the plant. The speculative science of biology begins
with a cell, and builds these cells up into the tissues and struc-
tures out of which vegetables and animals are constituted. .
The object of the science appears as the result of the scientific
process : or, a science is the ideal construction of its object. As
in these cases, so in the case of thought. We must see it
grow up from its simplest element, from the bare point of being,
which is nothing actually, but all things potentially ; and see it
appear as a result due to the ingrowing and outgrowing union
of many elements, none of which satisfies by itself, but leads
onward from abstractions to the meeting of abstractions in the
concrete. The mind, understanding, and reason of man is not
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a matter-of-fact unity to be picked up and examined. You must,
first of all, make sure that you have a mind: and to be sure
of that is to see that the mind is the necessary outcome of a
course of development. The mind is not an immediate datum,
with nothing behind it, coming upon the field of mental vision
with a divinely-bestowed array of faculties; but a mediated
unity, i.e. & unity which has grown up through a complex
interchange of forces, and which lives in differences.

If the mind be not thus exhibited in its process, we may
mean what we like with each mental object that comes under
our observation: but with as much right another observer may
mean something else. Unless we show how this special form
of mind is constituted, we are dealing with abstractions, with
names which we may analyse, but which remain as they were
when our analysis is over, and which seem like unsubstantial
ghosts defying our coarse engines of dissection. They are not
destroyed : like immaterial and aéry beings they elude the
sword which smites them, and part but to re-unite. The
name, and the conception bodied forth in it, is indeed stag-
pant, and will to all appearance become the ready prey of
analysis : but there is something behind this materialised and
solidified conception which mere analysis cannot even reach.
And that underlying nature is a process or movement, a meet-
ing of elements, which it is the business of philosophy to
unfold. The analyst in this case has dealt with thought as if
it were a finer sort of material product, a fixed and assailable
point: and this is perhaps the character of the generalised
images, or material thoughts of ordinary consciousness. But
thoughts in their native medium are not solid, but, as it were,
fluid and transparent, and can easily escape the divisions and
lines which the analytical intellect would impose. Perhaps some
may think that it is unwise to fight with ghosts like these,
and that the best plan would be to disregard them altogether.
But, on the other hand, it may be urged that such unsubstan-
tial forms have a decided reality in life: that men will talk
of them and conjure by their means, with or without intel-
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ligence ; and that the best course is to understand them. It
will then be seen that it is our proper work as philosophers
to watch the process, by which the spiritual unity divides and
yet retains its divided members in unity.

Every individual object is seen to be the meeting of two
currents, the coincidence of two movements. It concentrates
into an undecompounded unit,—at least such it appears to
imaginative or material thought,—two elements, each of which
it is in turn identifiable with. The one of these elements has
been called the self-same (or identity), the universal, the genus,
the whole: while the second is called the difference, the par-
ticular, the part. What has thus been stated in the technical
language of Logic is often repeated in the scientific parlance of
the day, but with more materialised conceptions and in more
concrete cases. The dynamic theory of matter represents it as
a unity of attraction and repulsion. A distinguished Dar-
winian remarks that ‘all the various forms of organisms are
the necessary products of the unconscious action and reaction
bétween the two properties of adaptability and heredity, re-
duciblé as these are to the functions of nutrition and repro-
ductionl.’” The terms ‘action and reaction’ are hardly
sufficient, it may be, to express the sort of unity which is called
for: but the statement at least shows the reduction of an actual
fact to the interaction of two forces, the meeting of two cur-
rents. The one of these is the power of the kind, or universal,
which tends to keep things always the same: the other the
power of localised circumstances and particular conditions,
which tends to render things more and more diversified. The
one may be called a centripetal, the other a centrifugal force. If
the one side be synthetic, the other is analytic.

1 Hickel, Natiirliche Schopfungs-Geschichte, p. 157.
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CHAPTER VIIL

TRANSITION FROM KANT TO HEGEL.

As in the Dialectic of Pure Reason Kant only gave logical
consistency to the sarcasms of Voltaire, so in the Analytic of the
Understanding he trod more systematically in the steps of Locke.
Locke had represented the mind as a fabula rasa before experience,
a sheet of clean paper ready to receive pen and ink; Kant sup-
posed the sheet to be already prepared, like a photographic slide,
with certain faculties of reception and combination, called out
into actual existence when the sun of experience arose. But
in both the mind had the tablet-like character. They both
began with an assumption based upon abstraction: and this
assumption led to a fatal flaw in their conclusions. The one as
well as the other seems to have taken the understanding or
reason to be some sort of thing or entity, however much they
differed as to the peculiar nature of its conmstitution, or the
amount of its original contents. In the one case as well as
the other, accordingly, they were compelled to confront the
mind with an external world, an object of knowledge existing
apart by itself, and coming in certain ways and under certain
forms into connexion with the subject-mind, likewise existing
apart by itself. In this state of absolute disruption, with two
independent centres in subject and object, how was it possible
to get from one to the other ?

This was the common puzzle of all philosophers from Descartes
to Schelling, Locke and Kant alike included. For its solution
all sorts of incredible devices have been suggested, such as pre-
established harmony, divine interposition, and impressions with
ideas. It has given rise to the two opposite views, sometimes
known as Idealism versus Realism, sometimes as Spiritualism
versus Materialism. Such separations, it is said, do not concern
the sciences. Neither, let it be added, bave they meaning when
employed to describe the character of a philosophy. They are
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distinctions familiar to popular thought, which is at home in
such abstractions: and both science and philosophy have found
it difficult to overcome them. But every true philosophy must
be both idealist and realist: for Idealism is the grasp of the
whole and the universal, Realism the fulness of the details and
the parts. Without Realism a philosophy would be void of sub-
stance and matter: without Idealism, it would be void of form
and truth. Realism asserts the rights of the several and par-
ticular existences to their own : Idealism asserts the thorough
dependence and inter-dependence of all that exists.

It never seems to have occurred to these thinkers that the
whole difficulty and disruption sprang from a misinterpretation,
or from an inability to grasp a thought whole. And yet in this
lies the secret of the solution. Neither the mind nor the so-
called external world are either of them self-subsistent existences,
issuing at once and ready-made out of nothing. The mind does
not come forth, either equipped or un-equipped, to conquer the
world : the world is not a prey prepared for the spoiler, wait-

ing for the mind to comprehend and appropriate it. The mind

and the world, the so-called ¢ subject’ and so-called ¢object,” are
equally the results of a process: and it is only when we isolate
the terminal aspects of that process of differentiation, and lose
sight of their origin, that we have two worlds facing each
other. As the one side or aspect of the process gathers
feature and form, so does the other. As the depth and in-
tensity of the intellect increases, the limits of the external
world extend also. The mind of the savage is exactly mea-
sured by the world he bhas around him. The dull, almost
animal, sensation and feeling, which is what we may call
his mental action, is just the obverse of the narrow circum-
ference of his external world. The beauty and interest of the
grander phenomena of terrestrial nature, and of the celestial
movements, have no influence on a being, whose whole soul is
swallowed up in the craving for food and the lower enjoyments
of sense. In the course of history we can see the intellect
growing deeper and broader, and the limits of the world
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recede simultaneously with the advance of the mind. This
process or movement of culture takes place in the sequence
of generations. But science takes no interest in the medium
of time, and merely uses it as a stepping-stone to the rational
sequence of ideas .

The objective world of knowledge is really at one with the
subjective world : they spring from a common source, what Kant
called the ‘original synthetic unity of apperception.” The dis-
tinction between them flows from abstraction. The subjective
world—the mind of man—is really constituted by the same force
as the objective world of nature: the latter has been translated
from its externality of parts in time and space, into an inner
world where unity, the fusion or coalescence of all types and
forms, is a leading feature. The difficulty of passing from the
world of being to the world of thoughts, from notion to thing,
from subject to object, from Ego to Non-ego, is a difficulty which
men have made for themselves in their theories. They reasoned
on the ground that the individual mind was a fixed and ab-
solute centre, from which the universe had to be evaluated.
In Hegel’s words, they made man and not God the object of
their philosophy 2. So that Kant really showed the outcome
of a system which acted on the hypothesis that man in his
individual capacity was all in all. Hegel, on his own showing,
came to prove that the real scope of philosophy was God,—
that is, the ¢original synthetic unity’ from which the external
world and the Ego have issued by differentiation, and in which

" they return to unity.

If this be so, then there is behind the external world and
behind the mind an organism of pure types or forms of thought,
which presents itself, complete but in fragments, to the senses

! Natur-Philosophie, p. 32. Hegel undoubtedly held that ‘ metamorphosis,’ as
the word then was, only applied to the living individual, and not to the succession
of species. *Auf das lebendige Individuum allein ist die eristirende Metamor-
phose beschrinkt.” (Encycl. § 249.) It is an absurd idea, he says, which, in order
to make the development clearer, has thrown it back into the darkness of the past
(um sie deutlicher zu machen, in das Dunkel der Vergangenheit zuriickgelegt
hat). ! Hegel's Werke, vol. i. p. 15.
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in the world of nature, where all things lie outside of one another,
and which then is, as it were, reflected back into itself so as
to constitute the mind, or spiritual world, where all parts
tend to coalesce in unity. The deepest craving of thought,
and the fundamental problem of philosophy, will accordingly
be to discover the nature and law of that totality or prime-
val unity,—the totality, which we see appearing in the double ¢
aspect of nature and mind, and which we first become ac-
quainted with as it is manifested in this state of disunion.
To satisfy this want is what the Lg’l_c_ of Hegel seeks. It lays
bare the kingdom of those potent shades, which embodies itself
more concretely in the external world of body, and the inward
world of mind. The psychological or individualist conditions,
which even in the Kantian criticism set up mind as an entity
parallel to the objects of nature, and antithetic to nature as a
whole, have fallen away. Reason has to be taken in the whole of
its actualisation as a world of reason, not in its bare possibility,
not in the narrow ground of an individual’s level of develop-
ment, but in the realised formations of reasonable knowledge
and action, as shown in Art, Life, Science, and Religion. In
this way we come to a reason which might be in us or in the
world, but which, being to a certain extent different from either,
was the focus of two orders of manifestations.

To ascertain that ultimate basis of the world and mind was
the first thing philosophy had to see to. But in order to
do this, it was necessary to consider the self-conscious mind,
or total and absolute individual, in its course of formation. In
other words, it was requisite to discern the real value of history,
taking that name in its largest sense as the general record of
development, of differentiation and integration in the career of
man and nature. The method of history and development, if
systematically carried out and freed from times, places, and (
accidents, is the method of philosophy. The first adequate re-
cognition of the method of philosophy as the real method of
history is to be found in Hegel. It is true that the poet and
theologian Herder had already caught a glimpse of the value
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and meaning of history. In his ‘Ideen zur Philosophie der
Geschichte der Menschheit’ (1784 — 1791), which appeared
almost at the same time with the great works of Kant, the
purpose he set forth was to comprehend man, the microcosm,
by first studying the universe as a whole. And however much
the general vice of the age of Rousseau betrayed itself in the
pre-possession shown for the natural and ruder phases of human
life, the leading principle of Herder,—that history and nature
are subject to the same laws,—was true and fruitful. This
historical sense and perception of the universal bearings of life
was foreign to Kant. The terms in which he mentions the
Categories of Aristotle, are only one evidence amongst many
which show an insensibility to the meaning of history. He
speaks with not unjustifiable contempt of scholars to whom
philosophy meant its history: and his own acquaintance with
the writings of ancient thinkers seems to have been slight®.
In these points he is the very opposite of Hegel.

Hegel’s philosophy is undoubtedly the outcome of a vast
amount of historical experience, particularly in the ancient
world, and implies a somewhat exhaustive study of the producte
of art, science, politics, and religion. By experience he was
led to his philosophy, not by what is called a priori reasoning.
It is curious to observe the prevalent delusion that German
philosophy is the ‘high a priori road,’—to hear its profundity
admired, but its audacity and neglect of obvious facts deplored.
The fact is that without experience neither Hegel nor any-
body else will come to anything. But, on the other hand,
experience is only a form which in one man’s case means a
certain power of vision, and in another a different degree. One
man sees the idea as actuality: to the other man it is only a
subjective notion. And even when it is seen, there are dif-
ferences in the subsequent development. One man sees it,
asserts it on all hands, and then closes. Another sees it, and
asks if this is all, or if it is only part of a system. An appeal
to ¢ my experience’ is very much like an appeal to ‘my senti-

! Hegel's Werke, vol. i. p. 38. ’
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ments’ or ¢ my feelings:’ it may prove as much or as little as
can be imagined : in other words, it can prove nothing. And
if an appeal to other people’s experience is meant, that is only
an argument from® authority. What other people experience,
is their business, not mine. Experience means a great deal for
which it is not the right name: and to give an explanation
of what it is, and what it does, would render a great service
to English methodologists.

There are, however, two modes in which these studies to
discover the truth may appear. In the one case they are
reproduced in all their fragmentary and patch-work character.
They are supposed to possess a value of their own, and are
enunciated with all the detail of historic incident. The common-
place books of a man are, as it were, published to instruct the
world, and give some hint of the extent of his reading. But
in the other case the scaffolding of incident and externality may
be removed. The single facts, which gave the persuasion of
the idea, are dismissed, as interesting only for the individual
student on his way to truth: or, if the historical vehicle of
truth be retained at all, it is translated into another and in-
tellectual medium. Such a history, the quintessence of exten-
sive and deep research, is presented in the Phenomenology. The
names of persons and places have faded from the record, as
if they had been written in evanescent inks,—dates are wanting,
—individualities and their biographies yield up their place to
universal and timeless principles. Such typical forms are the
concentrated essence of endless histories. They remind one of
the descriptions which Plato in his Republic gives of the several
forms of temporal government. Or, to take a modern instance,
the Hegelian panorama of thought which presents only the
universal evolution of thought,—that evolution in which the
whole mind of the world takes the place of all his children,
whether they belong to the common level, or stand amongst
representative heroes,—may be paralleled to English readers by
Browning’s poem of Sordello. There can be no question that
such a method is exposed to criticism, and likely to excite mis-
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conception. If it tend to give artistic completeness to the
work, it also tantalises the outsider who has a desire to reach
the unfamiliar standing-ground. He wishes a background of
time and space, where the forms of the abstract ideas may be
embodied to his mind’s eye. In most ages, and with good
ground, the world has been sceptical, when it perceived no
reference to authorities, no foot-notes, no details of experiments
made: nor is it better disposed to accept provisorily, and see,
as the process goes on, that it verifies itself to intelligence.

CHAPTER IX.

GENERAL LAW OF THE PHILOSOPHY OF HISTORY.

TaE present medium of general intelligence and theory in
which we live embraces the results of all that has preceded
it, of all the steps of culture through which the world has risen.
But in this body of intellect with which our single soul is clad,
—in the general range of thought,—the several contributions
of the past have been half obliterated, and are only the shadows
of their old selves. What in a former day was a question of
all-engrossing interest has left but a trace: the complete and
detailed formations of ancient thought have lost their distinct-
ness of outline, and have shrunk into mere shadings in the
grouping of the intellectual world. Questions, from which
the ancient philosophers could never shake themselves loose, are
now only a barely perceptible #uance in the complex questions
of the present day. Discussions about the bearings of the ¢ one’
and the ‘many,’ puzzles like those of Zeno, and the casuistry
of statesmanship such as is found in the Politics of Aristotle,
have for the most part little else than an antiquarian interest.
We scarcely detect the faint traces they have left in the ¢ burn-
ing questions’ of our own age. We are too ready to forget
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that the past is never annihilated, and that every step, however
slight it may seem, which has once been taken in the movement
of intellect, must be traversed in order to understand the con-
stitution of our present intellectual world. To all appearance
the life and work of past generations have so completely lost
their organic nature, with its unified and vital variety, that
in their present phase they have turned into an inorganic mass
of thought. The living forces of growth, as geologists tell us,
in the vegetables of one period are suspended and put in
abeyance: and these vegetables pass into what we call the
inorganic and inanimate strata of the earth. Similarly, when
all vitality has been quenched or rendered torpid in the struc-
tures of thought, they sink into the substance from which
individuals draw their means of support. This inorganic en-
velope of thought stands to the mind, almost in the same way
as the earth and its products stand to the body of a man.
If the one is our material, the other is our spiritual substance.
In the one our mind, as in the other our body, lives, moves,
and has its being.

But in each case besides the practical need, which consumes
the substance as dead matter, and applies it to use, there
is the theoretical bent which seeks to revive and restore the
past as a living and fully developed organism. ‘This past,’
says Hegel, ¢is traversed by the individual, in the same way
as one who begins to study a more advanced science repeats
the preliminary lessons with which he had long been acquainted,
in order to bring their information once more before his mind.
He recalls them: but his interest and study are devoted to
other things. In the same way the individual must go through
all that is contained in the several stages in the growth of
the universal mind: but all the while he feels that they are
forms of which the mind has divested itself,—that they are
steps on a road which has been long ago completed and
levelled. Thus, points of learning, which in former times tasked
the mature intellects of men, are now reduced to the level of
exercises, lessons, and even games of boyhood: and in the

e
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progress of the schoolroom we may recognise the course of
the education of the world, drawn, as it were, in shadowy
outline!.’

The scope of historical investigation therefore is this. It has
to show how every shading in the present world of thought,
which makes our spiritual environment, has been once living
and actual with an independent being of its own : that in these
formations, which are produced in each period of the structural
development of reason, the universe of thought, or the Idea,
is always whole and complete, but characterised in some special
mode which for that period seems absolute and final. Each
form or ¢ dimension’ of thought, in which the totality is grasped
and unified, is therefore not so simple or elementary as it may
seem to casual observers regarding only the simplicity of lan-
guage: it is a total, embracing more or less of simpler elements,
each of which is an inferior total, though in this larger sphere
they are reduced to unity. Thus each term or period in the
proceses is really an individualised whole, with a complex inter-
connexion and contrast included in it: it is comcrete. But
when that period is passing away, the form of its idea is
separated, and retained, apart from the elements which con-
stituted it a real totality; and then the mere shading or shell
of thought is left abstract. 'When that time has come, a special
form, a whole act, in the drama of humanity has been trans-
formed into an empty husk, and is only a name.

The sensuous reality of life, as it is limited in space and time,
the world as it is here and now, is however the earliest cradle
of humanity. The environment of sense is prior in the order
of time to the environment of thought. Who, it may be asked,
first wrought their way out of that atmosphere of sense into
an ether of pure thought? Who laid the first foundations of
that world of reason in which the civilised nations of the modern
period live and move ? The answer is, the Greek philosophers:
and in the first place the philosophers of Elea. For Hegel
the history of thought begins with Greece. All that preceded

! Phenomenologie des Geistes, p. 23.
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the beginnings of Greek speculation has only a secondary in-
terest for the culture of the West.

But ‘many heroes lived before the days of Agamemnon.’
The records of culture no longer begin with Greece. Since the
time of Hegel, the study of primitive life, and of the rise of
primitive ideas in morals and religion, has enabled us to some
extent to trace the early gropings of barbarian fancy and reason.
The comparative study of languages has, on the other hand,
partly revealed the contrivances by which human reason has
risen from one grade of consciousness to another. The sciences
of language and of primitive culture have revealed new depths
in the development of thought, where thought is still enveloped
in nature and sense and symbols,—depths which were scarcely
dreamed of in the earlier part of the present century. Here
and there, investigators have even supposed that they had found
the cradle of some elements in art, religion, and society, or,
it may be, of humanity itself.

These researches have accomplished much, and they promise
to accomplish more. But for the present, and with certain ex-
planations to be given later, it may still be said that the birthday
of our modern world is the moment when the Greek sages began
to construe the facts of the universe. Before their time the
world lay, as it were, in a dream-life. Unconsciously in the
womb of time the spirit of the world was growing,—its faculties
forming in secresy and silence,—until the day of birth when
the preparations were completed, and the young spirit drew its
first breath in the air of thought. The history of thought begins
with the Greeks: and the utterances of Parmenides mark the
first hard, and somewhat material, outlines of the spiritual world.
Other nations of an older day had gathered the materials: in
their languages, customs, religions, &c., there was an unconscious
deposit of reason. It was reserved for the Greeks to recognise
that reason : and thus in them reason became conscious.

It was the Greek philosophers who distinctly drew the dis-
tinction between sense and thought, and who first translated
the actual forms of our natural life into their abbreviated

e 2
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equivalents in terms of logic. The struggle to carry through
this transition, this elevation into pure thought, is what gives
the dramatic interest to the Dialogues of Plato and keeps the
sympathy of his readers always fresh. The endeavour to create
an ideal world, which, at the very moment when it is created,
is transformed into a refined and attenuated copy of the sense-
world, meets us in almost every page of these Dialogues. In
Aristotle this effect is so far over and past; and some sort
of intellectual world, perhaps narrow and inadequate, is reached,
—the only world which the brilliant, but restricted life of
Greece allowed. What these thinkers began, succeeding ages
have inherited and promoted.

In the environment of reason, therefore, which encompasses
the consciousness of our age, are contained under a generalised
form and with elimination of all the particular circumstances,
the results won in the development of the world. These results
now constitute the familiar joints and supports in the frame-
work of ordinary thought : around them cluster our imaginations.
During each epoch of history, the consciousness of the world,
at first by the mouth of its great men, its illustrious statesmen,
artists, and philosophers, has explicitly recognised and trans-
lated into terms of thought,—into logical language,—that syn-
thesis of the world which the period had practically secured
by the action of its children. That activity went on, as is the
way of natural activities, unconsciously, by an immanent
adaptation of means to ends, not in conscious straining after
a result. For the conscious effort of large bodies of men
is often in the direction contrary to the Spirit of the Time.
This Spirit of the Time, the absolute mind, which is neither
religious nor irreligious, but infinite and absolute in its season,
is the real motive principle of the world. Thus Hegel is the
foe of hero-worship. Great men are great: but the Spirit of
the Time is greater: their greatness lies in understanding it
and bringing it to consciousness. The man, who would act
independently of his time and in utter separation from it, is
likely to be either a madman or a fool. Nor need the synthesis
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be always formulated by a philosopher in order to leaven the
minds of the next generation. The whole system of thought,—
the theory of the time,—its world, in short, influences minds,
although it is not explicitly stated: it becomes the pursery
of future thought and speculation. Philosophy in its articulate
utterances only gives expression to the silent and half-conscious
grasp of reason over its objects. But when the adaptation is
not merely reached but seen and felt, when the synthesis
or world of that time is made an object of self-consciousness,
the exposition has made an advance upon the period which
preceded. For that period started in its growth from the last
exposition, the preceding system of philosophy, after it had
become the common property of the age, and taken its place
as their mental equipment.

Each exposition or perception of the synthesis by the philo-
sopher restores or re-affirms the unity which in the divided
energies of the period, in its progressive, reforming, and re-
actionary aspects, in its differentiating time, had to a great
extent been ignored. By the reforming, progressive, and scien-
tific movement of which each period is full, the unity or totality
with which it began is shown to be defective. The value of
the initial formula is impaired, and kept in abeyance: and the
differences which that unity involved, or which were implicitly
in it, are now explicitly affirmed. But the bent towards con-
centration is a natural law making itself felt even in the period
of differentiation. The integrating principle is present and
active, though it is not acknowledged. By means of the philo-
sophical grasp, or act of self-consciousness, that unity which
is apt to be lost sight of in the divergent, progressive, and
scientific period is enunciated and set forth!: and the existing
contrasts and differences which the re-forming agency has called
into vigorous life are lifted from their isolation and kept, as

it were, suspended in the unity2. The differences are not lost :

or annihilated : but they come back to a centre, they find them-
selves, as it were, at home: they lose their unfair prominence
1 Gesetzt. * Aufgeboben.

j
i
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and self-assertion, and sink into their places as constituents in
the embracing organism?. The unity which comes is not how-
ever the same as the unity which disappeared, however much
it may seem so. To the careless glance over the pages of
Hegel’s Txogic it often seems as if the old story were repeated
again and again, till it ends in tedium or giddiness. In sooth, it
is tedious, unless one soands it to the depths. For Logic hastens
in the course of a few paragraphs, over that which was actually
accomplished in the tardy lapse of centuries. The Spirit of the
World is liberal of time. With the Lord, a thousand years
are as one day. The impatience of man leans forward for
reconciliations, which can only come in their own good time.
The mind of the world moves, as it were, in cycles, but with
each new cycle a difference supervenes, a new tone is perceptible.
History does and does not repeat itself. The distinctions and
the unity are neither of them the same after each union as they
were before it : they have both suffered a change: it is a new
scene that comes above the horizon, however like the last it
may seem to the casual observer. Thus when the process of
differentiation is repeated anew, it is repeated in higher terms,
multiplied, and with a wider range of meaning?. Each uni-
fication however is a perfect world, a complete whole : it is the
same sum of being; but in each successive level of advance
it receives a fuller expression, and a more complexly-grouped
type of features®. Such is the rhythmic movement,—the ebb
and flow of the world, always recurring with the same burden
but with richer variety of tones, and fuller sense of itself. The
sum of existence, the Absolute, is neither increased nor dimin-
ished. The world was as much a rounded total to the Hebrew
Patriarchs as it is to us: without advancing, it has been, we
may say, deepened, developed, and organised. In one part of

1 Idee: ideeller Weise.

?* Potenz.

? ¢Nicht nur die Einsicht in die Abbingigkeit des Einzelnen vom Gangen ist
allein das Wesentliche ; ebenso dass jedes Moment selbst unabhingig vom Ganzen
das Ganze ist, und dies ist das Vertiefen in die Sache.’ (Hegel’s Leben, p. 548.)
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the sway of thought, however, there is a fuller recognition of
the differences, gaps, and contradictions, involved in the last
synthesis,—which recognition it is the tendency of scientific
inquiry, of reforming efforts, of innovation, to produce: and in
the other half of the sway, there is a stronger and more ex-
tended grasp taken by the unity pervading these differences,
—which is the work appointed to philosophy gathering up the
results of science and practical amendments.

To this rhythmical movement Hegel has appropriated the
name of Dialectic. The name probably came from Plato, where it
denotes the process which brings the ‘many’ under the ¢ one,” and
divides the ‘one’ into the ‘many.’ But how, it may be asked,
‘does difference spring up, if we begin with unity, and how do
the differences return into the unity ? In other words, given a
‘universal, how are we ever to get at particulars, and how will
these particulars ever give rise to a real individual ? Such is the
problem, in the technical language of the Logic of the ¢ Notion.’
-But the unity, which in its actual shape is formulated by philo-
sophers, is not mere monotony without differences. Because it
is a living thing, it contains a complex inter-action of principles :
it is not a single line of action, but the organic confluence of
several. No one single principle by itself is enough to state a
life, a character, or a period. Now as the unity comes before
the eye of the single thinker, it is seldom or never grasped with
all its fulness of life and difference. The whole synthesis,
although it is implicitly present, is not consciously apprehended,
but for the most part taken on one side only, one emphatic
aspect into which it has concentrated itself. And even if the
master could grasp the whole, could see the unity of the age
in all its differences, his followers and the popular mind would
not imitate him. While his grasp of comprehension may pos-
gibly have been thorough, though he may have seen life whole
through all its differences, inequalities, and schisms, and with all
these into the unity beyond, the crowd who follow him are soon
reduced to lay exclusive stress on some one side of his theory.
Some of them see the totality from one aspect, some from
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another. It is indeed the whole which in a certain sense they
see: but it is the whole narrowed down to a point. While Zis
theory was a comprehensive (and concrete) grasp, including and
harmonising many things which seem otherwise wide apart,
theirs is (abstract and) inadequate: it fixes on a single point, which
is thus withdrawn from its living and meaning-giving context,
and left as an empty name. Now it is the very nature of
popular reasoning to tend to abstractions, in this sense of the
word. Popular thought wants the perseverance necessary to
retain a whole truth, and so is contented with a partial image.
It ‘seeks for definiteness and precision: it likes to have some-
thing distinctly before it, visible to the eye of imagination, and
capable of being stated in a clear and unambiguous formula for
the intellect.

Thus it comes about that the concrete or adequate synthesis
which should have appeared in the self-conscious thought of the
period, when it reflected upon what it was, has been replaced by
a narrow and one-sided formula, a universal which does not in-
clude all the particulars. One predominant side of the synthesis
steals the place of the total: what should have been universal
has lowered itself and shrunk into a particular. Not indeed
the same particular as existed before the union: because it has
been influenced by the synthesis, so as to issue with a new
colouring, as if it had been steeped in a fresh liquid. But still
it is a particular: and as such, a new particular is evoked in
antagonism to it, exhibiting a new element latent in the
synthesis. If the first side of the antithesis which claims to be
the total, or universal, be called Conservative ; the second must
be called Reforming or Progressive. If the first step is Dog-
matic, the second is Sceptiéal. If the one side assumes to be
the whole, the other practically refutes the assumption. If the
one agency clings blindly to the unity, as when good men rally
round the central idea of religion, the other as tenaciously and
narrowly holds to the difference, as when science displays the
struggle for existence among the myriads of cells and organiems.
They are two warring abstractions, each in a different direction.
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But as they are the offspring of one parent,—as they have each
in their own way narrowed the whole down to a point, it cannot
but be that when they evolve or develope all that is in them, they
will ultimately coincide, and complete each other. The contra-
diction will not disappear until it has been persistently worked
out,—when each opposing member which was potentially a total
has become what it was by its own nature destined to be. And
this disappearance of the antithesis is the reappearance of the
unity in all its strength, reinforced with all the wealth of new
distinctions.

Thus on a large scale we have seen the pulse of the universal
movement of thought. The same law is repeated in the lesser
cycles that run in each great period. It is the same law again
which reappears in every one of these categories, to which the
actualised thought of an age has been reduced. In every term
of thought there are the three stages or elements: the original
narrow definiteness, claiming to be self-sufficient,—the antagon-
ism and criticism to which this gives rise,—and the union
which results when the two supplement and modify each other.
In every notion there is a definite kernel, with rigid outlines as
if it were immovable: there is a revulsion against such ex-
clusiveness, a questioning and critical attitude: and there is the
complete notion, where the two first stages interpenetrate.

CHAPTER X.

ABSTRACT AND CONCRETE: AND THE ORDINARY LOGIC.

THE ordinary logic-books have made us all familiar with the
popular distinction between Abstract and Concrete. By a con-
crete term they mean the name of an existence or reality which
is obvious to the senses, and is found in time and place ;—or they
mean the name of an attribute when we expressly or tacitly

NI %
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recognise its dependence upon such a thing of the senses. When,
on the contrary, the attribute is forcibly withdrawn from its con-
text and made an independent entity in the mind, the term ex-
pressing it becomes in the usual phraseology abstract. In this
acceptation all the terms of mind, of science, and of the intel-
ligible world, are in popular language called abstract. And
there can be little doubt that the popular use of these terms, or
the popular apprehension of what constitutes reality,—for that is
what it comes to,—is sufficiently represented by the ordinary
logic-books. So that if the whole business of the logician lies in
formulating the distinctions prevalent in popular thought, the
ordinary logic is correct.

Now the popular logic of the day,—the logic which is taught
in our schools and universities—has three sources.—In the first
place, but in a slight degree, it trenches upon the province of
psychology, and gives some account of the operation by which
concepts are supposed to be formed, and of the errors or fallacies
which naturally creep into the process of reasoning. This is the
more strictly modern, the descriptive part of our logic-books.—
But, secondly, the logic of our youth rests in a much higher
degree upon the venerable authority of Aristotle. That logic in
its own compass was a masterpiece of analysis, and for many
centuries maintained an ascendancy over thought, which was
often faulty, only because it was not thorough enough. But it
was an analysis of the beginnings of reason only, not of its
matured and expanded forms. The Logic of Aristotle gave a
systematic account of the procedure of the ordirary thought,
which could be observed in popular discussions and practical
oratory. As Lord Bacon remarked, it did little else than state,
and, it may be, exaggerate the rafionale of popular thought. A
high level of popular thought it unquestionably was, which
‘Aristotle had to investigate,—a level which many generations of
less favoured races were unable to reach. But there were defects
in this Logic which fatally marred the prospects of its general
usefulness. It was not a logic of scientific thought : that is, its
object was not truth or knowledge in the first place, and con-
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viction only in the second. The thoughts of Greece were
greatest and most active in the line of popular action for the city
and the public interests, in the discussions, the quibbles, the
fallacies, and rhetorical arts of the barber’s shop and the ¢ agora.’
The aim of such exercises was to convince, to demonstrate, to
persuade, to overcome ;—it might be for good and truth, but also
it might not. And accordingly the Logic of Aristotle has for its
end and canon the power to convince and to give demonstrative
certainty. This is in the main its characteristic. And it is this
analysis of popular thought, following the popular distinctions and
values of things, which the second, deductive, and fundamental
portion of the received logic-books in modern times presents.
But when the Sciences began to fill up the Jacunae in popular
thought, or at least pointed them out: when the increase of
knowledge showed how fragmentary and crudely-constructed the
edifice of popular thought was, the Logic of Aristotle was felt to
fall short. A new logic was needed, which would do for thought,
enlarged and deepened by science, what Aristotle had done for
the unenlarged popular thought. This want Lord Bacon tried to
satisfy. And he pointed out, vaguely, but zealously and in a
noble spirit, the end which that new logic had to accomplish.
Lord Bacon, however, could not do more than state these bold
suggestions: he had not the power to execute them. He
imagined that he could display a method, by which science
would make incredible advances, and the kingdom of truth in a
few years come into the world. But this is a sort of thing
which no man can do. Plato had tried to do it for the social life
of Athens. What Plato could not do for the political world of
Greece, Bacon could not do for the intellectual world in his time :
for as the Athenian worked under the shadow of his own state,
over-mastered even without his knowledge by the ordinances of
Athens, so the Englishman was evidently enthralled by the
authority of that very Aristotelian logic which he condemned.
What Aristotle had for ages been supposed to do, no philosopher
could do for the new spirit of inquiry which had risen in and
before the days of Bacon. That spirit, as exhibited in his great
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contemporaries, Bacon could not rightly understand or appre-
ciate. The spirit of free science, of critical investigation, of
inductive inquiry, must and did constitute its forms, legislation,
and methods for itself. For no philosopher can lay down laws
or methods beforehand which the sciences must follow. The
logician only comes after, and, appreciating and discovering the
not always conspicuous methods of knowledge, endeavours to
gather them up and give them their proper place in the grand
total of human thought, correcting its inadequacies by their aid,
and completing their divisions by its larger unities. Or rather
this is a picture of what English logic might have done. But it
does not do so in the ordinary and valuable text-books on the
subject. What it does do, is rather as follows. To the second
and fundamental part which it subjects to a few unimportant
alterations,—i.e. to the doctrine of terms, propositions, and
reasonings,—it subjoins an enumeration of the methods used in
the sciences.

To the rude minds of the Teutonic peoples the logical system
of Aristotle had seemed almost a divine revelation. From the
brilliant intellect of Greece a hand was stretched to help them in
the arrangement of their religious beliefs. The Church accepted
the aid of logic, foreign though logic was to its natural bent, as
eagerly as the political world tried for a while to draw support
from the effete forms of the Roman Empire. So the advancing
Sciences of modern times looked upon the Inductive Logic of
Mill in the light of a new revelation. The vigorous action of
the sciences hailed a systematic account of its methods almost as
eagerly as the strong, but untaught intellect of the barbarian
world welcomed the remains of ancient philosophy. For the first
time the sciences, which had been working blindly or instinc-
tively, but with excellent success, found their procedure stated
clearly and definitely, yet without any attempt to reduce their
varied life to the Procrustean bed of mathematics, which had
once been held to possess a monopoly of methods. The enormous
influence of the physical sciences saw itself reflected in a distinct
logical outline : and the new logic became the dominant philo-
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sophy. Such is the proud position of the Inductive Logic.
Enthusiastic students of science in all countries, who were not
inaccessible to wider culture, used quotations from Mill to adorn
and authorise their works. A period of speculation in the
scientific world succeeded the period of experiment, in which facts
had been collected and registered. A chapter on Method be-
came a necessary introduction to all higher scientific treatises.
In our universities methodology was prodigally applied to the
study of ancient philosophy. And so long as the scientific epoch
lasts in its one-sided prominence, so long the theory of inductive
and experimental methods may dominate the intellectual world.

It is the business of the Inductive Logic to do for the special
sphere of the special sciences, what the Aristotelian logic did for
the general sphere of common consciousness. Retaining the
latter with certain modifications, although it has now lost its
meaning in the changed outlines of the intellectual world, In-
ductive Logic adds a methodology of the sciences, without how-
ever founding this methodology upon a comprehensive analysis of
thought as a whole, when enlarged and enlightened by the work
of the sciences. Hence the two portions,—the old logic, muti-
lated and severed from the Greek world it grew out of, and the
new Inductive or specially-scientific logic, not going beyond a
mere clasgification of methods,—can never combine, any more
than oil and water. And the little psychology, which is some-
times added, does not contribute much to the harmony.

In these circumstances the ordinary logic, in its fundamental
terms, is more on the level of popular thought, than in a strictly
scientific region, and does not, unless we are to except the work
of Mr. Herbert Spencer, attempt to unite the two regions, and
examine the fundamental basis of thought on which scientific
methods rest. The case of Concrete and Abstract will illustrate
what has been said. To popular thought the sense-world is con-
crete : the intellectual world abstract. And so it is in the
ordinary logic. Now the difference between the two uses of the
term is not a mere arbitrary change of names. When we strip
the sense-world of its concreteness, and say. that it is better
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described, in the first instance, as a chaotic mass of excluding
elements, a ¢ manifold,” and in the second instance as a series of
abstractions, drawn out of this comgeries by the intellect, the
change of language marks the total change of position between
the philosophic and the popular consciousness. Reality and con-
creteness as estimated by the one line of thought are the very
reverse of those of the other. A mere sense-world to the
philosopher is what an irreducible nebula is to the speculative
astronomer. Out of that nebula the theorist expects that a solar
system, a concrete unity, will one day spring. Even so from
mere sense the concrete notion of reason will be evolved. But
in the form of sense the matter of sense is not concrete, a unity
of opposites: but a chaos. And, in addition, even when the
chaos begins to be reduced to order, the primary result, and that
which popular languages express and retain, is an abstraction,
the one-sided exposition and fixing of a single feature in a thing.
Every name in language is abstract, compared with the amount
of our knowledge about it.

The apprehension of a thing from one side or aspect,—the
apprehension of one thing apart from its connexions,—the
retention of a term or formula apart from its context,—is what
Hegel terms * abstract.” Ordinary terms are essentially abstract.
They spring from something which would in strictness be
described not as concrete, but as chaos:—as the indefinite, or
‘manifold’ of sensation. The primary object of sight or sense,
the scene or inter-action of several objects (if we may thus ana-
lyse it by an act of subsequent reflection), is so characterized.
But the first conceptions, which spring from this group when
it.is analysed, are abstract: they are each severed from the
continuity of their existence. In the same sense we call
Political Economy an abstract science, because it looks upon
man as a money-making and money-distributing creature, and
keeps out of sight his other qualities. Our notions in this
way are more abstract or more concrete, according as our grasp
of thought extends to less or more of the elements which are
necessarily pre-supposed by them. On the other hand, when
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a term of thought owns and emphasises its solidarity with
others, when it is not circumscribed to a single relation, but
becomes a focus in which a variety of relations converge, when
it is placed in its right post in the organism of thought, its
limits and qualifications as it were recognised, and its degree
ascertained,—then that term of thought is concrete.” A con-
crete notion is a notion in its totality, looking before and after,
connected indissolubly with others: a unity of elements, a
meeting-point of opposites. An abstract notion is one with-
drawn from everything that naturally goes along with it, and
enters into its constitution.

In a short essay, with much grim humour and quaint illustra-
tions, Hegel tried to show what was meant by the name
‘abstract,’” which in his use of it denotes the cardinal vice of
analytical thought. From this essay, entitled ¢ Who is the
Abstract Thinker!?’ it may be imteresting to quote a few
lines. ‘A murderer is, we may suppose, led to the scaffold.
In the eyes of the multitude he is a murderer and nothing
more. The ladies perhaps may make the remark that he is
a strong, handsome, and interesting man. At such a remark
the populace is horrified. “What! a murderer handsome?
Can anybody’s mind be so low as to call a murderer hand-
some? You must be little better yourselves.” And per-
baps a priest who sees into the heart, and knows the reasons
of things, will point to this remark, as evidence of the cor-
ruption of morals prevailing among the upper classes. A
student of character, again, inquires into the antecedents of
the criminal’s education: he finds a wrong set of relations
between father and mother; or he finds out that this man
has suffered severely for some trifling offence, and that under
the bitter feelings thus produced he has spurned the orders of
society, and cannot support himself otherwise than by crime.
No doubt there will be people who when they hear this ex-
planation will say “Does this person then mean to excuse
the murderer?” In my youth I remember hearing a city

1 ¢« Wer denkt abstrakt !’ (Vermischte Schriften, vol. IL p. 403.)
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magistrate complain that book-writers were going too far,
and trying to root out Christianity and good morals altogether.
Some one, it appeared, had written a defence of suicide. It
was horrible! too horrible! On further inquiry it turned out
that the book in question was the ¢ Sorrows of Werther.”

¢ By abstract thinking, then, is meant that in the murderer
we see nothing but the simple fact that he is a murderer,
and by this single quality annihilate all the human nature
which is in him. The polished and sentimental world of
Leipsic thought otherwise. They threw their bouquets, and
twined their flowers round the wheel and the criminal who
was fastened to it.—But this also is the opposite pole of
abstraction.—It was in a different strain that I once heard a
poor old woman, an inmate of the poor’s-house, rise above
the abstraction of the murderer. The sun shone, as the severed
head was laid upon the scaffeld. ¢ How finely,” said the woman,
““does God’s gracious sun lighten up Binder's head!” We
often say of a poor creature who excites our anger that he
is not worth the sun shining on him. That woman saw that
the murderer’s head was in the sunlight, and that it had not
become quite worthless. She raised him from the punishment
of the scaffold into the sunlit grace of God. It was not
by her violets and her sentimental conceit that she brought
about the reconciliation : she saw him in the sun above received
into grace.’

CHAPTER XI.

FROM SENSE TO THOUGHT.

Every period as we have seen translates the sensuous fact
of its life into a formula of thought, and fixes it in definite
characters. The various parts of existence, and existence ‘as.
a whole, are stripped of their sensible or factual nature,.,f' in
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which we originally feel and come into contact with them,
and are reduced to their simple equivalents in terms of thought.
From sense and immediate feeling there is, in the first place,
generated a materialised conception ; and from that, in the second
place, comes a thought or notion proper, which however is pri-
marily abstract. The phenomenon may, perhaps, be illustrated
by the case of numbers. To us numbers are most unquestionably
realities, however abstract we find them: and most people
would be surprised to hear that numbers gud numbers had
at one time no existence in thought. And yet this is a fact
well known to the philologist. In Greek, for example, we
meet the distinction between numbers in the abstract, pure
numbers (such as four and six), and bodily or physical numbers
(such as four men, six trees). Aristotle even speaks of ¢fiery’
and ¢ earthen’ numbers'. The geometrical aspect under which
numbers were regarded by the Greeks bears in the same direction.
But another phenomenon in language tells the tale more dis-
tinctly 2. Abundantly in Sanscrit and Greek, more rarely in
Zend and Teutonic, and here and there in the Semitic languages,
we meet with what is known as the dual number, a special gram-
matical form intended to express a pair of objects. The witty
remark of Du Ponceau® concerning the Greek dual, that it had
apparently been invented only for lovers and married people, may
illustrate its uses, but hardly suffices to explain its existence
in language. But a comparison of barbarian dialects serves
to show that the dual is, as it were, a prelude to the plural,
- —a first attempt to grasp the notion of plurality in a definite
“way, which served its turn in primitive society, but after-
wards disappeared, when the jplural had been developed, and the
numerals had attained a form of their own. If this be so,

! Pure number is dpifuds povadikés : applied number is dpiuds puoirés or swpa-
vikés. Aristotle, Metaph. N. 5, speaks of dpOuds wOpivos # yhivos.

? See L. Geiger: Ursprung und Entwickelung der menschlichen Sprache und
Vernunft. (Vol. L p. 380.) And Gabelenz (die melanesischen Sprachen) in
the Abhandlungen der Sichsischen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften (VIII), 1861.
pp- 89-91. :

3 Mémoire sur le systdme grammatical, &c. p. 155.

f
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the dual is what physiologists call a rudimentary organ, and tells
the same story as these organs do of the processes of pature.

The language of the Melanesian island of Annatom, one of
the New Hebrides, may be taken as an instance of a state
of speech in which the dual is natural. That language possesses
a fourfold distinction of number in its personal pronmouns, a
different form to mark the singular, dual, trial, and plural:
and the pronoun of the first person plural distinguishes in
addition whether the person addressed is or is not included in
the ¢we-two,” ¢ we-three,” or ¢ we-many’ of the speaker. The
same language however possesses only the first three numerals,
and in the translation of the Bible into this dialect it was
necessary to introduce the English words, four, five, &c. The
two facts must be taken together : the luxuriance of the personal
pronouns and the scanty development of numerals in such
languages are two phenomena of the same law. The numeral
four’ to these tribes bears the meaning of ¢ many’ or “several.’
Another fact points in the same direction. In many languages,
such as those of Further India and Mexico, it is customary in
numbering to use what W. von Humboldt has called -class-
words. Thus in Malay, instead of ‘five boys’ the phrase
used is ‘boy five-man:’ in other words, the numerals are sup-
posed to inhere as yet in objects of a special kind or common
occurrencel, And among the South Sea Islanders the con-
sciousness of number is decidedly personal : that is to say, the
distinction between one and two is first conceived as a dis-
tinction between ‘I’ and ‘we two.” Even this amount of -
simplification surpasses what is found amongst some Australian
tribes. There we find four duals: one for brothers and sisters:
one for parents and children: ome for husbands and wives :
and one between brothers-in-law 2. Each pair has a different
form. We thus see to what early language is applied: not to

! W. von Humboldt: Verschiedenheit des menschlichen Sprachbaues, p. 423
(ed. 1841).

2 Capt. Grey : Vocabulary of the dialects of S. W, Australia, pp. xxi. and 104.
(1840).



x1.] THE NUMERALS. Ixxxiii

designate the objects of nature, but the members of the primitive
family. The consciousness of numbers was first awakened by
the need of distinguishing and combining men and women in
the narrow circle of barbarian life.

Numbers were at first immersed in the persons, and then,
as things came to be considered also, in the things numbered.
The mind seems to have proceeded slowly from the vague one
to definite numbers. And the first decided step was taken
towards an apprehension of numbers when two was distinguished
from one, and the distinction was made part of the personal
terminations. The plural was a further step in the same
direction : the real value of which, however, did not become
apparent until the numerals had been separately established in
forms of their own. When that was accomplished, the special
form of the dual became useless: it had outlived its purpose,
and henceforth it ceased to have any but that poetical beauty
which often adorns the once natural, but now obsolete creations
of the past. When the numerals were thus emancipated from
their material and sensuous environment, quantity was trans-
lated from outward being in its embodiments into a form of
thought. At first, indeed, it was placed in an ethereal or
imaginative space, the counterpart as it were of the sensuous
space in which it had been previously immersed. It became a
denizen of the mental region, as it had been before a habitant
of the sense-world.

The mind was informed with quantity in the shape of
number : but it does not follow from this, that the new product
was comprehended, or the process of its production kept in
view. Like all new inventions (and numeration may fairly be
classed under that head), it was laid hold of, and all its
consequences, results, and uses estimated and realised by the
practical and defining intellect. In ome direction, it became,
like many new inventions in the early days of society, a magic
charm, and was invested with mystery, sacredness, and mar-
vellous powers. But the intelligent mind,—the understanding,
—resolved to make better use of the new instrument: and

f2
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that in two ways, in practical work and in theory. On the
one hand it was applied practically in the dealings of life,—
in commerce, contracts, legislation, and religion. On the other
hand, the new conception of number, which common sense and
the instinctive action of men had evolved, was carried out in
all its theory :.it was analysed in all directions, and its elements
combined in all possible ways. The result was the science of
arithmetic, and mathematics mm general. Such consequences
did the analytic understanding derive from the analysis of its
datum,—the fact of quantity freed from its sensuous envelope.
The general action of understanding, or practical thought,
is of this kind. It accepts the data of conception, the results
of rational development from sensation, as they occur: and
tries to appreciate them, to give them precision, to carry them
into details, and to analyse them until their utmost limits of
meaning are explored. Where they have come from, and where
they lead to,—the process out of which they spring, and which
fixes the extent of their validity,—are questions of no interest to
the understanding. It takes its objects, as given in popular con-
ception, as fixed and ultimate entities to be expounded in detail.
We have taken number as one example of the transference
of a sensible or sense-immersed fact into a form of thought:
but a form which is still placed in a superior or mental space.
One advantage of taking number as illustration, is that num-
bered things are distinguished from numbers in an emphatie
and recognised way. Nobody will dispute that the abstraction,
as it is called, has an existence of its own, and can be made a
legitimate object of independent investigation. But if the
process be more obvious in the case of the numerals, there must
have been a similar course of development leading to the
pronouns, the prepositions, and the auxiliary verbs. In these
instances we can more or less trace the process by which there
grew up in language an independent world of thought: we can
see the natural existence passing out of the range of the senses
into spiritual relations. Before our eyes a world of reason is
slowly constituting itself in the history of culture: and we,
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who live now, enter upon the inheritance which past ages
have laid up for us. There is, however, a fundamental difference
between the way in which these results look to us now, and
the way in which they originally organised themselves. The
child who begins to learn a language finds the members of it
all, as it were, upon one level : adjectives, adverbs, prepositions,
and verbs confront him with the same authority and rank.
This appearance is deceptive : it may easily suggest that the
words are not members in an organism, in and out of which
they have developed. They are not therefore so self-supporting
as they seem. We can go back to a point where there was
little or no distinction between elements: when the language
was narrower in its range, and not as now developed into an
endless host of points. The same illusion has to be overcome
in the case of thought. We are introduced to the outcome
of rational development in the shape of hard, fixed, and
materialised thoughts: and one stands beside another, as if
they were all equally good, equally primary, equally independent.
They may be compared to seeds which the practical man uses
by eating them, while the theorist puts them into the crucible
to see what chemical results are obtainable therefrom. Both
of these operators, theoretical and practical, in whatever they
differ, agree in accepting the seed as an ultimate fact to be
commented upon, or employed, or analysed. In so acting
the reason is analytic, and termed Understanding. Science,
in the higher sense, embraces the element of speculation proper
to philosophy, asks where the seed came from and where it is
going to:—two questions, which tend to coincide in the
answer.

In this product of intellectual movement above the limits
of sensation we have the °©presentation,’' as Hegel calls it,
on which the Understanding turns its forces. We have ome -
product of the organic whole of thought taken by itself as if
it were independent, set forth as a settled nucleus for further
acquaintance: and this onme point discussed fully and with

1 ¢ Vorstellung,’ as distinguished from * Begriff.’
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precision, elaborated in all detail and consequence, to the
neglect of its context, and the necessary limitations involved
in the notion. The process of name-giving may illustrate this
tendency in human thought to touch its objects only in one
point. The names given to objects do not embrace the whole
nature of these objects, but give expression only to one striking
feature in them. Thus the name of the horse points it out
as ¢ the strong ’ or ‘the swift:’ the moon is ‘the measurer’ or
¢ the shining one;’ and so in all cases. The object as expressed
in these names is, as we should say, viewed from one aspect,
or in one point: and the name, which originally at least
corresponds to the conception, meets it, properly speaking, on
that side only, or in that relation. One can at least guess why
it should be so: why a name should, in logical language, express
an ‘accidens’ and not the ‘essentia’ of the object. For the
investigation of primitive language seems to show that words,
as we know them in separate existence, are a secondary forma-
tion: and that the first significant speech was an utterance
intended to describe a scene, an action, a phenomenon, or
moment of being. In point of time, the primary fact of
language is an agglomeration or aggregate, —we may call
it either word or clause—which describes in one breath a
highly individualised action or phenomenon. The spirit or
unifying principle in this group might be the accent. Such
a word-group denotes a highly specialised form of being: and
if we call it a word, we may say that the earliest words, and
the words of barbarous tribes, are ingeniously special. But
it would be more correct to say, that in such a group the
elements of the scene enter only from a single aspect or in a
single relation. Accordingly when disintegration begins, the
result is as follows. The elements of the group, having now
become independent words held together by the syntax of the
sentence, are adopted to denote the several objects which
entered into the total phenomenon. But these words, or
fragments of the word-group, denote the objects in question
from a certain point of view, and not in their integrity. The
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names of things therefore touch them only in one point, and
express only one aspect. And thus, although different names
will arise for thé same thing, as it enters into different groups,
in each case the name will connote only a general attribute and
not the nature of the thing. These names are in the Hegelian
sense of the term ¢ abstract.’

CHAPTER XIIL

FIGURATE OR PRESENTATIVE THOUGHT.

THE compensating dialectic of reason, overthrowing the
narrowness of popular estimates, makes itself observed even
in the popular use of the terms abstract and concrete. Terms
like state, mind, wealth, may from one point of view be called
abstract, from another concrete. At a certain pitch these
abstractions cease to be abstract, and become even to popular
sense very concrete realities. In the tendency to personification
in language we see the same change from abstract to concrete :
as when Virtue is called a goddess, or Fashion surnamed the
despot of womankind. In mythology we can see the same
process by which, as it is phrased, an abstract term becomes
concrete : by which, as we more correctly say, a thought is
transformed into a representative picture. The many gods
of polytheism are the fixed and solidified shapes in which the
several degrees of religious growth have taken ‘a local habita~
tion and a name: or they bear witness to the failure of the
greater part of the world to grasp the idea of Deity apart
from certain local and temporary conditions. So, too, terms
like force, law, matter,—the abstractions of the popular mind
—are by certain periods reduced to the level of sensuous
things, and spoken of as real entities, somewhere and some-
how existent, apart from the thinking medium to which they
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belong. Such terms, again, as property, wealth, truth, are
popularly identified with the objects in which they are mani-
fested or embodied. '

In these ways the abstract in the ordinary meaning becomes
in the ordinary meaning concrete. The distinction between
abstract and concrete is turned into a distinction between
understanding and sense, instead of, as Hegel makes it, a
distinction in the nature of thought itself. An attempt is at
first made in two degrees to represent the thought in terms
of the senses. When the impossibility of that attempt is seen,
common sense ends by denying the super-sensible altogether.
These three plans may be called respectively the mythological,
the metaphysical, and the positive or popular fallacies of
thought. In the mythological, or strictly anthropomorphic
fallacy, thought is conceived under the bodily shape and the
physical qualities of humanity: that is to say, it is identified
with a subject of like passions with ourselves, a repetition of
the particular human personality, with its narrowness and
weakness. The action of the Idea is here replaced by the
agency of supposed living beings, invested with superhuman
powers. In the metaphysical fallacy the cause of the changes
that go on in nature is attributed to indwelling sympathies
and animosities, to the abhorrence of a vacuum, to attraction,
affinity, and the like: to mystic essences and laws conceived
of as somehow existent in space and time. In the positive
and popular fallacy, the failure of these two theories begins
to be felt: and the mind, hopeless of reaching thought, and
impatient for the senses, eagerly asserts that the thought is a
dream and a delusion, and that the reality of the senses is
what the idea truly is. This last view is the utterance of the
popular matter-of-fact reason, when in weariness and tedium
it turns from the attempt to grasp thought pure and simple,
and instead of passing on through the metaphysical entities to
the fluid and transparent ether of the Idea, relapses into the
ignoble rest of thoughtlessness.

In some of these cases the full step into pure thought is
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never made. The creations of mythology, for example, display
an unfinished and bafled attempt to rise from the senses to
the generalisations of thought. The gods of heathenism are
only generalised individuals: syntheses of phenomena under
the form of the man with flesh and blood: and such were
the gods of Greece. In other cases there is a relapse: when
the higher stage of thought has been attained, it is instan-
taneously lost. Terms which are really thoughts are reduced
to the level of the things of sense, individualised in some
object, which, though it is only a representative symbol, is
allowed to usurp the place of the thought which it embodies.
The intuition of the senses at every step throws its spells on
the products of thought, and turns them into a representative
picture, which popularly and naturally takes the place of the
notion. Instead of being retained in their native timelessness,
the terms of the Idea are brought under the laws of sensuous
intuition, under the conditions of space and time.

The term ¢presentation,” which Hegel employs to name
these ¢ picture-thoughts’ or ¢figurate conceptions,’ corresponds
to the facts of their nature. A €presentation’ is one of two
things: either a particular thing taken under general aspects,
or a universal narrowed down into a particular thing. Thus,
as it has been seen, a general name expresses a universal
relation or attribute, but confines it to a particular object or
class. ‘Swift,” for example, was an epithet tied down to
express the horse. In the first instance we may suppose the
name to be a sort of metaphor: that is, we conceive the object
as an embodiment or representation of the quality,—as an
eagle is the emblem of strength,—but in this case we dis-
tinguish between the object and its metaphorical signification.
In the second place, however, the two points of view coincide,
and we can no longer in ordinary thought separate the imaging
object from the general relation which it images forth. This
is the level of thought to which Hegel appropriates the term
‘presentation.” It includes under it the three fallacies of
thought already noted :—and saves the trouble of comprehending
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the notion. In the Hegelian sense, a presentation is abstract :
because it solidifies, hardens, and isolates the term of thought,
makes it a particular, and never rises above the single case
to the general notion embodied in it.

The world of presentative thought is a world of independent
points in juxtaposition, which we arrange as seems best to us.
‘When our mind moves amongst these picture-thoughts, we can
only institute external relations between the terms. A judgment,
in that case, is interpreted to mean the conjunction of subject
with predicate by means of the copula. A sentence is an
arrangement of words ab erfra in conformity with the rules
of grammar. The world of thought, or the Idea, as a whole
is turned into a plane surface with its typical forms,— the
members of the organism of reason,— like dots put in co-
ordination and juxtaposition, not spontaneously affected towards
each other. Even if they are not embodied and reduced to a
sensuous level of existence, they are held to be originally
separate and unconnected. How they all came into being,
and whether they do not all by gradations and differentiation
proceed from one root, are questions neither asked nor answered.
To inquire into the evolution of thought is even more un-
dreamt-of than to ask for the evolution of the living world
from a primordial cell. But as language is never studied
rightly, unless we remember that language at each period
is an organic body: that each part of it is determined by
the meaning of all the other parts co-existing with it: and
that, as the language advances, there is an almost imperceptible
but still real change in the position and compass of every
word ;—so it is with thought. Every term, short of the
whole system of thought, is mutually conditioned and con-
ditioning. But all these reciprocating conditions are in the
totality, and not out of it. In each it is the whole, but the
whole at a different level of development.

The level of ¢ presentation,’” therefore, is in its several aspects
the level on which stands in its picture-thinking the general
mass of mankind. Such thinking is approximate and inexaet :
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and has hold of its objects in one point only: it does not grasp
these objects, but sets them before it. (2) It is still trammelled
by the senses. Thought and sensation strive for the mastery
in it. Thought is bound fast to an illustration: and of this
illustration it cannot as presentative thought divest itself:—the
eternally living idea is chained to the transient and perishable
form of sense. It is metaphorical and material thinking, which
is helpless without the metaphor and the matter. (§) Pre-
sentative thought envisages what is timeless and infinite under
the conditions of time and space. It loses sight of the moral
and spirit of historical development under the semblance of the
names, incidents, and forms in which it is displayed. The
historical and philosophical sense is lost under the antiquarian.
Presentative thought keeps the shell, and throws away the
kernel. (c) The terms by which such a materialised thought
describes its objects are not internally connected: each is in-
dependent of the other; and we only bring them together for
the nonce by an act of subjective arrangement?.

The thing—the so-called suéject of the properties, of which
it is really no more than the sudstratum—affords no sufficient
ground for the unity of the properties attached to it. The
substratum or subject of the proposition is given, and we then
look around to see what other properties accompany the primary
characteristic for which the name was applied. But the term
of popular language is not a real unity capable of supporting
differences ; it is only one aspect of a thing, a single point
fixed and isolated in the process of language by the action of
natural selection. And so, to ask how the properties are re-
lated to the thing, is to ask how one aspect, taken out of its
setting, is related to another isolated aspect : which is evidently
an unanswerable question. Science is right in rejecting the
‘thing’ of popular conception. If ¢ is @, and nothing more, as
the law of Identity informs us, then it is for ever impossible to
get on to &, ¢, d, and the rest. The union between the thing
divided or defined, and its divided or defining members, is what

! Philosophie der Religion, 1. p. 137 seqq.
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is termed extra-logical; in other words, it is not evident from
what is given or stated in the popular conception. That union
must be sought elsewhere, and deeper.

And when we step in to overcome the repugnance which the
point of conception, or what is supposed the subject, shows
against admitting a diversity of predicates,—when we force it
into union with these properties : or when we try to remove the
separation which leaves the cause and effect as two independent
things to fall apart; our action, by which we effect a synthesis
of differences, may, from another and a universal point of view,
be said to be the notion, or grasp of thought, coming to the
consciousness of itself. Thought, as it were, recognises itself
and its image in those objects of presentative conception, which
seem to e given and imposed upon the intellect. The two
worlds, which the understanding accepts as each solid and in-
dependent,—the world of external objects or conceptions, and
the world of self,—meet and coincide in the free agency of
thought, developing itself under a double aspect. It is the
‘original synthetical unity of apperception’ (to quote Kant’s
words), from which the Ego or thinking subject, and the
¢ manifold,’ or body and world, are subsequently differentiated.
Thus, on the one hand, we ourselves no longer remain a rigid
unity, existing in antithesis to the objects of presentative
thought: and on the other hand the so-called thing loses its
hardness and fragmentary independence, as distinguished from
our apprehension of it. Our action, as we incline to call it,
which mends the inadequacies of terms, is from a philosophic
point of view, the notion itself coming to the front and claiming
recognition. The process of thought is then seen to be a totality,
of which our faculties, on the one hand, and the existing thing,
on the other, are isolated abstractions, supposed habitually to
exist on their own account. To view either of these systems,
the mental, on the one hand, and the objective world, on the
other, as self-subsistent, has been the error in much of our
metaphysics, and in the popular conceptions of what constitutes
reality. The idealism of metaphysicians has been equally
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narrow and insufficient with the realism of common sense.
An adequate philosophy, on the contrary, recognises the presence
of both elements, in a subordinate and formative position. Pre-
sentations may be compared to the little pools left here and
there by the sea amongst the rocks and sand: the notion, or
grasp of thought, is the tidal wave, which left them there to
stagnate, but comes back again to restore their continuity with
the great sea. In our thinking we are only the ministers and
interpreters of the Idea,—of the organic and self-developing
system of thought.

The difference between a presentative conception and a
thought proper may be illustrated by the case of the term
‘Money.” Money may be either a materialised thought, i.e.
a Presentative Conception, or a Notion Proper. In the former
case, money is identified with a piece of money. It is pro-
bably, in the first instance, embodied in coins of gold, silver,
and bronze. In the second place, a wide gulf is placed between
it and the other articles for which it is given in exchange.
If other things are regarded as money, they are generally
treated on the assumption that -they can in case of need be
reduced to coinage. The discussion of money in works of
Political Economy considers it separately’from other com-
modities: and the laws which forbade ite exportation gave a
vigorous expression to the belief that it was something sui
generis, and subject to conditions of its own. The scientific
notion of money abolishes this belief in the peculiarity and
fixity of money. Science does so historically, when it can
point to a time and a race where money in our sense of the
word does not exist, and where barter takes the place of buying
and selling. Science does so philosophically, when it expounds
what has been called the process of money,—the inter-action or
meeting of elements to which the existence of money is due.
The notion of money, as given in the Ethics of Aristotle, says
that it is the common measure of utility or demand. When
we leave out of sight the specific quality of an object, and
consider only its capacity of satisfying human wants, we have
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what is called its worth or value. This value of the thing,—
the quantitative fact which is left, when all the qualities dis-
tinguishing the thing are reduced to their bare equivalent—is
the notion, of which the currency is the representation, reducing
thought to the level of the senses, and embodying the ¢ideality’
of value in a tangible and visible object. So long as this ¢ idea’
of value is kept in view, the currency is a Representation: but
when the perception of the notion disappears, money is left a mere
Presentation, the general notion being narrowed down to the
coinage. Thus the notion of money, like other notions in their
ideal truth, is not in us, nor in the things merely: it is what
from a minor point of view, when we and the things are re-
garded under the head of want or need, may be called the Zrutk
of both, the unity of the two sides. Thus considered, money
falls into its proper place in the order of things.

CHAPTER XIIL

REASON AND THE DIALECTIC OF UNDERSTANDING.

THESE presentative conceptions, besides being the burden of
our ordinary materialising consciousness, are also the data of
science, accepted and developed in their consequences. Because
they are so accepted, as given into our hand, scientific reasoning
can only institute relations between them. Its business as
thus conceived is progressive unification, comparing objects with
one another, demonstrating the similarities which exist between
them, recognising them, and combining them with each other.
The exercise of thought which deals with such objects is limited
by their existence: it is only formal. It is finite thought,
because it is only subjective: each of the objects on which it
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is turned seems to be outside of it, and independent of it.
Each point of fact, again, when it is carried out to its utmost,
meets with other thoughts which limit it, and claim to be
equally self-centred. Such knowledge creeps on from point
to point. To this thinking, which is always confronted by
a something which continues even when thinking ceases, German
philosophy applies a name, which since the days of Coleridge
has been translated by ¢ Understanding!.” This degree or mode
of thought—not a faculty of thought—is the systematised and
thorough exercise of what in Englund is called ¢ Common
Sense.” In the first place, it is synonymous with practical
intelligence. It takes what it calls facts, or things, as given,
and aims only at arranging, combining, and classifying them.
Seeing things as a superficies, as it were, so many unconnected
points, here itself and there the various things of the world, it
tries to bring them into connexion. It accepts existing dis-
tinctions, and seeks to render them more precise by pointing
out and sifting the elements of sameness. Its greatest merit
is an abborrence of vagueness, inconsistency, and superfluous
mysticism : it wishes to be clear, distinct, and practical. In its
proper sphere, i.e. in every exercise of thought short of phi-
losophy—wherever, in short, thought in us must submit and
conform itself to the objective existence of thought as embodied
in the natural and epi