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PREFA-CE.

It is unfortunate that Sir William Hamilton did not
undertake fully to digest his metaphysical opinions into
system, and to nubhah them as one orderly and connected
whole. He had a system, for he was eminently a method-
ical and self-consistent thinker; but it was built up piece-
meal, and so given to the wmld, at various trmcs,. In sueces-
sive '111:1L]es in the Edinburgh Review ; in copious notes,
appendices, and other additions to these articles when they
were republished as a volume of ¢ Discussions,” and again,
when these ¢ Discussions ”” passed to a secnnd edition: = in
the Notes, and, still more at length, in the Supplementary
Dissertations, to his ponderous edition of Reid ; and final |'5r,
in the memoranda prepared at different times and for vari-
ous purposes, which his English editors gathered up and
annexed to the p::mthumuuq publication of his * Lectures
on Metaphysies.” While neither of these works furnishes
an outline of his system as a whole, each one of them con-
tains a statement, more or less complete, of his principal
doctrines and arguments, so that, taken togetllu they
abound in repetitions. Even the ¢ Lectures,” which afford
the nearest approach to a full and sy «tenmtm exposition of
his opinions, besides laboring under the necessary disad-
- vantage of a posthumous puh]u&tu:-u., never hlmll_} revised
by the author for the press, and probably not even intended
by him to be printed, were first written by him in great
lidste at the time (1836) of his original appointment Yo a
Professorship in the University of Edinbur oh, and seem to
have received but few subsequent alterations or additions,
though his opinions certainly underwent afterwards con-
siderable development and modification.

As any course of instruction in the Philosophy of Mind

( iii »



17 PREFACE.

at the present day must be very imperfect which does
not comprise a tolerably full view of Hamilton’s Meta-
physics, I have endeavored, in the present volume, to pre-
pare a text-hook which should contain, in his own language,
the substance of all that he has written upon The subjt,n;t
For this purpose, the  Lectures on Metaphysics”” have been
taken as the basis of the work ; and I have freely abridged
them by striking out the wln;,tltlmh and redundancies in
which thu, ahuuu{l and omitting also, in great part, the
load of citations dml references thrl.t they Lmltam, as these
are of inferior interest except to a student of the history of
philosophy, or as marks of the stupendous erudition of the
author. The space acquired by these abridgments has
enabled me to interweave into the book, in their appro-
priate place and connection, all those portions of the * Dis-
cussions,”” and of the Notes and Dissertations supplemen-
tary to Reid, which seemed necessary either to elucidate
and confirm the text, or to supplemt,nt it with the later
and more fully expressed opinions of the author. These
insertions, always distinguished by angular brackets [ ],
and referred to the source whence thcy were drawn, are
very numerous and considerable in amount ; sometimes
they are several pages long, others do not exceed m length
a ':.mfrle paragraph, or even a single sentence. The au-
thor’s language has invariably been preserved, and where-
ever a word or two had to be altered or supplied, to pre-
serve the connection, the inserted words have been enclosed
in brackets. The divisions between the Lectures, necessa-
rily arbitrary, as the limits of a discourse of fixed length
could not coincide with the natural division of the sub]ec-t
have not been preserved in this edition. A chapter here
often begins in the middle of a Lecture, and sometimes
comprises two or more Lectures. A very few notes, criti-
cal or explanatory in character, are properly dlatmurul::h{,d
as supplied by the American Editor.

It has been a laborious, but not a disagreeable task, to
examine and collate three bulky octavos, with a view thus
to condense their substance into a single volume of moder-
ate dimensions. I cannot promise that the work has been
thoroughly, but only that it has been carefully, done.
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LS

HAMILTON'S METAPHYSICS.

CHAPTER 1.
UTILITY OF THE STUDY OF PHILOSOPHY.

SoME things are valuable, finally, or for themselves, — these
are ends ; other things are valuable, not on their own account,
but as conducive towards certain ulterior ends, — these are
means. Lhe value of ends is absolute,— the value of means
is relative. Absolute value is properly called a good, —rela-
tive value is properly called a wutility. Of goods, or absolute
ends, there are for man but two,— perfection and happiness.
By perfection is meant the full and harmonious development of
all our faculties, corporeal and mental, intellectual and moral ;
by happiness, the complement of all the pleasures of which we
are susceptible.

Now, I may state, though I cannot at present attempt to
prove, that human perfection and human happiness coincide,
and thus constitute, in reality, but a single end. For as, on the
one hand, the perfection or full development of a power is in
proportion to its capacity of free, vigorous, and continued
action, so on the other, all pleasure is the concomitant of activ-
ity 5 its degree being in proportion as that activity is sponta-
neously intense, its prolongation in proportion as that activity is
spontaneously continued ; whereas, pain arises either from a
faculty being restrained in its spontaneous tendency to action,
or from being urged to a degree, or to a continuance, of energy

1 (1)



2 UTILITY OF THE STUDY OF PHILOSOPHY.

beyond the limit to which it of itself freely tends. To pro-
mote our perfection is thus to promote our happiness; for to
cultivate fully and harmoniously our various faculties, is simply
to enable them, by exercise, to-energize longer and stronger
without painful effort ; that is, to afford us a larger amount of &
higher quality of enjoyment.

In considering the utility of a branch of knowledge, it be-
hooves us, in the first place, to estimate its value as viewed
simply in itself'; and, in the second, its value as viewed in rela-
tion to other branches. Considered in itself, a science is valua-
ble in proportion as its cultivation is immediately conducive to
the mental improvement of the cultivator. This may be ealled
its Absolute utility. In relation to others, a seience is valuable in
proportion as its study is necessary for the prosecution of other
branches of knowledge. This may be called its Relative utility.

Absolute utility of two kinds — Subjective and Objective. —
In the former point of view, that is, considered absolutely, or in .
itself, the philosophy of mind comprises two several utilities,
according as it, 1°, Cultivates the mind or knowing subject, by
calling its faculties into exercise; and, 2°, Furnishes the mind
with a certain complement of truths or objects of knowledge.
The former of these constitutes its Subjective, the latter its
Objective utility. These utilities arve not the same, nor do they
even stand to each other in any necessary proportion. As an
individual may possess an ample magazine of knowledge, and
still be little better than an intellectual barbarian, so the utility
of one science may be chiefly seen in affording a greater num-
ber of higher and more indisputable truths,— the utility of
another in determining the faculties to a higher energy, and
consequently to a higher education.

There are few, I believe, disposed to question the speculative
dignity of mental science ; but its practical utility is not unfre-
quently denied. To what, it is asked, is the science of mind
conducive 7  What are its uses?

What s Practical Utility? —1 am not one of those who
‘hink that the importance of a study is sufficiently established
when i dignity is admitted ; for, holding that knowledge is
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for the sake of man, and not man for the sake of knowledge, 1t
is necessary, in order to vindicate its value, that every science
should be able to show what are the advantages which it prom-
ises to confer upon its student. I, therefore, profess myselt a
utilitarian ; and it is only on the special ground of its utility that I
would claim for the philosophy of mind, what I regard as its
peculiar and preéminent importance. DBut what is a utilitarian ?
Simply one who prefers the Useful to the Useless —and who
does not? But what is the useful? That which is prized, not
on its own account, but as conducive to the acquisition of some-
thing else,

the useful is, in short, only another word for a
mean towards an end; for every mean is useful, and whatever
is useful is a mean. Now the value of a mean is always in
proportion to the value of its end ; and the useful being a mean,
it follows, that, of two utilities, the one which conduces to the
more valuable end will be itself the more valuable utility.

So far there is no difference of opinion. All agree that the
useful is a mean towards an end; and that, eeteris paribus, a
mean towards a higher end constitutes a higher utility than a
mean towards a lower. The only dispute that has arisen, or
can possibly arise, in regard to the utility of means (supposing
always their relative efliciency), is founded on the various views
that may be entertained in regard to the existence and compar-
ative importance of ends.

Two ervors in the popular estimate of the comparative utility
of human sciences. — Now the various opinions which prevail
concerning the comparative utility of human sciences and stud-
ies, have all arisen from two errors.

The first of these consists in viewing man, not as an end
unto himself, but merely as a mean organized for the sake of
something out of himself; and, under this partial view of
human destination, those branches of knowledge obtain exclu-
sively the name of wseful, which tend to qualify a human being
to act the lowly part of a dexterous instrument. It has been
the tendency of different ages, of different countries, of different
ranks and conditions of society, to measure the utility of studies
rather by one of these standards, than by both. Thus it was
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the bias of antiquity, when the moral and intellectual cultivation
of the citizen was viewed as the great end of all political insti-
tutions, to appreciate all knowledge principally by the nigher
standard; on the contrary, it is unfortunately the bias of our
modern civilization, since the accumulation (and not too the
distribution) of riches in a country, has become the grand prob-
lem of the statesman, to appreciate it rather by the lower.

The second, and the more dangerous, of these errors consists
in regarding the cultivation of our faculties as subordinate to
the acquisition of knowledge, instead of regarding the posses-
sion of knowledge as subordinate to the cultivation of our fac-
ulties; and, in consequence of this error, those sciences which
afford a greater number of more certain facts, have been deemed
superior in utility to those which bestow a higher cultivation on
the higher faculties of the mind.

Man an end unto lhimself. — As to the first of these errors,
the fallacy is so palpable, that we may well wonder at its prev-
alence. It is manifest, indeed, that man, in so far as heis a
mean for the glory of God, must be an end unto himself; for it
is only in the accomplishment of his own perfection, that, as a
creature, he can manifest the glory of his Creator. Though
therefore man, by relation to God, be but a mean, for that very
reason, in relation to all else is he an end. Wherefore, now
speaking of him exclusively in his natural capacity and tempo-
ral relations, I say it is manifest that man is by nature necessa-
rily an end to himself, —that his perfection and happiness
constitute the goal of his aetivity, to which he tends, and ought
to tend, when not diverted from this, his general and native
destination, by peculiar and accidental eircumstances. DBut it is
equally evident, that, under the condition of society, individual
men are, for the most part, to a greater or less degree, actually
go diverted. To live, the individual must have the means of
living; and these means (unless he already possess them) he
must procure,—he must purchase. But purchase with what?
‘With his services, 7. e.—he must reduce himself to an instru-
ment, — an instrument of utility to others; and the services of
this instrument he must barter for those means of subsistence
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of which he is in want. In other words, he must exercise some
trade, ealling, or profession.

Thus, in the actualities of social life, each man, instead of
being solely an end to himself, — instead of being able to make
every thing subordinate to that full and harmonious develop-
ment of his individual faculties, in which his full perfection and
his true happiness consist, —is, in general, compelled to degrade
himself into the mean or instrument towards the accomplish-
ment of some end external to himself, and for the benefit of
others.

Liberal and Professional Education.— Now the perfection
of man as an end, and the perfection of man as a mean or in-
strument, are not only not the same; they are, in reality, gen-
erally opposed. -And as these two perfections are different,
so the training requisite for their acquisition is not identieal,
and has, accordingly, been distinguished by different names.
The one is styled Liberal, the other Professional education, —
the branches of knowledge cultivated for these purposes be-
ing called respectively liberal and professional, or liberal and
lucrative, sciences. DBy the Germans, the latter are usually
distinguished as the Brodwissenschaften, which we may trans-
late, The Bread and Butter Sciences. A few of the professions,
indeed, as requiring a higher development of the higher faculties,
and involving, therefore, a greater or less amount of liberal
education, have obtained the name of liberal professions. We
must, however, recollect that this is only an accidental and a
very partial exception. But though the full and harmonious
development of our faculties be the high and natural destination
of all, while the cultivation of any professional dexterity is only
a contingency, though a contingency incumbent upon most, it
has, however, happened that the paramount and universal end
of man, — of man absolutely,— has been often ignorantly lost
sigcht of, and the term wuseful appropriated exclusively to those
acquirements which have a value only to man considered in his
relative, lower, and accidental character of an instrument. But,
because some have thus been led to appropriate the name of

useful to those studies and objects of knowledge, which are
1%
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conducive to the inferior end, it assuredly does not follow that
those conducive to the higher have not a far preferable title to
the name thus curiously denied to them. Even admitting,
therefore, that the study of mind is of no immediate advantage
in preparing the student for many of the subordinate parts in
the mechanism of society, its utility cannot, on that account, be
called in question, unless it be asserted that man “liveth by
bread alone,” and has no higher destination than that of the
calling by which he earns his subsistence.

HKnowledge and intellectual cultivation.— The second error
 to which I have adverted, reverses the relative subordination of
knowledge and of intellectual cultivation. In refutation of this,
I shall attempt briefly to show, firsily, that knowledge and
intellectual cultivation are not identical ; secondly, that knowl-
edge is itself principally valuable as a mean of intellectual enl-
tivation ; and, lastly, that intellectual cultivation is more direetly
and effectually accomplished by the study of mind than by any
other of our rational pursuits. '

But to prevent misapprehension, I may premise what I mean
by knowledge, and what by intellectual cultivation. By knowl-
edge is understood the mere possession of truths ; by intellectual
cultivation, or intellectual development, the power, acquired
through exercise by the higher faculties, of a more varied, vig-
orous and protracted activity.

In the first place, then, it will be requisite, I conceive, te say
but little to show that knowledge and intellectual development
are not only not the same, but stand in no necessary proportion
to each other. This is manifest, if we consider the very dif-
ferent conditions under which these two qualities are acquired.
The one condition under which all powers, and consequently
the intellectual faculties, are developed, is exercise. The more
intense and confinuous the exercise, the more vigorously de-
veloped will be the power.

But a certain quantity of knowledge,—in other words, a
certain amount of possessed truths, —does not suppose, as its
condition, a corresponding sum of intellectual exercise. One
truth requires much, another truth requires little, effort in
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acquisition ; and, while the original discovery of a truth evolves
perhaps a maximum of the highest quality of energy, the sub-
sequent learning of that truth elicits probably but a minimum
of the very lowest.

Is truth or mental exercise the superior end ?— But, as it is
evident that the possession of truths, and the development of
the mind in which they are deposited, are not identical, I pro-
ceed, in the second place, to show that, considered as ends, and
in relation to each other, the knowledge of truths is not su-
preme, but subordinate to the cultivation of the knowing mind.
The question— Is Truth, or is the Mental Exercise in the pur-
suit of truth, the superior end? — this is perhaps the most
curious theoretfical, and certainly the most important practieal,
problem in the whole compass of philosophy. For, according
to the solution at which we arrive, must we accord the higher
or the lower rank to certain great departments of study ; and,
what is of more importance, the character of its solution, as it
determines the aim, regulates from first to last the method,
which an enlightened science of education must adopt.

But, however curious and important, this question has never,
in so far as I am aware, been regularly discussed. Nay, what
is still more remarkable, the erroneous alternative has been
very generally assumed as true. The consequence of this has
been, that sciences of far inferior, have been elevated above
sciences of far superior, utility ; while education has been sys-
tematically distorted, — though truth and nature have occa-
sionally burst the shackles which a perverse theory had im-
posed. The reason of this is sufficiently obvious. At first
sight, it seems even absurd to doubt that truth is more valuable
than its pursuit; for is this not to say that the end is less im-
portant than the mean? —and on this superficial view is the
prevalent misapprehension founded. A slight consideration
will, however, expose the fallacy.

Practical and speculative Knowledge ; their ends.— Knowl-
edge is either practical or speculative. In practical knowledge
it is evident that truth is not the ultimate end ; for, in that case,
knowledge is, ex hypothesi, for the sake of application. The
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knowledge of a moral, of a political, of a religious truth, is of
value only as it affords the preliminary or condition of its exere
cise.

In speculative knowledge, on the other hand, there may
indeed, at first sight, seem greater difficulty; but further re-
flection will prove that speculative truth is only pursued, and is
only held of value, for the sake of intellectual activity: “ Sor-
det cognita veritas ” is a shrewd aphorism of Seneca. A truth,
once known, falls into comparative insignificance. It is now
prized less on its own account, than as opening up new ways to
new activity, new suspense, new hopes, new discoveries, new
self-gratulation. Every votary of science is wilfully ignorant
of a thousand established facts, — of a thousand which he might
make his own more easily than he could attempt the discovery
of even one. But it is not knowledge,—it is not truth, — that
he principally seeks; he seeks the exercise of his faculties and
feelings ; and, as in following after the one, he exerts a greater
amount of pleasurable energy than in taking formal possession
of the thousand, he disdains the certainty of the many, and pre-
fers the chances of the one. Accordingly, the sciences always
studied with keenest interest are those in a state of progress
and uncertainty ; absolute certainty and absolute completion
would be the paralysis of any study; and the last worst calam-
ity that could befall man, as he is at present constituted, would
be that full and final possession of speculative truth, which he
now vainly anticipates as the consummation of his intellectual
happiness.

“ Quasivit ccelo lucem, ingemuitque reperta.’”

But what is true of science, is true, indeed, of all human ac-
tivity. “In life,” as the great Pascal observes, “ we always
believe that we are seeking repose, while, in reality, all that we
ever seek is agitation.” It is ever the contest that pleases us,
and not the victory. Thus it is in play; thus it is in hunting ;
thus it is in the search of truth; thus it is in life. The past
does mot interest, the present does not satisty, the future alone
is the object which engages us.
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“ (Nullo votorum fine beati)
Victuros agimus semper, nec vivimus unquam.”

The question, I said, has never been regularly discussed, —
~ probably because it lay in too narrow a compass; but no philos-
opher appears to have ever seriously proposed it to himself, who
did not resolve it in contradiction to the ordinary opinion. A
contradiction of this opinion is even involved in the very term
Philosophy ; and the man who first declared that he was not a
6ogog, or possessor, but a guldsogos, or secker of truth, at once
enounced the true end of human speculation, and embodied it in
a significant name. Under the same convietion, Plato defines
man “the hunter of truth,” for science 1s a chase, and in a chase,
the pursuit is always of greater value than the game.

“The intellect,” says Aristotle, in one passage, “is perfected,
not by knowledge, but by aetivity ;” and in another, “ The arts
and sciences are powers, but every power exists only for the
- sake of action ; the end of philosophy, therefore, is not knowl-
edge, but the energy conversant about knowledge.” The pro-
foundest thinkers of modern times have emphatically testified
to the same great principle. “If)” says Malebranche, “ I held
truth captive in my hand, I should open my hand and let it fly,
in order that I might again pursue and capture it.” “Did the
Almighty,” says Lessing, “holding in his right hand Zruth, and
in his left Search after Truth, deign to tender me the one I
might prefer, — in all humility, but without hesitation, I should
request Search after Truth.” [We exist only as we energize ;
pleasure is the reflex of unimpeded energy; energy is the
means by which our faculties are developed; and a higher

energy the end which their development proposes. In action is
thus contained the existence, happiness, improvement, and per-
fection of our being ; and knowledge is only precious, as it may
afford a stimulus to the exercise of our powers, and the condi-
tion of their more complete activity. Speculative truth is,
therefore, subordinate to speculation itself; and its value is
directly measured by the quantity of energy which it occa-
sions, — immediately in its discovery, — mediately through its
consequences, Life to Endymion was not preferable to death -
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aloof from practice, a waking error is better than a slzeping
truth. — Neither, in point of fact, is there found any proportion
between the possession of truths, and the development of the
mind in which they are deposited. Every learner in science is
now familiar with more truths than Aristotle or Plato ever
dreamt of knowing ; yet, compared with the Stagirite or the
Athenian, how few, even of our masters of modern science,
rank higher than intellectual barbarians! Ancient Greece and
modern Europe prove, indeed, that “ the march of infellect ” is
no inseparable concomitant of ©the march of science ;” — that
the cultivation of the individual is not to be rashly confounded
with the progress of the species. | — Discussions.

Philosophy best entitled to be called useful. — But if specula-
tive truth itself be only valuable as a mean of intellectual
activity, those studies which determine the faculties to a more
vigorous exertion, will, in every liberal sense, be better entitled,
absolutely, to the name of useful, than those which, with a
greater complement of more certain facts, awaken them to a
less intense, and consequently to a less improving exercise.
On this ground I would rest one of the preéminent utilities of
mental philosophy. That it comprehends all the sublimest
objects of our theoretical and moral interest;— that every
(natural) conclusion concerning (God, the soul, the present
worth and the future destiny of man, is exclusively deduced
from the philosophy of mind, will be at once admitted. But I
do not at present found the importance on the paramount dig-
nity of the pursuit. It is as the best gymnastic of the mind, —
as a mean, principally, and almost exclusively, conducive to the
highest education of our noblest powers, that I would vindicate
fo these speculations the necessity which has too frequently
Leen denied them. By no other intellectual application is the
mind thus reflected on itself, and its faculties aroused to such
independent, vigorous, unwonted, and continued energy ; — by
none, therefore, are its best capacities so variously and intensely
evolved. “ By turning,” says Burke, “the soul inward on
itself, its forces are concentred, and are fitted for greater and
etronger flights of science; and in this pursuit, whether we
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take or whether we lose our game, the chase is certainly of
service.”

These principles being established, it follows, that I must
regard the main duty of a Professor to consist not simply in
communicating information, but in doing this in such a manner,
and with such an accompaniment of subsidiary means, that the
information he conveys may be the occasion of awakening his
pupiis to a vigorous and varied exertion of their faculties.
Self-activity is the indispensable condition of improvement;
and education is only education, — that is, accomplishes its pur-
pose, only by affording objects and supplying incitements to this
spontaneous exertion. Strictly speaking, every one must edu-
cate himself. [All profitable study is a silent disputation — an
intellectual gymnastic ; and the most improving books are pre-
cisely those which most excite the reader, — to understand the
author, to supply what he has omitted, and to canvass his facts
and reasonings. To read passively, to learn, —is, in reality,
not to learn at all. In study, implicit faith, belief upon au-
thority, is worse even than, for a time, erroneous speculation.
To read profitably, we should read the authors, not most in
unison with, but most adverse to, our opinions; for whatever
may be the case in the cure of bodies, enantiopathy, and not
komeeopathy, is the true medicine of minds. Accordingly,
such sciences and such authors as present only unquestionable
truths, determining a minimum of self-activity in the student,
are, in a rational education, subjectively naught. Those sciences
and authors, on the contrary, who constrain the student to inde-
pendent thought, are, whatever may be their objective cer-
tainty, subjectively, educationally, best. | — Discussions.

But though the common duty of all academical instructors be
the ecultivation of the student, through the awakened exercise
of his faculties, this is more especially incumbent on those to
whom is intrusted the department of liberal education; for, in
this department, the pupil is trained, not to any mere profes-
sional knowledge, but to the command and employment of his
faculties in general. But, moreover, the same obligation is
specially imposed upon a professor of intellectual philosophy,
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by the peculiar nature of his subject, and the conditions under
which alone it ean be taught. The phenomena of the external
world are so palpable and so easily described, that the expe-
rience of one observer suflices to render the facts he has wit-
nessed intelligible and probable to all. The phenomena of the
internal world, on the contrary, are not capable of being thus
described : all that the prior observer can do, is to enable
others to repeat his experience. In the science of mind, we
can neither understand nor be convineed of any thing at second
hand. Here testimony can impose no belief'; and instruetion
is only instruction as it enables us to teach ourselves. A fact
of consciousness, however accurately observed, however clearly
described, and however great may be our confidence in the
observer, is for us as zero, until we have observed and recog-
nized it ourselves. Till that be done, we cannot realize its pos-
sibility, far less admit its truth. Thus it is that, in the philoso-
phy of mind, instruction can do little more than point out the
position in which the pupil ought to place himself, in order to
verify, by his own experience, the facts which his instructor
proposes to him as true. The instructor, therefore, proclaims,
ov qulocoqie, ¢ile qulocogeir; he does not profess to teach phi-
losophy, but to philosophize. 1t is this condition imposed upon
the student of doing every thing himself, that renders the study
of the mental sciences the most improving exercise of intel-
lecet.

Philosophy : its Objective utility.—1 [have] endeavored to
show that all knowledee is only for the sake of energy, and that
even merely speculative truth is valuable only as it determines
a greater quantity of higher power into activity. I [have] also
endeavored to show that, on the standard of Subjective ufility,
philosophy is of all our studies the most useful; inasmuch as
more than any other it exercises, and consequently develops to
a higher degree, and in a more varied manner, our noblest fac-
ulties. I shall [now] confine myself to certain views of the
importance of philosophy estimated by the standard of its Ob-
jeetive utility.

The human mind the noblest object of speculation. — Consid-
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ered in itself, a knowledge of the human mind, whether we
regard its speculative or its practical importance, is confessedly
of all studies the highest and the most interesting. * On earth,”
says an ancient philosopher, “there is nothing great but man ;
in man, there is nothing great but mind.” No other study fills
and satisfies the soul like the study of itself. No other science
presents an object to be compared in dignity, in absolute or in
relative value, to that which human conseciousness furnishes to
its own contemplation. What is of all things the best, asked
Chilon of the Oracle. “To know thyself,” was the response.
This is, in fact, the only science in which all are always inter-
ested ; for, while each individual may have his favorite occupa-
tion, it still remains true of the species, that “the proper study
of mankind is man.” “For the world,” says Sir Thomas
Browne, “1 count it not an inn, but an hospital; and a place
not to live, but to die in. The world that I regard is myself;
it is the microcosm of my own frame that I cast mine eye on;
for the other, I use it but like my globe, and turn it round some-
times, for my recreation. . . . . The earth is a point, not only
in respect of the heavens above us, but of that heavenly and
celestial part within us. That mass of flesh that circumsecribes
me, limits not my mind. That surface that tells the heavens it
hath an end, cannot persuade me I have any. . ... Whilst I
study to find how I am a microcosm, or little world, I find my-
self something more than the great. There is surely a piece
of divinity in us; something that was before the elements, and
owes no homage unto the sun. Nature tells me, I am the
image of God, as well as Seripture. He that understands not
thus much hath not his introduction or first lesson, and is yet
to begin the alphabet of man.”

Relation of Psychology to Theology. — But, though mind,
considered in itself, be the noblest ohject of speculation which
the created universe presents to the curiosity of man, it is under
a certain relation that I would now attempt to illustrate its
utility ; for mind rises to its highest dignity when viewed as the
object through which, and through which alone, our unassisted

reason can ascend to the knowledge of a God. The Deity is
2
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not an object of immediate contemplation ; as existing and in
hiwaself, he is beyond our reach; we can know him only medi-
ately through his works, and are only warranted in assuming
his existence as a certain kind of cause necessary to account
for a certain state of things, of whose reality our faculties are
supposed to inform us. The affirmation of a God being thus a
regressive inference, from the existence of a special class of
effects to the existence of a special character of cause, it is evi-
dent, that the whole argument hinges on the faet,— Does a
state of things really exist such as is only possible through the
agency of a Divine Cause? For if it can be shown that such
a state of things does not really exist, then our inference to the
kind of cause requisite to account for it is necessarily null.

Argument founded exclusively on the phenomena of mind. —
This being understood, I now proceed to show that the class of
pheenomena which requires that kind of cause we denominate a
Deity, is exclusively given in the phznomena of mind, — that
the phaenomena of matter, taken by themselves (you will observe
the qualification, ¢ taken by themselves’), so far from warranting
any inference to the existence of a God, would, on the contrary,
ground even an argument to his negation, — that the study of
the external world taken with, and in subordination to, that
of the internal, not only loses its atheistic tendency, but, under
such subservience, may be rendered conducive to the great con-
clusion, from which, if' left to itself, it would dissuade us.

We must, first of all, then, consider what kind of cause it is
which constitutes a Deity, and what kind of effects they are
which allow us to infer that a Deity must be.

The notion of a God — what.— The notion of a God is not.
contained in the notion of a mere First Cause; for in the
admizsion of a first cause, Atheist and Theist are at one.
Neither is this notion completed by adding to a first cause the
attribute of Omnipotence ; for the atheist who holds matter or
necessity to be the original principle of all that is, does not
convert his blind force into a God, by merely affirming it to be
all-powerful. It is not until the two great attributes of Intelli-
gence and Virtue (and be it observed that virtue involves Lib-
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erty) — I say, it is not until the two attributes of intelligence
and virtue or holiness are brought in, that the belief in a pri-
mary and omnipotent cause becomes the belief in a veritable
Divinity. DBut these latter attributes are not more essential to
the divine nature than are the former. For as original and
infinite power does not of itself constitute a God, neither is a
God constituted by intelligence and virtue, unless intelligence
and goodness be themselves conjoined with this original and
infinite power. For even a Creator, intelligent, and good, and
powerful, would be no God, were he dependent for his intelli-
gence and goodness and power on any higher principle. On
this supposition, the perfections of the Creator are viewed as
limited and derived. He is himself, therefore, only a depen-
deney, — only a creature ; and if a God there be, he must be
sought for in that higher principle, from which this subordinate
principle derives its attributes. Now is this highest principle
(ex hypothest all-powerful) also intelligent and moral, then it is
itself alone the veritable Deity; on the other hand is it, though
the author of intelligence and goodness in another, itself unin-
telligent, — then is a blind Fate constituted the first and uni-
versal cause, and atheism is asserted.

Conditions of the proof of the existence of a God.— The
peculiar attributes which distinguish a Deity from the original
omnipotence or blind fate of the atheist, being thus those of
intelligence and holiness of will,— and the assertion of theism
being only the assertion that the universe is created by intelli-
gence, and governed not only by physical but by moral laws,
we have next to consider how we are warranted in these two
affirmations ; 1°, That intelligence stands first in the absolute
order of existence, — in other words, that final preceded
efficient causes; and, 2° That the universe is governed by
moral laws.

The proof of these two propositions is the proof of a God ;
and it establishes its foundation exclusively on the phaenomena
of mind. I shall endeavor to show you this, in regard to both
these propositions ; but, before considering how far the phz-
nomena of mind and of matter do and do not allow us to infer
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the one position or the other, I must solicit your attention to
the characteristic contrasts which these two classes of pheoe-
nomena in themselves exhibit.

Contrasts of the phenomena of malter and mind. —In the
compass of our experience, we distinguish two series of facts, —
the facts of the external or material world, and the facts of the
internal world or world of intelligence. These concomitant
series of phmnomena are not like streams which merely run
parallel to each other; they do not, like the Alpheus and Are-
thusa, flow on side by side without a commingling of their
waters. They cross, they combine, they are interlaced ; but
notwithstanding their intimate connection, their mutual action
and reaction, we are able to dizeriminate them without diffi-
culty, because they are marked out by characteristic dit-
ferences.

The phaxnomena of the material world are subjected to im-
mutable laws, are produced and reproduced in the same inva-
riable succession, and manifest only the blind force of a
mechanical necessity.

The phznomena of man are, in part, subjected to the laws
of the external universe. As dependent upon a bodily organi-
zation, as actuated by sensual propensities and animal wants, he
helongs to matter, and, in this respect, he is the slave of neces-
sity. DBut what man holds of matter does not make up his
personality. They are his, not he ; man is not an organism, —
he is an intelligence served by organs. For in man there are
tendencies, — there is a law, — which continually urge him to
prove that he is more powerful than the nature by which he is
surrounded and penetrated. He is conscious to himself of fac-
ulties not comprised in the chain of physical necessity ; his intel-
ligence reveals prescriptive principles of action, absolute and
universal, in the Law of Duty, and a liberty capable of carrying
that law into effect, in opposition to the solicitations, the im-
pulsions, of his material nature. I‘rom the coéxistence of these
opposing forees in man, there results a ceaseless struggle
between physical necessity and moral liberty, — in the language
of Revelation, between the Flesh and the Spirit; and this
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struggle constitutes at once the distinctive character of human-
ity, and the essential condition of human development and
virtue.

In the facts of intelligence, we thus become aware of an
order of existence diametrically in contrast to that displayed to
us in the facts of the material universe. There is made known
to us an order of things, in which intelligence, by recognizing
the unconditional law of duty and an absolute obligation to fulfil
it, recognizes its own possession of a liberty incompatible with
a dependence upon fate, and of a power capable of resisting
and conquering the counteraction of our animal nature.

Consciousness of freedom, and of a law of duty, the condi-
tions of Theology. — Now, it is only as man is a free intelli-
gence, a moral power, that he is created after the image of
God, and it is only as a spark of divinity glows as the life of
our life in us, that we can rationally believe in an Intelligent
Creator and Moral Governor of the universe. For, let us sup-
pose, that in man intelligence is the product of organmization,
that our consciousness of moral liberty is itself only an illu-
sion ; in short, that acts of volition are results of the same iron
necessity which determines the phmnomena of matter; — on
this supposition, I say, the foundations of all religion, natural
and revealed, are subverted.

The truth of this will be best seen by applying the supposi-
tion of the two positions of theism previously stated — namely,
that the notion of God necessarily supposes, 1°, That in the
absolute order of existence, intelligence should be first, that is,
not itself the product of an unintellicent antecedent; and, 2°,
That the universe should be governed not only by physical, but
by moral laws.

Analogy between our experience and the absolute order of
existence. — Now, in regard to the former, how can we attempt
to prove that the universe is the creation of a free original
intelligence, against the counter-position of the atheist, that lib-
erty is an illusion, and intelligence, or the adaptation of means
to ends, only the product of a blind fate? As we know noth-

ine of the ahsolute order of existence in itself, we can only
L
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attempt to infer its character from that of the particular order
within the sphere of our experience; and as we can affirm
nanght of intelligence and its conditions, except what we may
discover from the observation of our own minds, it is evident
that we can only analogically carry out into the order of the
universe the relation in which we find intelligence to stand in
the order of the human constitution. If in man intellicence be
a free power,—in so far as its liberty extends, intelligence
must be independent of necessity and matter; and a power
independent of matter necessarily implies the existence of an
immaterial subject,— that is, a spirit. If, then, the original
independence of intelligence on matter in the human constitu-
tion, in other words, if the spirituality of mind in man, be sup-
posed a datum of observation, in this datum is also given both
the condition and the proof of a God. Ifor we have only to
infer, what analogy entitles us to do, that intelligence holds the
same relative supremacy in the universe which it holds in us,
and the first positive condition of a Deity is established, in the
establishment of the absolute priority of a free creative intelli-
gence. On the other hand, let us suppose the result of our
study of man to be, that intelligence is only a product of mat-
ter, only a reflex of orgamization, such a doctrine would not
only afford no basis on which to rest any argument for a God,
but, on the contrary, would positively warrant the atheist in
denying his existence. For if, as the materialist maintains, the
only intelligence of which we have any experience be a conse-
quent of matter,—on this hypothesis, he not only cannot
assume this order to be reversed in the relations of an intelli-
gence beyond his observation, but, if he argue logically, he
must positively conclude, that, as in man, so in the universe,
the phienomena of intelligence or design are only in their last
analysis the produets of a brute necessity. Psychological ma-
terialism, if carried out fully and fairly to its conelusions, thus
inevitably results in theological atheism; as it has been well
expressed by Dr. Henry More, nullus in microcosmo spiritus,
nullus in macrocosmo Deus. 1 do not, of course, mean to assert
that all materialists deny, or actually disbelieve, a God. For,
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in very many cases, this would be at once an unmerited compli-
ment to their reasoning, and an unmerited reproach to their
faith.

Second condition of the proof of a Deity. — Such is the man-
ifest dependence of our theology on our psychology in refer-
ence to the first condition of a Deity,— the absolute priority
of a free intellicence. DBut this is perhaps even more con-
spicuous in relation to the second, that the universe is gov-
erned not merely by physical but by moral laws; for God is
only God inasmuch as he is the Moral Governor of a Moral
World.

Our interest, also, in its establishment is incomparably greater ;
for while a proof that the universe is the work of an omnipotent
intelligence, gratifies only our speculative curiosity, — a proof
that there is a holy legislator, by whom goodness and felicity
will be ultimately brought into accordance, is necessary to satisfy
both our intellect and our heart. A God is, indeed, to us, only
of practical interest, inasmuch as he is the condition of our
immortality.

Now, it is self-evident, in the first place, that, if there be no
moral world, there can be no moral governor of such a world ;
and, in the second, that we have, and can have, no ground on
which to believe in the reality of a moral world, except in so
far as we ourselves are moral agents. This being undeniable,
it is further evident, that, should we ever be convinced that we
are not moral agents, we should likewise be convinced that there
exists no moral order in the universe, and no supreme intelli-
gence by which that moral order is established, sustained, and
reculated.

Theology is thus again wholly dependent on Psychology ;
for, with the proof of the moral nature of man, stands or falls
the proof of the existence of a Deity.*

* [It is chiefly, if not solely, to explain the one phenomenon of merality,
—of freewill, that we are warranted in assuming a second and hyperphysi-
cal substance, in an immaterial principle of thought; for it is only on the
supposition of a moral liberty in man, that we can attempt to vindicate, as
truths, a moral order, and, consequently, a moral governor in the universe ;
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Wherein the moral agency of man consists.— But in what
does the character of man as a moral agent consist? Man is a
moral agent only as he is accountable for his actions,—in other
words, as he is the object of praise or blame; and this he is,
only inasmuch as he has prescribed to him a rule of duty, and
as he is able to act, or not to act, in conformity with its precepts.
The possibility of morality thus depends on the possibility of
liberty ; for, if man be not a free agent, he is not the author
of his actions, and has, therefore, no responsibility, —no moral
personality at all.

How philosophy establishes human lLiberty. — Now the study
of Philosophy, or mental science, operates in three ways to
establish that assurance of human liberty, which is necessary
for a rational belief in our own moral nature, in a moral world,
and in a moral ruler of that world. In the first place, an atten-
tive consideration of the pheenomena of mind is requisite in order
to a luminous and distinet apprehension of liberty as a fact or
datum of intelligence. For though, without philosophy, a natu-
ral conviction of free agency lives and works in the recesses of
every human mind, it requires a process of philosophical thought
to bring this conviction to clear consciousness and scientific cer-
tainty. In the second place, a profound philosophy is necessary

and it is only on the hypothesis of a soul within us, that we can assert the
reality of a God above us.

In the hands of the materialist, or physical necessitarian, every argument
for the existence of a Deity is either annulled or reversed into a demonstra-
tion of atheism. In his hands, with the moral worth of man, the inference
to a moral ruler of a moral universe is rone. In his hands, the arsument
from the adaptations of end and mean, everywhere apparent in existence, to
the primary causality of intelligence and liberty, if applied, establishes, in
fact, the primary causality of necessity and matter. For, as this argument
is only an extension to the universe of the analogy observed in man; if in
man, design, intellizence, be only a phenomenon of matter, only a reflex of
organization ; this consecution of firet and second in us, extended to the
universal order of things, reverses the absolute priority of intelligence to
matter; that is, subverts the fundamental condition of a Deity. Thus it is,
that our theology is necessarily founded on our psychology ; that we must
recognize a (rod tn our own minds, before we can defect @ God in the universe
of nature.| — Discussions.
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to obviate the difficulties which meet us when we attempt to
explain the possibility of this fact, and to prove that the datum
of liberty is not a mere illusion. For though an unconquerable
feeling compels us to recognize ourselves as accountable, and
therefore free. agents, still, when we attempt to realize in
thought how the fact of our liberty can be, we soon find that
this altogether transcends our understanding, and that every
effort to bring the fact of liberty within the compass of our con-
ceptions, only results in the substitution in its place of some
more or less disguised form of necessity. For,—if I may be
allowed to use expressions which many of you cannot be sup-
posed at present to understand,— we are only able to conceive
a thing, inasmuch as we conceive it under conditions; while
the possibility of a free act supposes it to be an act which is not
conditioned or determined. The tendency of a superficial phi-
losophy is, therefore, to deny the fact of liberty, on the principle
that what cannot be conceived is impossible. A deeper and
more comprehensive study of the facts of mind overturns this
conclusion, and disproves its foundation. It shows that,—so
far from the principle being true, that what is inconceivable is
impossible, — on the contrary, all that is conceivable is a mean
between two contradictory extremes, both of which are incon-
ceivable, but of which, as mutually repugnant, one or the other
must be true. Thus philosophy, in demonstrating that the
limits of thought are not to be assumed as the limits of possibil-
ity, while it admits the weakness of our discursive intellect,
reéstablishes the authority of consciousness, and vindicates the
veracity of our primitive convictions. It proves to us, from the
very laws of mind, that while we can never understand fow any
original datum of intelligence is possible, we have no reason
from this inability to doubt that it is true. A learned ignorance
is thus the end of philosophy, as it is the beginning of theology.

In the third place, the study of mind is necessary to counter-
balance and correct the influence of the study of matter ; and
this utility of metaphysics rises in proportion to the progress
of the natural sciences, and to the greater attention which they
engross.
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Twofold evil of exclusive physical study. — An exclusive de-
votion to physical pursuits exerts an evil influence in two ways.
In the first place, it diverts from all notice of the phenomena of
moral liberty, which are revealed to us in the recesses of the
human mind alone; and it disqualifies from appreciating the
import of these phmnomena, even if presented, by leaving un-
cultivated the finer power of psychological reflection, in the
exclusive exercise of the faculties employed in the easier and
more amusing observation of the external world. In the second
place, by exhibiting merely the phanomena of matter and exten-
sion, it habituates us only to the contemplation of an order in
which every thing is determined by the laws of a blind or me-
chanical necessity. Now, what is the inevitable tendency of
this one-sided and exclusive study? That the student becomes
a materialist, if he speculate at all. ITor, in the first place, he
is familiar with the obtrusive facts of necessity, and is unaccus-
tomed to develop into consciousness the more recondite facts of
liberty ; he is, therefore, disposed to disbelieve in the existence
of pheenomena whose reality he may deny, and whose possibility
he cannot understand. At the same time, the love of unity, and
the philosophical presumption against the multiplication of es-
sences, determine him to reject the assumption of a second, and
that an hypothetical, substance, — ignorant as he is of the rea-
sons by which that assumption is legitimated.

In the infancy of science, this tendency of physical study was
not experienced. When men first turned their attention on the
phenomena of nature, every event was viewed as a miracle, for
every effect was considered as the operation of an intelligence,
God was not exiled from the universe of matter; on the con-
trary, he was multiplied in proportion to its phwnomena. As
science advanced, the deities were gradually driven out; and
long after the sublunary world had been disenchanted, they
were left for a season in possession of the starry heavens. The
movement of the celestial bodies, in which Kepler still saw the
agency of a free intelligence, was at length by Newton resolved
into a few mathematical principles ; and at last, even the irregu-
larities which Newton was compelled to leave for the miraculous
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correction of the Deity, have been proved to require no super-
natural interposition ; for La Place has shown that all contin-
gencies, past and future, in the heavens, find their explanation
in the one fundamental law of gravitation.

But the very contemplation of an order and adaptation so
astonishing, joined to the knowledge that this order and adapta-
tion are the necessary results of a brute mechanism,— when
acting upon minds which have not looked into themselves for
the light of which the world without can only afford them the
reflection, — far from elevating them more than any other aspect
of external creation to that inserutable Being who reigns beyond
and above the universe of nature, tends, on the contrary, to im-
press on them, with peculiar force, the conviction, that as the
mechanism of nature can explain so much, the mechanism of
nature can explain all.

If all existence be but mechanism, philosoplical interest extin-
guished. — “ Wonder,” says Auristotle, “is the first cause of
philosophy :” but in the discovery that all existence is but
mechanism, the consummation of seience would be an extinetion
of the very interest from which it originally sprang. “ Even
the gorgeous majesty of the heavens,” says a religious philoso-
pher, “the object of a kneeling adoration to an infant world,
subdues no more the mind of him who comprehends the one
mechanical law by which the planetary systems move, maintain
their motion, and even originally form themselves. He no
longer wonders at the object, infinite as it always is, but at the
human intellect alone, which, in a Copernicus, Kepler, Gassendi,
Newton, and La Place, was able to transcend the object, by
seience to terminate the miracle, to reave the heaven of its di-
vinities, and to exorcise the universe. But even this, the only
admiration of which our intelligent faculties are now capable
would vanish, were a future Hartley, Darwin, Condillac, o
Bonnet, to succeed in displaying to us a mechanical system of
the human mind, as comprehensive, intelligible, and satisfactory
as the Newtonian mechanism of the heavens.”

To this testimony I may add, that, should Physiology ever
succeed in reducing the facts of intelligence to phmnomena of
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matter, Philosophy would be subverted in the gubversion of its
three great objects,— God, Free-Will, and Immecrtality. True
wisdom would then consist, not in speculation, but in repressing
thought during our brief transit from nothingness to nothingness.
For why? Philosophy would have become a meditation, not
merely of death, but of annihilation; the precept, Know thy-
self, would have been replaced by the terrific oracle to (Edipus —

“ May'st thou ne’er know the truth of what thou art ; ™

and the final recompense of our scientific curiosity would be
wailing, deeper than Cassandra’s, for the ignorance that saved
us from despair.

Coincidence of these views with those of previous philoso-
phers. — The views which I have now taken of the respective
influence of the sciences of mind and of matter in relation to
our religious belief, are those which have been deliberately
adopted by the profoundest thinkers, ancient and modern.
Were I to gquote to you the testimonies that erowd on my recol-
lection, to the effect that ignorance of Self is ignorance of God,
I should make no end, for this is a truth proclaimed by Jew
and Gentile, Christian and Mohammedan. “The cause,” says
Plato, “ of all impiety and irrelizion among men is, that, revers-
ing in themselves the relative subordination of mind and body,
they have, in like manner, in the universe, made that to be first
which is second, and that to be second which is first ; for while,
in the generation of all things, intelligence and final causes pre-
cede matter and efficient causes, they, on the contrary, have
viewed matter and material things as absolutely prior, in the
order of existence, to intelligence and design; and thus, depart-
ingyfrom an original error in relation fo themselves, they have
ended in the subversion of the Godhead.”

The pious and profound Jacobi states the truth boldly and
without disguise in regard to the relation of Physics and Meta-
physics to Religion. “ But is it unreasonable to confess, that
we believe in God, not by reason of the nature* which con-

# In the philosophy of Germany, Natur and its correlatives, whether
of Greck or Latin derivation, are, in general, expressive of the world of
Matter, in contrast to the world of Intelligence.
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ceals him, but by reason of the supernatural in man, whmh
alone reveals and proves him to exist?

“ Nature conceals God : for through her whole domain,
Nature reveals only fate, only an indissoluble chain of mere
efficient causes without beginning and without end, excluding,
with equal necessity, both providence and chance. An inde-
pendent agency, a free original commencement within her
sphere and proceeding from her powers, is absolutely impossi-
ble. Working without will, she takes counsel neither of the
good nor of the beautiful ; creating nothing, she casts up from
her dark abyss only eternal transformations of herself, uncon-
sciously and without an end ; furthering, with the same cease-
less industry, decline and increase, death and life, — never pro-
ducing what alone is of God and what supposes liberty, — the
virtuous, the immortal.

“ Man reveals God: for man, by his intelligence, rises above
nature, and, in virtue of this intelligence, is conscious of himself
as a power not only independent of, but opposed to, nature, and
capable of resisting, conquering, and controlling her. As man
has a living faith in this power, superior to nature, which dwells
in him; so has he a belief in God, a feeling, an experience of
his existence. As he does not believe in this power, so does he
not believe in God; he sees, he experiences naught in exist-
ence but nature, — necessity, — fate.”

These uses of Psychology not superseded by the Christian
revelafion. — Such is the comparative importance of the sei-
ences of mind and of matter in relation to the interests of
religion. But it may be said, how great soever be the value of
philosophy in this respect, were man left to rise to the divinity
by the unaided exercise of his faculties, this value is superseded
under the Christian dispensation, the Gospel now assuring us
of all and more than all philosophy could ever warrant us in
surmising., It is true, indeed, that in Revelation there is con-
tained a great complement of truths of which natural reason
could afford us no knowledge or assurance ; but still the impor-
tance of mental science to theology has not become superfluous

in Christianity ; for whereas, anterior to Revelation, religion
3
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rises out of psychology as a result, subsequently to revelation,
it suppnses a genuine philosophy of mind as the condition of
its truth. This is at once manifest. Revelation is a revelation
to man and concerning man; and man is only the object of
revelation, inasmuch as he is a moral, a free, a responsible
being. The Scriptures are replete with testimonies to our
natural liberty; and it is the doctrine of every Christian
church, that man was originally created with a will capable
equally of good as of evil, though this will, subsequently to the
fall, has lost much of its primitive liberty. Christianity thus,
by universal confession, supposes as a condition the moral
nature of its object; and if some individual theologians be
found who have denied to man a higher liberty than a machine,
this is only another example of the truth, that there iz no
opinion which has been unable to find not only its champions
but its martyrs. The differences which divide the Christian
churches on this question, regard only the liberty of man in
certain particular relations ; for fatalism, or a negation of human
responsibility in general, is equally hostile to the tenets of the
Calvinist and Arminian.

In these circumstances, it is evident, that he who disbelieves
the moral agency of man must, in consistency with that opinion,
disbelieve Christianity. And therefore, inasmuch as Philoso-
phy, — the Philosophy of Mind, — scientifically establishes the
proof of human liberty, philosophy, in this, as in many other
relations not now to be considered, is the true preparative and
best aid of an enlightened Christian Theology.



CHAPTER II.

THE NATURE AND COMPREHENSION OF PHILOSOFPHY.

You are about to commence a course of philosophical disci-
pline ; — for Psychology is pre€minently a philosophical science.
It is therefore proper that you should obtain at least a notion
of what philosophy is. DBut in affording you this information,
it is evident that there lie considerable difficulties in the way.
For the definition and the divisions of philosophy are the results
of a lofty generalization from particulars, of which particulars
you are, or must be presumed to be, still ignorant. You cannot,
therefore, it is manifest, be made adequately to comprehend, in
the commencement of your philosophical studies, notions which
these studies themselves are intended to enable you to under-
stand. But although you cannot at once obtain a full knowledge
of the nature of philosophy, it is desirable that you should be
enabled to form at least some vague conception of the road you
are about to travel, and of the point to which it will conduct
you. I must, therefore, beg that you will, for the present,
hypothetically believe, — believe upon authority,— what you
may not now adequately understand ; but this only fo the end
that you may not hereafter be under the necessity of taking any
conclusion upon trust. Nor is this temporary exaction of credit
peculiar to philosophical education. In the order of nature,
belief always precedes knowledge, — it is the condition of in-
struction. The child (as observed by Aristotle) must believe,
in order that he may learn; and even the primary facts of intel-
ligence, — the facts which precede, as they afford the conditions
of, all knowledge, — would not be original, were they revealed
to us under any other form than that of natural or necessary
beliefs.

(27
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There are two questions to be answered : — 1st, What is the
meaning of the name? and 2d, What is the meaning of the
thing? An answer to the former question is afforded in a nomi-
nal definition of the term philosophy, and in a history of its em-
ployment and application.

Philosophy — the name. — In regard to the etymological sig-
nification of the word, Philosophy is a term of Greek origin.
It is a compound of gikog, a lover or friend, and cogiw,* wisdom
— speculative wisdom. Philosophy is thus, literally, @ love of
wisdom. But if the grammatical meaning of the word be un-
ambiguous, the history of its application is, I think, involved in
considerable doubt. According to the commonly received ac-
count, the designation of philosopher (lover or suitor of wisdom)
was first assumed and applied by Pythagoras; whilst of the
occasion and ecircumstances of its assumption, we have a story
by Cicero, on the authority of Heraclides Ponticus. Pythagoras,
once upon a time, says the Roman orator, having come to Phlius,
a city of Peloponnesus, displayed, in a conversation which he
had with Leon, who then governed that city, a range of knowl-
edge so extensive, that the prince, admiring his eloquence and
ability, inquired to what art he had principally devoted himself.
Pythagoras answered, that he professed no art, and was simply
a philosopher. Leon, struck by the novelty of the name, again
inquired who were the philosophers, and in what they differed
from other men. Pythagoras replied, that human life seemed
to resemble the great fair, held on occasion of -those solemn
games which all ‘Greece met to celebrate. For some, exercised
in athletic contests, resorted thither in quest of glory and the
ecrown of victory; while a greater number flocked to them in
order to buy and sell, attracted by the love of gain. There
were a few, however, —and they were those distinguished by
their liberality and intelligence, — who came from no motive of
glory or of gain, but simply to look about them, and to take note
of what was done, and in what manner. So likewise, continued

# Fogia in Greek, though sometimes used in a wide sense, like the term

wise applied to skill in handicraft, yet properly denoted speculative, not
practical, wisdom or prudence.
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Pythagoras, we men all make our entrance into this life on our
departure from another. Some are here occupied in the pur-
suit of honors, others in the search of riches; a few there are
who, indifferent to all else, devote themselves to an inquiry into
the nature of things. These, then, are they whom I call stu-
dents of wisdom, for such is meant by philosopher.

The anecdote rests on very slender authority. It is proba-
ble, I think, that Socrates was the first who adopted, or, at
least, the first who familiarized, the expression. It was natural
that he should be anxious to contradistinguish himself from the
Sophists (oi cegot, oi cogiozet), literally, the wise men ; and no
term could more appropriately ridicule the arrogance of these
pretenders, or afford a happier contrast to their haughty desig-
nation, than that of philosopher (7. e. the lover of wisdom) ; and,
at the same time, it is certain that the substantives gilocogin
and q:-d.{iﬁﬂq:ﬂg first appear in the writings of the Soeratic
school. It is true, indeed, that the verb gulocogeiv is found in
Herodotus, in the address by Creesus to Solon ; and that, too, in
a participial form, to designate the latter as a man who had
travelled abroad for the purpose of acquiring knowledge. It is,
therefore, not impossible that, before the time of Socrates,
those who devoted themselves to the pursuit of the higher
branches of knowledge, were ocecasionally designated philoso-
phers: but it is far more probable that Socrates and his school
first appropriated the term as a distinctive appellation ; and
that the word philosophy, in consequence of this appropriation,
came to be employed for the complement of all higher knowl-
edge, and, more especially, to denote the science conversant about
the principles or causes of existence. The term philosophy, 1
may notice, which was originally assumed in modesty, soon lost
its Socratic and etymological signification, and returned to the
meaning of cogie, or wisdom. Quintilian calls it nomen inso-
lentissimum ; Seneca, nomen tnvidiosum ; Epictetus counsels
his scholars not to call themselves “ Philosophers;” and proud
is one of the most ordinary epithets with which philosophy is
now associated.

Philosophy — the thing — its definitions. — So much for the
3 #*
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name signifying ; we proceed now to the thing signified. Were
I to detail the various definitions of philosophy which philoso-
phers have promulgated — far more, were 1 to explain the
grounds on which the author of each maintains the exclusive
adequacy of his peculiar definition — I should, in the present
stage of your progress, only perplex and confuse you. All
such definitions are (if not positively erroneous), either =o
vague that they afford no precise knowledge of their object; or
they are so partial, that they exclude what they ought to com-
prehend ; or they are of such a nature that they supply no pre-
liminary information, and are only to be understood (if ever),
after a knowledge has been acquired of that which they profess
to explain. It is, indeed, perhaps impossible adequately to
define philosophy. For what is to be defined comprises what
cannot be included in a single definition. For phelosophy is not
regarded from a single point of view ; — it is sometimes consid-
ered as theorefical, — that is, in relation to man as a thinking
and cognitive intelligence ; sometimes as praefical, — that is, in
relation to man as a moral agent ; — and sometimes, as compre-
hending both theory and practice. Again, philosophy may either
be regarded oljectively, that is, as a complement of truths
known ; or subjectively, — that is, as a habit or quality of the
mind knowing. In these circumstances, I shall not attempt a
definition of philosophy, but shall endeavor to accomplish the
end which every definition proposes,— make you understand,
as precisely as the unprecise nature of the object-matter per-
mits, what is meant by philosophy, and what are the sciences it
properly comprehends within its sphere.

Definitions in Greek antiguity. — As a matter of history, I
may here, however, parenthetically mention, that in Greek
antiquity, there were, in all, six definitions of philosophy which
obtained celebrity. The first and second define philosophy
from its object matter, — that which it is about; the third and
fourth, from its end, — that for the sake of which it is; the
fifth, from its relative preéminence ; and the sixth, from its ety-
mology.

The first of these definitions of philosophy is, — “ the knowl
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edge of things existent as existent.” The second is,— “ the
knowledge of things divine and human.” These are both from
the object-matter ; and both were referred to Pythagoras.

The third and fourth, the two definitions of philosophy from
its end, are, again, both taken from Plato. Of these, the third
is,— “ philosophy is a meditation of death;” the fourth,—
“ philosophy is a resembling of the Deity in so far as that is
competent to man.”

The fifth, that from its preéminence, was borrowed from
Aristotle, and defined philosophy “ the art of arts, and science
of sciences.”

Finally, the sixth, that from the etymology, was, like the first
and second, carried up to Pythagoras; —it defined philosophy
“the love of wisdom.”

To these a seventh and even an eighth were sometfimes
added ; —but the seventh was that by the physicians, who
defined medicine the philosophy of bodies, and philosophy the
medicine of souls. This was derided by the philosophers ; as,
to speak with Homer, being an exchange of brass for gold, and
of gold for brass, and as defining the more known by the less
known. The eighth is from an expression of Plato, who, in
the Theatetus, calls philosophy * the greatest music,” meaning
thereby the harmony of the rational, irascible, and appetent
parts of the soul.

What Plelosophy is.— But to return: All philosophy is
knowledge, but all knowledge is not philosophy. Philosophy is,
therefore, a kind of knowledge.

Philosophical and empirical knowledge. — What, then, is
philosophical knowledge, and how is it diseriminated from
knowledge in general? We are endowed by our Creator with
certain faculties of observation, which enable us to become
aware of certain appearances or phznomena. These faculties
may be stated as two, — Sense, or External Perception, and
Self-Consciousness, or Internal Perception ; and these faculties
geverally afford us the knowledge of a different series of phae-
nomena. Through our senses, we apprehend what exists, or
what accurs, in the external or material world; by our self-
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consciousness, we apprehend what is, or what oeccurs, in the
internal world, or world of thought. What is the extent, and
what the certainty, of the knowledge acquired through sense
and self-consciousness, we do not at present consider. It is
now sufficient that the simple fact be admitted, that we do
actually thus know; and that fact is so manifest, that it re-
quires, I presume, at my hands, neither proof nor illustration.
The information which we thus receive,— that certain ph:e-
nomena are, or have been, is called Historical or Empirical
knowledge. It is called historical, because, in this knowledge,
we know only the fact, only that the phanomenon is; for his-
tory is properly only the narration of a consecutive series of
phznomena in time, or the description of a coéxistent series of
phenomena in space. Civil history is an example of the one;
natural history, of the other. It is called empirical or experien-
tial, if we might use that term, because it is given us by expe-
rience or observation, and not obtained as the result of infer-
ence or reasoning. '
By-meaning of the term empirieal. — I may notice, by paren-
thesis, that you must discharge from your minds the by-meaning
accidentally associated with the word empirie, or empirical, in
common English. This term is, with us, more familiarly used in
reference to medicine, and from its fortuitous employment in
that science, in a certain sense, the word empirical has unfortu-
nately acquired, in our language, a one-sided and an unfavora-
ble meaning. Of the origin of this meaning many of you may
not be aware. You are aware, however, that éumepie is the
Greek term for experience, and éumeaipizos an epithet applied to
one who uses experience. Now, among the Greek physicians,
there arose a sect who, professing to employ experience alone,
to the exclusion of generalization, analogy, and reasoning, de-
nominated themselves distinctively oi éumepixoi — the Empiries.
The opposite extreme was adopted by another seet, who, reject-
ing observation, founded their doctrine exclusively on reasoning
and theory ;—and these called themselves oi pedodixoi — or
Methodists. A third school, of whom Galen was the head,
opposed equally to the two extreme sects of the Iimpiries and
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of the Methodists, and, availing themselves both of experience
and reasoning, were styled ot doyuazizoi — the Dogmatists, or
rational physicians. A keen controversy arose; the Empiries
were defeated ; they gradually died out; and their doctrine, of
which nothing is known to us, except through the writings of
their adversaries, has probably been painted in blacker colors
than it deserved. Be this, however, as it may, the word was
first naturalized in English, at a time when the Galenic works
were of paramount authority in medicine, as a term of medieal
import — of medical reproach; and the collateral meaning,
which it had accidentally obtained in that science, was asso-
ciated with an unfavorable signification, so that an Empirie, in
common English, has been long a synonyme for a charlatan or
quack-doctor, and, by a very natural extension, in general, for
any ignorant pretender in science. In philosophical language,
the term empirical means simply what belongs to, or is the pro-
duct of, experience or observation, and, in contrast to another
term afterwards to be explained, is now technically in general
use through every other country of Europe. Were there any
other word to be found of a corresponding signification in Eng-
lish, it would perhaps, in consequence of the by-meaning
attached to empirical, be expedient not to employ this latter.
But there is not. FHaxzperiential is not in common use, and
experimental only designates a certain kind of experience —
namely, that in which the fact observed has been brought about
by a certain intentional prearrangement of its coefficients. But
this by the way.

Empirical knowledge. — Returning, then, from our digression:
Historical or empirical knowledge is simply the knowledge that
something is. Were we to use the expression, the knowledge
that, it would sound awkward and unusual in our modern lan-
guages. In Greek, the most philosophical of all tongues, its
parallel, however, was familiarly employed, more especially in
the Aristotelic philosophy, in contrast to another knowledge of
which we are about to speak. It was called the 70 oz, 7 yvécwe
oz forew. I should notice, that with us, the knowledge that, is
commonly called the knowledge of the fact. As examples of
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empirical knowledge, take the facts, whether known on our own
experience or on the testified experience of others,— that a
stone falls, — that smoke ascends, — that the leaves bud in
spring and fall in autumn, — that such a book contains such a
passage, — that such a passage contains such an opinion, — that
Casar, that Charlemagne, that Napoleon, existed. [Empirical
(5 also used in contrast with Necessary knowledge; the former
signifying the knowledge simply of what is, the latter of what
must be. ]

Philosophical knowledge — what. — But things do not exist,
events do not oceur, isolated, — apart— by themselves; they
exist, they occur, and are by us conceived, only in connection.
Our observation affords us no example of a phenomenon which
is not an effect ; nay, our thought cannot even realize to itself
the possibility of a ph@nomenon without a cause. We do not
at present inquire into the nature of the connection of effect and
cause, — either in reality, or in thought. It is sufficient for
our present purpose to observe that, while, by the constitution
of our nature, we are unable to conceive any thing to begin to
be, without referring it to some cause, —still the knowledge of
its particular cause is not involved in the knowledge of any
particular effect. By this necessity which we are under, of
thinking some cause for every phanomenon; and by our origi-
nal ignorance of what particular eauses belong to what particular
effects, — it is rendered impossible for us to acquiesce in the
mere knowledge of the fact of a pheenomenon : on the contrary,
we are determined, — we are necessitated, to regard each phee-
nomenon as only partially known, until we discover the causes
on which it depends for its existence. For example, we are
struck with the appearance in the heavens called a rainbow.
Think we cannot that this phenomenon has no cause, though
we may be wholly ignorant of what that cause is. Now, our
knowledge of the phanomenon as a mere fact,— as a mere
isolated event, — does not content us; we therefore set about
an inquiry into the cause, — which the constitution of our mind
compels us to suppose, — and at length, discover that the rain-
bow is the effect of the refraction of the solar rays by the watery
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particles of a cloud. Having ascertained the cause, but not till
then, we are satisfied that we fully know the effect.

Now, this knowledge of the cause of a phanomenon is differ-
ent from, is something more than, the knowledge of that phee-
nomenon simply as a fact ; and these two cognitions or knowl-
edges have, accordingly, received different names. The latter,
we have seen, is called Zistorical or empirical knowledge ; the
former is called philosophical, or scientific, or rational knowl-
edge. Historical, is the knowledge that a thing is — philo-
sophical, is the knowledge why or how it is. And as the Greek
language, with peculiar felicity, expresses historical knowledge
by the 0z — the praois oz fo7e: so, it well expresses philo-
sophical knowledge by the di6ze — the yracic dione éo7t, though
here its relative superiority is not the same. To recapitulate
what has now been stated : — There are two kinds or degrees
of knowledge. The first is a knowledge that a thing is — o7t
yonue éoti, rem esse ; — and it is called the knowledge of the
fact, historical or empirical knowledge. The second is a knowl-
edge why or how a thing is, diézt yoque Eoz1, cur res sit; — and
is termed the knowledge of the cause, philosophical, scientific,
rational knowledge.

Philosophy tmplies a search after first causes.— Philosophieal
knowledge, in the widest acceptation of the term, and as synony-
mous with science, is thus the knowledge of effects as dependent
on their causes. Now, what does this imply? In the first
place, as every cause to which we can ascend is itself also an
effect, — it follows that it is the scope, that is, the aim of phi-
losophy, to trace up the series of effects and causes. until we
arrive at causes which are not also themselves effects, These
first causes do not indeed lie within the reach of philosophy, nor
even within the sphere of our comprehension ; nor, consequently,
on the actual reaching them does the existence of philosophy
depend. But as philosophy is the knowledge of effects in their
causes, the tendency of philosophy is ever upwards; and phi-
losophy can, in thought, in theory, only be viewed as accom-
plished, — which in reality it never can be, — when the ultimate
causes, — the causes on which all other causes depend, — have
been attained and understood.
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But, in the second place, as every effect is only produced by
the concurrence of at least two causes (and by cause, be it ob-
served, I mean every thing without which the effect could not be
realized), and as these concurring or coefficient causes, in fact,
constitute the effect, it follows, that the lower we descend in the
series of causeg, the more complex will be the product; and
that the higher we ascend, it will be the more simple. Let us
take, for example, a neutral salt. Thig, as you probably know
is the product, the combination, of an alkali and an acid.
Now, considering the salt as an effect, what are the concurrent
causes, — the co-efficients, — which constitute it what it is?
These are, first, the acid, with its affinity to the alkali; secondly,
the alkali, with its affinity to the acid; and thirdly, the trans-
lating force (perhaps the human hand) which made their affin-
ities available, by bringing the two bodies within the sphere of
mutual attraction. KEach of these three concurrents must be
considered as a partial cause; for, abstract any one, and the
effect is not produced. Now, these three partial causes are
each of them again effects; but effects evidently less complex
than the effect which they, by their concurrence, constituted.
But each of these three constituents is an effect; and therefore
to be analyzed into its causes; and these causes again into
others, until the procedure is checked by our inability to resolve
the last constituent into simpler elements. But, though thus
unable to carry our analysis beyond a limited extent, we neither
conceive, nor are we able to conceive, the constituent in which
our analysis is arrested, as itself any thing but an effect. We
therefore carry on the analysis in imagination ; and as each step
in the procedure carries us from the more complex to the more
simple, and, consequently, nearer to unity, we at last arrive at
that unity itself, — at that ultimate cause which, as ultimate,
eannot again be conceived as an effect.*

# T may notice that an ultimate cause, and a first cause, are the same,
but viewed in different relations. What is called the ultimate cause in as-
cending from effects to causes, — that is, in the regressive order, is called
the first cause in descending from causes to effects, — that is, in the pro-
gressive order.
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Philosophy thus, as the knowledge of effects in their causes,
necessarily tends, not towards a plurality of ultimate or first
causes, but towards one alone. This first cause, — the Creator,
— it can indeed never reach, as an object of immediate knowl-
edge ; but, as the convergence towards unity in the ascending
series is manifest, in so far as that series is within our view, and
as it is even impossible for the mind to suppose the convergence
not continuous and complete, it follows, — unless all analogy be
rejected, — unless our intelligence be declared a lie, — that we
must, philosophieally, believe in that ultimate or primary unity
which, in our present existence, we are not destined in itself to
apprehend.

Such is philosophical knowledge in its most extensive signifi-
cation ; and, in this signification, all the sciences, occupied in
the research of causes, may be viewed as so many branches of
philosophy. There is, however, one section of these sciences
which is denominated philosophical by preéminence ;— sci-
ences which the term philosophy exclusively denotes, when
employed in propriety and rigor. What these sciences are,
and why the term philosophy has been specially limited to
them, I shall now endeavor to make you understand.

Mar’s knowledge relative.— “ Man,” says Protagoras, “is the
measure of the universe;” and, in so far as the universe iz an
object of human knowledge, the paradox is a truth. Whatever
we know, or endeavor to know, God or the world, — mind or
matter, — the distant or the near, — we know, and can know,
only in so far as we possess a faculty of knowing in general;
and we can only exercise that faculty under the laws which
control and limit its operations. However great, and infinite,
and various, therefore, may be the universe and its contents, —
these are known to ug, not as they exist, but as our mind is
capable of knowing them. Hence the brocard — “ Quicquid
recipitur, recipitur ad modum recipientis.”

In the first place, therefore, as philosophy is a knowledge,
and as all knowledge is only possible under the conditions to
which our faculties are subjected, — the grand, the primary,

problem of philosophy must be to investigate and determine
4
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these conditions, as the necessary conditions of its own possi.
bility.

The study of mind the first object of philosophy. — In the
second place, as philosophy is not merely a knowledge, but a
knowledge of causes, and as the mind itself is the universal
and principal concurrent cause in every act of knowledge; phi-
losophy ig, consequently, bound to make the mind its first and
paramount object of consideration. The study of mind is thus
the philosophical study by preéminence. There is no branch
of philosophy which does not suppose this as its preliminary,
which does not borrow from this its light. A considerable
number, indeed, are only the science of mind viewed in particu-
lar aspects, or considered in certain special applications. ZLogie,
for example, or the science of the laws of thought, is only a
fragment of the general science of mind, and presupposes a
certain knowledge of the operations which are regulated by
these laws. _Elihies is the science of the laws which govern
our actions as moral agents; and a knowledge of these laws is
only possible through a knowledge of the moral agent himself.
Political science, in like manner, supposes a knowledge of man
in his natural constitution, in order to appreciate the modifica-
tions which he receives, and of which he is susceptible, in social
and civil life. The Fine Arfs have all their foundation in the
theory of the beautiful ; and this theory is afforded by that part
of the philosophy of mind, which is conversant with the pha-
nomena of feeling. Religion, Theology, in fine, iz not inde-
pendent of the same philosophy. For as God only exists for us
as we have faculties capable of apprehending his existence, and
of fulfilling his behests, nay, as the ph@nomena from which we
are warranted to infer his being are wholly mental, the exam-
ination of these faculties and of these phmnomena is, conse-
quently, the primary condition of every sound theology. In
ghort, the science of mind, whether considered in itself, or in
relation to the other branches of our knowledge, constitutes the
principal and most important object of philosophy, — consti-
tutes in propriety, with its suit of dependent sciences, philoso-
phy itself.
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Misapplication of the term Philosophy in England. — The
limitation of the term Philosophy to the sciences of mind,
when not expressly extended to the other branches of science,
has been always that generally prevalent ; — yet it must be
confessed that, in this country, the word is applied to subjects
with which, on the continent of Europe, it is rarely, if ever,
associated. With us, the word philosophy, taken by itself, does
not call up the precise and limited notion which it does to a
German, a Hollander, a Dane, an Italian, or a Frenchman ;
and we are obliged to say the philosophy of mind, if we do not
wish it to be vaguely extended fo the sciences conversant with
the phenomena of matter. We not only call Physies by the
name of Natural Philosophy, but every mechanical process has
with us its philosophy. We have books on the philosophy of
Manufactures, the philosophy of Agriculture, the philosophy of
Cookery, ete. 1In all this we are the ridicule of other nations.
Socrates, it is said, brought down philosophy from the clouds, —
the English have degraded her to the kitchen; and this, our
prostitution of the term, is, by foreigners, alleged as a sig-
nificant indication of the low state of the mental sciences in
Britain. '

From what has been said, you will, without a definition, be
able to form at least a general notion of what is meant by phi-
losophy. In its more extensive signification, it is equivalent to
« knowledge of things by their causes,— and this is, in fact,
Aristotle’s definition ; while, in its stricter meaning, it is con-
fined to the sciences which constitute, or hold immediately of, the
science of mind.



CHAPTER III.

THE CAUSES OF PHILOSOPHY, AND THE DISPOSITIONS WITII
WHICH IT OUGHT TO BE STUDIED.

The causes of philosophy. — Having thus endeavored to
make you vaguely apprehend what cannot be precisely under-
stood,— the Nature and Comprehension of Philosophy, —1I
now proceed to another question,— What are the Causes of
Philosophy? The causes of philosophy lie in the original ele-
ments of our constitution. We are created with the faculty of
knowledge, and, consequently, created with the tendency to
exert it. Man philosophizes as he lives. He may philosophize
well or ill, but philosophize he must. Philosophy can, indeed,
only be assailed through philosophy itself. “If)” says Aristotle,
in a passage preserved to us by Olympiodorus, “we must phi-
losophize, we must philosophize ; if we must not philosophize,
we must philosophize ; — in any case, therefore, we must phi-
losophize.” “ Were philosophy,” says Clement of Alexandria,
“an evil, still philosophy is to be studied, in order that it may
be scientifically contemned.” And Averroes, — “ Philosophi
sclum est spernere philosophiam.” Of the causes of philoso-
phy some are, therefore, contained in man’s very capacity for
knowledge ; these are essential and necessary. But there are
others, again, which lie in certain feelings with which he is
endowed ; these are complementary and assistant.

Essential Causes of Philosophy. — Of the former class, —
that is, of the essential causes, — there are in all two: the one
is, the necessily we feel to connect Causes with Effects; the
other, to earry up our knowledge into Unity. These tendencies,
however, if not identical in their origin, coincide in their result ;
for, as I have previously explained to you, in ascending from

(40)
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cause to cause, we necessarily (could we carry our analysis to
its issue), arrive at absolute unity. Indeed, were it not a dis-
cussion for which you are not as yet prepared, it might be
shown, that both principles originate in the same condition ; —
that both emanate, not from any original power, but from the
same original powerlessness of mind.

1. The principle of Cause and Ejffect. — Of the former, —
namely, the tendency, or rather the necessity, which we feel to
connect the objects of our experience with others which afford
the reasons of their existence,— it is needful to say but little.
The nature of this tendency is not a matter on which we can at
present enter ; and the fact of its existence is too notorious to
require either proof or illustration. It is sufficient to say, or
rather to repeat what we have already stated, that the mind is
unable to realize in thought the possibility of any absolute
commencement ; it eannot conceive that any thing which beging
to be is any thing more than a new modification of preéxistent
elements ; it is unable to view any individual thing as other than
a link in the mighty chain of being; and every isolated object
is viewed by it only as a fragment which, to be known, must be
known in connection with the whole of which it constitutes a
part.* It is thus that we are unable to rest satisfied with a

# | The phenomenon is this : — When aware of a new appearance, we are
unable to conceive that therein has originated any new existence, and are,
therefore, constrained to think, that what now appears to us under a new
form, had previously an existence under others, — others conceivable by us
or not. These others (for they are always plural) are called its cansze ; for
a cause is simply every thing without which the effect would not result,
and all such eoncurring, the effect cannot but result. We are utterly un-
able to construe it in thought as possible, that the complement of existence
has been either increased or diminished. We cannot coneeive, either, on
the one hand, nothing becoming something, or, on the other, something
becoming nothing. When God is said to create the universe out of noth.
ing, we think this, by supposing that he evolves the universe out of nothing
but himself; and, in like manner, we conceive annihilation, only by con-
ceiving the Creator to withdraw his creation, by withdrawing his creative
energy from actuality into power. . . . . The mind is thus compelled to
recognize an absolute identity of existence in the effect and in the comple-

ment of its causes, —between the cawsafum and the cause. We think the
4%
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mere historical knowledge of existence; and that even our
happiness is interested in discovering causes, hypothetical at
least, if not real, for the various ph@nomena of the existence
of which our experience informs us.

“ Felix qui potuit rerum cognoscere causas.”

2. The love of Unity.— The second tendency of our nature,
pf which philosophy is the result, is the degire of Unity. On
thig, which indeed involves the other, it is necessary to be some
what more explicit. This tendency is one of the most promi-
nent characteristics of the human mind. It, in part, originates
in the imbeeility of our faculties. We are lost in the multitude
of the objects presented to our observation, and it is only by
assorting them in classes that we can reduce the infinity of
nature to the finitude of mind. The conscious Ego, the con-
scious Self, by its nature one, seems also constrained to require
that unity by which it is distinguished, in every thing which it
receives, and in every thing which it produces. I regret that I
can illustrate this only by examples which cannot, I am aware,
as yet be fully intelligible to all. We are conscious of a scene
presented to our senses only by uniting its parts into a perceived
whole. Pereeption is thus a unifying act. The Inagination
cannot represent an object without uniting, in a single combina-
tion, the various elements of which it is composed. Generali-
zation is only the apprehension of the one in the many, and
language little else than a registry of the factitious unities of
thought. The Judgment cannot affirm or deny one notion of
another, except by uniting the two in one indivisible act of com-
parison.  Syllogism is simply the union of two judgments in a
third. Reason, Intellect, vovg, in fine, concatenating thoughta
and objects into system, and tending always upwards from par-
ticular facts to general laws, from general laws to universal
principles, is never satisfied in its ascent till it comprehend

canses to contain all that is contained in the effect; the effect to contain
nothing but what is contained in the causes. Each is the sum of the other.

" Omnis mutantur, nihil interit."] — Discussions.
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(what. however, it can never do) all laws in a single formula,
and consummate all conditional knowledge in the unity of un-
conditional existence. Nor is it only in science that the mind
desiderates the one. We seek it equally in works of art. A
work of art is only deserving of the name, inasmuch as an idea
of the work has preceded its execution, and inasmuch as it is
itself a realization of the ideal model in sensible forms. All
languages express the mental operations by words which denote
a reduction of the many to the one. Zvrecig, mepidyyig, cvrai-
ahyaie, ovvemyvootg, ete. in Greek ; — in Latin, cogere, (co-agere),
cogitare, (co-agitare), concipere, cognoscere, comprehendere, con-
scire, with their derivatives, may serve for examples.

Testimonzes to the love of Unity. —The history of philoso-
phy is only the history of this tendency ; and philosophers have
amply testified to its reality. “The mind,” says Anaxagoras,
“only knows when it subdues its objects, when it reduces the
many to the one.” “All knowledge,” say the Platonists, “is
the gathering up into one, and the indivisible apprehension of
this unity by the knowing mind.” Leibnitz and Kant have, in
like manner, defined knowledge by the representation of multi-
tude in unity. “The end of philosophy,” says Plato, “is the
intuition of unity ;” and Plotinus, among many others, observes
that our knowledge is perfect as it is one. The love of unity
is by Aristotle applied to solve a multitude of psychological
ph@nomena. St. Augustin even analyzes pain into a feeling
of the frustration of unity. “ Quid est enim aliud dolor, nisi
quidam sensus divisionis vel corruptionis impatiens? Unde luze
clarius apparet, quam sit illa anima in sui corporis universitate
avida unitatis et tenax.”

Love of unity a guiding principle in philosophy. — This love
of unity, this tendency of mind to generalize its knowledge,
leads us to anticipate in nature a corresponding uniformity ;
and as this anticipation is found in harmony with experience,
it not only affords the efficient cause of philosophy, but the
guiding principle to its discoveries. “ Thus, for instance, when
it is observed that solid bodies are compressible, we are inclined
to expect that liquids will be found to be so likewise; we sub-
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ject them, consequently, to a series of experiments; nor do we
rest satisfied until it be proved that this quality is common to
both classes of substances. Compressibility is then proelaimed
a physical law,— a law of nature in general; and we experi-
ence a vivid gratification in this recognition of unconditioned
universality.” Another example; Kant, reflecting on the dif-
ferences among the planets, or rather among the stars revolving
round the sun, and having discovered that these differences be-
trayed a uniform progress and proportion,— a proportion which
was no longer to be found between Saturn and the first of the
comets, — the law of unity and the analogy of nature, led him
to conjecture that, in the intervening space, there existed a star,
the discovery of which would vindicate the universality of the
law.* This anticipation was verified. Uranus was discovered
by Herschel, and our dissatisfaction at the anomaly appeased.
Franklin, in like manner, surmised that lightning and the electric
spark were identical ; and when he succeeded in verifying this
conjecture, our love of unity was grafified. From the moment
an isolated fact is discovered, we endeavor to refer it to other
facts which it resembles. Until this be accomplished, we do
not view it as understood. This is the case, for example, with
sulphur, which, in a certain degree of temperature melts like
other bodies, but at a higher degree of heat, instead of evapo-
rating, again consolidates. When a fact is generalized, our
discontent is quieted, and we consider the generality itself as tan-
tamount to an explanation. Why does this apple fall to the
ground? Because all bodies gravitate towards each other.
Arrived at this general fact, we inquire no more, although igno-
rant now as previously of the cause of gravitation; for gravi-
tation is nothing more than a name for a general fact, the why
of which we know not. A mystery, if recognized as universal,
would no longer appear mysterious.

# Kant's conjecture was founded on a supposed progressive increage in
the eccentricities of the planetary orbits. This progression, however, is
only true of Venus, the Earth, Jupiter, and Saturn. The eccentricity di-
minishes again in Uranus, and still more in Neptune. Suobsequent discov-
erics have thus rather weakened than confirmed the theory. — English
Liditors.
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The love of unity also a source of error.—“ But this thirst
of unity,” as Garnier remarks, “this tendency of mind to gen-
eralize its knowledge, and our concomitant belief in the uni-
formity of natural phenomena, is not only an effective mean of
discovery, but likewise an abundant source of error. Hardly
is there a similarity detected between two or three facts, than
men hasten to extend it to all others; and if, perchance, the
similarity has been detected by ourselves, self-love closes our
eyes to the contradictions which our theory may encounter
from experience.” “I have heard,” says Condillae, *of a phi-
losopher who had the happiness of thinking that he had dis-
covered a principle which was to explain all the wonderful
phenomena of chemistry, and who, in the ardor of his self-
gratulation, hastened to communicate his discovery to a skilful
chemist. The chemist had the kindness to listen to him, and
then calmly told him that there was but one unfortunate circum-
stance for his discovery, — that the chemical facts were precisely
the converse of what he had supposed them to be. ¢ Well,
then,” said the philosopher, ¢ have the goodness to tell me what
they are, that I may explain them on my system.”” We are
naturally disposed to refer every thing we do not know to prin-
ciples with which we are familiar. As Aristotle observes, the
early Pythagoreans, who first studied arithmetie, were induced,
by their scientific predilections, to explain the problem of the
universe by the properties of number; and he nofices also that
a certain musical philosopher was, in like manner, led to suppose
that the soul was but a kind of harmony. The musician sug-
gests to my recollection a passage of Dr. Reid. ¢Mr. Locke,”
says he, “ mentions an eminent musician who believed that God
created the world in six days, and rested the seventh, because
there are but seven notes in music. I myself,” he continues,
“knew one of that profession who thought there could be only
three parts in harmony — to wit, bass, tenor, and treble; be-
cause there are but three persons in the Trinity.” The alche-
mists would see in nature only a single metal, clothed with the
different appearances which we denominate gold, silver, copper,
iron, mercury, ete,, and they confidently explained the mysteries,
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not only of nature, but of religion, by salt, sulphur, and mer-
cury. Some of our modern zodlogists recoil from the possibility
of nature working on two different plans, and rather than
renounce the unity which delights them, they insist on recogniz-
ing the wings of insects in the gills of fishes, and the sternum
of quadrupeds in the antenna of butterflies ; — and all this that
they may prove that man is only the evolution of a molluscum !
Descartes saw in the physical world only matter and motion ;
and, more recently, it has been maintained that thought itself
is only a movement of matter. Of all the faculties of the
mind, Condillac recognized only one, which transformed itself
like the Protean metal of the alchemists: and he maintains
that our belief in the rising of to-morrow’s sun is a sensation.
It is this tendency, indeed, which has principally determined
philosophers, as we shall hereafter see, to neglect or violate the
original duality of consciousness; in which, as an ultimate fact,
— a gelf and not-self, — mind knowing and matter known, — are
given in counterpoise and mutual opposition; and hence the
three Unitarian schemes of Materialism, Idealism, and Absolute
Identity. In fine, Pantheism, or the doctrine which identifies
mind and matter, — the Creator and the creature, God and the
universe, — how are we to explain the prevalence of this modi-
fication of atheism in the most ancient and in the most recent
times? Simply because it carries our love of unity to its high-
est fruition.

Influence of preconceived opinion reducible to love of unity. —
To this love of unity — to this desire of reducing the objects of
our knowledge to harmony and system — a source of truth and
discovery if subservient to observation, but of error and delusion
if allowed to dictate to observation what phznomena are to be
perceived ; to this principle, I say, we may refer the influence
which preconceived opinions exercise upon our perceptions and
our judgments, by inducing us to see and require only what is
in unison with them. What we wish, says Demosthenes, that
we believe; what we expect, says Aristotle, that we find ; —
truths which have been reéchoed by a thousand confessors, and
confirmed by ten thousand examples. Opinions once adopted
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become part of the intellectual system of their holders. If op-
posed to prevalent doctrines, self-love defends them as a point
of honor, exaggerates whatever may confirm, overlooks or ex-
tenuates whatever may contradict. Again, if accepted as a
general doctrine, they are too often recognized, in consequence
of their prevalence, as indisputable fruths, and all counter ap-
pearances peremptorily overruled as manifest illusions. Thus
it is that men will not see in the pheenomena what alone is to be
geen ; in their observations they interpolate and they expunge ;
and this mutilated and adulterated product they call a fact.
And why ? Because the real phenomena, if admitted, would
gpoil the pleasant music of their thoughts, and convert its facti-
tious harmony into discord. “ Quz volunt sapiunt, et nolunt
sapere qua vera sunt.” In consequence of this, many a system,
professing to be reared exclusively on observation and fact, rests
in reality mainly upon hypothesis and fiction. A pretended ex-
perience is, indeed, the sereen behind which every illusive doc-
trine regularly retires. “There are more false facts,” says
Cullen, “current in the world, than false theories ;” — and the
livery of Lord Bacon has been most ostentatiously paraded by
many who were no members of his household. Fact, — obser-
vation, — induction, have always been the watchwords of those
who have dealt most extensively in fancy. It is now above
three centuries since Agrippa, in his Vanity of the Seiences, ob-
served of Astrology, Physiognomy, and Metoposcopy (the
Phrenology of those days), that experience was professedly
their only foundation and their only defence: “ Solent omnes
ille divinationum prodigiosa artes non, nisi experientiz titulo,
se defendere et se objectionum vinculis extricare.” It was on
this ground, too, that, at a later period, the great Kepler vindi-
cated the first of these arts, Astrology. “For,” said he, “how
could the prineiple of a science be false, where experience showed
that its predictions were uniformly fulfilled.” Now, truth was
with Kepler even as a passion; and his, too, was one of the
most powerful intellects that ever cultivated and promoted a
science. To him, astronomy, indeed, owes perhaps even more
than to Newton. And yet, even his great mind, preoccupied
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with a certain prevalent belief, could observe and judge only in
conformity with that belief. This tendency to look at realities
only through the spectacles of an hypothesis, is perhaps seen
most conspicuously in the fortunes of medicine. The history
of that science is, in truth, little else than an incredible narrative
of the substitution of fictions for facts; the converts to an hy-
pothesis (and every, the most contradictory, doctrine has had
its day), regularly seeing and reporting only in conformity with
its dictates. The same is also true of the philosophy of mind ;
and the variations and alternations in this science, which are
perhaps only surpassed by those in medicine, are to be traced to
a refusal of the real phenomenon revealed in consciousness, and
to the substitution of another, more in unison with preconceived
opinions of what it ought to be. Nor, in this commutation of
fact with fiction, should we suspect that there is any mala fides.
Prejudice, imagination, and passion sufficiently explain the illu-
gion. “ Fingunt simul creduntque.” “ When,” says Kant, “ we
have once heard a bad report of this or that individual, we in-
continently think that we read the rogue in his countenance ;
fancy here mingles with observation, which is still further
vitiated when affection or passion interferes.”

Auziliary cause of philosophy — Wonder. — Such are the
two intellectual necessities which afford the two principal sources
of philosophy : — the intellectual necessity of refunding effects
into their causes;—and the intellectual necessity of carrying
ap our knowledge into unity or system. DBut, besides these
intellectual necessities, which are involved in the very existence
of our faculties of knowledge, there is another powerful subsidi-
ary to the same effect, —in a certain affection of our capacities
of feeling. This feeling, according to circumstances, is denomi-
nated surprise, astonishment, admération, wonder, and, when
blended with the intellectual tendencies we have considered, it
obtains the name of curiosity. This feeling, though it cannot,
as some have held, be allowed to be the principal, far less the
only, cause of philosophy, is, however, a powerful auxiliary to
speculation ; and, though inadequate to account for the existence
of philosophy absolutely, it adequately explains the preference
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with which certain parts of philosophy have been cultivated,
and the order in which philosophy in general has been devel-
oped. We may err both in exaggerating, and in extenuating,
its influence. Wonder has been contemptuously called the
daughter of ignorance ; true! but wonder, we should add, is the
mother of knowledge. Among others, Plato, Aristotle, Plu-
tarch, and Bacon have all concurred in testifying to the influ-
ence of this principle. “ Admiration,” says the Platonic Socrates
in the Theetetus,— “ admiration is a highly philosophical affec
tion ; indeed, there is no other principle of philosophy but this.”
—-%That philosophy,” says Aristotle, “was not originally
studied for any practical end, is manifest from those who first
began to philosophize. It was, in fact, wonder, which then, as
now, determined men to philosophical researches. Among the
phenomena presented to them, their admiration was first di-
rected to those more proximate and more on a level with their
powers, and then, rising by degrees, they came at length to de-
mand an explanation of the higher phznomena, — as the dif-
ferent states of the moon, sun, and stars, — and the origin of the
universe. Now, to doubt and to be astonished is to recognize
our ignorance. Hence it is, that the lover of wisdom is, in a
certain sort, a lover of mythi, (gelopvioc mage) ; for the subject
of mythi is the astonishing and marvellous. If, then, men phi-
losophize to escape ignorance, it is clear that they pursue knowl-
edge on its own account, and not for the sake of any foreign
utility. This is proved by the fact; for it was only after all
that pertained to the wants, welfare, and conveniences of life
had been discovered, that men commenced their philosophical
researches. It is, therefore, manifest that we do not study
philosophy for the sake of any thing ulterior; and, as we
call him a free man who belongs to himself and not to another
so philosophy is, of all sciences, the only free or liberal study,
for it alone is unto itself an end.” — %It is the business
of philosophy,” says Plutarch, “to investigate, to admire, and
to doubt.”

Wonder explains the order in which objects are studied. —

We have already remarked, that the principle of wonder
]
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affords an explanation of the order in which the different
objects of philosophy engaged the attention of mankind. The
aim of all philosophy is the discovery of principles, that is,
of higher causes ; but, in the procedure to this end, men first
endeavored to explain those phenomena which attracted their
attention by arousing their wonder. The child is wholly ab-
gorbed in the observation of the world without; the world
within first engages the contemplation of the man. As it is
with the individual, so was it with the species. Philosophy,
before attempting the problem of intelligence, endeavored to
resolve the problem of nature. The spectacle of the external
universe was too imposing not first to solicit curiosity, and to
direct upon itself the prelusive efforts of philosophy. Thales
and Pythagoras, in whom philosophy finds its earliest represent-
atives, endeavored to explain the organization of the universe,
and to substitute a scientific for a religious cosmogony. For a
season, their successors toiled in the same course; and it was
only after philosophy had tried, and tired, its forces on external
nature, that the human mind recoiled upon itself, and sought in
the study of its own nature the object and end of philosophy.
The mind now became to itself its point of departure, and its
principal object; and its progress, if less ambitious, was more
secure. Socrates was he who first decided this new destination
of philosophy. From his epoch, man sought in himself the so-
lution of the great problem of existence; and the history of
philosophy was henceforward only a development, more or less
successful, more or less complete, of the inscription on the Del-
phic temple — I'vw Ot ceevrér — Know thyself.

Having informed you,— 1°, What Philosophy is, and 2°,
What are its Causes, I would now say a few words on the Dis-
positions with which Philosophy ought to be studied ; for, with-
out certain practical conditions, a speculative knowledge of the
most perfect Methpd of procedure (our next following ques-
tion), remgins barren and unappliéd.

“To attain to a knowledge of ourselves,” says Socrates, “we
must banish prejudi{:h,"pﬂsé or, and/ sloth;” and no one who
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losophy of the human mind, which is only another term for the
knowledge of ourselves.

First condition, — renunciation of prejudice.— In the first
place, then, all prejudices,— that is, all opinions formed on
irrational grounds, —ought to be removed. A preliminary
doubt is thus the fundamental condition of philosophy ; and the
necessity of such a doubt is no less apparent than is its diffi-
culty. We do not approach the study of philosophy ignorant,
but perverted. “ There is no one,” says Gatien-Arnoult, “ who
has not grown up under a load of beliefs — beliefs which he
owes to the accidents of country and family, to the books he has
read, to the society he has frequented, to the education he has
received, and, in general, to the circumstances which have con-
curred in the formation of his intellectual and moral habits,
These beliefs may be true, or they may be false, or, what ia
more probable, they may be a medley of truths and errors.
It is, however, under their influence that he studies, and
through them, as through a prism, that he views and judges the
ohjects of knowledge. Every thing is therefore seen by him in
false colors, and in distorted relations. And this is the reason
why philosophy, as the science of truth, requires a renunciation
of prejudices (pre-judicia, opiniones pre-judicate), — that is,
conclusions formed without a previous examination of their
grounds.”

In this, Christianity and Philosophy are at one.— In this, if I
may without irreverence compare things human with things
divine, Christianity and Philosophy coincide,—for truth is
equally the end of both. What is the primary condition which
our Saviour requires of his disciples? That they throw off
their old prejudices, and come with hearts willing to receive
knowledge, and understandings open to conviction. * Unless,”
Ee says, “ye become as little children, ye shall not enter the
kingdom of heaven.” Such is true religion; such also is true
philosophy. Philosophy requires an emancipation from the
yoke of foreign authority, a renunciation of all blind adhesion
to the opinions of our age and country, and a purification of the
intellect from all assumptive beliefs. Unless we can cast off
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the prejudices of the man, and become as children, docile and
unperverted, we need never hope to enter the temple of philos-
ophy. It is the neglect of this primary condition, which has
mainly oceasioned men to wander from the unity of truth, and
caused the endless variety of religious and philosophical sects.
Men would not submit to approach the word of God in order to
receive from that alone their doctrine and their faith ; but they
came, in general, with preconceived opinions, and, accordingly,
each found in revelation only what he was predetermined to
find. So, in like manner, is it in philosophy. Consciousness s
to the philosopher what the Bible is to the theologian. Both are
revelations of the truth; and both afford the truth to those
who are content to receive it, as it ought to be received, with
reverence and submission. But as it has, too frequently, fared
with the one revelation, so has it with the other. Men turned,
indeed, to consciousness, and professed to regard its authority
as paramount ; but they were not content humbly to accept the
facts which consciousness revealed, and to establish these with-
out retrenchment or distortion, as the only principles of their
philosophy ; on the contrary, they came with opinions already
formed, with systems already constructed; and while they
eagerly appealed to consciousness when its data supported their
conclusions, they made no scruple to overlook, or to misinter-
pret, its facts, when these were not in harmony with their spec-
ulations. Thus, religion and philosophy, as they both terminate
in the same end, so they both depart from the same fundamen-
tal condition.

But the influence of early prejudice is the more dangerous,
inasmuch as this influence is unobtrusive. Few of us are, per-
haps, fully aware of how little we owe to ourselves,— how
much to the influence of others.

Source of the power of custom.— Man is by nature a social
animal. “He is more political,” says Aristotle, “ than any bee
or ant.” But the existence of society, from a family to a state,
supposes a certain harmony of sentiment among its members ;
and nature has, accordingly, wisely implanted in us a tendency
to assimilate, in opinions and habits of thought, to those with
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whom we live and aet. There is thus, in every society, great
or small, a certain gravitation of opinions towards a common
centre. As in our natural body, every part has a necessary
sympathy with every other, and all together form, by their har-
monious conspiration, a healthy whole ; so, in the social body,
there is always a strong predisposition, in each of its members,
to act and think in unison with the rest. This universal sym-
pathy, or fellow-feeling, of our social nature, is the principle of
the different spirit dominant in different ages, countries, ranks,
sexes, and periods of life. It is the cause why fashions, why
political and religious enthusiasm, why moral example, either
for good or evil, spread so rapidly, and exert so powerful an
influence. As men are naturally prone to imitate others, they
consequently regard, as important or insignificant, as honorable
or disgraceful, as true or false, as good or bad, what those
around them consider in the same light. They love and hate
what they see others desire and eschew. This is not to be re-
gretted ; it is natural, and, consequently, it is right. Indeed,
were it otherwise, society could not subsist, for nothing can be
more apparent than that mankind in general, destined as they
are to occupations incompatible with intellectual cultivation, are
wholly incapable of forming opinions for themselves on many
of the most important objects of human consideration. If such,
Lowever, be the intentions of nature with respect to the unen-
lightened elasses, it is manifest that a heavier obligation is
thereby laid on those who enjoy the advantages of intellectual
cultivation, to examine with diligence and impartiality the foun-
dations of those opinions which have any connection with the
welfare of mankind. If the multitude must be led, it is of con-
sequence that it be led by enlightened conductors. That the
great multitude of mankind are, by natural disposition, only
what others are, is a fact at all times so obtrusive, that it could
not escape observation from the moment a reflective eye was
first turned upon man. “The whole conduct of Cambyses,”
says Herodotus, the father of bhistory, “ towards the Egyptian
gods, sanctuaries, and priests, convinces me that this king was

in the highest degree insane; for otherwise, he would not have
5%
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insulted the worship and holy things of the Egyptians. If any
one should accord to all men the permission to make free choice
of the best among all customs, undoubtedly each would choose
his own. That this would certainly happen, can be shown by
many examples, and, among others, by the following. The
King Darius once asked the Greeks who were resident in his
court, at what price they could be induced to devour their dead
parents. The Greeks answered, that to this no price could
bribe them. Thereupon the king asked some Indians, who were
in the habit of eating their dead parents, what they would take,
not to eat, but to burn them ; and the Indians answered even as
the Greeks had done.” Herodotus concludes this narrative
with the observation, that “ Pindar had justly entitled Cus-
tom — the Queen of the World.”

Sceptical inference from the influence of custom.— The
ancient sceptics, from the conformity of men, in every country,
in their habits of thinking, feeling, and acting, and from the
diversity of different nations in these habits, inferred that noth-
ing was by nature beautiful or deformed, true or false, good or
bad, but that these distinctions originated solely in custom. The
modern scepticism of Montaigne terminates in the same asser-
tion ; and the sublime mizanthropy of Pasecal has almost carried
him to a similar exaggeration. “In the just and the unjust,”
gays he, “we find hardly any thing which does not change its
character in changing its climate. Three degrees of an eleva-
tion of the pole reverses the whole of jurisprudence. A
meridian is decisive of truth, and a few years of possession.
Fundamental laws change. Right has its epochs. A pleasant
justice, which a river or a mountain limits! Truth, on this side
the Pyrenees, error on the other!” This doctrine is exag-
gerated, but it has a foundation in truth ; and the most zealous
champions of the immutability of moral distinctions are unani-
mous in acknowledging the powerful influence which the opin-
ions, tastes, mannerg, affections, and actions of the society in
which we live, exert upon all and each of its members.

Influence of custom and example in revolutionary times. —
Nor is this influence of man on man less nnambiguous in times
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of social tranquillity, than in crises of social convulsion. Tn
seasons of political and religious revolution, there arizes 2
strugele between the resisting force of ancient habits and the
contagious sympathy of new modes of feeling and thought.
In one portion of society, the inveterate influence of custom
prevails over the contagion of example; in others, the conta-
gion of example prevails over the conservative force of an-
tiquity and habit. In either case, however, we think and act
always in sympathy with others. “We remain,” says an illus-
trious philosopher, “ submissive so long as the world continues
o set the example. As we follow the herd in forming our con-
ceptions of what is respectable, so we are ready to follow the
multitude also, when such conceptions come to be questioned or
rejected ; and are no less vehement reformers, when the cur-
rent of opinion has turned against former establishments, than
we were zealous abettors, while that current continued to set in
a different direction.”

Relation of the individual to soctal erises.— Thus it is, that
no revolution in public opinion is the work of an individual, of
a single cause, or of a day. When the crisis has arrived, the
catastrophe must ensue; but the agents through whom it is ap-
parently accomplished, though they may accelerate, cannot
originate its occurrence. Who believes, that, but for Luther
or Zwingli, the Reformation would not have been? Their indi-
vidual, their personal energy and zeal, perhaps, hastened by a
year or two the event; but had the public mind not been
already ripe for their revolt, the fate of Luther and Zwingli, in
the sixteenth century, would have been that of Huss and Je-
rome of Prague, in the fifteenth. Woe to the revolutionist who
is not himself a creature of the revolution! If he anticipate,
he is lost; for it requires, what no individual can supply, a long
and powerful counter-sympathy in a nation to untwine the
ties of custom which bind a people to the established and the
old.

Testimonies to the power of received opinion.— 1 should
have no end, were I to quote to you all that philosophers have
gaid of ‘the prevalence and evil influence of prejudice and opin«
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ion. “Opinion,” says the great Paseal, ¢ disposes of all things,
It constitutes beauty, justice, happiness; and these are the all
in all of the world.”

“ Almost every opinion we have,” says the pious Charon,
“we have but by authority; we believe, judge, act, live, and
die on trust, as common custom teaches us; and rightly! for we
are too weak to decide and choose of ourselves. But the wise
do not act thus.” “Every opinion,” says Montaigne, “is
strong enough to have had its martyrs;” and Sir W. Raleigh —
¢ It is opinion, not truth, that travelleth the world without pass-
port.”

Doubt the first step to philosophy.— Such being the recog-
nized universality and evil effect of prejudice, philosophers
have, consequently, been unanimous in making doubt the first
step towards philosophy. Aristotle has a fine chapter in his
Metaplysies on the utility of doubt, and on the things which
we ought first to doubt of; and he concludes by establishing
that the success of philosophy depends on the art of doubting
well. This is even enjoined on us by the Apostle. For in
saying “ Prove ” (which may be more correctly translated fest)
— “Test all things,” he implicitly commands us to doubt all
things. “ He,” says Bacon, “ who would become a philosopher,
must commence by repudiating belief ; ” and he concludes one
of the most remarkable passages of his writings with the obser-
vation, that, “ were there a single man to be found with a firm-
ness sufficient to efface from his mind the theories and notions
vulgarly received, and to apply his intellect free and without
prevention, the best hopes might be entertained of his success.”
“ To philozophize,” says Descartes, “seriously, and to good
effect, it is necessary for a man to renounce all prejudices ; in
other words, to apply the greatest care to doubt of all his pre-
vious opinions, go long as these have not been subjected to a
new examination, and been recognized as true.,” But it is
needless to multiply authorities in support of so obvious a truth.
The ancient philosophers refused to admit slaves to their in-
struction.  Prejudice makes men glaves; it disqualifies them
tor the pursuit of truth; and their emancipation from prejudice
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is what philosophy first inculcates on, what it first requires of;
its disciples.

Philosophical doubt distinguished from scepticism.— Let us,
however, beware that we act not the part of revolted slaves;
that, in asserting our liberty, we do not run info license. Phil-
osophical doubt is not an end, but a mean. We doubt in order
that we may believe; we begin, that we may not end with,
doubt. We doubt once that we may believe always; we re-
nounce authority that we may follow reason; we surrender
opinion that we may obfain knowledge. We must be protes-
tants, not infidels, in philosophy. “There is a great difference,”
says Malebranche, “ between doubting and doubting. — We may
doubt through passion and brutality; through blindness and
malice, and finally through fancy, and from the very wish to
doubt ; but we doubt also from prudence and through distrust,
from wisdom and through penetration of mind. The former
doubt is a doubt of darkness, which never issues to the light,
but leads us always further from it; the latter is a doubt which
is born of the light, and which aids in a certain sort, to produce
light in its turn.” Indeed, were the effect of philosophy the
establishment of doubt, the remedy would be worse than the
disease. Doubt, as a permanent state of mind, would be, in
fact little better than an intellectual death. The mind lives as
it believes,—it lives in the affirmation of itself, of nature, and
of God; a doubt upon any one of these would be a diminution
of its life ;—a doubt upon the three, were it possible, would be
tantamount to a mental annihilation.

It is well observed, by Mr. Stewart, “ that it is not merely in
order to free the mind from the influence of error, that it is
useful to examine the foundation of established opinions. It is
such an examination alone, that, in an inquisitive age like the
present, can secure a philosopher from the danger of unlimited
scepticism. To this extreme, indeed, the complexion of the
times is more likely to give him a tendency, than to implicit
credulity. In the former ages of ignorance and superstition,
the intimate association which had been formed in the prevail-
ing systems of education, between truth and error had given to
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the latter an ascendant over the minds of men, which it could
never have acquired if divested of such an alliance. The case
has, of late years, been most remarkably reversed : the common
sense of mankind, in consequence of the growth of a more lib-
eral spirit of inquiry, has revolted against many of those ab-
surdities which had so long held human reason in captivity ;
and it was, perhaps, more than could have been reasonably
expected, that, in the first moments of their emancipation,
philosophers should have stopped short at the precise boundary
which cooler reflection and more moderate views would have
prescribed. The fact is, that they have passed far beyond it;
and that, in their zeal to destroy prejudices, they have attempted
to tear up by the roots many of the best and happiest and most
essential principles of our nature. . . . . In the midst of these
contrary impulses of fashionable and vulgar prejudices, he alone
evinces the superiority and the strength of his mind, who is able
to disentangle truth from error ; and to oppose the clear conelu-
sions of his own unbiased faculties to the united clamors of
superstition and of false philosophy. Such are the men whom
nature marks out to be the lights of the world; to fix the wa-
vering opinions of the multitude, and to impress their own char-
acters on that of their age.” In a word, philosophy is, as
Aristotle has justly expressed, not the art of doubting, but the
art of doubting well.

Subjugation of the passions. — In the second place, in obedi-
ence to the precept of Socrates, the passions, under which we
shall include sloth, ought to be subjugated. These ruffle the
tranquillity of the mind, and consequently deprive it of the power
of carefully considering all that the solution of a question re-
quires should be examined. A man under the agitation of any
lively emotion, is hardly aware of aught but what has immediate
relation to the passion which agitates and engrosses him. Among
the affections which influence the will, and induce it to adhere
to scepticism or error, there is none more dangerous than sloth.
The greater proportion of mankind are inclined to spare them-
selves the trouble of a long and laborious inquiry; or they
fancy that a superficial examination is enough; and the slightest
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agreement between a few objects, in a few petty points, they at
once assume as evincing the correspondence of the whole
throughout. Others apply themselves exclusively to the mat-
ters which it is absolutely necessary for them to know, and take
no account of any opinion but that which they have stumbled
on, — for no other reason than that they have embraced it, and
are unwilling to recommence the labor of learning. They re-
ceive their opinion on the authority of those who have had
suggested to them their own ; and they are always facile schol-
ars, for the slightest probability is, for them, all the evidence
that they require. ;

Pride is a powerful impediment to a progress in knowledge.
Under the influence of this passion, men seek honor, but not
truth. They do not cultivate what is most valuable in reality,
but what is most valuable in opinion. They disdain, perhaps,
what can be easily accomplished, and apply themselves to the
obscure and recondite ; but as the vulgar and easy is the foun-
dation on which the rare and arduous is built, they fail even in
attaining the object of their ambition, and remain with only a
farrago of confused and ill-assorted notions. In all its phases,
self-love is an enemy to philosophical progress; and the history
of philosophy is filled with the illusions of which it has been the
source, On the one side, it has led men to close their eyes
against the most evident truths which were not in harmony with
their adopted opinions. It is said that there was not a physician
in Europe, above the age of forty, who would admit Harvey’s
discovery of the circulation of the blood. On the other hand, it
is finely observed by Bacon, that “the eye of human intellect is
not dry, but receives a suffusion from the will and from the
affections, so that it may almost be said to engender any science
it pleases. For what a man wishes to be true, that he prefers
believing.” And, in another place, “if the human intellect hath
once taken a liking to any doctrine, either because received and
credited, or because otherwise pleasing, — it draws every thing
else into harmony with that doetrine, and to its support; and
albeit there may be found a more powerful array of contra-
dictory instances, these, however, it either does not observe, o1
it contemmns, or by distinetion extenuates and rejects.”



CHAPTER 1V.

THE METHOD OF PHILOSOPHY.

THERE is only one possible method in philosophy ; and what
have been called the different methods of different philosophers,
vary from each other only as more or less perfect applications
of this one Method to the objects of knowledge.

What is Method? — All method is a rational progress, —a
progress towards an end ; and the method of philosophy is the
procedure conducive to the end which philosophy proposes.
The ends, — the final causes of philosophy,— as we have seen,
are two; first, the discovery of eflicient causes; secondly,
the generalization of our knowledge into unity ; — two ends,
however, which fall together into one, inasmuch as the higher
we proceed in the discovery of causes, we necessarily approxi-
mate more and more to unity. The detection of the one in the
many might, therefore, be laid down as the end to which philos-
ophy, though it can never reach it, tends continually to approx-
imate. DBut, considering philosophy in relation to both these
ends, I shall endeavor to show you that it has only one possible
method.

But one method in relation to the first end of Philosophy. —
Considering philosophy, in the first place, in relation to its first
end, —the discovery of causes,— we have seen that causes
(taking that term as synonymous for all without which the
effect would not be) are only the coefficients of the effect; an
effect being nothing more than the sum or complement of all the
partial causes, the concurrence of which constitute its existence.
This being the case,— and as it is only by experience that we
discover what particular causes must conspire in order to pro-

(60)
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duce such or such an effect,— it follows, that nothing can be-
come known to us as a cause except in and through its effect;
in other words, that we can only attain to the knowledge of a
cause by extracting it out of its effect. To take the example,
we formerly employed, of a neutral salt. This, as I observed,
was made up by the conjunction of three proximate causes, —
namely, an acid, — an alkali,— and the force which brought the
alkali and the acid into the requisite approximation. This last,
as a transitory condition, and not always the same, we shall
throw out of account. Now, though we might know the acid
and the alkali in themselves as distinet phenomena, we could
never know them as the concurrent causes of the salt, unless we
had known the salt as their effect. And though, in this ex-
ample, it happens that we are able to compose the effect by the
union of its causes, and to decompose it by their separa-
tion, — this is only an accidental circumstance; for the far
greater number of the objects presented to our observation can
only be decomposed, but not actually recomposed ; and in those
which can be recomposed, this possibility is itself only the result
of a knowledge of the causes previously obtained by an original
decomposition of the effect.

This method is by Analysis and Synthesis. — In so far, there-
fore, as philosophy is the research of causes, the one necessary
condition of its possibility is the decomposition of effects inte
their constituted causes. This is the fundamental procedure of
philosophy, and is called by a Greek term Analysis. But
though analysis be the fundamental procedure, it is still only a
mean towards an end. We analyze only that we may compre-
hend ; and we comprehend only inasmuch as we are able to
reconstruct, in thought, the complex effects which we have
analyzed into their elements. This mental reconstruction is,
therefore, the final, the consummative procedure of philosophy,
and it is familiarly known by the Greek term Synthesis. Analy-
s1s and synthesis, though commonly treated as two different
methods, are, if properly understood, only the two necessary
parts of the same method. Each is the relative and the correl-

ative of the other. Analysis, without a subsequent synthesis, is
6
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incomplete ; it is a mean cut off from its end. Synthesis, with-
out a previous analysis, is baseless; for synthesis receives from
analysis the elements which it recomposes. And, as synthesis
supposes analysis as the prerequisite of. its possibility, — so it is
also dependent on analysis for the qualities of its existence.
The value of every synthesis depends upon the value of the
foregoing analysis. If the precedent analysis afford false ele-
ments, the subsequent synthesis of these elements will recessa-.
rily afford a false result. If the elements furnished by analysis
are assumed, and not really discovered, —in other words, if
they be bypothetical, the synthesis of these hypothetical ele-
ments will constitute only a conjectural theory. The legiti-
macy of every synthesis is thus necessarily dependent on the
legitimacy of the analysis which it presupposes, and on which
it founds.

These two relative procedures are thus equally necessary to
each other. On the one hand, analysis without synthesis
affords only a commenced, only an incomplete, knowledge. On
the other, synthesis without analysis is a false knowledge, —
that is, no knowledge at all. Both, therefore, are absolutely
necessary to philosophy, and both are, in philosophy, as much
parts of the same method as, in the animal body, inspiration
and expiration are of the same vital function. But though
these operations are each requisite to the other, yet were we to
distinguish and compare what ought only to be considered as
conjoined, it is to analysis that the preference must be accorded.
An analysis is always valuable ; for though now without a syn-
thesis, this synthesis may at any time be added; whereas a
synthesis without a previous analysis is radically and ab initio
vull,

So far, therefore, as regards the first end of philosophy, or
the discovery of causes, it appears that there is only one possi-
ble method, — that method of which analysis is the foundation,
synthesis the completion. In the second place, considering phi-.
losophy in relation to its second end, the carrying up our
knowledge into unity, — the same is equally apparent.

Only one method in relation to the second end of Philoso-
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phy. — Every thing presented to our observation, whether
external or internal, whether through sense or self-conscious-
ness, is presented in complexity. Through sense, the objects
crowd upon the mind in multitudes, and each separate indi-
vidual of these multitudes is itself a congeries of many various
qualities. The same is the case with the ph@nomena of self-
consciousness. Ivery modification of mind is a complex state;
and the different elements of each state manifest themselves
only in and through each other. Thus, nothing but multiplicity
is ever presented to our observation; and yet our faculties are
so limited that they are able to comprehend at once only the
very simplest conjunctions. There seems, therefore, a singular
disproportion between our powers of knowledge and the objects
to be known. How is the equilibrium to be restored? This is
the great problem proposed by nature, and which analysis and
synthesis, in combination, enable us to solve. For example, I
perceive a tree, among other objects of an extensive landscape,
and I wish to obtain a full and distinet conception of that tree.
What ought I to do? Divide et tmpera : I must attend to it by
itself, that is, to the exclusion of the other constituents of the
scene before me. I thus analyze that scene ; I separate a petty
portion of it from the rest, in order to consider that portion apart.
But this is not enough, the tree itself is not a unity, but, on the
contrary, a complex assemblage of elements, far beyond what
my powers can master at once. I must carry my analysis still
further. Accordingly, I consider successively its height, its
breadth, its shape ; I then proceed to its trunk, rise from that te
its branches, and follow out its different ramifications; I now
fix my attention on the leaves, and severally examine their
form, color, ete. It is only after having thus, by analysis, de-
tached all these parts, in order to deal with them one by one,
that I am able, by reversing the process, fully to comprehend
them again in a series of synthetic acts. By synthesis, rising
from the ultimate analysis, step by step, I view the parts in
relation to each other, and, finally, to the whole of which they
are the ~unstituents; I reconstruct them ; and it is only through
these tw » counter-processes of analysis and synthesis, that I am
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able to convert the confused perception of the tree, which I
obtained at first sight, into a clear, and distinct, and comprehen-
sive knowledge.

How a multitude is reduced to unity.— But if analysis and
synthesis be required to afford us a perfect knowledge even of one
individual object of sense, still more are they required to enable
the mind to reduce an indefinite multitude of objects,— the infin-
itude, we may say, of nature, — to the limits of its own finite com-
prehension. To accomplish this, it is requisite to extract the one
out of the many, and thus to recall multitude to unity, — confu-
sion to order. And how is this performed? The one in the
many being that in which a plurality of objects agree,— or that in
which they may be considered as the same ; and the agreement
of objects in any common quality being discoverable only by
an observation and comparizon of the objects themselves, it fol-
lows that a knowledge of the one ean only be evolved out of a
foregoing knowledge of the many. But this evolution can only
be accomplished by an analysis and a synthesiz. DBy analysis,
from the infinity of objects presented to our observation, we
select some. These we consider apart, and, further, only in
certain points of view,—and we compare these objects with
others also considered in the same points of view. So far the
procedure is analytic. Having discovered, however, by this
observation and comparison, that certain objects agree in cer-
tain respects, we generalize the qualities in which they coincide,
— that 1is, from a certain number of individual instances we
infer a general law ; we perform what is called an act of In-
duetion.

What ©s Induction ? — This induction is erroneously viewed
as analytic; it is purely a synthetic process. For example,
from our experience,—and all experience, be it that of  the
individual or of mankind, is only finite, — from our limited ex-
perience, I say, that bodies, as observed by us, attract each
other, we infer by induection the unlimited conelusion that all
bodies gravitate towards each other. Now, here the consequent
contains much more than was contained in the antecedent.
Experience, the antecedent, only says, and only can say, this,
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that, and the other body gravitate (that is, some bodies gravi-
tate) ; the consequent educed from that antecedent, says, — all
bodies gravitate. The antecedent is limited, — the consequent
unlimited. Something, therefore, has been added to the antecedent
in order to legitimate the inference, if we are not to hold the
consequent itself as absurd; for, as you will hereafter learn, no
conclusion must contain more than was contained in the prems-
ises from which it is drawn. What then is the something? If
we consider the inductive process, this will be at onee apparent.

The affirmation, this, that, and the other body gravitate, is
connected with the affirmation, all bodies gravitate, only by in
serting between the two a third affirmation, by which the two
other affirmations are connected into reason and consequent, —
that is, into a logical cause and effect. What that is I shall
explain. All scientific induction is founded on the presumption
that nature is umform in her operations. Of the ground and
origin of this presumption, I am not now to speak. I shall only
say, that, as it is a principle which we suppose in all our induc-
tions, it cannot be itself a product of induction. It is, therefore,
interpolated in the inductive reasoning by the mind itself. In
our example the reasoning will, accordingly, run as follows : —

This, that, and the other body (some bodies) are observed to
oravitate ;

But (as nature is uniform in her operations) this, that, and
the other body (some bodies) represent all bodies ;

Therefore, all bodies gravitate.

Now, in this and other examples of induction, it is the mind

which binds up the separate substances observed and collected |
~ into a whole, and converts what is only the observation of many
particulars into a universal law. This procedure is manifestly
synthetic.

Now, you will remark that analysis and synthesis are here
absolutely dependent on each other. The previous observation
and comparison, — the analytic foundation, — are only instituted
for the sake of the subsequent induction,— the synthetic con-
summation. What boots it to observe and to compare, if the

uniformities we discover among objects are never generalized
g%



66 THE METHOD OF PHILOSOPHY

into laws? We have obtained an historical, but not a philo-
sophical knowledge. Iere, therefore, analysis without synthesis
is incomplete. On the other hand, an induection which does not
proceed upon a competent enumeration of particulars, is either
doubtful, improbable, or null; for all synthesis is dependent on
a foregone analysis for whatever degree of certainty it may
pretend to. Thus, considering philosophy in relation to iis
second end, unity or system, it is manifest that the method by
which it accomplishes that end, is a method involving both an
analytic and a synthetic process.

Now, as philosophy has only one possible method, so #ie kis-
tory of philosophy only manifests the conditions of this one
method, more or less accurately fulfilled. There are aberra-
tions 7n the method, — no aberrations from it.

Farliest problem of philosophy. — “ Philosophy,” says Ge-
ruzez, “ commenced with the first act of reflection on the objects
of sense or self-consciousness, for the purpose of explaining
them. And with that first act of reflection, the method of phi-
losophy began, in its application of an analysis, and in its appli-
cation of a synthesig, to its object. The first philosophers
naturally endeavored to explain the enigma of external nature.
The magnificent spectacle of the material universe, and the
marvellous demonstrations of power and wisdom which it every-
where exhibited, were the objects which called forth the earliest
efforts of speculation. Philosophy was thus, at its commence-
ment, physical, not psychological; it was not the problem of
the soul, but the problem of the world, which it first attempted
to solve.

“ And what was the procedure of philosophy in its solution
of this problem? Did it first decompose the whole into its
parts, in order again to reconstruct them into a system? This
it could not accomplish ; but still it attempted this, and nothing
else. A complete analysis was not to be expected from the
first efforts of intelligence ; its decompositions were necessarily
partial and imperfect; a partial and imperfect analysis afforded
only hypothetical elements ; and the synthesis of these elements
wsued, consequently, only in a one-sided or erroneous thenry.
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Thales and the Tonie School. — ¢ Thales, the founder of the
Tonian philosophy, devoted an especial study to the phenomena
of the material universe ; and, struck with the appearances of
power which water manifested in the formation of bodies, ha
analyzed all existences into this element, which he viewed as
the universal principle, — the universal agent of creation. He
proceeded by an incomplete analysis, and generalized, by hy-
pothesis, the law which he drew by induction from the observa-
tion of a small series of phanomena.

“The Ionie school continued in the same path. They limited
themselves to the study of external nature, and sought in mat-
ter the principle of existence. Anaximander of Miletus, the
countryman and diseciple of Thales, deemed that he had traced
the primary cause of creation to an ethereal principle, which
occupied space, and whose different combinations constituted the
universe of matter. Anaximenes found the original element in
air, from which, by rarefaction and condensation, he educed ex-
istences. Anaxagoras carried his analysis further, and made a
more disereet use of hypothesis; he rose to the conception of
an intelligent first cause, distinet from the phenomena of na-
ture ; and his notion of the Deity was so far above the gross con-
ceptions of his contemporaries, that he was accused of atheism.

Pythagoras and the Iialic School. — “ Pythagoras, the founder
of the Italic school, analyzed the properties of number; and
the relations which this analysis revealed, he elevated into
principles of the mental and material universe. Mathematics
were his only objeets; his analysis was partial, and his synthe-
. Bis was consequently hypothetical. The Italie school developed
the notions of Pythagoras, and, execlusively preoccupied with
the relations and harmonies of existence, its disciples did not
extend their speculation to the consideration either of substance
or of cause.

“Thus, these earlier schools, taking external nature for their
point of departure, proceeded by an imperfect analysis, and a
presumptuous synthesis, to the construction of exclusive sys-
tems, —-in which Idealism or Materialism preponderated, ac-
cording to the kind of data on which they founded.
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“The Eleatic school, which is distinguished into two branches,
the one of Physical, the other of Metaphysical, speculation, ex-
hibits the same character, the same point of departure, the
same tendeney, and the same errors.

“These errors led to the scepticism of the Sophists, which
was assailed by Socrates, — the sage who determined a new
epoch in philosophy by directing observation on man himself;
and henceforward the study of mind becomes the prime and cen-
tral seience of philosophy.

“The point of departure was changed, but not the method.
The observation or analysis of the human mind, though often
profound, remained always incomplete. Fortunately, the first
disciples of Socrates, imitating the prudence of their master,
and warned by the downfall of the systems of the Ionie, Italie,
and Eleatic schools, made a sparing use of synthesis, and
hardly a pretension to system.

“ Plato and Aristotle directed their observation on the phee-
nomena of intelligence, and we cannot too highly admire the
profundity of their analysis, and even the sobriety of their syn-
thesis. Plato devoted himself more particularly to the higher
faculties of intelligence ; and his disciples were led, by the love
of generalization, to regard as the intellectual whole those por-
tions of intelligence which their master had analyzed ; and this
exclusive spirit gave birth to systems false, not in themselves,
but as resting upon a too narrow basis. Aristotle, on the other
hand, whose genius was of a more positive character, analyzed
with admirable acuteness those operations of mind which stand
in more immediate relation to the senses; and this tendency,
which among his followers became often exclusive and exag-
gerated, naturally engendered systems which more or less
tended to materialism.”

Sehool of Alexandria. — The school of Alexandria, in which
the systems resulting from those opposite tendencies were com-
bined, endeavored to reconcile and to fuse them into a still
more comprehensive system. Eecleeticism, — conciliation, —
union, were, in all things, the grand aim of the Alexandrian
school. Geographically situated between Greece and Asia, it
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endeavored to ally Greek with Asiatic genius, religion with phi-
losophy. Hence the Neoplatonie system, of which the last
great representative is Proclus. This system is the result of
the long labor of the Socratic schools. It is an edifice reared
by synthesis out of the materials which analysis had col-
lected, proved, and accumulated, from Socrates down to Plo-
tinus.

But a synthesis is of no greater value than its relative analy-
gis; and as the analysis of the earlier Greek philosophy was
not complete, the synthesis of the Alexandrian school was
necessarily imperfect.

In the Scholastic philosophy, analysis and observation were
too often neglected in some departments of philosophy, and too
often carried rashly to excess in others.

bacon and Descartes. — After the revival of letters, during
the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, the labors of philosophy
were principally occupied in restoring and illustrating the
Greek systems; and it was not until the seventeenth century,
that a new epoch was determined by the genius of Bacon and
Descartes. In Bacon and Descartes our modern philosophy
may be said to originate, inasmuch as they were the first who
made the doctrine of method a principal object of considera-
tion. They both proclaimed, that, for the attainment of scien-
tific knowledge, it is necessary to observe with care, — that is,
to analyze ; to reject every element as hypothetical, which this
analysis does not spontaneously afford ; to call in experiment in
aid of observation; and to attempt no synthesis or generaliza-
tion, until the relative analysis has been completely accom-
plished. They showed that previous philosophers had erred, not
by rejecting either analysis or synthesis, but by hurrying on to
synthetic induection from a limited or specious analytic observa-
tion. They propounded no new meshod of philosophy, they
only expounded the conditions of the old. They showed that
these conditions had rarely been fulfilled by philosophers in
time past; and exhorted them to their fulfilment in time to
come. Thus they explained the petty progress of the past
philosophy ; — and justly anticipated a gigantic advancement for



70 THE METHOD OF PHILOSOPHY.

the future. Such was their precept, but such unfortunately
was not their example. There are no philosophers who merit
so much in the one respect, none, perhaps, who deserve less in
the other.

Of philosophy since Bacon and Descartes, we at present say
nothing. Of that we shall hereafter have frequent occasion to
speak. But to sum up what this historical sketch was intended
to illustrate. There is but one possible method of philoso-
phy, — a combination of analysis and synthesis ; and the purity
and equilibrium of these two elements constitute its perfection.
The aberrations of philosophy have been all so many viola-
tions of the laws of this one method. Philosophy has erred,
because it built its systems upon incomplete or erroneous analy-
sis, and it can only proceed in safety, if from accurate and
unexclusive observation, it rise, by successive generalization, to
& comprehensive system.



CHAPTER V.
THE DIVISIONS OF PHILOSOPHY.

Expediency of a division of Philosophy.— As we cannot
survey the universe at a glance, neither can we contemplate
the whole of philosophy in one act of consciousness. We can
only master it gradually and piecemeal; and this is in fact the
reason why philosophers have always distributed their science
(constituting, though it does, one organic whole) into a plurality
of sciences. The expediency, and even necessity, of a division
of philozophy, in order that the mind may be enabled to em-
brace in one general view its various parts, in their relation to
each other, and to the whole which they constitute, is admitted
by every philosopher. “ Res utilis,” continues Seneca, “ et ad
sapientiam properanti utique necessaria, dividi philosophiam, et
ingens corpus ejus in membra disponi. Facilins enim per
partes in cognitionem totius addueimur.”

But, although philosophers agree in regard to the utility of
such a distribution, they are almost as little at one in regard to
the parts, as they are in respect to the definition, of their sci-
ence ; and, indeed, their differences in reference to the former,
mainly arise from their diserepancies in reference to the latter.
For they who vary in their comprehension of the whole, eannot
agree in their division of the parts.

Division into Theoretical and Practical. — The most ancient
and universally recognized distinction of philosophy, is into
Theoretical and Practical. These are discriminated by the
different nature of their ends. Theoretical, called likewise
speculative and contemplative, philosophy has for its highest
end mere truth or knowledge. Practical philosophy, on the

other hand, has truth or knowledge only as its proximate end,
mn
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— this end being subordinate to the ulterior end of some prac-
tical action. In theoretical philosophy, we know for the sake
of knowing, scimus wut sciamus: in practical philosophy, we
know for the sake of acting, scimus ut operemur. 1 may here
notice the poverty of the English language, in the want of a
word to express that practical activity which is contradistin-
guished from mere intellectual or speculative energy, — what
the Greeks express by modooew, the Germans by handeln. The
want of such a word occasions frequent ambiguity ; for, to ex-
press the species which has no appropriate word, we are com-
pelled to employ the generie term active. Thus our philosophers
divide the powers of the mind into Intellectual and Active.
They do not, however, thereby mean to insinuate that the
powers called intellectual are a whit less energetic than those
specially denominated active. But, from the want of a better
word, they are compelled to employ a term which denotes at
once much more and much less than they are desirous of ex-
pressing. I ought to observe, that the term praetical has also
obtained with us certain collateral significations, which render
it in some respects unfit to supply the want. But to return.

Thhis distinetion of Theoretical and Practical philosophy was
first. explicitly enounced by Aristotle; and the attempts of the
later Platonists to carry it up to Plato, and even to Pythagoras,
are not worthy of statement, far less of refutation. Once pro-
mulgated, the division was, however, soon generally recognized.
The Stoics borrowed it, as may be seen, from Seneca : — ¢ Phi-
losophia et contemplativa est et activa; speectat, simulque agit.”
It was also adopted by the Epicureans; and, in general, by
thase Greek and Roman philosophers who viewed their science
as versant either in the contemplation of nature (gueut)), or in
the regulation of human action (5uxy) ; for by nature, they did
not denote the material universe alone, but their Physics in-
cluded Metaphysics, and their Ethics embraced Politics and
Economics. There was thus only a difference of nomenclature ;
for Physical and Theoretical,— Ethical and Practical Philos-
ophy, — were with them terms absolutely equivalent.

This division unsound. —1 regard the division of philosophy
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into Theoretical and Practical as unsound, and this for two
reasons.

The first is, that philosophy, as philosophy, is only cognitive,
— only theoretical ; whatever lies beyond the sphere of specu-
lation or knowledge, transcends the sphere of philosophy ;
consequently, to divide philosophy by any quality ulterior to
speeulation, is to divide it by a difference which does not be-
long to it. INow, the distinction of practical philosophy from
theoretical commits this error. For, while it is admitted that
all philosophy, as cognitive, is theoretical, some philosophy is
again taken out of this category, on the ground, that, beyond the
mere theory, — the mere cognition,— it has an ulterior end in
its application to practice.

But, in the second place, this difference, even were it admis-
sible, would not divide philosophy ; for, in point of fact, all
philosophy must be regarded as practical, inasmuch as mere
knowledge, — that is, the mere possession of truth,—is not the
fbighest end of any philosophy ; but on the contrary, all truth or
knowledge is valuable only inasmuch as it determines the mind
to its contemplation, — that is, to practical energy. Speculation,
therefore, inasmuch as it is not a negation of thought, but on
the contrary, the highest energy of intellect, iz, in point of fact,
preéminently practical. The practice of one branch of philos-
ophy is, indeed, different from that of another; but all are still
practical; for in none is mere knowledge the ultimate, the
highest, end.

It is manifest that, in our sense of the term practical, Logic,
as an instrumental science, would be comprehended under the
head of practical philosophy. '

The terms Art and Seience. — I shall take this opportunity
of explaining an anomaly which you will find explained in no
work with which I am acquainted. Certain branches of philo-
sophical knowledge are called Arts,—or Arts and Sciences
indifferently ; others are exclusively denominated Sciences.
Were this distinction coincident with the distinetion of sciences
speculative and sciences practical, — taking the term practical

in its ordinary acceptation, — there would be no difficulty ; for,
T
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as every practical science necessarily involves a theory, nothing
could be more natural than to call the same branch of knowl-
edge an art, when viewed as relative to its practical application,
and a science when viewed in relation to the theory which that
application supposes. But this is not the case. The specula-
tive sciences, indeed, are never denominated arts; we may,
therefore, throw them aside. The difficulty is exclusively con-
fined to the practical. Of these, some never receive the name
of arts; others are called arts and sciences indifferently. Thus
the sciences of Ethics, Economics, Politics, Theology, ete.,
though all practical, are never denominated arts; whereas this
appellation is very usually applied to the practical sciences of
Logie, Rhetorie, Grammar, etc.

That the term arf is with us not coextensive with practical
science, is thus manifest; and yet these are frequently con-
founded. Thus, for example, Dr. Whately, in his definition
of Logie, thinks that Logic is a science, in so far as it institutes
an analysis of the process of the mind in reasoning, and an art,
in so far as it affords practical rules to secure the mind from
error in its deductions ; and he defines an art, the application of
knowledge to practice. Now, if this view were correet, art and
practical science would be convertible terms. But that they
are not employed as synonymous expressions is, as we have
seen, shown by the incongruity we feel in talking of the art of
Ethies, the art of Religion, ete., though these are eminently
practical sciences.

The question, therefore, still remains, Is this restriction of the
term art to certain of the practical sciences the result of some
accidental and forgotten usage, or is it founded on any rational
principle which we are able to trace? The former alternative
seems to be the common belief; for no one, in so far as I know,
has endeavored to account for the apparently vague and capri-
cious manner in which the terms art and science are applied.
The latter alternative, however, is the true; and I shall en-
deavor to explain to you the reason of the application of the
term art to certain practical sciences, and not to others.

Historical origin of this use of language. — You are awars
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that the Aristotelic philosophy was, for many centuries, not only
the prevalent, but during the middle ages, the one exclusive
philosophy in Europe. This philosophy of the middle ages, or,
as it is commonly called, the Scholastic Philosophy, has exerted
the most extensive influence wm the languages of modern Eu-
rope ; and from this common source has been principally derived
that community of expression which these languages exhibit.
Now, the peculiar application of the term art was introduced
into the vulgar tongues from the scholastie philosophy ; and was
borrowed by that philosophy from Aristotle. This is only one
of a thousand instances, which might be alleged, of the unfelt
influence of a single powerful mind, on the associations and
habits of thought of generations to the end of time; and of
Aristotle is preéminently true, what has been so beautifully said
of the ancients in general : —

“ The great of old!
The dead but sceptred sovrans who still rule
Our spirits from their urns.”

Now, then, the application of the term ar¢f in the modern
languages being mediately governed by certain distinctions
which the capacities of the Greek tongue allowed Aristotle to
establish, these distinctions must be explained.

In the Aristotelic philosophy, the terms mpaSic and mpexzinog,
— that is, practice and practical, were employed both in a ge-
neric or looser, and in a special or stricter signification. In its
generic meaning, moaSis, practice, was opposed to theory or
speculation, and it comprehended under it practice in its special
meaning, and another cotrdinate term to which practice, in this,
its stricter signification, was opposed. This term was moijotg,
which we may inadequately translate by production. The dis
tinction of moaxzizog and mourizog consisted in this: the former
denoted that action which terminated in action, —the latter,
that action which resulted in some permanent product. For
example, dancing and music are practical, as leaving no work
after their performance; whereas, painting and statuary are
productive, as leaving some product over and above their en-

ergy.
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Now Aristotle, in formally defining art, defines it as a habit
productive, and not as a habit practical, £ moumzixy peze Aoyovs
— and, though he has not always himself adhered strictly to this
limitation, his definition was adopted by his followers, and the
term in its application to the practical sciences (the term prac-
tical being here used in its generic meaning), came to be exclu-
sively confined to those whose end did not result in mere action
or energy. Accordingly, as Ethies, Polities, ete., proposed hap
piness as their end,—and as happiness was an energy, or at
least the concomitant of energy, these sciences terminated in
action, and were consequently practical, not productive. On
the other hand, Logie, Rhetoric, ete., did not terminate in a
mere, — an evanesecent action, but in a permanent, — an endur-
ing product. For the end of Logic was the production of a
reasoning, the end of Rhetoric the production of an oration,
and so forth. This distinetion is not perhaps beyond the reach
of eriticism, and I am not here to vindicate its correctness. My
only aim is to make you aware of the grounds of the distinetion,
in order that you may comprehend the principle which origi-
nally determined the application of the term arf to some of the
practical sciences and not to others, and without a knowledge
of which principle, the various employment of the term must
appear to you capricious and unintelligible. . It is needlesg, per-
haps, to notice that the rule applies only to the philosophical
sciences, — to those which received their form and denomina-
tions from the learned. The mechanical dexterities were be-
neath their notice; and these were accordingly left to receive
their appellations from those who knew nothing of the Aristo-
telic proprieties. Accordingly, the term art is in them applied,
without distinetion, to productive and unproductive operations.
‘We speak of the art of rope-dancing, equally as of the art of
rope-making. But to return.

Universality of this division of Philosophy.— The division
of philosophy into Theoretical and Practical is the most impor-
tant that has been made ; and it is that which has entered into
nearly all the distributions attempted by modern philosophers.
Bacon was the first, after the revival of letters, who essayed a
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distribution of the sciences and of philosophy. He divided all

human knowledge into History, Poetry, and Philosophy. Phi-

losophy he distinguished into branches conversant about the
Deity, about Nature, and about Man ; and each of these had
their subordinate divisions, which, however, it is not necessary
to particularize.

Deseartes distributed philosophy into theoretical and practi-
cal, with various subdivisions; but his followers adopted the
division of Logic, Metaphysics, Physies, and Ethics. Gassendi
recognized, like the ancients, three parts of philosophy, Logie,
Physies, and Ethics, and this, along with many other of Gas-
sendi’s doctrines, was adopted by Locke. Kant distinguished
philosophy into theoretical and practical, with various subdivis-
ions ; and the distribution into theoretical and practical was also
established by Fichte.

I have now concluded the general Introduction to Philoso-
phy, in which, from the general nature of the subjects, I have
been compelled to anticipate conclusions, and to depend on your
being able to supply a good deal of what it was impossible for
me articulately to explain. I now enter upon the considera-
tion of the matters which are hereafter to occupy our attention,
with ecomparatively little apprehension, — for, in these, we shall
be able to dwell more upon details, while, at the same time, the
subject will open upon us by degrees, so that, every step that
we proceed, we shall find the progress easier. But I have fo
warn you, that you will probably find the very commencement
the most arduous, and this not only because you will come less
inured to difficulty, but because it will there be necessary to
deal with principles, and these of a general and abstract na-
ture ; whereas, having once mastered these, every subsequent
step will be comparatively easy.

Without entering upon details, I may now summarily state
the order which I propose to follow. This requires a prelim-
inary exposition of the different departments of Philosophy, in
order that you may obtain a comprehensive view of the proper
objects of our consideration, and of the relations in which they

stand to others.
7%
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Distribution of the Sciences.— Science and philosophy are
conversant either about Mind or about Matter, The former of
these is Philosophy, properly so called. With the latter we
have nothing to do, except in so far as it may enable us to
throw light upon the former ; for Metaphysies, in whatever lati-
tude the term be taken, is a science, or complement of sciences,
exclusively occupied with mind. Now the Philosophy of
Mind, — Psychology or Metaphysies, in the widest significaticn
of the terms,—is threefold ; for the object it immediately pro-
poses for consideration may be either, 1°, PHENOMENA in
general ; or, 2° Laws; or, 3° INFERENCES, — REsULTs.
This I will endeavor to explain.

The three grand questions of Philosophy. — The whole of
philosophy is the answer to these three questions: 1° What
are the Facts or Phanomena to be observed? 2° What are
the Laws which regulate these facts, or under which these phea-
nomena appear ? 3° What are the real Results, not immedi-
ately manifested, which these facts or ph#nomena warrant us in
drawing ?

Pfe/éﬂamenafoyy. — If we consider the mind merely with the
view of observing and generalizing the various phznomena it
reveals, — that is, of analyzing them into capacities or facul-
ties, — we have one mental science, or one department of men-
tal science; and this we may call the PrENOMENOLOGY OF
Minp. It is commonly called PsycHOLOGY — EMPIRICAL
Psycroroay, or the Inpvctive PHILosorHY of MIND ; we
might call it PuExyomeNaL PsycHorocy. It is evident that
the divisions of this science will be determined by the classes
into which the phenomena of mind are distributed.

Nomology and its subdivisions.— If, again, we analyze the
mental phaznomena with the view of discovering and consider-
ing, not contingent appearanceg, but the necessary and universal
facts, —+¢. e. the laws by which our faculties are governed, to
the end that we may obtain a criterion by which to judge or to
explain their procedures and manifestations, — we have a sci-
ence. which we may call the Nomorocy or MiNp, — NOMO-
LOGICAL PSYCHOLOGY. Now, there will be as many distinet
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classes of Nomological Psychology, as there are distinct classes
of mental phenomena under the Pha®nomenological division.
I shall, hereafter, show you that there are Three great classes
of these phanomena, —namely, 1°, The phznomena of our
Cognitive faculties, or faculties of Knowledee; 2°, The phe-
nomena of our Feelings, or the phznomena of Pleasure and
Pain ; and, 3°, The ph@nomena of our Conative powers,— in
other words, the ph®nomena of Will and Desire. Each of
these classes of phanomena has, accordingly, a science which is
conversant about its Laws. For, as each proposes a different
end, and, in the accomplishment of that end, is regulated by
peculiar laws, each must, consequently, have a different science
conversant about these laws, — that is, a different Nomology.
There is no one, no Nomological, science of the Cognitive
Sfaculties, in general ; though we have some older treatises which,
though partial in their subjeet, afford a name not unsuitable for
a nomology of the cognitions, — namely, Gnoseologia or Gnos-
tologia. There is no independent science of the laws of Per-
ception ; if there were, it might be called Asthetie, which,
however, as we shall see, would be ambiguous. Mnemonie, or
the science of the laws of Memory, has been elaborated at least
in numerous treatizes; but the name Anamnestic, the art of
Recollection or Reminiscence, might be equally well applied to
it. The laws of the Representative faculty, — that is, the laws
of Association, have not yet been elevated into a separate
nomological science. Neither have the conditions of the Regu-
lative or Legislative faculty, the faculty itself of Laws, been
fully analyzed, far less reduced to system; though we have
several deservedly forgotten treatises, of an older date, under
the inviting name of Noologies. The only one of the cognitive
faculties, whose laws constitute the object-matter of a separate
science, is the Elaborative, — the Understanding Special, the
faculty of relations, the faculty of Thought Proper. This
nomology has obtained the name of Locic among other appel-
lations, but not from Aristotle. The best name would have
been DiaxoETIC. Logic is the science of the laws of thought,
in relation to the end which our cognitive faculties propose, —
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t. e. the TRue. To this head might be referred Grammar, —
Universal Grammar, — Philosophical Grammar, or the sci-
ence conversant with the laws of Language, as the instrument
of thought.

The Nomology of our Feelings, or the science of the laws
which govern our capacities of enjoyment, in relation to the
end which they propose,—¢. e. the PLEASURABLE, — has ob-
tained no precise name in our language. It has been called the
Philosophy of Taste, and, on the Continent especially, it has
been denominated ASsthetic. Neither name is unobjectionable.
The first is vague, metaphorical, and even delusive. In regard
to the second, you are aware that wodjoic in Greek means
feeling in general, as weil as sense in particular; as our term
Jfeeling means either the sense of touch in particular, or senti-
ment, — and the capacity of the pleasurable and painful in
general. Both terms are, therefore, to a certain extent, ambig-
uous ; but this objection can rarely be avoided, and Esthetic,
if not the best expression to be found, has already been long
and generally employed. It is nmow nearly a century since
Baumgarten, a celebrated philesopher of the Leibnitzio-Wolfian
school, first applied the term ASsthetic to the doctrine which we
vaguely and periphrastically denominate the Philosophy of
Taste, the theory of the Fine Arts, the science of the Beauti-
ful and Sublime, etc.,— and this term is now in general accep-
tance, not only in Germany, but throughout the other countries
of Europe. The term Apolaustic would have been a more
appropriate designation.

Finally, the Nomology of our Conative powers is Practical
Philosophy, properly so called ; for. practical philosophy is sim-
ply the science of the laws regulative of our Will and Desires,
in relation to the end which our conative powers propose, —
i. e. the Goop. This, as it considers these laws in relation to
man as an individoal, or in relation to man as a member of
society, will be divided into two branches, — Ethies and Poli-
tics ; and these again admit of various subdivisions.

So much for those parts of the Philosophy of Mind, which
are conversant about Phmnomena, and about Laws. The
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Third great branch of this philosophy is that which is engaged
in the deduction of Inferences or Results.

Ontology, or Metaphysies Proper.—In the First branch, —
the Phaenomenology of mind, — philosophy is properly limited
to the facts afforded in consciousness, considered exclusively in
themselves. But these facts may be such as not only to be ob-
Jects of knowledge in themselves, but likewise to furnish us
with grounds of inference to something out of themselves. As
effects, and effects of a certain character, they may enable us
to infer the analogous character of their unknown causes; as
ph@nomena, and phznomena of peculiar qualities, they may
warrant us in drawing many conclusions regarding the distine-
tive character of that unknown prineciple, of that unknown
substance, of which they are the manifestations. Although,
therefore, existence be only revealed to us in phanomena, and
though we can, therefore, have only a relative knowledge either
of mind or of matter; still, by inference and analogy, we may
legitimately attempt to rise above the mere appearances which
experience and observation afford. Thus, for example, the ex-
istence of God and the Immortality of the Soul are not given
us as phznomena, as objects of immediate knowledge ; yet, if
the pheenomena actually given do necessarily require, for their
rational explanation, the hypotheses of immortality and of God,
we are assuredly entitled, from the existence of the former, to
infer the reality of the latter. Now, the science conversant
about all such inferences of unknown being from its known
manifestations, is called OnToLOGY, or METAPHYSICS PROPER.
We might call it INFERENTIAL PSYCHOLOGY.

The following is a tabular view of the distribution of Philos-
ophy as here proposed:

- SO | Cognitions.
5 Facts, — Phaznomenology, Empirical } peqlings.
2 Psychology. Conative Powers (Will and Desire).
= . Cognitions, — Logie.
§ g 4 Laws, — Nomology, Rational Psy- | Feelings, — MEsthetic.
= chology. 3 ilosophy.
b Conative Powers. { %ﬁfﬁ,hﬂ m;hy.
E Results, — Ontology, Inferential Psy- | Being of God. 3
= | chology Immortality of the Soul, etg

77 3 -_.{C)A-xu#i‘«.»a jr 2.0
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In this distribution of the philosophical sciences, you will
observe that I take little account of the celebrated division
of philosophy into Speculative and Practical, which I have
already explained to you, for I eall only one minor division of
philosophy practical, — namely, the Nomology of the Conative
powers, not because that science is not equally theoretical with
any other, but simply because these powers are properly called
practical, as tending to practice or overt action.

Distribution of Philosophy in the Universities.— The subjects
assigned to the various chairs of the Philosophical Faculty, in
the different Universities of Europe, were not caleulated upon
any comprehensive view of the parts of philosophy, and of their
natural connection. The universities were founded when the
Aristotelic philosophy was the dominant, or rather the exclu-
sive, system, and the parts distributed to the different classes, in
the faculty of Arts or Philosophy, were regulated by the contents
of certain of the Aristotelic books, and by the order in which
they were studied. Of these, there were always Four great
divisions. There was first, Logic, in relation to the Organon of
Aristotle ; secondly, Metaphysics, relative to his books under
that title ; thirdly, Moral Philosophy, relative to his Ethics,
Politics, and Economics; and, fourthly, Physies, relative to
his Physies, and the collection of treatises styled in the schools
the Parva Naturalia. But every university had not a full
complement of classes, that is, did not devote a separate year
to each of the four subjects of study; and, accordingly, in
those seats of learning where three years formed the curricu-
lum of philosophy, two of' these branches were combined. In
the university of Edinburgh, Logic and Metaphysies were
tanght in the same year; in others, Metaphysics and Moral
P’lillosophy were conjoined ; and, when the old practice was
abandoned of the several Regents or Professors carrying on
their students through every department, the two branches
which had been taught in the same year were assigned to the
same chair.  What is most curious in the matter is this, —
Avristotle’s treatise On the Soul being (along with his lesser
treatises on Memory and Reminiscence, on Sense and its Oljects,
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ete.) included in the Parva Naituralia, and, he having declared
that the consideration of the soul was part of the philosophy of
nature, the science of Mind was always treated along with
Physics. The professors of Natural Philosophy have, however,
long abandoned the philosophy of mind, and this branch has
been, as more appropriate to their departments, taught both by
the Professors of Moral Philosophy and by the Professors of
Logic and Metaphysics ; — for you are not to suppose that meta-
physies and psychology are, though vulgarly used as synony-
mous expressions, by any means the same.

In this work, we have nothing to do with Practical Philoso-
phy, —that is, Ethics, Politics, iconomics. DBut with this
exception, there is no other branch of philosophy which does
not fall naturally within our sphere.



CHAPTER VI.

DEFINITION OF PSYCHOLOGY; RELATIVITY OF HUMAN
ENOWLEDGE ; EXPLICATION OF TERMS.

PsycroLoGy, or the Philosophy of the Human Mind,
strictly so denominated, is the science conversant about the
phenomena, or modifications, or states of the Mind, or Con-
scious-Subject, or Soul, or Spirit, or Self, or Ego.

In this definition, you will observe that I have purposely
accumulated a variety of expressions, in order that I might
have the earliest opportunity of making you accurately ac-
quainted with their meaning; for they are terms of vital im-
portance and frequent use in philosophy. — Before, therefore,
proceeding further, I shall pause a moment in explanation of
the terms in which this definition is expressed. Without re-
stricting myself to the following order, I shall consider the
word Psychology ; the correlative terms subject and substance,
phenomenon, modification, state, ete., and, at the same time, take
occasion to explain another correlative, the expression object ;
and, finally, the words mind, soul, spirit, self, and ego.

Indeed, after considering these terms, it may not be im-
proper to take up, in one series, the philosophical expressions
of prinecipal importance and most ordinary occurrence, in order
to render less frequent the necessity of interrupting the course
of our procedure, to afford the requisite verbal explanations.

The use of the term Psychology vindicated. — The term Psy-
chology, is a Greek compound, its elements wuyy, signifying
soul or mind, and Loyog, signifying discourse or doctrine. Psy-
chology, therefore, is the discourse or doctrine treating of the
human mind. But, though composed of Greek elements, it is,

like the greater number of the compounds of Loyog, of modern
(84)
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cambination. I may be asked, — why use an exotie, a techni-
cal name? Why not be contented with the more popular terms,
Philosophy of Mind, or Mental Philosophy, — Seience of Mind,
or Mental Science ? — expressions by which this department of
knowledge has been usually designated by those who, in Scotland,
have cultivated it with the most distinguished success. Lo this
there are several answers. In the first place, philosophy itself, and
all, or almost all, its branches, have, in our language, received
Greek technical denominations ; — why not also the most impor-
tant of all, the science of mind? In the second place, the term
psychology is now, and has long been, the ordinary expression
for the doctrine of mind in the philosophical language of every
other European nation. Nay, in point of faect, it is now natu-
ralized in English, psychology and psyehological having of late
years come into common use; and their employment is war-
ranted by the authority of the best English writers. But these
are reasons in themselves of comparatively little moment : they
tend merely to show that, if otherwise expedient, the nomen-
clature is permissible ; and that it is expedient, the following
reasons will prove. For, in the third place, it is always of con-
sequence, for the sake of precision, to be able to use one word
instead of a plurality of words, — especially where the frequent
oceurrence of a desecriptive appellation might oceasion tedium,
distraction, and disgust; and this must necessarily occur in the
treatment of any science, if the science be able to possess no
single name vicarious of its definition. In this respect, there-
fore, Psychology is preferable to Philosophy of Mind. But, in
the fourth place, even if the employment of the description for
the name could, in this instance, be tolerated when used sub-
stantively, what are we to do when we require (which we do
unceasingly) to use the denomination of the science adjectively ?
For example, I have occasion to say a psyehological fact, a psy-
chological law, a psychological curiosity, etec. How can we ex-
press these by the descriptive appellation? A psychological
fact may indeed be styled “a fact considered relatively to the
philosophy of the human mind,” — a psychological law may be

called “a law by which the mental pheenomena are governed,” —
8
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a psychological curiosity may be rendered — by what, I really
do not know. But how miserably weak, awkward, tedious, and
affected, is the commutation when it can be made ; not only do
the vivacity and precision of the original evaporate, the mean-
ing itself is not even adequately conveyed. But this defect is
still more manifestly shown, when we wish to place in contrast
the matters proper to this science, with the matters proper to
others. Thus, for example, to say, — this is a psyechological, not
a physiological doctrine — this is a psychological observation,
not a logical inference. How is the contradistinction to be ex-
pressed by a periphrasis? It is impossible ;— for the intensity
of the contrast consists, first, in the two opposite terms being
single words, and second, in their being both even technical and
precise Greek. This necessity has, accordingly, compelled the
adoption of the terms psychology and psychological into the
philosophical nomenclature of every nation, even where the
same necessity did not vindicate the employment of a non-ver-
nacular expression. Thus in Germany, though the native lan-
cuage affords a facility of composition only inferior to the Greek,
and though it possesses a word (Seelenlehre) exactly correspond-
ent to wvyoloyie, yet because this substantive did not easily
allow of an adjective flexion, the Greek terms, substantive and
adjective, were both adopted, and have been long in as familiar
use in the Empire, as the terms geography and geographical, —
physiology and physiological, are with us.

Other terms inappropriate. — What I have now said may
suffice to show that, to supply necessity, we must introduce
these words into our philosophical vocabulary. But the pro-
priety of this is still further shown by the inauspicious attempts
that have been recently made on the name of the science. Dr.
Brown, in the very title of the abridgment of his lectures on
mental philosophy, has styled this philosophy, “ The Physiology
of the Human Mind ;” and I have also seen two English publi-
cations of modern date,— one entitled the * Physics of the
Soul” the other « Intellectual Physies.” Now the term nature
(gvoes, natura), though in common language of a more exten-
sive meaning, has, in general, by philosophers, been applied
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appropriately to denote the laws which govern the appearances
of the material universe. And the words Physiology and
- Physies have been specially limited to denote sciences conver-
sant about these laws as regulating the phanomena of organic
and inorganic bodies. The empire of nature is the empire of a
mechanical necessity ; the necessity of nature, in philosophy,
stands opposed to the liberty of intelligence. Those, accord-
ingly, who do not allow that mind is matter, — who hold that
there is in man a principle of action superior to the determina-
tions of a physical necessity, a brute or blind fate, — must
vegard the application of the terms Physiology and Physics to
the doctrine of the mind as either singularly inappropriate, or
as significant of a false hypothesis in regard to the character of
the thinking prineiple.

Use and dertvation of Spirit, Soul. — Mr. Stewart objects to
the term Spirit, as seeming to imply an hypothesis concerning
the nature and essence of the sentient or thinking principle,
altogether unconnected with our conclusions in regard to ifs
phenomena, and their general laws; and, for the same reason,
he is disposed to object to the words Pneumatology and Psy-
chology, the former of which was introduced by the school-
men. In regard to Spirit and Pnreumatology, Mr. Stewart’s
eriticism is perfectly just. They are unnecessary ; and, besides
the etymological metaphor, they are associated with a certain
theological limitation, which spoils them as expressions of philo-
sophical generality.* But this is not the case with Psychology.
For though, in its etymology, it is, like almost all metaphysical
terms, originally of physical application, still this had been long
forgotten even by the Greeks ; and, if we were to reject philo-
sophical expressions on this account, we should be left without
any terms for the mental phenomena at all. The term soul

* The terms Psychology and Pneumatology, or Pneumatic, are not equiva-
lents. The latter word was used for the doctrine of spirit in general, which
was subdivided into three branches, as it treated of the three orders of spir
itual substances, — God, — Angels and Devils,— and Man. Thus —

1. Theologia (Naturalis).
Pneumatologia or Pneumatica, » 2. Angelographia, D@monologia.
) 3. Psychologia.
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(and what I say of the term soul is true of the term spirit),
though in this country less employed than the term mind, may
be regarded as another synonym for the unknown basis of the
mental phznomena. Like nearly all the words significant of
the internal world, there is here a metaphor borrowed from the
external ; and this is the case not merely in one, but, as far as
we can trace the analogy, in all languages. You are aware
that wvyz, the Greek term for soul, comes from woyw, 1 breathe
or blow, —as mrevuee in Greek, and spiritus in Latin, from
verbs of the same signification. In like manner, anima and
animus arve words which, though in Latin they have lost their
primary signification, and are only known in their secondary or
metaphorical, yet in their original physical meaning, are pre-
served in the Greek avzpos, wind or air. The English soul,
and the German Seele, come from a Gothic root saivala, which
signifies to storm. Ghost, the old English word for spirif in
general, and so used in our English version of the Scriptures,
is the same as the German Geist, and is derived from Gas, or
Glescht, which signifies @ir. In like manner, the two words in
Hebrew for soul or spirit, neplesh and ruach, are derivatives
of a root which means to breathe; and in Sanserit, the word
atma (analogous to the Greek wzpog, vapor or air) signifies
both mind and wind or air. Sapientia, in Latin, originally
meant only the power of tasting; as sagacitas only the faculty
of scenting. In French, penser comes from the Latin pendere,
through pensare to weigh, and the terms, attentio, intentio (en-
tendement), comprehensio, apprehensio, penetratio, understand-
ing, ete., are just so many bodily actions transferred to the
expression of mental energies.

In the second place, I said that Psychology is conversant
about the phenomena of the thinking subjeet, ete.; and I now
proceed to expound the import of the correlative terms phe-
nomenon, subject, ete.

Correlative terms tllustrated by the relativity of human knowl-
edge. — But the meaning of these terms will be best illustrated
by now stating and explaining the great axiom, that all human
knowledge, consequently that all human philosophy, is only of
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the relative or pheenomenal. In this proposition, the term rela-
tive is opposed to the term absolute ; and, therefore, in saying
that we know only the relative, I virtually assert that we know
nothing absolute, —- nothing existing absolutely ; that is, in and
for itzelf, and without relation to us and our faculties. T shall
illustrate this by its application. Our knowledge is either of
matter or of mind. Now, what is matter? What do we know
of matter? DMatter, or body, is to us the name either of some-
hing known, or of something unknown. In so far as matter is
u name for something known, it means that which appears to us
under the forms of extension, solidity, divisibility, figure, mo-
tion, roughness, smoothness, color, heat, cold, ete.; in short, it is
a common name for a certain series, or aggregate, or comple-
ment of appearances or phenomena manifested in coexistence.
But as the phanomena appear only in conjunction, we are
compelled by the constitution of our nature to think them con-
joined in and by something; and as they are ph@nomena, we
cannot think them the phanomena of nothing, but must regard
them as the properties or qualities of something that is extended,
solid, figured, ete. But this something, absolutely and in itself,
— 1. ¢. considered apart from its phenomena, —is to us as zero.
It is only in its qualities, only in its effects, in its relative or
phznomenal existence, that it is cognizable or conceivable ; and

it is only by a law of thought, which compels us to think some-
thing, absolute and unknown, as the basis or condition of the
relative and known, that this something obtains a kind of in-
comprehensible reality to us. Now, that which manifests its
qualities, —in other words, that in which the appearing canses
inhere, that to which they belong, is called their subject, or suf-
stance, or substratum. 'To this subject of the phznomena of
extension, solidity, ete., the term matter or material substance is
commonly given ; and, therefore, as contradistinguished from
these qualities, it is the name of something unknown and in-
conceivable.

The same is true in regard to the term mind. In so far as
mind is the common name for the states of knowing, willing,

feeling, desiring, ete., of which I am conscious, it is only the
] %
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name for a certain series of connected phenomena or qualities,
and, consequently, expresses only what is known. But in so
far as it denotes that subject or substance in which the phenom-
ena of knowing, willing, ete., inhere,— something behind or
under these phxnomena,—it expresses what, in itself, or in its
absolute existence, is unknown.

Thus, mind and matter, as known or knowable, are only two
different series of phenomensa or qualities ; mind and matter, as
unknown and unknowable, are the two substances in which
these two different series of phmnomena or qualities are sup-
posed to inhere. The existence of an unknown substance is
only an inference we are compelled to make, from the existence
of known phenomena; and the distinction of two substances is
only inferred from the seeming incompatibility of the two series
of phenomena to coinhere in one.

Our whole knowledge of mind and matter is thus, as we have
said, only relative; of existence, absolutely and in itself, we
know nothing; and we may say of man what Virgil says of
ZMneas, contemplating in the prophetic sculpture of his shield
the future glories of Rome —

 Rerumque ignarus, imagine gaudet.”

Testimonies to the velativity of human knowledge. — This is,
indeed, a truth, in the admission of which philosophers, in gen-
eral, have been singularly harmonious ; and the praise that has
been lavished on Dr. Reid for this observation, is wholly unmer-
ited. In fact, I am hardly aware of the philosopher who has
not proceeded on the supposition, and there are few who have
not explicitly enounced the observation. It is only since Reid’s
death that certain speculators have arisen, who have obtained
celebrity by their attempt to found philosophy on an immediate
knowledge of the absolute or unconditioned. I shall quote to
you a few examples of this general recognition, as they happen
to occur to my recollection ; and, in order to manifest the better
its universality, I purposely overlook the testimonies of a more
modern philosophy.

Aristotle, among many similar observations, remarks in re-
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gard to matter, that it is incognizable in itself; while in regard
to mind he says, “ that the intellect does not know itself directly,
but only indireectly, in knowing other things;” and he defines
the soul from its phanomena, “the principle by which we live,
and move, and perceive, and understand.” St. Augustin, the
most philosophical of the Christian fathers, admirably says of
body, — “ Materiam cognoscendo ignorari, et ignorando cog-
nosci;” [“By assuming that we know matter, we betray our
ignorance of it; and it is only by admitting this ignorance, that
we can be said to know it ;”] and of mind, — “ Mens se cognos-
cit cognoseendo se vivere, se meminisse, se intelligere, se velle,
cogitare, scire, judicare.” [“The mind knows itself only by
knowing that it lives, remembers, understands, wills, thinks,
knows, and judges.”] “Non incurrunt,” says Melanchthon,
“ipsa substantiz in oculos, sed vestite et ornate accidentibus ;
hoe est, non possumus, in hae vita, acie oculorum perspicere
ipsas substantias : sed utecunque, ex accidentibus que in sensus
exteriores incurrunt, ratiocinamur, quomodo inter se differant
substantiz.” [“The substances themselves are not exposed to
sight, but only so far they are covered and adorned with their
attributes ; that is, we are not able, in this life, to behold the
substances themselves; but from the phenomena which are
manifest to our external senses, we somehow infer the distin-
guishing peculiarities of the substances to which the phenomena
belong.”]

All relative existence is not relative to us.— Thus, our knowl-
edge is of partial and relative existence only, seeing that exist-
ence in itself, or absolute existence,® is no object of knowledge.
But it does not follow that all relative existence is relative fo
us ; that all that can be known, even by a limited intelligence,
is actually cognizable by us. We must, therefore, more pre-
cisely limit our sphere of knowledge, by adding, that all we
know is known only under the special conditions of our facul-
ties. This is a truth likewise generally acknowledged. ¢ Man,”
says Protagoras, “is the measure of the universe,” — a truth

* Absolute in two senses: 1°, As opposed to partial ; 29, As opposed
to relative
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which Bacon has well expressed: [* All perceptions, as well
of the senses as of the mind, are conformed to the nature of the
percipient individual, and not to the true nature of the uni-
verse ; and the human understanding is like a false mirror,
which distorts and discolors the nature of things, by mingling
its own nature with it.”] “In perception,” says Kant, “every
thing is known according to the constitution of our faculty of
sense.”

Tiws principle has two branches.— Now this principle, in
which philosophers of the most opposite opinions equally con-
cur, divides itself into two branches. In the first place, it
would be unphilosophical to conclude that the properties of
existence necessarily are, in number, only as the number of our
faculties of apprehending them; or, in the second, that the
properties known, are known in their native purity, and without
addition or modification from our organs of sense, or our capaci
ties of intelligence. I shall illustrate these in their order.

In regard to the first assertion, it is evident that nothing
exists for us, except in so far as it is known to us, and that
nothing is known to us, except certain properties or modes of
existence, which are relative or analogous to our faculties,
Beyond these modes we know, and can assert, the reality of no
existence. But if, on the one hand, we are not entitled to
assert, as actually existent, except what we know; neither, on
the other, are we warranted in denying, as possibly existent,
what we do not know. The universe may be conceived as a
polygon of a thousand, or a hundred thousand, sides or facets, —
and each of these sides or facets may be conceived as repre-
senting one special mode of existence. Now, of these thousand
sides or modes, all may be equally essential, but three or four
only may be turned towards us, or be analogous to our organs,
One side or facet of the universe, as holding a relation to the
organ of sight, is the mode of luminous or visible existence ;
another, as proportional to the organ of hearing, is the mode
of =onorous or audible existence ; and so on. But if every eye
to see, if every ear to hear, were annihilated, the mode of ex-
istence to which these organs now stand in relation, — that
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which could be seen, that which could be heard, would still
remain ; and if the intellizences, reduced to the three senses of
touch, smell, and taste, were then to assert the impossibility of
any modes of being except those to which these three senses
were analogous, the procedure would not be more unwarranted,
than if we now ventured to deny the possible reuality of other
modes of material existence than those to the perception of which
our five senses are accommodated. I will illustrate this by an
hypothetical parallel. Let us suppose a block of marble, on
which there are four different inscriptions,—in Greek, in
Latin, in Persic, and in Hebrew; and that four travellers
approach, each able to read only the inscription in his native
tongue. The Greek is delighted with the information the mar-
ble affords him of the siege of Troy. The Roman finds inter-
esting matter regarding the expulsion of the kings. The Per-
sian deciphers an oracle of Zoroaster. And the Jew is sur-
prised by a commemoration of the Exodus. Here, as each
inseription exists or is significant only to him who possesses the
corresponding language ; so the several modes of existence are
manifested only to those intelligences who possess the corre-
sponding organs. And as each of the four readers would be
rash, if he maintained that the marble could be significant only
as significant to him, so should we be rash, were we to hold
that the universe had no other phases of being than the few
that are turned towards our faculties, and which our five senses
enable us to perceive.

Before leaving this subjeet, it is perhaps proper to observe,
that had we faculties equal in number to all the possible modes
of existence, whether of mind or matter, still would our knowl-
edge of mind or matter be only relative. If material existence
could exhibit ten thousand phznomena, and if we possessed ten
thousand senses to apprehend these ten thousand phaznomena
of material existence, — of existence absolutely and in itself,
we should be then as ignorant as we are at present.

The properties of existence not known in their native purity. —
But the consideration that our actual faculties of knowledge are
probably wholly inadequate in number to the possible modes of
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being, is of comparatively less importance than the other con-
sideration to which we now proceed, —that whatever we know
is not known as 1t s, but only as it seems to us to be ; for it is
of less importance that our knowledge should be limited, than
that our knowledge should be pure. It is, therefore, of the high-
est moment that we should be aware, that what we know is not
a simple relation apprehended between the object known and the
subject knowing, — but that every knowledge is a sum made up
of several elements, and that the great business of philosophy is to
analyze and discriminate these elements, and to determine from
whence these contributions have been derived. I shall explain
what I mean by an example. In the perception of an external
object, the mind does not know it in immediate relation to itself,
but mediately, in relation to the material organs of sense. If,
therefore, we were to throw these organs out of consideration, and
did not take into account what they contribute to, and how they
modify our knowledge of that object, it is evident that our con-
clusion in regard to the nature of external perception would be
erroneous. Again, an object of perception may not even stand
in immediate relation to the organ of sense, but may make its
impression on that organ through an intervening medium.
Now, if this medium be thrown out of account, and if it be not
considered that the real external object is the sum of all that
externally contributes to affect the sense, we shall, in like man-
ner, run into error. For example, I see a book, —1I see that
book through an external medium (what that medium is, we do
not now inquire), — and I see it through my organ of sight, the
eye. Now, as the full object presented to the mind (observe
that I say the mind), in perception, is an object compounded of
(1.) the external object emitting or reflecting light, 7. e. modify-
ing the external medium, of (2.) this external medium, and of
(3.) the living organ of sense, in their mutual relation, — let us
suppose, in the example I have taken, that the full or ade-
quate object perceived iz equal to twelve, and that this amount
is made up of three several parts, — of four contributed by the
book, — of four contributed by all that intervenes between the
book and the organ. and of four contributed by the living
organ itself.
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I use this illustration to show, that the pha@nomenon of the
external object is not presented immediately to the mind, but is
known by it only as modified through certain intermediate
agencies ; and to show that sense itself may be a source of
error, if we do not analyze and distinguish what elements, in
an act of perception, belong to the outward reality, what to the
outward medium, and what to the action of sense itself. But
this source of error iz not limited to our perceptions; and we
are liable to be deceived, not merely by not distinguishing in an
act of knowledge what is contributed by sense, but by not dis-
tinguishing what is contributed by the mind itself. This is the
most difficult and important function of philosophy ; and the
greater number of its higher problems arize in the attempt to
determine the shares to which the knowing subject, and the
object known, may pretend in the total act of cognition. For
according as we attribute a larger or a smaller proportion to
each, we either run into the extremes of Idealism and Materi-
alism, or maintain an equilibrium between the two.

In what sense human knowledge 1s relative.— From what has
been said, you will be able, I hope, to understand what is meant
by the proposition, that all our knowledge is only relative. It
is relative, 1°, Because existence is not cognizable, absolutely
and in itself, but only in special modes; 2°, Because these
modes can be known only if they stand in a certain relation to
our faculties ; and 3°, Because the modes thus relative to our
faculties are presented to, and known by, the mind only under
modifications determined by these faculties themselves.

T'wo series of expressions applied to human knowledge. — This
general doctrine being premized, it will be proper now to take
some special notice of the several terms significant of the
relative nature of our knowledge. And here there are two
opposite series of expressions,—1°, Those which denote the
relative and the known; 2°, Those which denote the absolute
and the unknown. Of the former class, are the words phenom-
enon, mode, modification, state,— words which are employed in
the definition of Psychology ; and to these may be added the
analogous terms, — quality, property, attribute, aceident. Of
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the latter class, —that is, the absolute and the unknown, —is
the word subjeet, which we have to explain as an element of
the definition, and its analogous expressions, substance and sub-
stratum. These opposite classes cannot be explained apart;
for, as each is correlative of the other, each can be compre-
hended only in and through its correlative.

The term subject (subjectum, vmocragis, vmozeiueyor) is used
to denote the unknown basis which lies under the various phee-
nomena or properties of which we become aware, whether in
our internal or external experience. In the more recent phi-
losophy, especially in that of Germany, it has, however, been
principally employed to denote the basis of the various mental
ph@nomena ; but of this special signification we are hereafter
more particularly to speak.

The word substance (substantia) may be employed in two,
but two kindred, meanings. It may be used either to denote
that which exists absolutely and of itself; in this sense, it
may be viewed as derived from subsistendo, and as meaning
ens per se subsistens ; or it may be viewed as the basis of attri-
butes, in which sense it may be regarded as derived from sub-
stando, and as meaning 1d quod substat accidentibus, like the
Greek vmooraars, vmozeiueror. In either case, it will, however,
signify the same thing viewed in a different aspect. In the
former meaning, it is considered in contrast to, and independent
of, its attributes ; in the latter, as conjoined with these, and as
affording them the condition of existence. In different rela-
tions, a thing may be at once considered as a substance, and as
an aftribute, quality, ov mode. This paper is a substance, in
relation to the attribute of white ; but it is itself a mode in
relation to the substance, matter. Substance is thus a term for
the substratum we are obliged to think to all that we variously
lenominate a mode, a state, a quality, an attribute, a property, an
teeident, a phenomenon, an appearance, ete. These, though
expressions generically the same, are, however, used with spe-
cific distinetions. The terms mode, state, quality, atiribute,
property, aceident, are employed in reference to a substance, as
existing ; the terms phenomenon, appearance, ete. in reference
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to it, as known. But each of these expressions has also its pe-
culiar signification. A mode is the manner of the existence of
a thing. Take, for example, a piece of wax. The wax may
be round, or square, or of any other definite figure ; it may also
be solid or fluid. TIts existence in any of these modes is not
essential ; it may change from one to the other without any
substantial alteration. As the mode cannot exist without a
substance, we can afford to it only a secondary or precarious
existence in relation to the substance, to which we accord the
privilege of existing by itself, per se existere; but thcugh the
substance be not astricted to any particular mode of existence,
we must not suppose that it can exist, or, at least, be conceived
by us to exist, in none. All modes are, therefore, variable
states ; and though some mode is necessary for the existence of
a thing, any individual mode is accidental. The word modifica-
tion is properly the bringing a thing info a certain mode of
existence, but it is very commonly employed for the mode of
existence itself. State is a term nearly synonymous with mode,
but of a meaning more extensive, as not exclusively limited to
the mutable and contingent.

Quality is, likewise, a word of a wider signification, for there
are essential and accidental qualities.®* The essential qualities
of a thing are those aptitudes, those manners of existence and
action, which it cannot lose without ceasing to be. For exam-
ple, in man, the faculties of sense and intelligence ; in body, the
dimensions of length, breadth, and thickness; in God, the attri-
butes of eternity, omniscience, omnipotence, etc. By accidental
gualites, are meant those aptitudes and manners of existence
and action, which substances have at one time and not at
another ; or which they have always, but may lose without
ceasing to be. For example, of the transitory class are the
whiteness of a wall, the health which we enjoy, the fineness of
the weather, etc. Of the permanent class are the gravity of
bodies, the periodical movement of the planets, ete.

* The term quality should, in strictness, be confined to accidental attri-
butes.
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The term attribute is a word properly convertible with gual-
tty, for every quality is an attribute, and every attribute is a
quality ; but, in our language, custom has introduced a certain
distinction in their application. -Attribute is considered as a
word of loftier significance, and is, therefore, conveniently
limited to qualities of a higher application. Thus, for exam-
ple, it would be felt as indecorous to speak of the qualities of
God, and as ridiculous to talk of the attributes of matter.

Property is correctly a synonym for peculiar quality ;* but
it is frequently used as coextensive with quality in general.
Accident, on the contrary, is an abbreviated expression for acci-
dental or contingent quality.

Phenomenon is the Greek word for that which appears, and
may, therefore, be translated by appearance. There is, how-
ever, a distinction to be noticed. In the first place, the employ-
ment of the Greek term shows that it is used in a strict and
philosophical application. In the second place, the English
name is associated with a certain secondary or implied mean-
ing, which, in some degree, renders it inappropriate as a pre-
cise and definite expression. For the term appearance is used
to denote not only that which reveals itself to our observation,
as existent, but also to signify that which only seems to be, in
contrast to that which truly is. There is thus not merely a
certain vagueness in the word, but it even involves a kind of
contradiction to the sense in which it is used when employed
for phenomenon. In consequence of this, the term phe@nonie-
nonr has been naturalized in our language, as a philosophical
substitute for the term appearance.

* In the older and Aristotelian sense of the term. By the later Logicians,
the term property was less correctly used to denote a necessary quality,
whether pecaliar or not. — ExcrLisa Ep.



CHAPTER VII.

EXPLICATION OF TERMS CONTINUED.

Recapitulation. — In the last chapter, I illustrated the prin-
ciple, that all our knowledge of mind and matter is merely
relative. We know, and can know, nothing absolutely and in
itself' ; all that we know is existence tn certain special forms or
modes, and these, likewise, only in so far as they may be analo-
gous to our faculties. We may suppose existence to have a
thousand modes ; —but these thousand modes are all to us as
zero, unless we possess faculties accommodated to their appre-
hension. But were the number of our faculties coextensive
with the modes of being, — had we, for each of these thousand
modes, a separate organ competent to make it known to us, —
still would our whole knowledge be, as it is at present, only of
the relative. Of existence, absolutely and in itself, we should
then be as ignorant as we are now. We should still apprehend
existence only in certain special modes, — only in certain rela-
tions to our faculties of knowledge.

These relative modes, whether belonging to the world with-
out, or to the world within, are, under different points of view,
and different limitations, known under various names, as quali-
ties, properties, essence, accidents, phenomena, manifestations,
appearances, and so forth ; — whereas the unknown something
of which they are the modes,— the unknown ground, which
affords them support, is usually termed their substance or sub-
Ject. Substance (substantia), I noticed, is considered either in
contrast to its accidents, as res per se subsistens, or in connection
with them, as id quod substat accidentibus. It, therefore, com-
prehends both the Greek terms oveia and vmozeiueyor, — oveoie

being equivalent to substantia in the meaning of ens per se sub-
(99)
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sistens ; — vmozeiucvoy to it, as id quod substat accidentibus.
The term subject is used only for substance in its second mean-
ing, and thus corresponds to vmoxeipevoy ; its literal signification
is, as its etymology expresses, that which lies, or is placed,
under the phenomena.

Three different errors regarding Substance.—T1 at present
avoid entering into the metaphysics of substance and phee-
nomenon. I shall only observe, in general, that philosophers
have frequently fallen into one or other of three different errors.
Some have denied the reality of any unknown ground of the
known phznomena ; and have maintained that mind and matter
have no substantial existence, but are merely the two comple-
ments of two series of associated qualities. This doctrine is,
however, altogether futile. It belies the veracity of our pri-
mary beliefs ; it leaves unsatisfied the strongest necessities of
our intellectual nature; it admits as a fact that the phenomena
are connected, but allows no cause explanatory of the fact of
their connection. Others, again, have fallen into an opposite
error. They have endeavored to speculate concerning the
nature of the unknown grounds of the phanomena of mind and
matter, apart from the phznomena, and have, accordingly,
transcended the legitimate sphere of philosophy. A third party
have taken some one, or more, of the phenomena themselves as
the basis or substratum of the others. Thus Descartes, at least
as understood and followed by Malebranche and others of his
disciples, made thought or consciousness convertible with the
substance of mind ; and Bishops Brown and Law, with Dr.
Watts, constituted solidity and extension into the substance of
body. This theory is, however, liable to all the objections which
may be alleged against the first.

I defined Psychology, the science conversant about the phe-
nomena of the mind, or conseious-subject, or self, or ego. The
former parts of the definition have been explained; the terms
mind, conscious-subject, self, and ego, come now to be considered.
These are all only expressions for the unknown basis of the
mental pheenomena, viewed, however, in different relations.

What we mean by mind.— Of these the word mind 1s the
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first. In regard to the etymology of this term, it is obscure
and doubtful ; perhaps, indeed, none of the attempts to trace it
to its origin are successful. It seems to hold an analogy with
the Latin mens, and both are probably derived from the same
common roof. This root, which is lost in the European lan-
guages of Secytho-Indian origin, is probably preserved in the
Sanscrit mena, to know or understand. The Greek »ovg, intel-
ligence, is, in like manner, derived from a verb of precisely the
same meaning (vofw). The word mind is of more limited sig-
nification than the term soul. In the Greek philosophy, the
term 1uyy, soul, comprehends, besides the sensitive and rational
principle in man, the principle of organic life, both in the ani-
mal and vegetable kingdoms; and, in Christian theology, it is
likewise used, in contrast to mvevue or spirif, in a vaguer and
more extensive signification.

Since Descartes limited Psychology to the domain of con-
sciousness, the term mind has been rigidly employed for the
self-knowing principle alone. Mind, therefore, is to be under-
stood as the subject of the various internal phenomena of which
-we are conscious, or that subject of which consciousness is the
general phaenomenon. Consciousness is, in fact, to the mind
what extension is to matter or body. Though both are phe-
nomena, yet both are essential qualities; for we can neither
conceive mind without consciousness, nor body without exten-
sion. Mind can be defined only @ posteriori, — that is, only
from its manifestations. What it is in itself, that is, apart from
its manifestations,— we, philosophically, know nothing, and,
accordingly, what we mean by mind is simply that which per-
ceives, thinks, feels, wills, desires, etc. DMind, with us, is thus
nearly coextensive with the Rational and Animal souls of Aris-
totle ; for the faculty of voluntary motion, which is a function
of the animal soul in the Peripatetic doctrine, ought not, as is
generally done, to be excluded from the phxnomena of con-
geiousness and mind.

Consciousness and Conscious-sulject. — The next term to be
considered is conseious-subject. And first, what is it to be con-

scious 7 Without anticipating the discussion relative to con-
g€
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sciousness, as the fundamental function of intelligence, I may,
at present, simply indicate to you what an act of consciousness
denotes. This act is of the most elementary character; it is
the condition of all knowledge ; I cannot, therefore, define it to
you; but, as you are all familiar with the thing, it is easy to
enable you to connect the thing with the word. I know,—1I
desire,— I feel. What is it that is common to all these?
Knowing and desiring and feeling are not the same, and may
be distinguished. But they all agree in one fundamental condi-
tion. Can I know, without trowing that I know? Can T
desire, without krowing that I desire? Can I feel, without
knowing that I feel? This is impossible. Now this knowing
that I know or desire or feel,— this common condition of self-
knowledge, is precisely what is denominated Consciousness.

[ Consciousness is a knowledge solely of what is now and here
present to the mind. . . . Again, Consciousness is a knowledge
of all that is now and here present to the mind; every imme-
diate object of cognition is thus an object of consciousness, and
every intuitive cognition itself is simply a special form of con-
sciousness.

Consciousness comprehends every cognitive act; in other
words, whatever we are not conscious of, that we do not know.
. . . The actual modifications — the present acts and affections
of the Ego, are objects of immediate cognition, as themselves
objects of Consciousness.] — Diss. supp. to Reid.

So much at present for the adjective of conscious; now for
the substantive, subject, — conscious-subject. Though conscious-
ness be the condition of all internal phanomena, still it is itself
only a phenomenon ; and, therefore, supposes a subject in which
it inheres ; — that is, supposes something that is conscious, —
gomething that manifests itself as conscious. And, since con-
sciousness comprises within its sphere the whole phanomena of
mind, the expression conscious-subject is a brief, but comprehen-
give, definition of mind itself.

1 have already informed you of the general meaning of the
word subject in its philosophical application, — namely, the
unknown basis of phznomenal or manifested existence. It is
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thus, in its application, common equally to the external and to
the internal worlds. But the philosophers of mind have, in a
manner, usurped and appropriated this expression to themselves.
Accordingly, in their hands, the phrases conscious or thinking
subject, and subject simply, mean precisely the same thing ; and
custom has prevailed so far, that, in psychological discussions,
the subject is a term now currently employed, throughout Eu-
rope, for the mind or thinking principle.

Use of the term Subject vindicated. —The quesfion here
oceurs, what is the reason of this employment? If mind and
subject are only convertible terms, why multiply synonyms ?
Why exchange a precise and proximate expression for a vague
and abstract generality ? The question is pertinent, and merits
a reply ; for unless it can be shown that the word is necessary,
its introduction cannot possibly be vindicated. Now, the utility
of this expression is founded on two circumstances. The first,
that it affords an adjective ; the second, that the terms subject
and suljective have opposing relatives in the terms object and
objective, so that the two pairs of words together enable us to
designate the primary and most important analysis and antithe-
gis of philosophy, in a more precise and emphatic manner than
can be done by any other technical expressions. This will
require some illustration.

Terms Subjective and Objective.— Subject, we have seen, is
a term for that in which the phenomena revealed to our obser-
vation inhere ; — what the schoolmen have designated the
maleria in qua. ILimited to the mental phaenomena, subject,
therefore, denotes the mind itself; and subjective, that which
belongs to, or proceeds from, the thinking subject. Object, on
the other hand, is a term for that about which the knowing sub-
Jeet is conversant, what the schoolmen have styled the materia
ctrcw quam ; while objective means that which belongs to, or
proceeds from, the object known, and not from the subject
knowing ; and thus denotes what is real in opposition to what
is ideal, — what exists in nature, in contrast to what exists
merely in the thought of the individual. All knowledge is a
velation —a relation between that which knows (in scholastie
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language, the subject in which knowledge inheres), and that
which is known (in scholastic language, the olject about which
knowledge is conversant); and the contents of every act of
knowledge are made up of elements, and regulated by laws,
proceeding partly from its object and partly from its subject.
Now philosophy proper is principally and primarily the science
of knowledge ; its first and most important problem being to de-
termine — What can we know? that is, what are the conditions
of our knowing, whether these lie in the nature of the object,
or in the nature of the subject, of knowledge ?

[But Philosophy being the Seience of knowledge ; and the
science of knowledee supposing, in its most fundamental and
thorough-going analysis, the distinction of the subject and object
of knowledge ; it is evident, that, to philosophy, the subject of
knowledge would be, by preéminence, 7%e Subject, and the olject
of knowledge, by preéminence, The Olbject. It was, therefore,
natural that the object and the oljective, the subject and the sub-
jective, should be employed by philosophers as simple terms,
compendiously to denote the grand diserimination about which
philosophy was constantly employed, and which no others could
be found so precisely and promptly to express. In fact, had it
not been for the special meaning given to objective in the
Schools, their employment in this, their natural relation, would
probably have been of a much earlier date ; not, however, that
they are void of ambiguity, and have not been often abusively
employed. This arises from the following ecircumstance:—
The subject of knowledge is, exclusively, the Ego or conscious
mind. Subject and subjective, considered in themselves, are
therefore little liable to equivocation. But, on the other hand,
the object of knowledge is not necessarily a phenomenon of the
Non-ego ; for the phznomena of the Ego itself constitute as
veritable, though not so various and prominent, objects of cog-
nition, as the phanomena of the Non-ego.

Subjective and objective do not, therefore, thoroughly and ade-
quately diseriminate that which belongs to mind, and that which
belongs to matter ; they do not even competently distinguish
what is dependent, from what is independent, on the conditions
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of the mental self. But in these significations they are and must
be frequently employed. Without, therefore, discarding this
nomenclature, which, so far as it goes, expresses, in general, a
distinetion of the highest importance, in the most apposite
terms ; these terms may, by qualification, easily be rendered
adequate to those subordinate discriminations, which it is often
requisite to signalize, but which they cannot simply and of them-
selves denote.

Subject and subjective, without any qualifying attribute, I
would therefore employ, as has hitherto been done, to mark out
what inheres in, pertains to, or depends on, the knowing mind,
whether of man in general, or of this or that individual man in
particular ; and this in contrast to object and objective, as ex-
pressing what does not so inhere, pertain, and depend. Thus,
for example, an art or science is said to be objective, when
considered simply as a system of speculative truths or practical
rules, but without respect of any actual possessor; subjective,
when considered as a habit of knowledge or dexterity, inherent
in the mind, either vaguely of any, or precisely of this or that,
possessor.

But, as has been stated, an object of knowledge may be a
mode of mind, or it may be something different from mind;
and it is frequently of importance to indicate precisely under
which of these classes that object comes. In this case, by an
internal development of the nomenclature itself, we might
employ, on the former alternative, the term subject-object; on
the latter, the term object-object.

But the subject-object may be either a mode of mind, of
which we are conscious as absolute and for itself alone, — as,
for example, a pain or pleasure; or a mode of mind, of which
we are conscious, as relative to, and representative of something
else, — as, for instance, the imagination of something past or
possible. Of these we might distinguish, when necessary, the
one, as the absolute or the real subject-object, the other, as the
-relative, or the ideal, or the representative, subject-object.

Finally, it may be required ta mark whether the object-object
and the subjeci-olject he immediately known as present, or only

L]
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as represented. In this case we must resort, on the former
alternative, to the epithet presentative or intuitive ; on the lat-
ter, to those of represented, mediate, remote, primary, princi-
pal, ete.] — Diss. supp. to Revd.

Now, the great problem of philosophy is, to analyze the con-
tents of our acts of knowledge or cognitions, —to distinguish
what elements are contributed by the knowing subject, what ele-
ments by the objeet known. There must, therefore, be terms
adequate to designate these correlative opposites, and to dis-
criminate the share which each has in the total act of cognition.
But, if we reject the terms subject and subjective, object and
objective, there are no others competent to the purpose.

At this stage of your progress, it is not easy to make you
aware of the paramount necessity of such a distinction, and of
such terms, — or to show you how, from the want of words ex-
pressive of this primary antithesis, the mental philosophy of
[ Great Britain] has been checked in its development, and
involved in the utmost perplexity and misconception. It is suffi-
cient to remark at present, that to this defect in the language of
his psychological analysis, is, in a great measure, to be attributed
the confusion, not to say the errors, of Reid, in the very cardi-
nal point of his philosophy, — a confusion so great that the
whole tendency of his doctrine was misconceived by DBrown,
who, in adopting a modification of the hypothesis of a repre-
sentative perception, seems not even to have suspected, that he,
and Reid, and modern philosophers in general, were not in this
at one. The terms subjective and objective denote the primary
distinetion in consciousness of self and not-self, and this dis-
tinction involves the whole seience of mind; for this science is
nothineg more than a determination of the subjective and objec-
tive, in themselves and in their mutual relations. The distine-
tion is of paramount importance, and of infinite application, not
only in Philosophy proper, but in Grammar, Rhetorie, Criti-
cism, KEthics, Politics, Jurisprudence, Theology. I will give
you an example,— a philological example. Suppose a lexi-
cographer had to distinguish the two meanings of the word cer-
tainty. Certainty expresses either the firm convicfion which
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we have of the truth of a thing ; or the character of the proof
on which its reality rests. The former is the subjective mean-
ing ; the latter the objective. By what other terms can they be
distinguished and described ?

History of the terms Subject and Object. — The distinetion of
subject and object, as marking out the fundamental and most
thorongh-going antithesis in philosophy, we owe, among many
other important benefits, to the schoolmen, and from the school-
men the terms passed, both in their substantive and adjective
forms, into the scientific language of modern philosophers.
Deprived of these terms, the Critical Philosophy, indeed the
whole philosophy of Germany and France, would be a blank.
In [ Great Britain], thongh familiarly employed in scientific lan-
guage, even subsequently to the time of Locke, the adjective
forms seem at length to have dropt out of the English tongue.
That these words waxed obsolete, was, perhaps, caused by the
ambiguity which had gradually crept into the signification of
the substantives. Object, besides its proper signification, came to
be abusively applied to denote motive, end, final cause (a mean-
ing, by the way, not recognized by Johnson). This innovation
was probably borrowed from the French, in whose language the
word had been similarly corrupted, after the commencement of
the last century. Subject in English, as sujet in French, had
not been rightly distinguished from object, taken in its proper
meaning, and had thus returned to the original ambiguity of the
corresponding term (vmozeiuevor) in Greek. It is probable that
the logical application of the word (subject of predication)
facilitated or occasioned this confusion. In using the terms,
therefore, we think that an explanation, but no apology, is re-
quired. The distinetion is expressed by no other terms; and
if these did not already enjoy a prescriptive right as denizens
of the language, it cannot be denied, that, as strictly analogiecal,
they are well entitled to sue out their naturalization. We shall
have frequent occasion to recur to this distinction,— and it is
eminently worthy of your attention.

Self, Ego — illustrated from Plato.— The last parallel ex-
pressions are the terms self and ego. These we shall take
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together, as they are absolutely convertible. As the best prepar-
ative for the proper understanding of these terms, I shall trans-
late to you a passage from the First Aleibiades of Plato. The
interlocutors are Socrates and Alcibiades.

“ Soer. Hold, now, with whom do you at present converse ?
Is it not with me ? — Aletb. Yes.

Socr. And I also with you? — Aleib. Yes.

Soer, It is Socrates then who speaks? — Alerb. Assuredly.

Socr. And Alcibiades who listens 7 — Aleib. Yes.

Soer. Is it not with language that Socrates speaks ? — Aleib.
‘What now ? of course.

Socr. To converse, and to use language, are not these then
the same ? — Aleibh. The very same.

Socr. But he who uses a thing, and the thing used, — are
these not different ? — Aledd. What do you mean ?

Soer. A currier,— does he not use a cutting knife, and
other instruments ? — Aleib. Yes.

Socr. And the man who uses the cutting knife, is he differ-
ent from the instrument he uses ? — Aleed. Most certainly.

Soer. In like manner, the lyrist, is he not different from the
lyre he plays on ? — Aletd. Undoubtedly.

Soer. This, then, was what I asked you just now, — does not
he who uses a thing seem to you always different from the thing
used ! — Aleib. Very different.

Soer. But the currier, does he eut with his instruments alone,
pr also with his hands? — Aleidb. Also with his hands.

Soer. He then uses his hands ? — Aleid. Yes.

Soer. And in his work he uses also his eyes ? — Aleih. Yes.

Socr. We are agreed, then, that he who uses a thing, and
the thing used, are different ? — Aleib. We are.

Soer. The currier and lyrist are, therefore, different from the
hands and eyes, with which they work ? — Aleib. So it seems.

Soer. Now, then, does not a man use his whole body? —
Aleib. Unquestionably.

Soer. But we are agreed that he who uses, and that which
is usec are different ? — Aleib. Yes.

Soer. A man is, therefore, different from his body ? — Aleid.
So T think
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Socr. What then is the man ? — Aleih. I cannot say.

Soer. You can at least say that the man is that which uses
the body ? — Alcib. True

Socr. Now, does any thing use the body but the mind? —
Alerh. Nothing.

Socr. The mind is, therefore, the man? — Aleib. The mind
alone.”

To the same effect, Aristotle asserts that the mind contains
the man, not the man the mind. “ Thou art the soul,” says
Hierocles, “but the body is thine.”

The Self or Ego in relation to bodily organs, and thoughts. —
But let us come to a closer determination of the point ; let us
appeal to our experience. “I turn my attention on my being ”
[says Gatien-Arnoult], “and find that I have organs, and that
I have thoughts. My body is the complement of my organs ;
am I then my body, or any part of my body ? This I cannot
be. The matter of my body, in all its points, is in a perpetual
flux, in a perpetual process of renewal. I,— 7 do not pass
away, I am not renewed. None probably of the molecules
which constituted my organs some years ago, form any part of
the material system which I now call mine. It has been made
up anew ; but I am still what I was of old. These organs may
be mutilated; one, two, or any number of them may be re-
moved ; but not the less do I continue to be what I was, one
and entire. It is even not impossible to conceive me existing,
deprived of every organ; I, therefore, wha have these organs,
or this body, / am neither an organ nor a body.

“ Neither am I identical with my thoughts, for they are man-
ifold and various. I, on the contrary, am one and the same.
Each moment they change and succeed each other ; this change
and succession takes place in me, but I neither change nor sue-
ceed myself in myself. Each moment I am aware or am
conscious of the existence and change of my thoughts: this
change is sometimes determined by me, sometimes by some-
thing different from me; but I always can distinguish myself
from them: I am a permanent being, an enduring subject, of

whose existence these thoughts are only so many modes, ap-
10
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pearances, or pheenomena ; — I who possess organs and thoughts
am, therefore, neither these organs nor these thoughts.

“I can conceive myself to exist apart from every organ.
But if I try to conceive myself existent without a thought, —
without some form of consciousness,—I am unable. This or
that thought may not be perhaps necessary ; but of some thought
it is necessary that I should be conscious, otherwise I can no
longer conceive myself to be. A suspension of thought is thus
a suspension of my intellectual existence; I am, therefore,
essentially a thinking, —a conscious being; and my true
character is that of an intellizence, —an intelligence served
by organs.”

But this thought, this consciousness, is possible only in, and
through, the consciousness of Self. The Self] the I, is recog-
iized in every act of intelligence, as the subjeect to which that
act belongs. It is I that perceive, I that imagine, I that re-
member, I that attend, I that compare, I that feel, I that desire,
I that will, I that am conscious. The I, indeed, is only man-
ifested in one or other of these special modes ; but it is mani-
fested in them all ; they are all only the phenomena of the I,
and, therefore, the science conversant about the phenomena of
the mind is, most simply and unambiguously, said to be conver-
sant about the pheenomena of the 1 or Ego.

This expression, as that which, in many relations, best marks
and diseriminates the conscious mind, has now become familiar
in every country, with the exception of our own. Why it has
not been naturalized with us is not unapparent. The French

ave two words for the Ego or I — Je and MMoi. The former
of these is less appropriate as an abstract term, being in sound
ambiguous ; but le mo¢ admirably expresses what the Germans
denote, but less felicitously, by their Das feh. In English, the
[ could not be tolerated ; because in sound it could not be dis-
tinguished from the word significant of the organ of sight. We
must, therefore, renounce the term, or resort to the Latin Ego ;
and this is perhaps no disadvantage, for, as the word is only
employed in a strictly philosophical relation, it is better that this
ghould be distinctly marked, by its being used in that relation
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alone. The term Self is more allowable ; yet still the expres-
sions Hgo and Non-Ego are felt to be less awkward than those
of Self and Not-Self.

So much in explanation of the terms involved in the defini-
tion which I gave of Psychology. I now proceed, as I pro-
posed, to the consideration of a few other words of frequent
occurrence in philosophy, and which it is expedient to explain
at once, before entering upon discussions in which they will
continually recur. I take them up without order, except in
so far as they may be grouped together by their meaning;
and the first I shall consider, are the terms Aypothesis and
theory.

Hypothesis. — When a ph@nomenon iz presented to us which
can be explained by no cause within the sphere of our experi-
ence, we feel dissatisfied and uneasy. A desire arises to. escape
from this unpleasing state; and the consequence of this desire
is an effort of the mind to recall the outstanding phanomenon
to unity, by assigning it, ad interim, to some cause, or class, to
which we imagine that it may possibly belong, until we shall be
able to refer it, permanently, to that cause, or class, to which
we shall have proved it actually to appertain. The judgment
by which the phenomenon is thus provisorily referred, is called
an hypothesis,— a supposition.

Hypotheses have thus no other end than to satisfy the desire
of the mind to reduce the objects of its knowledge to unity and
gystem ; and they do this in recalling them, ad interim, to some
principle, through which the mind is enabled to comprehend
them. From this view of their nature it is manifest how far
they are permissible, and how far they are even useful and
expedient, — throwing altogether out of account the possibility
that what is at first assumed as hypothetical, may subsequently
be proved true.

Conditions of a legitimate hypothesis. — An hypothesis is
allowable only under certain conditions. Of these the first is,
— that the phanomenon to be explained should be ascertained
actually to exist. It would, for example, be absurd to propose
an hypothesis to account for the possibility of apparitions, until
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it be proved that ghosts do actually appear. This precept, to
establish your fact before you attempt to conjecture its cause,
may, perhaps, seem to you too elementary to be worth the
statement. But a longer experience will convinee you of the
contrary. That the enunciation of the rule is not only not
superfluous, but even highly requisite as an admonition, is
shown by great and numerous examples of its violation in the
history of science; and, as Cullen has truly observed, there are
more false facts current in the world than false hypotheses to
explain them. There is, in truth, nothing which men seem to
admit so lightly as an asserted fact. It would be easy to ad-
duce extensive hypotheses, very generally accredited, even at
the present hour, which are, however, nothing better than
assumptions founded on, or explanatory of, pheenomena which
do not really exist in nature.

The second condition of a permissible hypothesis is, — that
the phznomenon cannot be explained otherwise than by an
hypothesis. It would, for example, have been absurd, even
before the discoveries of Franklin, to account for the phenom-
enon of lightning by the hypothesis of supernatural agency.
These two conditions, of the reality of the phmznomenon, and
the necessity of an hypothezis for its explanation, being fulfilled,
an hypothesis is allowable.

Criteria of the excellence of an hypothesis. — But the neces-
sity of some hypothesis being conceded, how are we to dis-
criminate between a good and a bad,—a probable and an
improbable, hypothesis? The comparative excellence of an
hypothesis requires, in the first place, that it involve nothing
contradictory, either internally or externally, — that is, either
between the parts of which it is composed, or between these
and any established truths. Thus, the Ptolemaic hypothesis
of the heavenly revolutions became worthless, from the moment
that it was contradicted by the ascertained phanomena of the
planets Venus and Mercury. Thus the Wernerian hypothesis
in geology is improbable, inasmuch as it is obliged to maintain
that water was originally able to hold in solution substances
which it is now incapable of dissolving. The Huttonian
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hypothesis, on the contrary, is so far preferable, that it assumes
no effect to have been produced by any agent, which that agent
is not known to be capable of producing. In the second place,
an hypothesis is probable in proportion as the pheenomenon in
question can be by it more completely explained. Thus the
Copernican hypothesis is more probable than the Tychonic and
semi-Tychonie, inasmuch as it enables us to explain a greater
number of phxnomena. In the #hird place, an hypothesis is
probable in proportion as it is independent of all subsidiary
hypotheses. In this respeet, again, the Copernican hypothesis
15 more probable than the Tychonie. For, though both =ave
all the phenomena, the Copernican does this by one principal
assumption ; whereas the Tychonic is obliged to call in the aid
of several subordinate suppositions, to render the principal
assumption available. So much for Aypothesis.

T'heory ; Practice. — I shall be more concise in treating of
the cognate expression, — theory. This word is employed by
English writers in a very loose and improper sense. It is with
them usually convertible with Aypothesis, and hypothesis is
commonly used as another term for conjecture. Dr. Reid,
indeed, expressly does this; he identifies the two words, and
explains them as philosophical conjectures, as you may see in
his First Essay on the Jntellectual Powers. This is, however,
wrong ; wrong, in relation to the original employment of the
terms by the ancient philosophers; and wrong, in relation te
their employment by the philosophers of the modern nations.

The terms theory and theoretical are properly used in opposi-
tion to the terms practice and practical ; in this sense they
were exclusively employed by the ancients; and in this sense
they are almost exclusively employed by the continental philos-
ophers. Practice is the exercise of an art, or the application
of a science, in life, which application is itself an art, for it is
not every one who is able to apply all he knows ; there being re-
quired, over and above knowledge, a certain dexterity and skill
T'lieory, on the contrary, is mere knowledge or science. There
15 a distinetion, but no opposition, between theory and practice ;

each to a certain extent supposes the other. On the one hand,
10 #
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theory is dependent on practice ; practice must have preceded
theory ; for theory being only a generalization of the prineciples
on which practice proceeds, these must originally have been
taken out of, or abstracted from, practice. On the other hand,
this is true only to a certain extent; for there is no practice
without a theory. The man of practice must have always
known something, however little, of what he did, of what he
intended to do, and of the means by which his intention was to
be carried into effect. Ie was, therefore, not wholly ignorant
of the principles of hiz procedure ; he was a limited, he was,
in some degree, an unconscious, theorist. As he proceeded,
however, in his practice, and reflected on his performance, his
theory acquired greater clearness and extension, so that he
became at last distinctly conscious of what he did, and could
give, to himself and others, an account of his procedure.

“ Per varios usus artem experientia fecit,
Exemplo monstrante viam."”

In this view, theory ig, therefore, simply a knowledge of the
principles by which practice accomplishes its end.

The opposition of Theoretical and Practical philosophy is
somewhat different ; for these do not stand simply related to
each other as theory and practice. Praectical philosophy in-
volves likewise a theory, —a theory, however, subordinated to
the practical application of its principles ; while theoretical phi-
losophy has nothing to do with practice, but terminates in mere
speculative or contemplative knowledge.

The next group of associated words to which I would call
your attention is composed of the terms,— power, faculty, ca-
pacity, disposition, habit, acet, operation, energy, function, ete.

Power. Reid's criticism of Locke.— Of these the first is
power, and the explanation of this, in a manner, involves that
of all the others.

I have, in the first place, to correct an error of Dr. Reid, in
relation to this term, in his criticism of Locke’s statement of its
import. — You will observe that I do not, at present, enter on
the question, How do we acquire the notion of power? and T
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defend the following passage of Locke, only in regard to the
meaning and comprehension of the term. “The mind,” says
Locke, “being every day informed, by the senses, of the altera-
tion of those simple ideas it observes in things without, and
taking notice how one comes to an end, and ceases to be, and
another begins to exist which was not before; reflecting, also,
on what passes within itself, and observing a constant change of
its ideas, sometimes by the impression of outward objects on the
senses, and sometimes by the determination of its own choice ;
and concluding from what it has so constantly observed to have
been, that the like changes will, for the future, be made in the
same things, by like agents, and by the like ways; considers, in
one thing, the possibility of having any of its simple ideas
changed, and, in another, the possibility of making that change ;
and so comes by that idea which we call power. Thus we say,
fire has a power to melt gold, —that is, to destroy the consis-
tency of its insensible parts, and, consequently, its hardness,
and make it fluid, and gold has a power to be melted: that the
sun has a power to blanch wax, and wax a power to be
blanched by the sun, whereby the yellowness is destroyed, and
whiteness made to exist in its room. In which, and the like
cases, the power, we consider, is in reference to the change of
perceivable ideas; for we cannot observe any alteration to be
made in, or operation upon, any thing, but by the observable
change of its sensible ideas; nor conceive any alteration to be
made, but by conceiving a change of some of its ideas. Power,
thus considered, is twofold — namely, as able to make, or able
to receive, any change: the one may be called active, and the
other passive power.”

Active and Passive Power.— 1 have here only to call your
attention to the distinetion of power into two kinds, active and
passive — the former meaning, id quod potest facere, that
which can effect or can do, — the latter, id quod potest fieri, that
which ean be effected or can be done. In both cases, the general
notion of power is expressed by the verb potest or can. Now,
on thiz, Dr. Reid makes the following strictures: “ Whereas
Locke distinguishes power into active and passive, I conceive
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passive power is no power at all. He means by it, the possi-
bility of being changed. To call this, power, seems to be a
misapplication of the word. I do not remember to have met
with the phrase passive power in any other good author. Mr.
Locke seems to have been unlucky in inventing it; and it de-
serves not to be retained in our language. Perhaps he was
unwarily led into it, as an opposite to active power. But I con-
ceive we call certain powers active, to distinguish them from
other powers that are called speculative. As all mankind dis-
tinguish action from speculation, it is very proper to distinguish
the powers by which those different operations are performed
into active and speculative. DMr. Locke, indeed, acknowledges
that active power is more properly called power: but I see no
propriety at all in passive power; it is a powerless power, and
a contradiction in terms.”

These observations of Dr. Reid are, I am sorry to say, erro-
neous from first to last. The latter part, in which he attempts
to find a reason for Locke being unwarily betrayed into making
this distinetion, is, supposing the distinction untenable, and
Locke its author, wholly inadequate to account for his hallu-
cination : for, surely, the powers by which we speculate are, in
their operations, not more passive than those that have some-
times been styled aeftve, but which are properly denominated
practical. But in the censure itself on Locke, Reid is allo.
gether mistaken. In the first place, so far was Locke from
being unlucky in inventing the distinction, it was invented
some two thousand years before. In the second place, to call
the possibility of being changed a power, is no misapplication of
the word. In the ¢hird place, so far is the phrase passive powes
from not being employed by any good author, — there is hardly
a metaphysician, previous to Locke, by whom it was not famil-
jarly used. In fact, this was one of the most celebrated dis-
tinctions in philosophy. It was first formally enounced by
Aristotle, and from him was universally adopted. Aective and
passive power are in Greek styled dvrveuis mouzizg, and Svreus
nadyrizy; in Latin, potentia activa, and potentia passiva.

Power, therefore, is a word which we may use both in ap
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active, and in a passive, signification; and in psychology, we
may apply it both to the active faculties, and to the passive
capacities, of mind.

Faculty. — This leads to the meaning of the terms faculties
and capacities. Faculty (facultas) is derived from the obsolete
Latin facul, the more ancient form of facilis, from which again
facilitas is formed. It is properly limited to active power, and,
therefore, is abusively applied to the mere passive affections of
mind.

Capacity (capacitas), on the other hand, is more properly
limited to these. Its primary signification, which is literally
room for, as well as its employment, favors this; although it
cannot be denied, that there are examples of its usage in an
active sense. Leibnitz, as far as I know, was the first who
limited its psychological application to the passivities of mind.
In his famous Nouveaux Essais sur [ Entendement Humain, a
work written in refutation of Locke’s Kssay on the same sub-
ject, he observes: “ We may say that power, in general, is the
possibility of change. Now the change, or the act of this possi-
bility, being action in one subject and passion in another, there
will be two powers, the one passive, the other active. The
active may be called faculty, and perhaps the passive might be
called eapacily, or receptivity. It is true that the active power
is sometimes taken in a higher sense, when, over and above the
simple faculty, there is also a tendency, a nisus,; and it is thus
that I have used it in my dynamical considerations. We might
give it in this meaning the special name of force.” I may
notice that Reid seems to have attributed no other meaning to
the term power than that of force.

Power, then, is active and passive ; faculty is active power,
— capaeity is passive power.

Disposition, Habit. — The two terms next in order, are dis-
position, in Greek, Sicdecig; and habit, in Greek é5ig. I take
these together, as they are similar, yet not the same. Both are
tendencies to action; but they differ in this, that disposition
properly denotes a natural tendency, habit an acquired ten-
dency. Aristotle distinguishes them by another difference.
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“Habit (¢&g) is diseriminated from disposition (Siedzcig) in
this, that the latter is easily movable, the former of longer
duration, and more difficult to be moved.” I may notice that
habit is formed by the frequent repetition of the same action or
passion, and that this repetition is called consuefude, or custom.
The latter terms, which properly signify the cause, are not un-
frequently abusively employed for habit, their effect.

I may likewise observe that the terms power, faculty, capac-
tty, are more appropriately applied to natural, than to acquired,
capabilities, and are thus inapplicable to mere habits. I say
mere habits, for where habit is superinduced upon a natural
capability, both terms may be used. Thus we can say both the
faculty of abstraction, and the habit of abstraction, — the ca-
pacity of suffering, and the habit of suffering; but still the
meanings are not identical.

The last series of cognate terms are act, operation, energy.
They are all mutually convertible, as all denoting the present
exertion or exercise of a power, a faculty, or a habit. I must
here explain to you the famous distinction of actual and poten-
tial existence ; for, by this distinction, act, operation, energy, are
contra-discriminated from power, faculty, capacity, disposition,
and habit. This distinetion, when divested of certain subordi-
nate subtleties of no great consequence, is manifest and simple.
Potential existence means merely that the thing may be at some
time ; actual existence, that it now #s. Thus, the mathema-
tician, when asleep or playing at cards, does not exercise his
skill ; his geometrical knowledge is all latent, but he is still a
mathematician — potentially.

Hermogenes, says Horace, was a singer, even when silent ;
how ?— a singer, not i¢n actu, but in posse. So Alfenus was a
cobbler, even when not at work; that is, he was a cobbler
potential ; whereas, when busy in his booth, he was a cobbler
aclual.

In like manner, my sense of sight potentially exists, though
my eyelids are closed ; but when I open them, it exists actually.
Now, power, faculty, capacity, disposition, habit, are all differ-
ent expressions for potential or possible existence; act, opera-
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tion, energy, for actual or present existence. Thus the power
of imagination expresses the unexerted capability of imagining ;
the act of imagination denotes that power elicited into imme-
diate — into present existence. The different synonyms for
potential existence, are existence &v dvvauet, in polentia, tn posse,
in power ; for actual existence, existence év évepyein, or év évre-
legete, 1n actu, in esse, in act, in operation, in energy. The
term energy is precisely the Greek term for act of operation ;
but it has vulgarly obtained the meaning of forcible activity.
The word functio, in Latin, simply expresses performance or
operation ; functio muneris is the exertion of an energy of
some determinate kind. DBut with us, the word jfunction has
come to be employed in the sense of munus alone, and means
not the exercise, but the specific character, of a power. Thus
the function of a eclergyman does not mean with us the per-
formance of his duties, but the peculiarity of those duties
themselves. The function of nutrition does not mean the
operation of that animal power, but its discriminate character.
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CHAPTER VIII.

DISTRIBUTION OF MENTAL PHAENOMENA: — SPECIAL CONDI-
TIONS OF CONSCIOUSNESS.

Consciousness comprehends all the mental phenomena. — In
taking a comprehensive survey of the mental phenomena, these
are all seen to comprise one essential element, or to be possible
only under one necessary condition. This element or condition
is Consciousness, or the knowledge that I, — that the Ego
exists, in some determinate state. In this knowledge they
appear, or are realized as ph@nomena, and with this knowledge
they likewise disappear, or have no longer a phenomenal exist-
ence ; so that consciousness may be compared to an internal
licht, by means of which, and which alone, what passes in the
mind is rendered visible. Consciousness is simple, — is not
composed of parts, either similar or dissimilar. It always
resembles itself, differing only in the degrees of its intensity ;
thus, there are not various kinds of consciousness, although
there are various kinds of mental modes, or states, of which we
are conscious. Whatever division, therefore, of the mental
ph@nomena may be adopted, all its members must be within
consciousness itself, which must be viewed as comprehensive of
the whole phenomena to be divided ; far less should we reduce
it, as a special ph@®nomenon, to a particular class. Let con-
gciousness, therefore, remain one and indivisible, comprehend-
ing all the modifications, — all the pheenomena, of the thinking
subject.

Three classes of mental phenomena. — But taking, again, a
survey of the mental modifications, or ph@nomena, of which
we are conscious, — these are seen to divide themselves into
THREE great classes. In the first place, there are the phw-

(120)
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nomena of Knowledge ; in the second place, there are the phz-
nomena of Feeling, or the phenomena of Pleasure and Pain ;
and, in the third place, there are the phenomena of Will and
Desire.

Let me illustrate this by an example. I see a picture.
Now, first of all,—1I am conscious of perceiving a certain
complement of colors and figures, — I recognize what the
object is. This is the phznomenon of Cognition or Knowl-
edge. But this is not the only phanomenon of which I may
be here conscious. I may experience certain affections in the
contemplation of this object. If the picture be a masterpiece,
the gratification will be unalloyed ; but if' it be an unequal pro-
duction, I shall be conscious, perhaps, of enjoyment, but of
enjoyment alloyed with dissatisfaction. This is the phenome-
non of Feeling, — or of Pleasure and Pain. DBut these two
ph@enomena do not yet exhaust all of which I may be conscious
on the occasion. I may desire to see the picture long, — to see
it often, — to make it my own, and, perhaps, I may will, resolve,
or determine so to do. This is the complex phznomenon of
Will and Desire. 120 5. .:-“m‘;' 9,

Their nomenclature.— The English language, unfortunately,
does not afford us terms competent to express and discriminate,
with even tolerable clearness and precision, these classes of
phe&nomena. In regard to the first, indeed, we have com-
paratively little reason to complain; the synonymous terms,
knowledge and cognition, suffice to distinguish the phznomena
of this class from those of the other two. In the second class.
the defect of the language becomes more apparent. The word
Jeeling is the only term under which we can possibly collect
the phznomena of pleasure and pain, and yet this word is
ambiguous. For it+is not only employed to denote what we
are conscious of as agreeable or disagreeable in our mental
states, but it is likewise used as a synonym for the sense of
touch. It is, however, principally in relation to the third class
that the deficiency is manifested. In English, unfortunately,
we have no term capable of adequately expressing what is

common both to will and desire ; that is, the ntsus or conatus, —
11
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the tendency towards the realization of their end. By will is
meant a free and deliberate, by desire a blind and fatal, ten-
dency to act. Now, to express, I say, the tendency to overt
action,— the quality in which desire and will are equally con-
tained, — we possess no English term to which an exception of
more or less cogency may not be taken. Were we to say the
phznomena of fendency, the phrase would be vague; and the
same is true of the phenomena of doing. Again, the term
pheenomena of appetency is objectionable, because (to say noth-
ing of the unfamiliarity of the expression) appefency, though
perhaps etymologically unexceptionable, has, both in Latin and
English, a meaning almost synonymous with desire. Like the
Latin appetentia, the Greek ogeie is equally ill-balanced ; for,
though used by philosophers to comprehend both will and
desire, it more familiarly suggests the latter, and we need not,
therefore, be solicitous, with Mr. Harris and Lord Monboddo,
to naturalize in English the term orectie. Again, the phrase
ph@nomena of activity would be even worse; every possible
objection can be made to the term active powers, by which the
philosophers of this country have designated the orectic facul-
tres of the Aristotelians. For you will observe, that all facul-
tiez are equally active ; and it is not the overt performance, but
the tendency towards it, for which we are in quest of an
expression. The German is the only language 1 am acquainted
with which is able to supply the term of which philosophy iz in
want. The expression Bestrebungs Vermigen, which is most
nearly, though awkwardly and inadequately, translated by striv-
ing faculties, — faculties of effort or endeavor,—is now gen-
erally employed, in the philosophy of Germany, as the genus
comprehending desire and will.  Perhaps the phrase, phenom-
ena of exertion, is, upon the whole, the best expression to denote
the manifestations, and exertive faculties, the best expression to
denote the faculties, of will and desivre. FEwere, in Latin,
means litevally o put forth ;— and, with us, exertion and ex-
ertive are the only endurable words that I can find which
approximate, though distantly, to the strength and precision of
the German expression. I shall, however, occasionally employ
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likewise the term appetency, in the rigorous signification I have
mentioned, — as a genus eumprehendjng under it both desires
and volitiong.* /), Treoq /129

This division of mind into the three great classLs nf/ the Cog-
nitive faculties, — the Feelings, or capacities of Pleasure and
Pain, — and the Exertive or Conative Powers,— I do not pro-
pose as original. It was first promulgated by Kant; and the
felicity of the distribution was so apparent, that it has now
been long all but universally adopted in Germany by the phi-
losophers of every school. To English psychologists it is
apparently wholly unknown. They still adhere to the old
scholastic division into powers of the Understanding and pow-
ers of the Will; or, as it is otherwise expressed, into Intel-
lectual and Active powers.

Objection to the classification obviated. — An objection to the
arrangement may, perhaps, be taken on the ground that the
three classes are not coordinate. It is evident that every men-
tal phenomenon is either an act of knowledge, or only possible
throngh an aet of knowledge, for consciousness is a knowl-
edge,— a ph@nomenon of cognition; and, on this principle,
many philosophers have been led to regard the knowing, or
representative faculty, as they called it,— the faculty of cogni-
tion, as the fundamental power of mind, from which all others
are derivative. To this the answer is easy. These philoso-
phers did not observe that, although pleasure and pain, —
although desire and volition, are only as they are known to be
yet, in these modifications, a quality, a ph®nomenon of mind
absolutely new, has been superadded, which was never involved
in, and could, therefore, never have been evolved out of, the
mere faculty of knowledge. The faculty of knowledge is cer-
tainly the first in order, inasmuch as it is the conditio sine qua
non of the others; and we are able to conceive a being pos-
sessed of the power of recognizing existence, and yet wholly

% The term Conative (from Conari) is employed by Cudworth in his
Treatise on Free Will. The terms Conation and Conative are those finally
adopted by the Author, as the most appropriate B‘-;plessmm for the class of
phienomena in question. — Excrise Ep.
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void of all feeling of pain and pleasure, and of all powers of
desire and volition. On the other hand, we are wholly unable
to conceive a being possessed of feeling and desire, and, at the
same time, without a knowledge of any object upon which his
affections may be employed, and without a consciousness of
these affections themselves.

We can further conceive a being possessed of knowledge and
feeling alone — a being endowed with a power of recognizing
objects, of enjoying the exercise, and of grieving at the
restraint, of his activity,—and yet devoid of that faculty of
voluntary agency — of that conation, which is possessed by
man. To such a being would belong feelings of pain and
pleasure, but neither desire nor will properly so called. On
the other hand, however, we cannot possibly conceive the exist-
ence of a voluntary activity independently of all feeling; for
voluntary conation is a faculty which can only be determined
to energy through a pain or pleasure, — through an estimate of
the relative worth of objects.

In distinguishing the cognitions, feelings, and conations, it i3
not, therefore, to be supposed that these phanomena are possi-
ble independently of each other. In our philosophical sys-
tems, they may stand separated from each other in books and
chapters ; — in nature, they are ever interwoven. In every,
the simplest, modification of mind, knowledge, feeling, and
desire or will go to constitute the mental state; and it is only
by a scientific abstraction that we are able to analyze the state
into elements, which are never really existent but in mutual
combination. These elements are found, indeed, in very vari-
ous proportions in different states,— sometimes one prepon-
derates, sometimes another; but there is no state in which they
are not all coexistent.

Let the mental phenomena, therefore, be distributed under
the three heads of ph@nomena of Cognition, or the faculties of
Knowledge ; phenomena of Feeling, or the capacities of Pleas-
ure and Pain; and phenomena of Desiring or Willing, or the
powers of Conation. The order of these is determined by their
relative consecution. Fecling and appetency suppose knowl-
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edge. The cognitive faculties, therefore, stand first. But as
will, and desire, and aversion suppose a knowledge of the
pleasurable and painful, the feelings will stand second as inter-
mediate between the other two.

Consciousness cannot be defined. — Such is the highest or
most general classification of the mental pheenomena, or of the
ph@nomena of which we are conscious. But as these primary
classes are, as we have shown, all included under one universal
phenomenon, — the phenomenon of Consciousness, — it follows
that Consciousness must form the first object of our considera-
tion.

Nothing has contributed more to spread obscurity over a very
transparent matter, than the attempts of philosophers to define
consciousness. Consciousness cannot be defined; we may be
ourselves fully aware what consciousness is, but we cannot,
without confusion, convey to others a definition of what we
ourselves clearly apprehend. The reason is plain. Conscious-
ness lies at the root of all knowledge. Consciousness is itself
the one highest zource of all comprehensibility and illustration ;
— how, then, can we find aught else by which consciousness
may be illustrated or comprehended? To accomplish this, it
would be necessary to have a second consciousness, through
which we might be conscious of the mode in which the first
consciousness was possible. Many philosophers, — and among
others Dr. Brown, — have defined consciousness a feeling.
But how do they define a feeling? They define, and must
define it, as something of which we are conscious ; for a feeling
of which we are not conscious, is no feeling at all. Here,
therefore, they are guilty of a logical see-saw or circle. They
define consciousness by feeling, and feeling by consciousness, —
that is, they explain the same by the same, and thus leave us
in the end no wiser than we were in the beginning. Other
philosophers say that consciousness is a tnowledge, — and others
again, that it is a belief or conviction of a knowledge. Here,
again, we have the same violation of logieal law. Is there any
knowledge of which we are not conscious? Is there any belief

of which we are not conscious? There is not,— there cannot
1%
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be; therefore, consciousness is not contained under either
knowledge or belief, but on the contrary, knowledge and be-
lief are both contained under consciousness. In short, the
notion of consciousness is so elementary, that it cannot possibly
be resolved into others more simple. It cannot, therefore, be
brought under any genus,— any more general conception;
and, consequently, it cannot be defined.

But though consciousness cannot be logically defined, it may,
however, be philosophically analyzed. This analysis is effected
by observing and holding fast the phanomena or facts of con-
sciousness, comparing these, and, from this comparison, evolving
the universal conditions under which alone an act of conscious-
ness is possible.

What the word consciousness denotes, and what it involves, —
But before proceeding to show in detail what the act of con-
gciousness comprises, it may be proper, in the first place, to
recall in general what kind of act the word is employed to
denote. I know, I feel, I desire, etc. "What is it that is neces-
garily involved in all these? It requires only to be stated to be
admitted, that when I know, I must know that I know, — when
I feel, I must krow that I feel,— when I desire, I must know
that I desire. The knowledge, the feeling, the desire, are pos-
sible only under the condition of being known, and being known
by me. Forif I did not know that I knew, I would not know,
—if I did not know that I felt, I would not feel, —if I did
not know that I desired, I would not desire. Now, this knowl-
edge, which I, the subject, have of these modifications of my
being, and through which knowledge alone these modifications
are possible, is what we ecall consciousness. The expressions,
1 Enow that 1 know, — I Inow that I feel,— I know that I de-
sire, — are thus translated by, Z am conscious that I know, — 1
am conscious that I feel, — I am conscious that I desire. Con-
gciousness is thus, on the one hand, the recognition by the mind
or ezo of its acts and affections; —in other words, the self-
affirmation, that certain modifications are known by me, and
that these modifications are mine. DBut on the other hand,
consciousness is not to be viewed as any thing different from
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these modifications themselves, but is, in faet, the general con-
dition of their existence, or of their existence within the sphere
of intelligence. Though the simplest act of mind, conscious-
ness thus expresses a relation subsisting between two terms.
These terms are, on the one hand, an I or Self, as the subject
of a certain modification, — and, on the other, some modifica-
tion, state, quality, affection, or operation belonging to the sub-
ject. Consciousness, thus, in its simplicity, necessarily involves
three tlhings, — 1°, A recognizing or knowing subject; 2°, A
recognized or known modification; and, 3°, A recognition or
knowledge by the subject of the modification.

Consciousness and knowledge involve each other. — From this
it is apparent, that consciousness and knowledge each involve
the other. An act of knowledge may be expressed by the
formula, / brnow ; an act of consciousness by the formula, 7 know
that I Inow : but as it is impossible for us to know without at
the same time knowing that we know, so it is impossible to know
that we know without our actually knowing. The one merely
explicitly expresses what the other implicitly contains. Con-
sciousness and knowledge are thus not opposed as really differ-
ent. Why, then, it may be asked, employ two terms to express
notions, which, as they severally infer each other, are really
identical 7 To this the answer is easy. Realities may be in
themselves inseparable, while, as objects of our knowledge, it
may be necessary to consider them apart. Notions, likewise,
nay severally imply each other, and be inseparable, even in
hought; yet, for the purposes of science, it may be requisite to
ustinguish them by different terms, and to consider them in
aieir relations or correlations to each other. Take a geometri-
¢al example, — a triangle. This is a whole composed of cer-
tain parts. Here the whole cannot be conceived as separate
from its parts, and the parts cannot be conceived as separate
from their whole. Yet it is scientifically necessary to have
different names for each, and it is necessary now to consider
the whole in relation to the parts, and now the parts in correla-
tior to the whole. Again, the constituent parts of a triangle
are sides and angles. Here the sides suppose the angles,—
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the angles suppose the sides ;— and, in fact, the sides and angles
are, in themselves, in reality, one and indivisible. But they
are not the same to us, — to our knowledge. For though we
cannot abstract in thought the sides from the angle, the angle
from the sides, we may make one or other the principal object
of attention. We may either consider the angles in relation to
each other, and to the sides; or the sides in relation to each
other, and to the angles. And to express all this, it is neces
sary to distinguish, in thought and expression, what, in nature,
is one and indivisible.

As it is in geometry, so it is in the philosophy of mind. Wo
require different words, not only to express objects and relations
different in themselves, but to express the sam= objects and re-
lations under the different points of view in which they are
placed by the mind, when scientifically considering them. Thus,
in the present instance, consciousness and knewiedge are not
distinguished by different words as different thincs, but only as
the same thing considered in different aspects. The verbal dis-
tinetion is taken for the sake of brevity and precision, and its
convenience warrants its establishment. HKnowledge is a rela-
tion, and every relation supposes two terms. Thus. in the rela-
tion in question, there is, on the one hand, a subject of knowl-
edge, — that is, the knowing mind, — and on the other, there is
an object of knowledge,— that is, the thing known; and the
knowledge itself is the relation between these two terms. Now.
though each term of a relation necessarily supposes the other
nevertheless one of these terms may be to us the more inter-
esting, and we may consider that term as the principal, and view
the other only as subordinate and correlative. Now, this is the
case in the present instance. In an act of knowledge, my atten-
tion may be prineipally attracted either to the object known,
or to myself as the subject knowing; and, in the latter case,
although no new element be added to the act, the condition
involved in it,— [ know that I know,— becomes the primary
and prominent matter of consideration. And when, as in
the philosophy of mind, the act of knowledge comes to be
gpecially considered in relation to the knowing subject, it
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is at last, in the progress of the science, found convenient, if not
absolutely necessary, to possess a scientific word in which
this point of view should be permanently and distinctively em-
bodied. /3 tandh [ 3

History of the term consciousness.— But, as the want of a
technical and appropriate expression could be experienced only
after psychological abstraction had acquired a certain stability
and importance, it is evident that the appropriation of such an
expression could not, in any language, be of very early date.
And this is shown by the history of the synonymous terms for
consciousness in the different languages,—a history which,
though curious, you will find noticed in no publication what-
ever. The employment of the word conscientia, of which our
term consciousness is a translation, is, in its psychological signi-
fication, not older than the philosophy of Descartes. Pre-
viously to him, this word was used almost exclusively in the
ethical sense, expressed by our term conscience; and in the
striking and apparently appropriate dictum of St. Augustin, —
“ gertissima scientia et clamante conscientia,” — which you
may find so frequently paraded by the Continental philosophers,
when illustrating the certainty of consciousness, in that quo-
tation, the term is, by its author, applied only in its moral
or religious signification. Besides the moral application, the
words conseire and conscientia were frequently employed to
denote participation in a common knowledge. Thus the mem-
bers of a conspiracy were said consecire; and conscius is even
used for conspirator; and, metaphorically, this community of
knowledge is attributed to inanimate objects,— as wailing to
the rocks, a lover says of himself, —

“ Et conscia saxa fatigo.”

I would not, however, be supposed to deny that these words
were sometimes used, in ancient Latinity, in the modern sense
of consciousness, or being conscious.

Until Descartes, therefore, the Latin terms conseire and con-
setentia were very rarely usurped in their present psychological
meaning, — a meaning which, it is needless to add, was not

2
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expressed by any term in the vulgar languages; for, besides
Tertullian, I am aware of only one or two obscure instances in
which, as translations of the Greek terms cvrausddvopet and
cvraicdiotg, of which we are about to speak, the terms conseio
and conscientia were, as the nearest equivalents, contorted
from their established signification to the sense in which they
were afterwards employed by Descartes. Thus, in the phi-
lozophy of the West, we may safely affirm that, prior to Des-
cartes, there was no psychological term in recognized use for
what, since his time, is expressed in philosophical Latinity by
conscientia, in French by eonscience, in English by conseious-
ness, in Italian by eonscienza, and in German by Bewusstseyn.
It will be observed that in Latin, French, and Italian (and I
might add the Spanish and other Romanie languages), the
terms are analogous, the moral and psychological meaning
being denoted by the same word.

No term for consciousness in Greel until the decline of phi-
losophy. — In Greek, there was no term for consciousness until
the decline of philosophy, and in the later ages of the lan-
guage. Plato and Aristotle, to say nothing of other philoso-
phers, had no special term to express the knowledge which the
mind affords of the operations of its faculties, though this, of
course, was necessarily a frequent matter of their considera-
tion. Intellect was supposed by them to be cognizant of its
own operations; it was only doubted whether by a direct or by
a reflex act. In regard to sense, the matter was more per-
plexed ; and, on this point, both philosophers seem to vacillate
in their opinions. In his Z%eetetus, Plato accords to sense the
power of perceiving that it perceives; whereas, in his Char-
mides, this power he denies to sense, and attributes to intelli-
zence (vovg). In like manner, an apparently different doctrine
may be found in different works of Aristotle. But what con-
cerns us at present, in all these diseussions by the two philoso-
phers, there is no single term employed to denote that special
aspect of the phaenomenon of knowledge, which is thus by
them made a matter of consideration. It is only under the
later Platonists and Aristotelians, that peculiar terms, tanta-
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mount to our consciousness, were adopted igtﬂ the language of
philosophy. /g g [gY

The special conditions of consciousness. — But to return from
our historical digression. We may lay it down as the most
general characteristic of consciousness, that it is the recognition by
the thinking subject of ils own acts or affections. So far there
is no difference and no dispute. In this all philosophers are
agreed. The more arduous task remains of determining the
special conditions of consciousness. Of these, likewise, some
are almost too palpable to admit of controversy. Before pro-
ceeding to those in regard to which there is any doubt or diffi-
culty, it will be proper, in the first place, to state and dispose
of such determinations as are too palpable to be called in ques-
tion. Of these admitted limitations, the first is, that conseious-
ness is an actual, and not a potential, knowledge. Thus, a man
is said to know, — 1. e. is able to know, that 7 -} 9 are =16,
though that equation be not, at the moment, the object of his
thought ; but we cannot say that he is conscious of this truth
onless while actually present to his mind.

The second limitation is, that consciousness s an tmmediate,
not @ mediate, knowledge. We are said, for example, to know a
past occurrence when we represent it to the mind in an act of
memory. We know the mental representation, and this we do
immediately and in itself, and are also said to know the past
occurrence, as mediately knowing it through the mental modifi-
cation which represents it. Now, we are conscious of the
representation as immediately known, but we cannot be said to
be conscious of the thing represented, which, if known, is only
known through its representation. If, therefore, mediate knowl-
edge be in propriety a knowledge, consciousness is not coexten-
sive with knowledge. This is, however, a problem we are
hereafter specially to consider. I may here also observe,
that, while all philosophers agree in making consciousness
an immediate knowledge, some, as Reid and Stewart, do not
admit that all immediate knowledge is consciousness. They
hold that we have an immediate knowledge of external ob-
jects, but they hold that these objects are beyond the sphere
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of consciousness. This is an opinion we are, likewise, soon to
canvass.

The third condition of consciousness, which may be held as
universally admitted, is, that it supposes a contrast, — a diserim-
ination ; for we can be conscious only inasmuch as we are
conscious of something; and we are conscious of something
only inasmuch as we are conscious of what that something is, —
that is, distinguish it from what it is not. This discrimination
is of different kinds and degrees.

This discrimination of various kinds and degrees. — In the
first place, there is the contrast between the two grand opposites,
self and not-self, — ego and non-eqgo,— mind and matter (the
contrast of subject and object is more general). We are con-
scious of self only in and by its contradistinction from not-self ;
and are conscious of not-self only in and by its contradistine-
tion from self. In the second place, there is the diserimination
of the states or modifications of the internal subject or self from
each other. We are conscious of one mental state only as we
contradistinguish it from another; where two, three, or more
such states are confounded, we are conscious of them as one;
and were we to note no difference in our mental modifications,
we might be said to be absolutely unconscious. Hobbes has
truly said, “ Idem semper sentire, et non sentire, ad idem reci-
dunt;” [To have always the same sensation, and not to have
any sensation at all, amount to the same thing.] In the third
place, there is the distinction between the parts and qualities of
the outer world. We are conscious of an external object only
as we are conseious of it as distinet from others ; — where sev-
eral distinguishable objects are confounded, we are conscious of
them as one; where no object is diseriminated, we are not con-
gcious of any. Before leaving this eondition, I may parenthet-
ically state, that, while all philosophers admit that consciousness
involves a discrimination, many do not allow it any cognizance
of aught beyond the sphere of self. The great majority of
philosophers do this because they absolutely deny the possibility
of an immediate knowledge of external things, and, conse-
quently, hold that consciousness in distinguishing the non-ege
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from the ego, only distinguishes self from self ; for they main-
tain, that what we are conscious of as something different from
the perceiving mind is only, in reality, a modification of that
mind, which we are condemned to mistake for the material
reality. Some philosophers, however, (as Reid and Stewart,)
who hold, with mankind at large, that we do possess an imme-
diate knowledge of something different from the knowing self,
still limit consciousness to a cognizance of self; and, conse-
quently, not only deprive it of the power of distinguishing
external objects from each other, but even of the power of
discriminating the ego and non-ego. These opinions we are
afterwards to consider. With this qualification, all philosophers
may be viewed as admitting that discrimination is an essential
condition of consciousness.

The fourth condition of consciousness, which may be assumed
as very generally acknowledged, is, that ¢t tnvelves judgment.
A judgment is the mental act by which one thing is affirmed or
denied of another. This fourth condition is, in truth, only a
necessary consequence of the third ; — for it is impossible to
diseriminate without judging, — discrimination, or contradistine-
tion, being in fact only the denying one thing of another. It
may to some seem strange that consciousness, the simple and
primary act of intelligence, should be a judgment, — which
philosophers, in general, have viewed as a compound and deriv-
ative operation. This is, however, altogether a mistake. A
judgment is, as I shall hereafter show you, a simple act of
mind, for every act of mind implies a judgment. Do we per-
ceive or imagine, without affirming, in the act, the external or
internal existence of the object? Now these fundamental
affirmations are the affirmations, —in other words, the judg-
ments, of consciousness.

The fifth undeniable condition of consciousness is memory.
This condition, also, is a corollary of the third. For without
memory, our mental states could not be held fast, compared,
distinguished from each other, and referred to self. Without
memory, each indivisible, each infinitesimal, moment in the

mental succession would stand isolated from every other, —
12
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would constitute, in fact, a separate existence. The notion of
the ego or self arises from the recognized permanence and
identity of the thinking subject, in contrast to the recognized
succession and variety of its modifications. But this recogni-
tion is possible only through memory. The notion of self is,
therefore, the result of memory. But the notion of self is in-
volved in consciousness; so, consequently, is memory.
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CHAPTER IX.

CONSCIOUSNESS NOT A SPECIAL FACULTY.

So far as we have proceeded, our determination of the con-
tents of consciousness may be viewed as that universally
admitted. Let us, therefore, sum up the points we have estab-
[ished. We have shown, in general, that consciousness is the
self-recognition that we know, or feel, or desire, etc. We have
shown, in particular, 1°, That consciousness is an actual or
living, and not a potential or dormant, knowledge ; — 2°, That
it is an immediate, and not a mediate, knowledge ; — 3°, That it
supposes a discrimination ; — 4°, That it involves a judgment ; —
and, 5°, That it is possible only through memory.

We are now about to enter on a more disputed territory ;
and the first thesis I shall attempt to establish, involves several
subordinate questions.

Our consciousness coextensive with our knowledge. — 1 state,
then, as the first contested position which I am to maintain,
that our consciousness is coextensive with our knowledge. But
this assertion, that we have no knowledge of which we are not
conscious, is tantamount to the other, that consciousness is coex-
tensive with our cognitive faculties,— and this, again, is con-
vertible with the assertion, that consciousness is not a special
Jaculty, but that our special faculties of knowledge are only
modifications of consciousness. The question, therefore, may
be thus stated,— Is consciousness the genus under which our
several faculties of knowledge are contained as species,— or, is
consciousness itself a special faculty codrdinate with, and not
comprehending, these ?

By Hutcheson, Reid, and Stewart, — to say nothing of infe-

rior names, — consciousness has been considered as nothing
(135)



136 CONSCIOUSNESS NOT A SPECIAL FACULTY.

higher than a special faculty. As I regard this opinion to be
erroneous, and as the error is one affecting the very cardinal
point of philosophy, —as it stands opposed to the peculiar and
most important principles of the philosophy of Reid and Stew-
art themselves, and has even contributed to throw around their
doctrine of perception an obscurity that has caused Dr. Brown
absolutely to mistake it for its converse, and as 1 have never
met with any competent refutation of the grounds on which it
rests,— I shall endeavor to show you that, notwithstanding the
high authority of its supporters, this opinion is altogether un-
tenable.

Reid and Stewart on consciousness.— As I previously stated,
neither Dr. Reid nor Mr. Stewart has given us any regular
account of consciousness ; their doctrine on this subject is to be
found scattered in differents parts of their works. The two fol-
lowing brief passages of Reid contain the principal positions of
that doctrine. The first is: “ Consciousness is a word used
by philosophers to signify that immediate knowledge which we
have of our present thoughts and purposes, and, in general, of
all the present operations of our minds. Whence we may ob-
serve, that consciousness is only of things present. To apply
consciousness to things past, which sometimes is done in popu-
lar discourse, is to confound consciousness with memory ; and
all such confusion of words ought to be avoided in philosophical
discourse. It is likewise to be observed, that consciousness is
only of things in the mind, and not of external things. It is
improper to say, I am conscious of the table which is before
me. I perceive it, I see it; but do not say I am conscious of
it. As that consciousness, by which we have a knowledge of
the operations of our own minds, is a different power from that
by which we perceive external objects, and as these different
powers have different names in our language, and, I believe, in
all languages, a philosopher ought carefully to preserve this
distinetion, and never to confound things so different in their
nature.” The second is: “ Consciousness is an operation of the
understanding of its own kind, and cannot be logically defined.
The objects of it are our present pains, our pleasures, our
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hopes, our fears, our desires, our doubts, our thoughts of every
kind ; in a word, all the passions and all the actions and opera-
tions of our own minds, while they are present. We may
remember them when they are past; but we are conscious of
them only while they are present.” Besides what is thus said
in general of consciousness, in his treatment of the different
special faculties, Reid contrasts consciousness with each. Thus,
in his essays on Perception, on Conception or Imagination, and
on Memory, he specially contradistinguishes consciousness from
each of these operations; and it is also incidentally by Reid,
but more articulately by Stewart, diseriminated from Attention
and Reflection.

According to the doctrine of these philosophers, conscious-
ness is thus a special faculty, cotrdinate with the other intel-
lectual powers, having like them a particular operation and a
peculiar object. And what is the peculiar object which is pro-
posed to consciousness? The peculiar objects of consciousness,
says Dr. Reid, are all the present passions and operations of our
minds. Consciousness thus has for its objects, among the other
modifications” of the mind, the acts of our cognitive faculties.
Now here a doubt arises. If consciousness has for its object
the cognitive operations, it must know these operations, and, as
it knows these operations, it must know their objects: conse-
quently, consciousness is either not a special faculty, but a fac-
ulty comprehending every cognitive act; * or it must be held

¥ [We know ; and Wa know that we know : — these propositions, logically
distinet, are really identical; each implies the other. The attempt to
analyze the cognition [ kaow, and the cognition I know that I know, into the
separate energies of distinet faculties, is therefore vain. DBut this is the
analysis of Reid. Consciousness, which the formula [ know that I know
adequately expresses, he views as a power specifically distinet from the
various cogmitive faculties comprehended under the formula I Enow, pre-
cisely as these facultics are severally contradistingnished from each other.
But here the parallel does not hold. I can feel without perceiving, I ean
perceive without imagining, I can imagine withont remembering, I ean
remember without judging (in the emphatic signification), I ean judge with-
out willing, One of these acts does not immediately suppose the other
Though modes merely of the same indivisible subject, they are modes in

12 #
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that there vs a double knowledge of every olject,— first, the
knowledge of that object by its particular fuculty, and second, a
knowledge of it by consciousness, as taking cognizance of every
mental operation. But the former of these alternatives is a
surrender of consciousness as a codrdinate and special faculty,
and the latter is a supposition not only unphilosophical but
absurd. Now, you will attend to the mode in which Reid
escapes, or endeavors to escape, from this dilemma. This he
does by assigning to consciousness, as its object, the various
intellectual operations to the exclusion of their several objects.
“I am conscious,” he says, “of perception, but not of the
object I perceive; I am conscious of memory, but not of the
object I remember.” By this limitation, if tenable, he cer-
tainly escapes the dilemma, for he would thus disprove the
truth of the principle on which it proceeds — namely, that to be
conscious of the operation of a faculty is, in faet, to be con-
scious of the object of that operation. The whole question,
therefore, turns upon the proof or disproof of this principle ; —
for if it can be shown that the knowledge of an operation neces-
sarily tnvolves the knowledge of its object, it follows that it is
impossible to make consciousness conversant about the intel-
lectual operations to the exclusion of their objects. And that
this principle must be admitted, is what, I hope, it will require
but little argument to demonstrate.

relation to each other, really distinct, and admit, therefore, of psychological
discrimination. But can I feel without being conscious that I feel ?— can
I remember, without being conscious that I remember? or, can I be con-
scious, without being conscious that I perceive, or imagine, or reason, —
that I energize, in short, in some determinate mode, which Reid would view
as the act of a faculty specifically different from conscionsness ? That this
is impossible, Reid himself admits. But if, on the one hand, consciousness
be only realized under gpecific modes, and cannot therefore exist apart from
the several faculties in ecumulo ; and if, on the other, these faculties can all
and each only be exerted under the condition of consciousness; conscious-
ness, consequently, i not one of the special modes into which our mental
activity may be resolved, but the fundamental form, — the generie condi-
tion of them all. Every intelligent act is thus a modified consciousness ;
and conscionsness a comprehensive term for the complement of our cogni-
tive energies.] — Liscussions.
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No consciousness of a cognitive act without a consciousness
of its object. — Some things can be conceived by the mind each
geparate and alone; others, only in connection with something
else. The former are said to be things absolute ; the latter, to
be things relative. Socrates and Xanthippe may be given as
examples of the former; husband and wife, of the latter.
Socrates and Xanthippe can each be represented to the mind
without the other; and, if they are associated in thought, it is
only by an accidental connection. Husbhand and wife, on the
contrary, cannot be conceived apart. As relative and correla-
tive, the conception of husband involves the conception of wife,
and the conception of wife involves the conception of husband.
Each is thought only in and through the other, and it is impos-
sible to think of Socrates as the husband of Xanthippe, without
thinking of Xanthippe as the wife of Socrates. We cannot,
therefore, know what a husband is without also knowing what
is a wife, as, on the other hand, we cannot know what a wife is
without also knowing what is a husband. You will, therefore,
understand from this example, the meaning of the logical
axiom, that the Lnowledge of wrelatives is one,— or that the
knowledge of relatives is the same.

This being premised, it is evident that, if our intellectual
operations exist only in relation, it must be impossible that con-
sciousness can take cognizance of one term of this relation, with-
out also taking cognizance of the other. Knowledge, in general,
15 a relation between a subject knowing and an object known, and
each operation of our cognitive faculties only exists by rela-
tion to a particular object,— this object at once calling it into
existence, and specifying the quality of its existence. It is,
therefore, palpably impossible that we can be conscious of an
act withour being conscious of the object to which that act is
relative.®* This, however, is what Dr. Reid and Mr. Stewart

* [The assertion, that we can be conscious of an act of knowledge, with-
out being conscious of its object, is virtually suicidal. A mental operation
is what it is, only by relation to its object; the object at once determining
its existence, and specifying the character of its existence. But if a relation
cannot he comprehended in one of its terms, so we cannot be conscious of
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maintain. They maintain that I can know that I know, with-
out knowing what I know,— or that I can know the knowledge
without knowing what the knowledge is about; for example,
that I am conscious of perceiving a book without being con-
scious of the book perceived,— that I am conscious of remem-
bering itz contents, without being conscious of these contents
remembered, — and so forth. The unsoundness of this opinion
must, however, be articulately shown by taking the different
faculties in detail, which they have contradistinguished from
consciousness, and by showing, in regard to each, that it is alto-
gether impossible to propose the operation of that faculty to the
consideration of consciousness, and to withhold from conscious-
ness its object.

Imagination. — I shall commence with the faculty of Imagi-
nation, to which Dr. Reid and Mr. Stewart have chosen, under
various limitations, to give [erroneously] the name of Concep-
tion. This faculty is peculiarly suited to evince the error of
holding that consciousness is cognizant of acts, but not of the
objects of these acts.

“ Conceiving, Imagining, and Apprehending,” says Dr. Reid,
“are commonly used as synonymous in our language, and sig-
nify the same thing which the logicians call Simple Apprehen-

an operation, without being conscious of the object to which it exists only as
correlative. For example, — We are conscious of a perception, says Reid,
but are not conscious of its object. Yet how can we be conscious of a per-
ception, that is, how can we know that a perception exists, — that it is a per-
ception, and not another mental state, — and that it is the perception of a
rose, and of nothing but a rose ; unless this consciousness involve a knowl-
edge (or consciousness) of the object, which at once determines the exist-
ence of the act, — specifies its kind, — and distinguishes its individuality ?
Anmnihilate the object, you annihilate the operation; annihilate the con-
sciousness of the object, you annihilate the consciousness of the operation,
In the greater number indeed of our cognitive energies, the two terms of
the relation of knowledge exist only as identieal ; the object admitting only
of a logical discrimination from the subject. I imagine a Hippogryph.
The Hippogryph is at once the object of the act and the act itself. Ab-
stract the one, the other has no existence : deny me the consciousness of the
Hippogryrh vou deny me the consciousness of the imagination; I am
conscious of zero; I am not conscious at all.] — Discussions.
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sion. This is an operation of the mind different from all those
we have mentioned [ Perception, Memory, ete.]. Whatever we
perceive, whatever we remember, whatever we are conscious
of, we have a full persuasion or conviction of its existence.
What never had an existence cannot be remembered; what
has no existence at present cannot be the object of perception
or of consciousness; but what never had, nor has any exist-
ence, may be conceived. Every man knows that it is as easy
to conceive a winged horse or a centaur, as it is to conceive a
horse or a man. Let it be observed, therefore, that to con-
ceive, to imagine, to apprehend, when taken in the proper sense,
signify an act of the mind which implies no belief or judgment
at all. Itis an act of the mind by which nothing is affirmed or
denied, and which, therefore, can neither be true nor false.”
And again: ¢ Consciousness is employed solely about objects
that do exist, or have existed. But conception is often em-
ployed about objects that neither do, nor did, nor will, exist.
This is the very nature of this faculty, that its object, though
distinetly conceived, may have no existence. Such an object
we call a creature of imagination, but this creature never was
created.

“That we may not impose upon ourselves in this matter, we
must distinguish between that act or operation of the mind,
which we call conceiving an object, and the object which we
conceive. When we conceive any thing, there is a real act or
operation of the mind; of this we are conscious, and can have
no doubt of its existence. But every such act must have an
object; for he that conceives must conceive something. Sup-
pose he conceives a centaur, he may have a distinet conception
of this object, though no centaur ever existed.” And again:
“T conceive a centaur. This conception is an operation of the
mind of which I am conscious, and to which I can attend. The
sole object of it is a centaur, an animal which, I believe, never
existed.”

Now, here it is admitted by Reid, that imagination has an
object, and, in the example adduced, that this object has no
existence out of the mind. The object of imagination is, there
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fore, in the mind, — is a modification of the mind. Now, can
it be maintained that there can be a modification of mind,—a
modification of which we are aware, but of which we are not
conscious? But let us regard the matter in another aspeet.
We are conscious, says Dr. Reid, of the imagination of a cen-
taur, but not of the centaur tmagined. Now, nothing can be
more evident than that the object and the act of imagination
are tdentical. Thus, in the example alleged, the centaur
imagined, and the act of imagining it, are one and indivisible.
What is the act of imagining a centaur but the centaur imaged,
or the image of the centaur; what is the image of the centaur
but the act of imagining it? The centaur is both the object
and the act of imagination: it is the same thing viewed in
different relations. It is called the object of imagination, when
considered as representing a possible existence; — for every
thing that can be construed to the mind, every thing that does
not violate the laws of thought, in other words, every thing
that does not involve a contradiction, may be conceived by
the mind as possible* T say, therefore, that the centaur is

# [Reid says, “ The sole object of conception (imagination) is an animal
which I believe never existed.” It *never existed;’ that is, never really,
never in nature, never externally, existed. But it is ‘ an object of imagina-
tion.” It is not, therefore, a mere non-existence ; for if it had no kind of
existence, it could not possibly be the positive object of any kind of
thought. For were it an absolute nothing, it could have no qualities (non-
entis nulla sunt attributa) ; but the object we are conscious of, as a Centaur,
has qualities, — qualities which constitute it a determinate something, and
distinguish it from every other entity whatsoever. We must, therefore, per
force, allow it some sort of imaginary, ideal, representative, or (in the older
meaning of the term) objective, existence in the mind. Now this exist-
ence can only be one or other of two sorts; for such object in the mind
either is, or is not, @ mode of mind. Of these alternatives the latter cannot
be supposed ; for this would be an affirmation of the crudest kind of non-
eroistical representation — the wery hypothesis against which Reid so
strenuously contends. The former alternative remains — that it is a mode
of the imagining mind, — that it is, in fact, the plastic act of imagination,
considered as representing to itself a certain possible form — a Centaur.
But then Reid’s assertion — that there is always an object distinct from the
operation of the mind conversant about it, the act being one thing, the
object of the act another —must bs surrendered. For the object and the
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called the object of imagination, when considered as repre-
senting a possible existence; whereas the centaur is called
the act of imagination, when considered as the creation, work,
or operation, of the mind itself. The centaur imagined and
the imagination of the centaur are thus as much the same indi-
visible modification of mind, as a square is the same figure,
whether we consider it as composed of four sides, or as composed
of four angles,— or*as paternity is the same relation whether
we look from the son to the father, or from the father to the
son. We cannot, therefore, be conscious of imagining an
object, without being conscious of the object imagined ; and as
regards imagination, Reid’s limitation of consciousness is, there-
fore, futile.

Memory.— I proceed next to Memory : — “ It is by Memory,”
says Dr. Reid, “that we have an immediate knowledge of
things past. The senses give us information of things only as
they exist in the present moment; and this information, if it
were not preserved by memory, would vanish instantly, and
leave us as ignorant as if it had never been. Memory must
have an ohject. Iivery man who remembers must remember
something, and that which he remembers is called the object of
his remembrance. In this, memory agrees with perception, but
differs from sensation, which has no object but the feeling itself.
Every man can distinguish the thing remembered from the
remembrance of it. We may remember any thing which we
have seen, or heard, or known, or done, or suffered; but the
remembrance of it is a particular act of the mind which now
exists, and of which we are conscious. To confound these two
is an absurdity which a thinking man could not be led into, but
by some false hypothesis which hinders him from reflecting
upon the thing which he would explain by it.” ¢ The object
of memory, or thing remembered, must be something that is
past; as the object of perception and of consciousness must be

act are here only one and the same thing in two several relations. Reid’s
error consists in mistaking a logical for a metaphysical difference —a dis-
tinction of relation for a distinction of entity. Or is the error only from
the vagueness and ambiguity of expression ?] — Diss. supp. to Reid.
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something which is present. What now is, cannot be an object
of memory ; neither can that which is past and gone be an
object of perception, or of consciousness.” * Sometimes, in
popular discourse, a man says he is conscious that he did such
a thing, meaning that he distinetly remembers that he did it.
It is unnecessary, in common discourse, to fix accurately the
limits between consciousness and memory. This was formerly
shown to be the case with regard to sense and memory. And,
therefore, distinet remembrance is sometimes called sense,
sometimes consciousness, without any inconvenience. But this
ought to be avoided in philosophy, otherwise we confound the
different powers of the mind, and ascribe to one what really
belongs to another. If a man be conscious of what he did
twenty years or twenty minutes ago, there is no use for mem-
ory, nor ought we to allow that there is any such faculty. The
faculties of consciousness and memory are chiefly distinguished
by this, that the first is an immediate knowledge of the preseni,
the second an immediate knowledge of the past.”

From these quotations it appears, that Reid distinguishes
memory from consciousness in this, — that memory is an im-
mediate knowledge of the past, consciousness an immediate
knowledge of the present. We may, therefore, be conscious
of the act of memory as present, but of the object of memory
as past, consciousness is impossible. Now if memory and con-
sciousness be, as Reid asserts, the one an immediate knowledge
of the past, the other an immediate knowledge of the present,
it is evident that memory is a faculty whose object lies beyond
the sphere of consciousness; and, consequently, that conscious-
ness cannot be regarded as the general condition of every intel-
lectual act. We have only, therefore, to examine whether this
attribution of repugnant qualities to consciousness and memory
be correct,— whether there be not assigned to one or other a
function which does not really belong to it.

Now, in regard to what Dr. Reid says of consciousness, I
admit that no exception can be taken. Consciousness is an
immediate knowledge of the present. We have, indeed, already
chown that consciousness is an immediate knowledge, and, there-
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fore, only of the actual or now-existent. This being admitted,
and professing, as we do, to prove that consciousness is the one
generic faculty of knowledge, we consequently must maintain
that all knowledge is immediate, and only of the actual or
present, — in other words, that what is called mediate knowl-
edge, knowledge of the past, knowledge of the absent, knowl-
edge of the non-actual or possible, is either no knowledge at
all, or only a knowledge contained in, and evolved out of, an
immediate knowledge of what is now existent and actually
present to the mind. This, at first sight, may appear like para-
dox; I trust you will soon admit that the counter doctrine is
gelf-repugnant.

Conditions of immediate knowledge. — Let us first determine
what immediate knowledge is, and then see whether the knowl-
edge we have of the past, through memory, can come under the
conditions of immediate knowledge. Now nothing can be more
evident than the following positions: 1°, An object to be known
immediately must be known in itself, — that ig, in those modifi-
cations, qualities, or phenomena, through which it manifests its
existence, and not in those of something different from itself;
for, if we suppose it known not in itself, but in some other
thing, then this other thing is what is immediately known,
and the object known through it is only an object mediately
known.

But 2°, If a thing can be immediately known only if known
in itself, it is manifest that it can only be known in itself, if it
be itself actually in existence, and actually in 1n:1med1ate rela-
tion to our faculties of knowledge.

Memory not an immediate knowledge of the past. — Such are
the necessary conditions of immediate knowledge; and they
disprove at once Dr. Reid’s assertion, that memory is an imme=
diate knowledge of the past. An immediate knowledge is only
c¢onceivable of the now existent, as the now existent alone can
be known in itself. But the past is only past, inasmuch as it is
not now existent; and as it is not now existent, it cannot be
known in itself. The immediate knowledge of the past is,
therefore, impossible.

13



146 CONSCIOUSNESS NOT A SPECIAL FACULTY.

We have, hitherto, been considering l e conditions of imme-
diate knowledge 7n relation to the object; let us now consider
them in relation to the cognitive act. Every act, and conse-
quently, every act of knowledge, exists only as it now exists;
and as it exists only in the mow, it can be cognizant only of a
now-existent object. Memory is an act,— an act of knowledge ;
it can, therefore, be cognizant only of a now-existent object.
But the object known in memory is, ex kypothesi, past ; conse-
quently, we are reduced to the dilemma, either of refusing a
past object to be known in memory at all, or of admitting it to
be only mediately known, in and through a present object.
That the latter alternative is the true, it will require a very
few explanatory words to convince you. What are the con-
tents of an act of memory? An act of memory is merely a
present state of mind, which we are conscious of, not as abso-
lute, but as relative to, and representing, another state of mind,
and accompanied with the belief that the state of mind, as now
represented, has actually been. I remember an event T saw, —
the landing of George IV. at Leith. This remembrance is
only a consciousness of certain imaginations, involving the
conviction that these imaginations now represent ideally what I
formerly really experienced. All that is immediately known
in the act of memory, is the present mental modification ; that
is, the representation and concomitant belief. DBeyond this
mental modification, we know nothing ; and this mental modifi-
cation is not only known to consciousness, but only exists in and
by consciousness. Of any past object, real or ideal, the mind
knows and can know nothing, for ex Aypothest, no such object
now exists; or if it be said to know such an object, it can only
be said to know it mediately, as represented in the present
mental modification.

Properly speaking, however, we know only the actual and
present, and all real Enowledge is an immediate knowledge.
What is said to be mediately known, is, in truth, not known to
be, but only believed to be; for its existence is only an inference
resting on the belief, that the mental modification truly repre-
sents what is in itself beyond the sphere of knowledge. What
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is immediately known must be; for what is immediately known
is supposed to be known as existing. The denial of the exist-
ence, and of the existence within the sphere of consziousness,
involves, therefore, a denial of the immediate knowledge of wn
object. We may, accordingly, doubt the reality of any object
of mediate knowledge, without denying the reality of the im-
mediate knowledge on which the mediate knowledge rests. In
memory, for instance, we cannot deny the existence of the
present representation and belief, for their existence is the con-
sciousness of their existence itself. To doubt their existence,
therefore, is for us to doubt the existence of our conscious-
ness. But as this doubt itself exists only through consciousness,
it would, econsequently, annihilate itself. But, though in mem-
ory we must admit the reality of the representation and belief,
as facts of consciousness, we may doubt, we may deny, that the
representation and belief are true. We may assert that they
represent what never was, and that all beyond their present
mental existence is a delusion. This, however, could not be
the case if our knowledge of the past were immediate. So
far, therefore, is memory from being an immediate knowledge
of the past, that it is at best only a mediate knowledge of the
past; while, in philosophical propriety, it is not a knowledge of
the past at all, but a knowledge of the present and a belief of
the past. But in whatever terms we may choose to designate
the contents of memory, it is manifest that these contents are
all within the spheré of consciousness.®

# [This criticism on Reid’s doctrine of memory is hardly fair, for it seems
to be founded on a misapprehension of his use of language. The word
“immediate "’ has two meanings : — first, as present, instant, or now existing.
In this sense, we say, “There is a call for immediate action,” meaning
thereby instant action. Secondly, it may mean direct, proximate, or without
the intervention of any other thing; thus, ©“ The immediate agency of God,”
signifies his direct action, without the intervention of any second cause. In
treating of memory, Reid uses the word “immediate ™ in the former accep-
tation, Hamilton in the latter. Hence there is no contradiction between
them. Either might have accepted the other’s doctrine as supplementary
to his own,— certainly as not contradicting it.] — Am. Ed.



CHAPTER X.

CONSCIOUSNESS NOT A SPECIAL FACULTY CONTINUED ; ITS
RELATION TO PERCEPTION, ATTENTION, AND REFLEC-
TION.

Reid contradistinguishes consciousness from perception. —
We now proceed to consider the third faculty which Dr. Reid
specially contradistinguishes from Consciousness, — I mean
Perception, or that faculty through which we obtain a knowl-
edge of the external world. Now, you will observe that Reid
maintains, against the immense majority of all, and the entire
multitude of modern, philosophers, that we have a direct and
smmediate knowledge of the external world. He thus vindicates
to mind not only an immediate knowledge of its own modifica-
tions, but also an immediate knowledge of what is essentially
different from mind or self, — the modifications of matter. He
did not, however, allow that these were known by any common
faculty, but held that the qualities of mind were exclusively
made known to us by Consciousness, the qualities of matter
exclusively made known to us by Perception. Consciousness
was, thus, the faculty of immediate knowledge purely subjective ;
pereeption, the faculty of immediate knowledge purely objective.
The Ego was known by one faculty, the Non-Ego by another.
“ Consciousness,” says Dr. Reid, “is only of things in the mind,
and not of external things. It is improper to say, I am con-
scious of the table which is before me. I perceive it, I see it,
but do not say I am conseious of it. As that consciousness by
which we have a knowledge of the operations of our own
minds, is a different power from that by which we perceive
external objects, and as these different powers have different
names in our language, and, I believe, in all languages, a philos-

(148)
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opher ought carefully to preserve this distinction, and never to
confound things so different in their nature.” And in another
place he observes:— ¥ Consciousness always goes along with
perception ; but they are different operations of the mind, and
they have their different objects. Consciousness is not percep-
tion, nor is the object of consciousness the object of perception.”

Dr. Reid has many merits as a speculator, but the only merit
which he arrogates to himself, — the principal merit accorded
to him by others,—is, that he was the first philosopher, in
more recent times, who dared, in his doctrine of immediate
perception, to vindicate, against the unanimous authority of
philosophers, the universal conviction of mankind. But this
doctrine he has at best imperfectly developed, and, at the same
time, has unfortunately obscured it by errors of so singular
a character, that some acute philosophers have never even
suspected what his doectrine of perception actually is. One of
these errors is the contradistinction of perception from econ-
seiousness. :

Doctrine of representative perception in two forms.— I may
here notice, by anticipation, that philosophers, at least modern
philosophers, before Reid, allowed to the mind no immediate
knowledge of the external reality. They conceded to it only a
representative or mediate knowledge of external things. Of
these some, however, held that the representative object — the
object immediately known — was different from the mind know-
ing, as it was also different from the reality it represented ;
while offers, on a simpler hypothesis, maintained that there was
no vmmediate entity, no tertium quid, between the reality and the
mind, but that the immediate or representative object was tiself
@ mental modification. The latter thus granting to mind no
immediate knowledge of aught beyond its own modification,
could, consequently, only recognize a consciousness of self.
The former, on the contrary, could, as they actually did, accord
to consciousness a cognizance of not-self. Now Reid, after
asserting against the philosophers the immediacy of our knowl-
edge of external things, would almost appear to have been

startled by his own boldness. and, instead of carrying bis prin.
13 %
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ciple fairly to its issue, by according to consciousness on his
doctrine that knowledge of the external world as existing,
which, in the doctrine of the philosophers, it obtained of the
external world as represented, he inconsistently stopped short,
split immediate knowledge into two parts, and bestowed the
knowledge of material qualities on perception alone, allowing
that of mental modifications to remain exclusively with con-
. sciousness. Be this, however, as it may, the exemption of
the objects of perception from the sphere of consciousness
can be easily shown to be self-contradictory.

Reid maintains that we are not conscious of matter.— What!
say the partisans of Dr. Reid, are we not to distinguish, as the
produet of different faculties, the knowledge we obtain of objects
in themselves the most opposite? Mind and matter are mutu-
ally separated by the whole diameter of being. Mind and
matter are, in fact, nothing but words to express two series of
ph@nomena known less in themselves than in contradistinetion
from each other. The difference of the phmenomena to be
known, surely legitimates a difference of faculty to know them.
In answer to this, we admit at once, that — were the question
merely whether we should not distinguish, under consciousness,
two special faculties, — whether we should not study apart, and
bestow distinctive appellations on consciousness considered as
more particularly cognizant of the external world, and on con-
sciousness considered as more particularly cognizant of the
internal — this would be highly proper and expedient. But this
is not the question. Dr. Reid distinguishes consciousness as a
special faculty from perception as a special faculty, and he
allows to the former the cognizance of the latter in its operation,
to the exclusion of its object. IHe maintains that we are con-
gcious of our perception of a rose, but not of the rose perceived ;
that we know the ego by one act of knowledge, the non-ego by
another. This doctrine I hold to be erroneous, and it is this
foctrine I now proceed to refute.

Reid is wrong, because 1°, the knowledge of opposites is one.

~1In the first place, it is not only a logical axiom, but a self-
rident truth, that the knowledge of opposites is one. Thus,
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we cannot know what is tall without knowing what is short, —
we know what is virtue only as we know what is vice,— the
seience of health is but another name for the science of disease.
Nor do we know the opposites, the I and Thou, the Ego and
the Non-ego, the subject and object, mind and matter, by a dif-
ferent law. The act which affirms that this particular phee-
nomenon is a modification of Me, virtually affirms that the
phenomenon is not a modification of any thing different from
Me, and, consequently implies a common cognizance of self
and not-self; the act which affirms that this other phanomenon
is a modification of something different from DMe, virtually af-
firms that the ph@nomenon is not a modification of Me, and,
consequently, implies a common cognizance of not-self and
self. But unless we are prepared to maintain that the faculty
coznizant of gelf and not-self is different from the faculty cog-
nizant of not-self and self, we must allow that the ego and non-
ego are known and diseriminated in the same indivisible act of
knowledge. What, then, is the faculty of which this act of
knowledge is the energy? It cannot be Reid’s consciousness,
for that is cognizant only of the ego or mind ;—it cannot be
Reid’s perception, for that is cognizant only of the non-ego or
matter. But as the act cannot be denied, so the faculty must
be admitted. It is not, however, to be found in Reid’s cata-
logue. But though not recognized by Reid in his system, its
necessity may, even on his hypothesis, be proved. For if, with
him, we allow only a special faculty immediately cognizant of
the ego, and a special faculty immediately cognizant of the non-
ezo, we are at once met by the question, By what faculty are
the ego and non-ego diseriminated? We cannot say by con-
sciousness, for that knows nothing but mind ; — we cannot say
by perception, for that knows nothing but matter. But as
mind and matter are never known apart and by themselves, but
always in mutual correlation and contrast, this knowledge of
them in connection must be the function of some faculty, not
like Reid’s consciousness and perception, severally limited to
mind and to matter as exclusive objects, but cognizant of them
as the ego and non-ego,— as the two terms of a relation. Tt
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is thus shown that an act and a faculty must, perforce, on Reid’s
own hypothesis, be admitted, in which these two terms shall be
comprehended together in the unity of knowledge, —in short,
a higher consciousness, embracing Reid’s consciousness and
perception, and in which the two aets, severally cognitive of
mind and of matter, shall be comprehended and reduced to
unity and correlation. But what is this but to admit at last, in
an unphilosophical complexity, the common consciousness of
subject and object, of mind and matter, which we set out with
denying in its philosophical simplicity ?

[The immediate knowledge which Reid allows of things dif-
ferent from the mind, and the immediate knowledge of mind
itself, cannot therefore be split into two distinet acts. In per-
ception, as in the other faculties, the same indivisible conscious-
ness is conversant about both terms of the relation of knowledge.
Distinguish the cognition of the subject from the cognition of
the object of perception, and you either annihilate the relation
of knowledge itself, which exists only in its terms being com-
prehended together in the unity of consciousness; or you must
postulate a higher faculty, which shall again reduce to one the
two cognitions you have distingnished ; — that is, you are at last
compelled to admit, in an unphilosophical complexity, that com-
mon consciousness of subject and object, which you set out with
denying in its philosophical simplicity. Consciousness and @m-
mediate tnowledge are thus terms universally convertible ; and
if there be an immediate knowledge of things external, there
is consequently the consciousness of an outer world.

(To obviate misapprehension, we may here parenthetically
observe, that all we do intuitively know of self,—all that we
may intuitively know of not-self, is only relative. Ixistence,
absolutely and in itself, is to us as zero; and while nothing ¢s,
g0 nothing is Lrown to us, except those phases of being which
stand in analogy to our faculties of knowledge. These we call
qualities, phenomena, properties, etc. When we say, therefore,
that a thing is frown in dtself, we mean only that it stands face
to face, in direct and immediate relation to the conscious mind ;
in other words, that, as existing, its phenomena form part of the
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cirel' of our knowledge, — exist since they are known, and are
known because they exist.) — Discussions.

Because, 2°, he thus contradicts his own doctrine of an imme-
diate knowledge of the external world. — But in the second
place, the attempt of Reid to make consciousness conversant
about the various cognitive faculties to the exclusion of their
objects, is equally impossible in regard to Perception, as we
bave shown it to be in relation to Imagination and Memory ;
nay, the attempt, in the case of perception, would, if allowed,
be even suicidal of his great doctrine of our immediate knowl-
edge of the external world.

Reid’s assertion, that we are conscious of the act of percep-
tion, but not of the object perceived, involves, first of all, a
general absurdity. For it virtually asserts that we can know
what we are not conscious of knowing. An act of perception
is an act of knowledge ; what we perceive, that we know. Now,
if in perception there be an external reality known, but of
which external reality we are, on Reid’s hypothesis, not con-
gcioug, then is there an object known, of which we are not con-
scious. But as we know only inasmuch as we know that we
know, —in other words, inasmuch as we are conscious that we
know, — we cannot know an object without being conscious of
that object as known; consequently, we cannot perceive an
object without being conscious of that object as perceived.

But, again, how is it possible that we can be conscious of an
operation of perception, unless consciousness be coextensive
with that act; and how can it be coextensive with the act, and
not also conversant with its object? An act of knowledge is
only possible in relation to an object,— and it is an act of one
kind or another only by special relation to a particular object.
Thus the object at once determines the existence, and specifies
the character of the existence, of the intellectual energy. An
act of knowledge existing, and being what it is, only by relation
to its object, it is manifest that the act can be known only
through the object to which it is correlative ; and Reid’s suppo-
sition, that an operation can be known in consciousness to the
exclusion of its object; is impossible. For example, I see the



154 RELATION OF CONSCIOUSNESS TO PERCEPTION.

inkstand. How can I be conscious that my present modifica-
tion exists, —that it is a perception, and not another mental
state, — that it is a perception of sight to the exclusion of every
other sense, — and, finally, that it is a perception of the ink-
stand and of the inkstand only,— unless my conseciousness com-
prehend within its sphere the object, which at once determines
the existence of the aet, qualifies its kind, and distinguishes its
individuality 7 Annihilate the inkstand, you annihilate the per-
ception ; annihilate the consciousness of the object, you anni-
hilate the consciousness of the operation.

The apparent incongrvity of the expression explained.— It
undoubtedly sounds strange to say, I am conscious of the ink-
stand, instead of saying, I am conscious of the perception of
the inkstand. This I admit; but the admission can avail noth-
ing to Dr. Reid, for the apparent incongruity of the expression
arises only from the prevalence of that doctrine of perception in
the schools of philosophy, which it is his principal merit to
have so vigorously assailed. So long as it was universally
assumed by the learned, that the mind is cognizant of nothing
beyond, either, on one theory, its own representative modifica-
tions, or, on another, the species, ideas, or representative enti-
ties, different from itself, which it contains, and that all it knows
of a material world is only an internal representation which, by
the necessity of its nature, it mistakes for an external reality, —
the supposition of an immediate knowledge of material phee-
nomena was regarded only as a vulgar, an unphilosophical illu-
sion; and the term consciousness, which was exclusively a
learned or technical expression for all immediate knowledge,
was, consequently, never employed to express an immediate
knowledge of aught beyond the mind itself'; and thus, when at
lenoth, by Reid’s own refutation of the prevailing doetrine, it
Lecomes necessary to extend the term to the immediate knowl-
edge of external objects, this extension, so discordant with
philosophic usage, is, by the force of association and custom,
felt at first as strange and even contradictory. A slight con-
sideration, however, is sufficient to reconcile us to the expres-
sion, in showing, if we hold the doctrine of immediate pers



RELATION OF CONSCIOUSNESS TO PERCEPTION. 155

ception, the necessity of not limiting consciousness to our
subjective states. In fact, if we look beneath the surface,
consciousness was not, in general, restricled, even in philosophi-
cal usage, fo the modifications of the conscious self. That great
majority of philosophers who held that, in perceftion, we know
nothing of the external reality as existing, but that we are
immediately cognizant only of a representative something, dif-
ferent both from the object represented and from the percipient
nind, — these philosophers, one and all, admitted that we are
onscious of this ferfium quid present to, but not a modification
2f, mind ; — for, except Reid and his school, I am aware of no
philosophers who denied that consciousness was coextensive or
icentical with immediate knowledge.

How same of the self-contradictions of Reid’s doctrine may be
avotded. — But, in the third place, we have previously reserved
a supposition on which we may possibly avoid some of the self-
contradictions which emerge from Reid’s proposing as the
object of consciousness the act, but excluding from its cogni-
zance the object, of perception; that is, the object of its own
object. The supposition is, that Dr. Reid committed the same
error in regard to perception, which he did in regard to mem-
ory and imagination; and that, in maintaining our immediate
knowledge in perception, he meant nothing more than to main-
tain, that the mind is not, in that act, cognizant of any repre-
gentative object different from its own modification, of any ter-
titum guid ministering between itzelf and the external reality ;
but that, in perception, the mind is determined itself' to repre-
sent the unknown external reality, and that, on this self-repre-
sentation, he abusively bestowed the name of immediate knowl-
edge, in contrast to that more complex theory of perception,
which holds that there intervenes between the percipient mind
and the external existence an intermediate something, different
from both, by which the former knows, and by which the latter
is represented. On the supposition of this mistake, we may
believe him guiltless of the others; and we can certainly, on
this ground, more eas:y conceive how he could accord to con-
sciousness a knowledge only of the percipient act,— meaning
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by that act the representation of the external reality ; and how
he could deny to consciousness a knowledge of the object of
perception,— meaning by that object the unknown reality itself.
This is the only opinion which Dr. Brown and others ever sus-
pect him of maintaining ; and a strong case might certainly be
made out to prove that this view of his doctrine is correct.
But if such were, in truth, Reid’s opinion, then has he accom-
plished nothing, — his whole philosophy is one mighty blunder
For, as I shall hereafter show, idealism finds in this simpler
hypothesis of representation even a more secure foundation
than on the other; and, in point of fact, on this hypothesis, the
most philosophical scheme of idealism that exists,— the Egois-
tic or Fichtean,—is established.

Taking, however, the general analogy of Reid’s system, and
a great number of unambiguous passages into account, I am
satisfied that this view of his doetrine is erroneous; and I shall
endeavor, when we come to treat of mediate and immediate
knowledge, to explain how, from his never having formed to
himself an adequate conception of these under all their possi-
ble forms, and from his historical ignorance of them as actually
held by philosophers, — he often appears to speak in contradie-
tion of the vital doctrine which, in equity, he must be held to
have steadily maintained.

Reid and Stewart on Attention and Reflection. — Besides
the operations we have already considered, — Imagination or
Conception, Memory, and Perception, which Dr. Reid and Mr.
Stewart have endeavored to discriminate from Consciousness,
— there are further to be considered Attention and Reflection,
which, in like manner, they have maintained to be an act or
acts, not subordinate to, or contained in, Consciousness. DBut
before proceeding to show that their doctrine on this point is
almost equally untenable as on the preceding, it is necessary
to clear up some confusion, and to notice certain collateral
errors.

Reid either employs these terms as synonymous expressions,
or he distinguishes them only by making Attention relative to
the consciouness and perception of the present; Reflection to
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the memory of the past. He says, “In order, however, to our
having a distinct notion of any of the operations of our own
minds, it is not enough that we be conscious of them, for all
men have this consciousness: it is further necessary that we
attend to them while they are exerted, and reflect upon them
with care while they are recent and fresh in our memory. It
18 necessary that, by employing ourselves frequently in this
way, we get the habit of this attention and reflection,” ete.
And “ Mr. Locke,” he says, “has restricted the word reflection
to that which is employed about the operations of our minds,
without any authority, as I think, from custom, the arbiter of
Janguage : for surely I may reflect upon what I have seen or
heard, as well as upon what I have thought. The word, in its
proper and common meaning, is equally applicable to objects of
sense, and to objects of consciousness. He has likewise con-
tounded reflection with consciousness, and seems not to have
been aware that they are different powers, and appear at very
different periods of life.” In the first of these quotations, Reid
might use affenfion in relation to the consciousness of the
present, reflection, to the memory of the past; but in the
second, in saying that reflection “is equally applicable to
objects of sense and to objects of consciousness,” he distinectly
indicates that the two terms are used by him as convertible.
Reid (I may notice by the way) is wholly wrong in his stric-
tures on Locke for his restricted usage of the term reflection ;
for it was not until after his time, that the term came, by Wollf,
to be philosophically employed in a more extended signification
than that in which Locke correctly applies it. Reid is likewise
wrong, if we literally understand his words, in saying that
reflection is employed in common language in relation to objeets
of sense. It is never employed except upon the mind and its
contents. We cannot be said to reflect upon any external
object, except in so far as that object has been previously per-
ceived, and its image become part and parcel of our intellectual
furniture. "We may be said to reflect upon it in memory, but
not in pereception. DBut to return.

Reid, therefore, you will observe, identifies Attention and
14
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Reflection. Now Mr. Stewart says, “ Some important observas
tions on the subject of attention occur in different parts of Dr.
Reid’s writings. To this ingenious author we are indebted for
the remark, that attention to things external is properly called
observation ; and attention to the subjects of our consciousness,
veflection.

There is, likewise, another oversight of Mr. Stewart which I
may notice. * Although,” he says, “the connection between
attention and memory has been frequently remarked in general
terms, I do not re-ollect that the power of attention has been
mentioned by any of the writers on pneumatology in their enu-
meration of faculties of the mind; nor has it been considered
by any one, so far as I know, as of sufficient importance to
deserve a particular examination.” So far is this from being
the case, that there are many previous authors who have con-
sidered attention as a separate faculty, and treated of it even
at greater length than Mr. Stewart himself. This is true not
only of the celebrated Wolf, but of the whole Wolfian school ;
and to these I may add Condillac, Malebranche, and many
others. But this by the way.

Is Attention a faculty distinct from consciousness ? — Taking,
however, Attention and Reflection for acts of the same faculty,
and supposing, with Mr. Stewart, that reflection is properly
attention directed to the phznomena of mind; observation,
attention direcied to the phenomena of matter; the main ques-
tion comes to be considered, Is Attention a faculty different
from Consciousness, as Reid and Stewart maintain? As the
latter of these philosophers has not argued the point himself,
but merely refers to the arguments of the former in confirma-
tion of their common doctrine, it will be sufficient to adduce the
following passage from Reid, in which his doctrine on this head
is contained. “I return,” he says, “to what I mentioned as
the main source of information on this subject, — attentive re-
flection upon the operations of our own minds.

“ All the notions we have of mind and its operations, are, by
Mr. Locke, called ideas of reflection. A man may have as dis-
tinct notions of remembrance, of judgment, of will, of desire,
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as he has of any object whatever. Such notions, as Mr. Locke
justly observes, are got by the power of reflection. But what
is this power of reflection? ¢It is,” says the same author, ¢ that
power by which the mind turns its view inward, and observes
its own actions and operations.” He observes elsewhere, ¢ That
the understanding, like the eye, whilst it makes us see and per-
ceive all other things, takes no notice of itself; and that it
‘requires art and pains to set it at a distance, and make it its
own object.

“This power of the understanding to make its own opera-
tions its object, to attend to them, and examine them on all
sides, is the power of reflection, by which alone we can have
any distinet notions of the powers of our own or of other
minds.

“ This reflection ought to be distinguished from consciousness,
with which it is too often confounded, even by Mr. Locke. All
men are conscious of the operations of their own minds, at all
times while they are awake; but there are few who reflect upon
them, or make them objects of thought.”

What Attention is.— Dr. Reid has rightly said that Attention
is a voluntary act. This remark might have led him to the
observation, that Attention is not a separate faculty, or a faculty
of intelligence at all, but merely an act of will or desire, subor-
dinate to a certain law of intelligence. This law is, that the
greater number of objects to which our consciousness is simul-
taneously extended, the smaller is the intensity with which it is
able to consider each, and consequently, the less vivid and dis-
tinct will be the information it obtains of the several subjects.
This law is expressed in the old adage,

“ Pluribus intentus minor est ad singula sensus.”

Such being the law, it follows that, when our interest in any
particular object is excited, and when we wish to obtain all the
knowledge concerning it in our power, it behooves us to limit
our consideration to that object, to the exclusion of others.
This is done by an act of volition or desire, which is called
attention. But to view attention as a special act of intelligence,
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and to distinguish it from consciousness, is utterly inept. Con-
sciousness may be compared to a telescope, attention to the
pulling out or in of the tubes in accommodating the focus to
the object; and we might, with equal justice, distinguish in the
eye the adjustment of the pupil from the general organ of
vision, as, in the mind, distinguish attention from consciousness,
as separate faculties. Not, however, that they are to be ac-
counted the same. Attention is consciousness, and something
more. It is consciousness voluntarily applied, under its law
of limitations, to some determinate object; it is consciousness
concentrated. In this respect, attention is an interesting subject
of consideration; and having now finished what I proposed in
proof of the position, that consciousness is not a special faculty
of knowledge, but coextensive with all our cognitions, I shall
proceed to consider it in its various aspects and relations; and
having just stated the law of limitation, I shall go on to what
I have to say in regard to attention as a general phanomenon
of consciousness.

Can we attend to more than one object at once? — And, here,
I have first to consider a question in which I am again sorry to
find myself opposed to many distinguished philosophers, and in
particular, to one whose opinion on this, as on every other
point of psychological observation, is justly entitled to the
highest consideration. The philosopher I allude to is Mr.
Stewart. The question is, Can we attend to more than a
single object at once? For if attention be nothing but the
concentration of consciousness on a smaller number of objects
than constitute its widest compass of simultaneous knowledge,
it is evident that, unless this widest compass of consciousness
be limited to only two objects, we do attend when we converge
consciousness on any smaller number than that total comple-
ment of ohjeets which it can embrace at once. For example,
if we suppose that the number of objects which consciousness
can simultaneously apprehend be six, the limitation of con-
sciousness to five, or four, or three, or two, or one, will all be
acts of attention, different in degree, but absolutely identical in
kind.
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Stewart’s doctrine of attention. — Mr. Stewart’s doctrine is
as follows:— “ Before,” he says, “we leave the subject of
Attention, it is proper to take notice of a question which has
been stated with respeet to it; whether we have the power of
attending to more than one thing at one and the same instant ;
or, in other words, whether we can attend, at one and the same
instant, to objects which we can attend to separately? This
question has, if I am not mistaken, been already decided by
several philosophers in the negative; and I acknowledge, for
my own part, that although their opinion has not only been
called in question by others, but even treated with some degree
of contempt as altogether hypothetical, it appears to me to be
the most reasonable and philosophical that we can form on the
gubjeet.

“There is, indeed, a great variety of cases in which the
mind apparently exerts different acts of attention at once; but
from the instances which have already been mentioned, of the
astonishing rapidity of thought, it is obvious that all this may
be explained without supposing those acts to be coexistent ; and
I may even venture to add, it may all be explained in the most
satisfactory manner, without aseribing to our intellectual opera-
tions a greater degree of rapidity than that with which we
know, from the fact, that they are sometimes carried on. The
effect of practice in increasing this capacity of apparently at-
tending to different things at once, renders this explanation of
the phaenomenon in question more probable than any other.

“The case of the equilibrist and rope-dancer is particularly
favorable to this explanation, as it affords direct evidence of the
possibility of the mind’s exerting different successive acts in an
- interval of time so short, as to prodnce the same sensible effect
as if they had been exerted at onc and the same moment. In
this case, indeed, the rapidity of thought is so remarkable, that
if’ the different acts of the mind were not all necessarily accom-
panied with different movements of the eye, there can be neo
reason for doubting that the philosophers whose doctrine I am
now controverting, would have asserted that they are all mathe-

matically coexistent.
14 %
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“Upon a question, however, of this sort, which does not ad-
mit of a perfectly direct appeal to the fact, I would by no
means be understood to decide with confidence ; and, therefore,
I should wish the conclusions I am now to state, to be received
as only conditionally established. They are necessary and
obvious consequences of the general principle, ¢that the mind
can only attend to one thing at once;’ but must stand or fall
with the truth of that supposition.

“It is commonly understood, I believe, that in a concert of
music, a good ear can attend to the different parts of the musiec
separately, or can attend to them all at once, and feel the full
effect of the harmony. If the doctrine, however, which I have
endeavored to establish be admitted, it will follow that, in the
latter case, the mind is constantly varying its attention from the
one .part of the music to the other, and that its operations are
so rapid as to give us no perception of an interval of time.

“The same doctrine leads to some curious conclusions with
respect to vision. Suppose the eye to be fixed in a particular
position, and the picture of an object to be painted on the
retina. Does the mind perceive the complete figure of the ob-
ject at once, or is this perception the result of the various per-
ceptions we have of the different points in the outline? With
respect to this question, the principles already stated lead me to
conclude, that the mind does, at one and the same time, per-
ceive every point in the outline of the object (provided the
whole of it be painted on the retina at the same instant) ; for
perception, like consciousness, is an involuntary operation. As
no two points, however, of the outline are in the same direction,
every point by itself constitutes just as distinet an object of
attention to the mind, as if it were separated by an interval of
empty space from all the rest. If the doctrine, therefore,
formerly stated be just, it is impossible for the mind to attend
to more than one of these points at once ; and as the perception
of the figure of the object implies a knowledge of the relative
situation of the different points with respect to each other, we
must conclude, that the perception of fizure by the eye is the
result of a number of different acts of attention. These acts
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of aitention, however, are performed with such rapidity, that
the effect, with respect to us, is the same as if the perception
were instantaneous.

“In further confirmation of this reasoning, it may be re-
marked, that if the perception of visible ficure were an imme-
diate consequence of the picture on the retina, we should have,
at the first glance, as distinet an idea of a figure of a thousand
sides as of a triangle or a square. The truth is, that when the
figure is very simple, the process of the mind is so rapid that
the perception seems to be instantanecous; but when the sides
are multipled beyond a certain number, the interval of time
necessary for these different acts of attention becomes percep-
tible.

“It may, perhaps, be asked what I mean by a point in the
outline of a figure, and what it is that constitutes this point one
object of attention. The answer, I apprehend, is that this
point is the minimum visibile. If the point be less, we cannot
perceive it; if it be greater, it is not all seen in one direction.
 «If these observations be admitted, it will follow that, with-
out the faculty of memory, we could have had no perception of
visible fizure.”

On this point, Dr. Brown not only coincides with Mr. Stewart
in regard to the special fact of attention, but asserts in general
that the mind cannot exist at the same moment in two different
states, that is, in two states in either of which it can exist sep-
arately. “If the mind of man,” he says, “and all the changes
which take place in it, from the first feeling with which life
commenced to the last with which it closes, could be made
visible to any other thinking being, a certain series of feelings
alone, — that is to say, a certain number of successive states of
mind, would be distinguishable in it, forming indeed a variety
of sensations, and thoughts, and passions, as momentary states
of the mind, but all of them exisiing individually, and sucees-
sively to each other. To suppose the mind to exist in twe
different states, in the same moment, is a manifest absurdity.”

Criticism of Stewart's docirine.— 1 shall consider these
statements in detail. Mr. Stewart’s first illustration of his doc-
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trine is drawn from a concert of music, in which, he says, “a
good ear can attend to the different parts of the music sepa-
rately, or can attend to them all at once, and feel the full effect
of the harmony.” This example, however, appears to me to
amount to a reduction of his opinion to the impossible. What
are the facts in this example? In a musical concert, we have
a multitude of different instruments and voices emitting at once
an infinity of different sounds. These all reach the ear at the
same indivisible moment in which they perish, and, consequently,
if heard at all, much more if their mutual relation or harmony
be perceived, they must be all heard simultaneously. This is
evident. For if the mind can attend to each minimum of
sound only successively, it, consequently, requires a minimum
of time in which it is exclusively occupied with each minimum
of sound. Now, in this minimum of time, there coexist with
it, and with it perish, many minima of sound which, ex Aypotiest,
are not perceived, are not heard, as not attended to. In a con-
cert, therefore, on this doctrine, a small number of sounds only
could be perceived, and above this petty maximum, all sounds
would be to the ear as zero. But what is the fact? No con-
cert, however numerous its instruments, has yet been found to
have reached, far less to have surpassed, the capacity of mind
and its organ.

But it is even more impossible, on this hypothesis, to under-
stand how we can perceive the relation of different sounds, that
is, have any feeling of the harmony of a concert. In this
respect, it is, indeed, felo de se. It iz maintained that we can-
not attend at once to two sounds, we cannot perceive them as
coexistent, — consequently, the feeling of harmony of which we
are conscious, must proceed from the feeling of the relation of
these sounds as successively perceived in different points of
time. We must, therefore, compare the past sound, as retained
in memory, with the present, as actually perceived. But this
is impossible on the hypothesis itself. For we must, in this
case, attend to the past sound in memory, and to the present
sound in sense at once, or they will not be perceived in mutual
relation as harmonic. But one sound in memory and another
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sound in sense. are as much two different objects as two dif-
ferent sounds in sense. Therefore, one of two conclusions is
inevitable, — either we can attend to two different objects at
once, and the hypothesis is disproved, or we cannot, and all
knowledge of relation and harmony is impossible, which is
absurd.

His tllustration from the phenomena of vision.— The conse-
quences of this doctrine are equally startling, as taken from
Mr. Stewart’s second illustration from the phznomena of vision.
He holds that the perception of figure by the eye is the result
of a number of separate acts of attention, and that each act of
attention has for its object a point the least that can be seen,
the minimum visibtle. On this hypothesis, we must suppose
that, at every instantaneous opening of the eyelids, the moment
sufficient for us to take in the figure of the objects compre-
hended in the sphere of vision, is subdivided into almost infin-
itesimal parts, in each of which a separate act of attention is
performed. This is, of itself, sufficiently inconceivable. But
this being admitted, no difficulty is removed. The separate
acts must be laid up in memory, in imagination. But how are
they there to form a single whole, unless we ecan, in imagina-
tion, attend to all the minima visibilia together, which, in per-
ception, we could only attend to severally? On this subject I
shall, however, have a more appropriate occasion of speaking,
when I consider Mr. Stewart’s doctrine of the relation of color
to extension. '

Attention possible without an act of free-will. — I think Reid
and Stewart incorrect in asserting that attention is only a vol-
untary act, meaning, by the expression veluntary, an act of free-
will. I am far from maintaining, as Brown and others do, that
all will is desire; but still I am persuaded that we are fre-
quently determined to an act of attention, as to many other
acts, independently of our free and deliberate volition. Nor is
it, I conceive, possible to hold that, though immediately deter-
mined to an act of attention by desire, it is only by the permis-
gion of our will that this is done; consequently, that every act
of attertion is still under the control of our volition. This I
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cannot maintain. Let us take an example : — When occupied
with other matters, a person may speak to us, or the clock may
sirike, without our having any consciousness of the sound ; but
it is wholly impossible for us to remain in this state of un-
consciousness intentionally and with will. We cannot deter-
minately refuse to hear by voluntarily withholding our atten-
tion ; and we can no more open our eyes, and, by an act of will,
avert our minds from all perception of sight, than we can, by
an act of will, cease to live. We may close our ears or shut
our eyes, a3 we may commit suicide; but we cannot, with our
. organs unobstructed, wholly refuse our attention at will.

Attention of three degrees or kinds.— It, therefore, appears
to me the more correct doctrine to hold that there is no con=-
sciousness without attention, — without concentration,—but that
attention is of three degrees or kinds. The first, a mere vital
and irresistible act; the second, an act determined by desire,
which, though involuntary, may be resisted by our will; the
third, an act determined by a deliberate volition. An act of
attention, — that is, an act of concentration,— seems thus
necessary to every exertion of consciousness, as a certain con-
traction of the pupil is requisite to every exercise of vision.
We have formerly noticed, that discrimination is a condition of
consciousness ; and a discrimination is only possible by a con-
centrative act, or act of attention. This, however, which cor-
responds to the lowest degree,— to the mere vital or automatic
act of attention, has been refused the name; and affention, in
contradistinetion to this mere automatic contraction, given to
the two other degrees, of which, however, Reid only recognizes
the third.

Attention, then, is to consciousness, what the contraction of
the pupil is to sight; or to the eye of the mind, what the
microscope or telescope is to the bodily eye. The faculty of
attention is not, therefore, a special faculty, but merely con-
sciousness acting under the law of limitation to which it is sub-
jected. But whatever be its relations to the special faculties,
attention doubles all their efficiency, and affords them a power
of which they would otherwise be destitute. It is, in fact, as
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we are at present constituted, the primary condition of their
activity.

Brown’s doctrine that the mind cannot exist in two different
states at once. — I have now only to say a word in answer {o
Dr. Brown’s assertion that the mind cannot exist, at the same
moment, in two different states, — that is, in two states in either
of which it can exist separately ; he affirms that the contrary
supposition is a manifest absurdity. I find the same doctrine
maintained by Locke; he says:  Different sentiments are dif-
ferent modifications of the mind. The mind or the soul that
perceives, is one immaterial, indivizible substance. Now, I see
the white and black on this paper, I hear one singing in the
next room, I feel the warmth of the fire I sit by, and I taste an
apple I am eating, and all this at the same time. Now, I ask,
take modification for what you please, can the same unextended,
indivisible substance have different, nay, inconsistent and oppo-
gite (as these of white and black must be), modifications at the
same time? Or must we suppose distinet parts in an indivisi-
ble substance, one for black, another for white, and another for
red ideas, and so of the rest of those infinite sensations which
we have in sorts and degrees; all which we can distinetly per-
ceive, and so are distinet ideas, some whereof are opposite as
heat and cold, which yet a man may feel at the same time ? ”

Opposed by Leibnitz and Aristotle.— In reference to this
passage, Leibnitz says: “ Mr. Locke asks, ¢ Can the same unex-
tended, indivisible substance have different, nay, inconsistent
and opposite, modifications at the same time?” I reply, it can.
What is inconsistent in the same object, is not inconsistent in
the representation of different objects which we conceive at the
same moment. For this, there is no necessity that there should
be different parts in the soul, as it is not necessary that there
should be different parts in the point on which, however, differ-
ent angles rest.” The same thing had, however, been even
better said by Aristotle, whose doetrine I prefer translating to
you, as more perspicuous, in the following passage from Joan-
nes Grammaticus (better known by the surname Philoponus),
— & Greek philosopher, who flourished towards the middle of
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the sixth century. It is taken from the Prologue to his valu-
able commentary on the De Anima of Aristotle; and, what is
curious, the very supposition which, on Locke’s doctrine, would
infer the corporeal nature of mind, is alleged, by the Aristo-
telians and Condillae, in proof of its immateriality. * Nothing
bodily,” says Aristotle, “ can, at the same time, in the same part,
receive contraries. The finger cannot at once be wholly paz-
ticipant of white and of black, nor can it, at once and in the
same place, be both hot and cold. But the sense at the same
moment apprehends contraries. Wherefore, it knows that this
is first, and that second, and that it discriminates the black from
the white. In what manner, therefore, does sight simultane-
ously perceive contraries? Does it do so by the same? or
does it by one part apprehend black, by another, white? If it
does =0 by the same, it must apprehend these without parts, and
3t is incorporeal.  But if by one part it apprehends this quality,
and by another, that,— this, he says, is the same as if I pe:i-
ceived this, and you that. But it is necessary that that whiek
judzes should be one and the same, and that it should ever
apprehend by the same the objects which are judged. Body
cannot, at the same moment and by the same part, apply itself
w0 contraries or things absolutely different. But sense at once
applies itself to black and to white; it, therefore, applies itself
indivisibly. It is thus shown to be incorporeal. For if by one
part it apprehended white, by another part apprehended black,
it could not discern the one color from the other; for no one
can distinguish that which is perceived by himself as different
from that which is perceived by another.”

Criticism of Brown’s doctrine.— Dr. Brown calls the sensa-
tion of sweet one mental state, the sensation of cold another;
and as the one of these states may exist without the other,
they are consequently different states. But will it be main-
tained that we cannot, at one and the same moment, feel the
sansations of sweet and cold, or that sensations forming apart
different states, do, when coexistent in the same subject, form
only a single state?

On this view, comparison s vmpossible.— The doctrine that
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the mind ecan attend to, or be conscious of, only a single object
at a time, would, in fact, involve the conclusion that all com-
parison and discrimination are impossible ; but comparison and
diserimination being possible, this possibility disproves the truth
of the counter proposition. An act of comparison or discrim-
ination supposes that we are able to comprehend, in one indi-
visible consciousness, the different objects to be compared or
discriminated. Were I only conscious of one object at one
time, I could never possibly bring them into relation; each
could be apprehended only separately, and for itself. For in
the moment in which I am conscious of the object A, I am, ex
hypothesi, unconscious of the object B; and in the moment I
am conscious of the object B, I am unconscious of the object
A. So far, in fact, from consciousness not being competent to
the cognizance of two things at once, it is only poessible under
that cognizance as its condition. For without discrimination
there could be no consciousness; and diserimination necessarily
supposes two terms fo be diseriminated.

No judgment could be possible were not the subject and
predicate of a proposition thought together by the mind, al-
though expressed in language one after the other. Nay, as
Aristotle has observed, a syllogism forms, in thought, one simul-
taneous act; and it is only the necessity of retailing it piece-
meal and by succession, in order to accommodate thought to
the imperfection of its wvehicle, language, that affords the
appearance of a consecutive existence. Some languages, as
the Sanscrit, the Latin, and the Greek, express the syntactical
relations by flexion, and not by mere juxtaposition. Their
sentences are thus bound up in one organic whole, the preced-
ing parts remaining suspended in the mind, till the meaning,
like an electric spark, is flashed from the conclusion to the com-
mencement. This is the reason of the greater rhetorical effect
of terminating the Latin period by the verb. And to take a
more elementary example, —“How could the mind compre-
hend these words of Horace,

¢ Bacchum in remotis carmina rupibus
Vidi docentem,’
16
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unless it could seize at once those images in which the adjec-
tives are separated from their substantives ?

How many objects can the mind embrace at once? — Suppos-
ing that the mind is not limited to the simultaneous considera-
tion of a single object, a question arises, How many objects ean
it embrace at once? You will recolleet that I formerly stated,
that the greater the number of objects among which the atten-
tion of the mind is distributed, the feebler and less distinet will
be its cognizance of each.

Consciousness will thus be at its maximum of intensity when
attention is concentrated on a single object; and the question
comes to be, how many several objects can the mind simultane-
ously survey, not with vivacity, but without absolute confusion ?
I find this problem stated and differently answered, by different
philosophers, and apparently without a knowledge of each
other. By Charles Bonnet, the mind is allowed to have a dis-
tinet notion of six objects at once; by Abraham Tucker, the
number is limited to four ; while Destutt-Tracy again amplifies
it to six. The opinion of the first and last of these philoso-
phers appears to me correct. You can easily make the experi-
ment for yourselves, but you must beware of grouping the
objects into classes. If you throw a handful of marbles on the
floor, you will find it difficult to view at once more than six, or
seven at most, without confusion; but if you group them into
twos, or threes, or fives, you can comprehend as many groups
as you can units; because the mind considers these groups only
as units ;— it views them as wholes, and throws their parts out
of consideration. You may perform the experiment also by an
act of imagination.

Value of attention considered as an act of will. — Before
leaving this subject, I shall make some observations on the
value of attention, considered in its highest degree as an act of
will, and on the importance of forming betimes the habit of
deliberate concentration.

The greater capacity of continuous thinking that a man pos-
sesses, the longer and more steadily can he follow out the same
train of thought, — the stronger is his power of attention; and
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in proportion to his power of attention will be the success with
which his labor is rewarded. All commencement is difficult ;
and this is more especially true of intellectual effort. When
we turn for the first time our view on any given object, a hun-
dred other things still retain possession of our thoughts. Kven
when we are able, by an arduous exertion, to break loose from
the matters which have previously engrossed us, or which every
moment force themselves on our consideration,— even when a
resolute determination, or the attraction of the new object, has
smoothed the way on which we are to travel; still the mind is
continually perplexed by the glimmer of intrusive and distract-
ing thoughts, which prevent it from placing that which should
exelusively oceupy its view, in the full clearness of an undi-
vided light. How great soever may be the interest which we
take in the new objeect, it will, however, only be fully established
as a favorite, when it has been fused into an integral part of the
system of our previous knowledge, and of our established asso-
ciations of thoughts, feelings, and desires. But this can only
be accomplished by time and custom. Our imagination and
our memory, to which we must resort for materials with which
to illustrate and enliven our new study, accord us their aid un-
willingly, — indeed, only by compulsion. But if we are vigor-
ous enough to pursue our course in spite of obstacles, every
step, as we advance, will be found easier; the mind becomes
more animated and energetic; the distractions gradually dimin-
ish; the attention is more exclusively concentrated upon its
object ; the kindred ideas flow with greater freedom and abun-
dance, and afford an easier selection of what is suitable for illus-
tration. At length, our system of thought harmonizes with our
pursuit. The whole man, becomes, as it may be, philosopher,
or historian, or poet; he lives only in the trains of thought
relating to this character. He now energizes freely, and, con-
sequently, with pleasure; for pleasure is the reflex of unforced
and unimpeded energy. All that is produced in this state of
mind, bears the stamp of excellence and perfection.

Helvetius justly observes, that the very feeblest intellect is
capable of comprehending the inference of one mathematical
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position from another, and even of making such an inference
itself. Now, the most difficult and complicate demonstrations
in the works of a Newton or a Laplace, are all made up of
such immediate inferences. They are like houses composed of
single bricks. No greater exertion of intellect is required to
make a thousand such inferences than is requisite to make one ;
as the effort of laying a single brick is the maximum of any
individual effort in the construction of such a house. Thus,
the difference between an ordinary mind and the mind of a
Newton consists principally in this, that the one is capable of
the applieation of a more continuous attention than the other, —
that a Newton is able without fatizue to conneet inference with
inference in one long series towards a determinate end ; while
the man of inferior capacity is soon obliged to break or let fall
the thread which Le had begun to spin. This is, in fact, what
Sir Isaac, with equal modesty and shrewdness, himself admit-
ted. To one who complimented him on his genius, he replied
that if he had made any discoveries, it was owing more fc
patient attention than to any other talent. There is but little
analogy between mathematics and play-acting ; but I heard the
oreat Mrs. Siddons, in nearly the same language, attribute the
whole superiority of her unrivalled talent fo the more intense
study which she bestowed upon her parts.

If what Alcibiades, in the Symposium of Plato, narrates of
Socrates were true, the father of Greek philosophy must have
possessed this faculty of meditation or continuous attention in
the highest degree. The story, indeed, has some appearance
of exagoeration; but it shows what Alecibiades, or rather Plato
through him, deemed the requisite of a great thinker, Acecord-
ing to this report, in a military expedition which Socrates made
along with Alcibiades, the philosopher was seen by the Athe-
nian army to stand for a whole day and a night, until the break-
ing of the second morning, motionless, with a fixed gaze, —
thus showing that he was uninterruptedly engrossed with the
consideration of a single subject: “ And thus,” says Alcibiades,
“ Socrates is ever wont to do, when his mind is occupied with
inquiries in which there are difficultics to be overcome. He
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then never interrupts his meditation, and forgets to eat, and
drink, and sleep,—everything, in short, until his inquiry has
reached its termination, or, at least, until he has seen some
light in it.” In this history, there may be, as I have =aid, ex-
aggeration ; but still the truth of the principle is undeniable.
Like Newton, Descartes arrogated nothing to the force of his
intellect. What he had accomplished more than other men,
that he attributed to the superiority of his method ; and Bacon,
in like manner, eulogizes his method, —in that it places all
men with equal attention upon a level, and leaves little or noth-
ing to the prerogatives of genius. Nay, genius itself has been
analyzed by the shrewdest observers into a higher capacity of
attention. “ Genius,” says Helvetius, whom we have already
quoted, “is nothing but a continued attention” (une attention
suivie).

These examples and authorities concur in establishing the
important truth, that he who would, with success, attempt dis-
covery, either by inquiry into the works of nature, or by
meditation on the pha@nomena of mind, must acquire the faculty
of abstracting himself, for a season, from the invasion of sur-
rounding objects ; must be able even, in a certain degree, to
emancipate himself from the dominion of the body, and live, as
it were, a pure intelligence, within the cirele of his thoughts.
This faculty has been manifested, more or less, by all whose
names are associated with the progress of the intellectual sci-
ences. In some, indeed, the power of abstraction almost
degenerated into a habit akin to disease, and the examples
which now occur to me would almost induce me to retract
what I have said about the exaggeration of Plato’s history of
Socrates. Archimedes, it is well known, was so absorbed in a
ceometrical meditation, that he was first aware of the storming
of Syracuse by his own death-wound, and his exclamation on
the entrance of Roman soldiers was,— Noli turbare ecirculos
meos. In like manner, Joseph Scaliger, the most learned of
men, when a Protestant student in Paris, was so engrossed in

the study of Homer, that he became aware of the massacre of
15 %
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St. Bartholomew, and of his own escape, only on the day sub-
sequent to the catastrophe.

I have dwelt at greater length upon the practical bearings of
Attention, not only because this principle constitutes the better
half of all intellectual power, but because it is of consequence
that you should be fully aware of the incalculable importance
of acquiring, by early and continued exercise, the habit of
attention. There are, however, many points of great moment
on which I have not touched, and the dependence of Memory
upon Attention might alone form an interesting matter of dis-
cussion.



CHAPTER XI.
CONSCIOUSNESS,—ITS EVIDENCE AND AUTHORITY.

Having now concluded the discussion in regard to what
Consciousness is, and shown you that it constitutes the funda-
mental form of every act of knowledge ;—1I now proceed to
consider it as the source from whence we must derive every
fact in the Philosophy of Mind. And, in prosecution of this
purpose, I shall, in the first place, endeavor to show that it
really is the principal, if not the only source, from which all
knowledge of the mental pheenomena must be obtained ; in the
second place, T shall consider the character of its evidence,

and what, under different relations, are the different degrees of

its authority ; and, in the last place, I shall state what, and of
what nature, are the more general phenomena which it reveals.
Having terminated these, I shall then descend to the considera-
tion of the special faculties of knowledge, that is, to the par-
ticular modifications of which consciousness is suseeptible.
Philosophy tmplies the veracity of consciousness.— We pro-
ceed to consider, in the first place, the authority, — the cer-
tainty, of this instrument. Now, it is at once evident, that
philosophy, as it affirms its own possibility, must affirm the
veracity of consciousness; for, as philosophy is only a scientific
development of the facts which consciousness reveals, it follows,
that philosophy, in denying or doubting the testimony of con-
sciousness, would deny or doubt its own existence. If, there-
fore, philosophy be not felo de se, it must not invalidate the
integrity of that which is, as it were, the heart, the punctum
saliens, of its being; and as it would actively maintain its own
credit, it must be able positively to vindicate the truth of con-
(175)

——
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geiousness. Leibnitz truly says, — “If our immediate internal
experience could possibly deceive us, there could no longer be
for us any truth of fact, nay, nor any truth of reason.”

So far there is, and can be, no dispute ; if philosophy is pos-
sible, the evidence of consciousness iz authentic. No philoso-
pher denies its authority, and even the Sceptic can only attempt
to show, on the hypothesis of the Dogmatist, that consciousness,
as at variance with itself, is, therefore, on that hypothesis, men-
dacious.

But if the testimony of consciousness be in itself confessedly
above all suspicion, it follows, that we inquire into the condi-
tions or laws which regulate the legitimacy of its applications.
The conscious mind being at once the source from which we
must derive our knowledge of its phenomena, and the mean
through which that knowledge is obtained, Psychology is only
an evolution, by consciousness, of the facts which consciousness
itself’ reveals. As every system of Mental Philosophy is thus
only an exposition of these facts, every such system, conse-
quently, is true and complete, as it fairly and fully exhibits
what, and what only, consciousness exhibits.

Consciousness naturally clear and unerring. — But it may be
objected, —if consciousness be the only revelation we possess
of our intellectual nature, and if consciouzness be also the sole
eriterion by which we can interpret the meaning of what this
revelation contains, this revelation must be very obscure, —
this criterion must be very uncertain, seeing that the various
systems of philosophy all equally appeal to this revelation and
to this eriterion, in support of the most contradictory opinions.
As to the fact of the variety and contradiction of philosophical
systems, — this cannot be denied; and it is also true that all
these systems either openly profess allegiance to consciousness,
or silently confess its authority. But admitting all this, T am
still bold enough to maintain, that consciousness affords not
merely the only revelation, and only criterion of philesophy,
but that this revelation iz naturally clear, — this eriterion, in
itself, unerring. The history of philosophy, like the history of
theology, is only, it is too true, the history of variations; and
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we must admit of the book of consciousness what a great Cals
vinist divine bitterly confessed of the book of Scripture, —

“ Hic liber est in quo queerit sua dogmata quisque ;
Invenit et pariter dogmata quisque sua.”

Cause of variation tn philosophy. — In regard, however, to
either revelation, it ean be shown that the source of this diver-
sity is not in the book, but in the reader. If men will go to the
Bible, not to ask of it what they shall believe, but to find in it
what they believe already, the standard of unity and truth be-
comes in human hands only a Lesbian rule.* And if philoso-
phers, in place of evolving their doctrines out of consciousness,
resort to consciousness only when they are able to quote its
authority in confirmation of their preconceived opinions, phi-
losophical systems, like the sandals of Theramenes,f may fit
any feet, but can never pretend to represent the immutability
of nature. And that philosophers have been, for the most part,
guilty of this, it is not extremely difficult to show. They have
seldom or never taken the facts of consciousness, the whole
facts of consciousness, and nothing but the facts of conscious-
ness. They have either overlooked, or rejected, or interpo-
lated.

Before we are entitled to accuse consciousness of being a
false, or vacillating, or ill-informed witness,— we are bound,
first of all, to see whether there be any rules by which, in em-
ploying the testimony of consciousness, we must be governed ;
and whether philosophers have evolved their systems out of
consciousness in obedience to these rules. For if there be

# [A Lesbian (carpenter’s) rule or level, being made of lead, did not
measure correctly the inequalities of the surface to which it was applied,
but bent under its own weight so as to adapt itself to those inequalities,
instead of gauging their amount. See Aristotle, Eth. Nic. v. 10, 7.] —
Am. Ed.

t [As Theramenes readily attached himself to any party that happened
to be uppermost, he was nicknamed &6 Kafloprog, the name for a sort of san-
dal, which, unlike those made as rights and lefts, would fit equally well
tither foot.] — Am. Ed. ; B



178 THE AUTHORITY OF CONSCIOUSNESS.

rules under which alone the evidence of consciousness can be
fairly and fully given, and, consequently, under which alone
consciousness can serve as an infallible standard of certainty
and truth, and if philosophers have despized or neglected these,
— then must we remove the reproach from the instrument, and
affix it to those blundering workmen who have not known how
to handle and apply it. In attempting to vindicate the veracity
and perspicuity of this, the natural, revelation of our mental
being, I shall, therefore, first, endeavor to enumerate and ex-
plain the general rules by which we must be governed in apply-
ing consciousness as a mean of internal observation, and there-
after show how the variations and contradictions of philosophy
have all arisen from the violation of one or more of these laws.

Three rules for applying the testimony of consciousness.—
There are, in all, if I generalize correctly, three laws which
afford the exclusive conditions of psychological legitimacy.
These laws, or regulative conditions, are self-evident, and yet
they seem never to have been clearly proposed to themselves
by philosophers ; — in philosophical speculation, they have cer-
tainly never been adequately obeyed.

The First of these rules is,— That no faet be assumed as a
fact of conscionsness but what is ultimate and simple. This I
would call the law of Parcimony.

The Second, — that which I would style the law of Integrity,
is— That the whole facts of consciousness be taken without
reserve or hesitation, whether given as constituent, or as regu-
lative data.

The Third is,— That nothing but the facts of consciousness
be taken, or, if inferences of reasoning be admitted, that these
at least be recognized as legitimate only as deduced from, and
in stubordination to, the immediate data of consciousness, and
every position rejected as illegitimate, which is contradictory of
these. Thiz I would eall the law of Harmony.

I shall consider these in their order.

I. The first law, that of Parcimony, is,— That no fact be
assumed as a faect of consciousness but what is ultimate and
simple. What is a fact of consciousness? This question, of
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all others, requires a precise and articulate answer; but I have
not found it adequately answered in any psychological author.

Bvery fact of consciousness —1. Primary and universal. —
In the first place, — every mental phenomenon may be called a
fact of consciousness. But as we distingnish consciousness
from the special faculties, though these are all only modifica-
tions of consciousness,— only branches of which consciousness
is the trunk, so we distinguish the special and derivative phee-
nomena of mind from those that are primary and universal,
and give to the latter the name of facls of consciousness, as
more eminently worthy of that appellation. In an act of Per-
ception, for example, I distinguish the pen I hold in my hand,
and my hand itself, from my mind perceiving them. This dis-
tinetion is a particular fact,— the fact of a particular faculty,
Perception. But there is a general fact, a general distinetion,
of which this is only a special case. This general fact is the
distinetion of the Ego and non-Ego, and it belongs to conscious-
ness as the general faculty. Whenever, therefore, in our anal-
ysis of the intfellectual phenomena, we arrive at an element
which we cannot reduce to a generalization from experience,
but which lies at the root of all experience, and which we can-
nof, therefore, resolve into any higher principle, —this we
properly call a fact of consciousness. Looking to such a fact
of consciousness as the last result of an analysis, we call it an
ultimate principle ; looking from it as the first constituent of all
intellectual combination, we call it a primary principle. A fact
of consciousness is, thus, a simple, and, as we regard it, either
an ultimate or a primary, datum of intelligence. It obtains
alzo various denominations; sometimes it is called an a priori
principle, sometimes a fundamental law of mind, sometimes a
transcendental condition of thought, ete.

2. Necessary.— But, in the second place, this, its character
of ultimate priority supposes its character of necessity. It
must be impossible not to think it. In faet, by its necessity
alone can we recognize it as an original datum of intelligence,
and distinguish it from any mere result of generalization and
custor.
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3. Incomprehensible.— In the third place, this fact, as ulti-
mate, is also given to us with a mere belief of its reality; in
other words, consciousness reveals that it is, but not why or kow
it is. This is evident. Were this fact given us, not only with
a belief, but with a knowledge of how or why it is, in that case
it would be a derivative, and not a primary, datum. For that
whereby we were thus enabled to comprehend its kow and why,
—in other words, the reason of its existence,— this would be
relatively prior, and to it or to its antecedent must we ascend,
until we arrive at that primary fact, in which we must at last
believe, — which we must take upon trust, but which we could
not comprehend, that is, think under a higher notion.*

# Elsewhere, in the * Dissertations Supplementary to Reid,” the author
gives a somewhat different, and more clearly explicated, enumeration of
[‘“ the essential notes and characters by which we are enabled to distinguish
our original from our derivative convictions. These characters, I think,
may be reduced to four; — 19, their [ncomprehensibility — 29, their Simplic-
ity — 39, their Necessity and absolute Universality — 4°, their comparative
Evidence and Certainty.

1. In reference to the first; — A conviction is incomprehensible when
there is merely given us in conscionsness — That its object is (67¢ £o7t) ; and
when we are unable to comprehend through a higher notion or helief, Why
or ITow it is (dwre Eore). When we are able to comprehend why or how
a thing is, the belief of the existence of that thing is not a primary datum
of consciousness, but a subsumption under the cognition or belief which
affords its reason.

“9  Ag to the second; — It is manifest that if a cognition or belief be
made up of, and can be explicated into, a plurality of cognitions or beliefs,
that, as compound, it cannot be original.

3. Touching the third ; — Necessity and Universality may be regarded
as coincident. For when a belief is necessary, it is, eo ipse, universal ; and
that a belief is universal, is a certain index that it must be necessary. To
orove the necessity, the universality must, however, be absolute ; for a rel-
ative universality indicates no more than custom and education, howbeit
the subjects themselves may deem that they follow only the dictates of
nature. As St. Jerome has it —‘ Unagqumeque gens hoe legem natur:e pu-
tat, quod didicit.’

“4. The fourth and last character of our original beliefs is their compara-
tive Evidenee and Certainty. This, along with the third, is well sta.ed by
Avristotle. —“ What appears to all, that we affirm fo be; and he who rejects
this belief will assuredly advance nothing better deserving of credence.”  Axd
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A fact of consciousness is thus, — that whose existence is
given and guaranteed by an original and necessary belief. But
there is an important distinction to be here made, which has not
only been overlooked by all philosophers, but has led some of
the most distinguished into no inconsiderable errors.

The facts of consciousness considered in two points of view. —
The facts of consciousness are to be considered in two points
of view; either as evidencing their own ideal or ph@nomenal

"——--..— . e ——

existence, or as evidencing the ub_}e-:.iwﬂ exist ence of something

——ama

else bﬂ}”l}nd them. A belief in the former is not identical with
a belief in the latter. The one cannot, the other may possibly,
be refused. In the case of a common witness, we cannot doubt
the fact of his personal reality, nor the fact of his testimony as
emitted ; — but we can always doubt the truth of that which his
testimony avers. So it is with consciousness. We cannot pos-
sibly refuse the fact of its evidence as given, but we may hesi-
tate to admit that beyond itself of which it assures us. I shall
explain by taking an example. In the act of External Per-
ception, consciousness gives, as a conjunct fact, the existence of
Me or Self as perceiving, and the existence of something
different from Me or Self as perceived. Now the reality of

again ;: —“If we know and believe through certain original principles, we
must know and believe these with paramount certainty, for the very reason
that we know and believe all else throungh them.” And such are the truths
in regard to which the Aphrodisian says, — ‘though some men may ver-
bally dissent, all men are in their hearts agreed.” This constitutes the first
of Buffier’s essential qualities of primary truths, which is, as he expresses
it,—‘to he so clear, that if we attempt to prove or to disprove them, this
cun be done only by propositions which are manifestly neither more evident
nor more certain.’

“A good illustration of this character is afforded by the assurance —to
which we have already so frequently referred — that in perception, mind is
immediately cognizant of matter. How self can be conscious of not-self,
foiw mind can be cognizant of matter, we do not know; but we know as
little ow mind can be percipient of itself. In both cases, we only know the
fact, on the authority of consciousness; and when the conditions of the
problem are rightly understood — when it is established that it is only the
primary qualities of body which are apprehended in themselves, and this
only in so far as they are in immediate relation to the organ of sense, the

difficulty in the one case is not more than in the other.”]
16
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this, as a subjective datum,—as an ideal phxnomenon, it is
impossible to doubt without doubting the existence of conscious-
ness, for consciousness is itself this faet; and to doubt the
existence of consciousness is absolutely impossible ; for as such
a doubt could not exist, except in and through consciousness, it
would, consequently, annihilate itself. We should doubt that
we doubted. As contained,— as given, in an act of conscious-
ness, the contrast of mind knowing and matier known cannot
he denied.

But the whole phnomenon as given in conseiousness may
be admitted, and yet its inference disputed. It may be said,
consciousness gives the mental subject as perceiving an exter-
nal object, contradistinguished from it as perceived ; all this we
do not, and cannot, deny. But consciousness is only a phz-
nomenon ; the contrast between the subject and object may be
only apparent, not real; the object given as an external reality
may only be a mental representation, which the mind is, by an
unknown law, determined unconsciously to produce, and to mis-
take for something different from itself. All this may be said
and believed, without self-contradiction ; — nay, all this has, by
the immense majority of modern philosophers, been actually
gaid and believed.®

# This distinction is, perhaps, more distinctly stated and illustrated by the
author in the “ notes to Reid.”” [* There is no scepticism possible touching
the facts of consciousness in themselves. We cannot doubt that the pheae-
nomena of consciousness are real, in so far as we are conscious of them. I
cannot doubt, for example, that I am actually conscious of a certain feeling
of fragrance, and of certain perceptions of color, figure, ete., when I see and
gmell a rose. Of the reality of these, as experienced, I cannot doubt, be-
cause they are facts of consciousness; and of consciousness I cannot
doubt, because such doubt being itself an act of conscousness, would con-
tradiet, and, consequently, annihilate itself. But of all beyond the mere
phenomena of which we are conscious, we may — without fear of self-con-
tradiction, at least — doubt. I may, for instance, doubt whether the rese I
gee and smell has any existence beyond a phmnomenal existence in my
consciousness. I eannot doubt that I am conscions of it as something dif-
ferent from self; but whether it have indeed any reality beyond my mind
— whether the not-self be not in truth only se/f— that I may philosophi-
cally question. In like manner, I am conscious of the memory of a cer-
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The case of Memory. — In like manner, in an act ot Mem-
ory, consciousness connects a present existence with a past. I
cannot deny the actual ph@nomenon, because my denial would
be suicidal, but I can, without self-contradiction, assert that
consciousness may be a false witness in regard to any former
existence ; and I may maintain, if I please, that the memory of
the past, in consciousness, is nothing but a phanomenon, which
has no reality beyond the present. There are many other facts
of consciousness which we cannot but admit as ideal phenom-
ena, but may discredit as guaranteeing aught beyond their pheae-
nomenal existence itself. The legality of this doubt I do not
at present consider, but only its possibility ; all that I have now
in view being to show, that we must not confound, as has been
done, the double import of the facts, and the two degrees of
evidence for their reality. This mistake has, among others,
been made by Mr. Stewart. “The belief,” he says, *which
accompanies consciousness, as to the present existence of its
appropriate ph@nomena, has been commonly considered as
much less obnoxious to cavil, than any of the principles which
philosophers are accustomed to assume as self-evident, in the
formation of their metaphysical systems. No doubts on this
head have yet been suggested by any philosopher, how scepti-
cal soever; even by those who have called in question the
existence both of mind and of matter. And yet the fact is,
that it rests on no foundation more solid than our belief of the
existence of external objects; or our belief, that other men
possess intellectual powers and faculties similar to those of
which we are conscious in ourselves. In all these cases, the
only account that ean be given of our belief is, that it forms a
necessary part of our constitution; against which metaphysi-
cians may easily argue, so as to perplex the judgment, but of
which it is impossible for us to divest ourselves for a moment,
when we are called on to employ our reason either in the busi-

tain past e.ent. Of the contents of this memory, as a phenomenon given
in eonsciousness, scepticism is impossible. But I may by possibility demur
to the reality of all beyond these contents and the sphere of present con
sciousness.” |
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ness of life, or in the pursuits of science. While we are under
the influence of our appetites, passions, or affections, or even of
a strong speculative curiosity, all those difficulties, which be-
wildered us in the solitude of the closet, vanish before the
essential prineiples of the human frame.”

Criticism of Stewart's view. — With all the respect to which
the opinion of so distinguished a philosopher as Mr. Stewart is
justly entitled, I must be permitted to say, that I cannot but
regard his assertion,— that the present existence of the phee-
nomena of consciousness, and the reality of that to which these
phanomena bear witness, rest on a foundation equally solid, —
as wholly untenable. The second fact, the fact testified to, may
be worthy of all credit,—as I agree with Mr. Stewart in
thinking that it is; but still it does not rest on a foundation
equally solid as the fact of the testimony itself. Mr. Stewart
confesses, that, of the former, no doubt had ever been suggested
by the boldest sceptic; and the latter, in so far as it assures us
of our having an immediate knowledge of the external world, —
which is the case alleged by Mr. Stewart,— has been doubted,
nay, denied, not merely by sceptics, but by modern philoso-
phers almost to a man. This historical circumstance, therefore,
of itself, would create a strong presumption, that the two facts
must stand on very different foundations ; and this presumption
is confirmed when we investigate what these foundations them-
selves are.

‘The one fact,—the fact of the testimony, is an act of con-
sciousness itself; it cannot, therefore, be invalidated without
gelf-contradiction. Tfor, as we have frequently observed, to
doubt the reality of that of which we are conscious is impossi=
ble ; for as we can only doubt through consciousness, to doubt
of consciousness is to doubt of consciousness by conseciousness.
If, on the one hand, we affirm the reality of the doubt, we
thereby explicitly affirm the reality of consciousness, and con-
tradict our doubt; if, on the other hand, we deny the reality of
consciousness, we implicitly deny the reality of our denial
itself. Thus, in the act of perception, consciousness gives, as a
conjunct fact, ar ego or mind, and a non-ego or matter, known
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together, and contradistinguished from each other. Now, as a
present phaznomenon, this double fact cannot possibly be denied.
I caunot, therefore, refuse the fact, that, in perception, I am
conscious of a phenomenon, which I am compelled to regard as
the attribute of something different from my mind or self.
This I must perforce admit, or run into self-contradiction.
But admitting this, may I not still, without self-contradiction,
maintain that what I am compelled to view as the phaznomenon
of something different from me is, nevertheless (unknown to
me), only a modification of my mind? In this I admit the
fact of the testimony of consciousness as given, but deny the
truth of its report. Whether this denial of the truth of con-
sciousness, as a witness, is or is not legitimate, we are nof, at
this moment, to consider: all I have in view at present is, as I
said, to show that we must distinguish in consciousness two
kinds of facts, —the fact of consciousness testifying, and the
Fact of which eonsciousness testifies; and that we must not, as
Mr. Stewart has done, hold that we can as little doubt of the
fact of the existence of an external world, as of the fact that
consciousness gives, in mutual contrast, the phaenomenon of self
in contrast to the phaenomenon of not-self.

Results of the Law of Pareimony.— Under this first law,
1et it, therefore, be laid down, in the first place, that by a fact
of consciousness, properly so called, is meant a primary and
universal fact of our intellectual being ; and, in the second, that
such facts are of two kinds,— 1°, The facts given in the act of
consciousness itselt'; and, 2° The faets which econscionsness
does not at once give, but to the reality of which it only bears
evidence. And as simplification is always a matter of impor-
tance, we may throw out of account altogether the former class
of these facts; for of such no doubt can be, or has been, enter-
tained. It is only the authority of these facts as evidence of
something beyond themselves, — that is, only the second class
of facts, — which become matter of discussion; it is not the
reality of consciousness that we have to prove, but its weracity.

1. The Law of Integrity.— The second rule is, That the
whole facts of consciousness be taken without reserve or hesi-

16 *
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tation, whether given as constituent, or as regulative, data.
This rule is too manifest to require much elucidation. As phi-
losophy is only a development of the phanomena and laws of
consciousness, it is evident that philosophy can only be com-
plete, as it comprehends, in one harmonious system, all the con-
stituent, and all the regulative, facts of consciousness. If any
phenomenon or constituent fact of consciousness be omitted, the
system is not complete; if any law or regulative fact is ex-
cluded, the system is not legitimate.

III. The Law of Harmony.— The violation of this second
rule is, in general, connected with a violation of the third, and
we shall accordingly illustrate them together. The third is, —
That nothing but the facts of consciousness be taken; or, if
inferences of reasoning be admitted, that these at least be
recognized as legitimate only as deduced from, and only in sub-
ordination to, the immediate data of consciousness, and that
every position be rejected as illegitimate which is contradictory
to these.

The truth and necessity of this rule are not less evident than
the truth and necessity of the preceding. Philosophy is only a
systematic evolution of the contents of consciousness, by the
instrumentality of consciousness; it, therefore, necessarily sup-
poses, in both respeets, the veracity of consciousness.

How Secepticism arises out of partial dogmatic systems.— But,
though this be too evident to admit of doubt, and though no
philosopher has ever openly thrown oft' allegiance to the au-
thority of consciousness, we find, nevertheless, that its testi-
mony has been silently overlooked, and systems established
upon principles in direct hostility to the primary data of intelli-
gence. It is only such a violation of the integrity of conscious-
ness, by the dogmatist, that affords, to the sceptic, the founda-
tion on which he can establish his proof of the nullity of
philosophy. The sceptic cannot assail the truth of the facts of
consciousness in themselves. In attempting this, he would run
at onece into self-contradietion. In the first place, he would
enact the part of a dogmatist, — that is, he would positively,
dogmatically, establish his doubt. In the second, waiving this,
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how can he accomplish what he thus proposes? For why?
He must attack consciousness either from a higher ground, or
from consciousness itself. Higher ground than consciousness
there is none; he must, therefore, invalidate the facts of con-
sciousness from the ground of consciousness itself. On this
ground, he cannot, as we have seen, deny the facts of conscious-
ness as given; he can only attempt to invalidate their testi-
mony. But this again can be done only by showing that
consciousness tells different tales,— that its evidence 18 contra-
dictory, — that its data are repugnant. But this no sceptic has
ever yet been able to do. Neither does the sceptic or negative
philosopher himself assume his principles; he only accepts
those on which the dogmatist or positive philosopher attempts to
establish his doctrine ; and this doctrine he reduces to zero, by
showing that its principles are either mutually repugnant, or
repugnant to facts of consciousness, on which, though it may
not expressly found, still, as facts of consciousness, it cannot
refuse to recognize without denying the possibility of philosophy
in general.

Violations of these laws in Dr. Brown's doctrine of external
perception. — I shall illustrate the violation of this rule by ex-
amples taken from the writings of the late ingenious Dr. Thomas
Brown. — I must, however, premise that this philosopher, so
far from being singular in his easy way of appealing to, or
overlooking, the facts of consciousness, as he finds them con-
venient or inconvenient for his purpose, supplies only a speci-
men of the too ordinary style of philosophizing. Now, you
must know, that Dr. Brown maintains the common doctrine of
the philosophers, that we have no immediate knowledge of any
thing beyond the states or modifications of our own minds,—
that we are only conseious of the ego, — the non-ego, as known,
being only a modification of self, which mankind at large are
illusively determined to view as external and different from
self. This doctrine is contradictory to the fact to which conscious-
ness testifies, — that the olject of which we are conscious in per-
ception, is the external reality as existing, and not merely its
representation in the percipient mind. That this is the faet
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testified to by consciousness, and believed by the common sense
of mankind, is admitted even by those philosophers who reject
the truth of the testimony and the belief. It is of no conse-
quence to us at present what are the grounds on which the
principle is founded, that the mind ean have no knowledge of
aught besides itself'; it is sufficient to observe, that, this prinei-
ple being contradictory to the testimony of consciousness, Dr.
Brown, by adopting it, virtually accuses consciousness of false-
hood.  But if consciousness be false in its testimony to one fact,
we can have no confidence in its testimony to any other; and
Brown, having himself belied the veracity of consciousness
cannot, therefore, again appeal to this veracity as to a credible
authority. But he is not thus consistent. Although he does
not allow that we have any knowledge of the existence of an
outer world, the existence of that world he still maintains.
And on what grounds? He admits the reasoning of the ideal-
ist, that iz, of the philosopher who denies the reality of the
material universe,— he admits this to be invineible. How,
then, is this conclusion avoided? Simply by appealing to the
univerzal belief of mankind in favor of the existence of exter-
nal things,* — that is, to the authority of a fact of conscious-
ness. DBut to him this appeal is incompetent. For, in the
first place, having already virtually given up, or rather posi-
tively rejected, the testimony of consciousness, when conscious-
ness deposzed to our immediate knowledge of external things, —
how can he even found upon the veracity of that mendacious
principle, when bearing evidence to the unknown existence of
external things? [ cannot bui believe that the material reality
exists ; therefore, it does exist, for consciousness does not deceive

# [Tennemann, speaking of Plato, says : © The illusion that things in them=
selves are cognizable, is so natural, that we need not marvel if even philoso-
phers have not been able to emancipate themselves from the prejudice,
The common sense of mankind (gemeine Menschenverstand), which re-
mains steadfast within the sphere of experience, recognizes no distinction
between things in themselves [unknown reality uxistip;:] and plenomenda
[representation, ohject known] ; and the philosophizing reason, commences
therewith its attempt to investigate the foundation of this knowledge, and
to reca'l itself into system.”] — Cuoted in Notes to Discussions, p. 92,
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us, — this reasoning Dr. Brown employs when defending his
assertion of an outer world. 1 cannot but believe that the mate-
rial reality is the object immediately known in perceplion ; there-
Jore, it is vmmediately known, for conseiousness does not decetve
us, — this reasoning Dr. Brown rejects when establishing the
foundation of his system. In the one case, he maintains, — this
belief, because irresistible, is true; in the other case, he main-
tains, — this belief, though irresistible, is false. Consciousness
15 veracious i1n the former belief, mendacious in the latter. 1
approbate the one, I reprobate the other. The inconsistency
of this is apparent. It becomes more palpable when we con-
gider, in the second place, that the belief which Dr. Brown
assumes as true rests on — is, in fact, only the reflex of — the be-
lief which he repudiates as false. Why do mankind believe
in the existence of an outer world? They do not believe in it
as in something unknown ; but, on the contrary, they believe it
to exist, only because they believe that they immediately know
it to exist. The former belief is only as it is founded on the
latter. Of all absurdities, therefore, the greatest is to assert,—
on the one hand, that consciouzness deceives us in the beliel
that we know any material object to exist, and, on the other,
that the material object exists, because, though on false grounds,
we believe it to exist.

Brown’s proof of our Personal Identity.—1 may give you
another instance, from the same author, of the wild work that
the application of this rule makes, among philosophical systems
not legitimately established. Dr. Brown, with other philoso-
phers, rests the proof of our Personal Identity, and of our
Mental Individuality, on the ground of beliefs, which, as “in-
tuitive, universal, immediate, and irresistible,” he, not unjustly,
regards as the “internal and never-ceasing voice of our Cre-
ator, —revelations from on high, omnipotent [and veracious]
as their Author.” To him this argument is, however, incompe-
tent, as contradictory.

What we know of self or person, we know only as a fact of
consciousness. In our perceptive consciousness, there is re-
vealed, in zontrast to each, a se/f and a not-self. This contrast
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is either true or false. If true, then am I conscious of an olject
different from me,— that is, I have an immediate perception of
the external reality. If false, then am I not conscious of any
thing different from me, but what I am constrained to regard as
not-me is only a modification of me, whieh, by an illusion of my
nature, I mistake, and must mistake, for something different
from me.

Now, will it be eredited that Dr. Brown — and be it remem-
bered that I adduce him only as the representative of a great
majority of philosophers — affirms or denies, just as he finds it
convenient or inconvenient, this fact, — this distinetion of con-
sciousness? In his doctrine of Perception, he explicitly denies
its truth, in denying that mind is conscious of aught beyond
itself. But, in other parts of his philosophy, this false fact, this
illusive distinetion, and the deceitful belief’ founded thereupon,
are appealed to (I quote his expressions), as “ revelations from
on high, — as the never-ceasing voice of our Creator,” ete.

Thus, on the veracity of this mendacious belief, Dr. Brown
establishes his proof of our personal identity. Touching the
object of perception, when its evidence is inconvenient, this
belief is quietly passed over, as incompetent to distinguish not-
self from self; in the question regarding our personal identity,
where its testimony is convenient, it is clamorously cited as an
inspired witness, exclusively competent to distinguish self from
not-self. Yet why, if, in the one case, it mistook self for not-
self, it may not, in the other, mistake not-self for self, would
appear a problem not of the easiest solution.

And of owr Individuality. — The same belief, with the same
inconsistency, is called in to prove the Individuality of mind.
But if we are fallaciously determined, in our perceptive con-
geiousness, to regard mind both as mind and as matter, — for,
on Brown’s hypothesis, in perception, the object perceived is
only a mode of the percipient subject,—if, I say, in this act, I
must view what is supposed one and indivisible, as plural, and
different, and opposed,—how is it possible to appeal to the
authority of a testimony so treacherous as consciousness for an
evidence of the real simplicity of the thinking principle?
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How, says the materialist to Brown,— how can you appeal
against me to the testimony of consciousness, which you your-
self reject when against your own opinions, and how ean you,
on the authority of that testimony, maintain the unity of self to
“be more than an illusive appearance, when self and not-self, as
known to consciousness, are, on your own hypothesis, confess-
edly only modifications of the same percipient subject? If, on
your doetrine, consciousness can split what you hold to be one
and indivigible into two, not only different but opposed, exist-
ences,— what absurdity is there, on mine, that consciousness
should exhibit as phenomenally one, what we both hold to be
really manifold? If you give the lie to consciousness in favor
of your hypothesis, you can have no reasonable objection that I
should give it the lie in favor of mine. If you can maintain
that not-self is only an illusive phaznomenon, — being, in fact,
only self in disguise; I may also maintain, e contra, that self
is only an illusive phanomenon, — and that the apparent unity
of the ego is only the result of an organic harmony of action
between the particles of matter.

The absolute and universal veracity of consciousness. — From
these examples, the truth of the position I maintain is mani-
fest,— that a fact of consciousness can only be rejected on the
supposition of falsity, and that, the falsity of one fact of con-
sciousness being admitted, the truth of no other fact of con-
sciousness can be maintained. The legal brocard, Falsus in
uno, falsus in omnibus, is a rule not more applicable to other
witnesses than to consciousness. Thus, every system of phi-
losophy which implies the negation of any fact of conscious-
ness, is not only neceszarily unable, without self-contradiction,
to establish its own truth by any appeal to consciousness; it is
also unable, without self-contradiction, to appeal to conscious-
ness against the falsehood of any other system. If the abso-
lute and universal veracity of consciousness be once surren-
dered, every system is equally true, or rather all are equally
false ; philosophy is impossible, for it has now no instrument by
which truth can be discovered, —no standard by which it can
be tried ; the root of our nature is a lie. But though it is thus
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manifestly the common interest of every scheme of philosophy
to preserve intact the integrity of consciousness, alinost every
scheme of philozophy is only another mode in which this integ-
rity has been violated. If, therefore, I am able to prove the
fact of this various violation, and to show that the facts of con-
sciousness have never, or hardly ever, been fairly evolved, it
will follow, as I zaid, that no reproach can be justly addressed
to consciousness as an ill-informed, or vacillating, or perfidious
witness, but to those only who were too proud, or too negligent,
to accept its testimony, to employ its materials, and to obey its
laws. And on this supposition, so far should we be from de-
spairing of the future advance of philosophy from the expe-
rience of its past wanderings, that we ought, on the contrary, to
anticipate for it a steady progress, the moment that philozophers
can be persuaded to look to consciousness, and to consciousness
alone, for their materials and their rules.



CHAPTER XI1.

VIOLATIONS OF THE AUTHORITY OF CONSCIOUSNESS IN
VARIOUS THEORIES OF PERCEPTION.

No retrenchment possible of the facts of consciousness. —
As all philosophy is evolved from consciousness, so, on the
truth of consciousness, the possibility of all philosophy is de-
pendent. Hence, it is manifest, at once and without further
reasoning, that no philosophical theory can pretend to truth
except that single theory which comprehends and develops the
fact of conseiousness on which it founds, without retrenchment,
distortion, or addition. Were a philosophical system to pretend
that it culls out all that is correct in a fact of consciousness,
and rejects only what is erroneous, — what would be the inev-
itable result? In the first place, this system admits, and must
admit, that it is wholly dependent on consciousness for its con-
stituent elements, and for the rules by which these are selected
and arranged, — in short, that it is wholly dependent on con-
sciousness for its knowledge of true and false. But, in the
second place, it pretends to select a part, and to reject a part,
of a fact given and guaranteed by consciousness. Now, by
what ecriterion, by what standard, can it discriminate the true
from the false in this fact? This criterion must be either con-
sciousness itself, or an instrument different from consciousness
If it be an instrument different from consciousness, what is it?
No such instrument has ever yet been named — has ever yet
been heard of. If it exist, and if it enable us to criticize the
data of consciousness, it must be a higher source of knowledge
than conseiousness, and thus it will replace consciousness as the
first and generative principle of philosophy. But of any prin-

ciple of this character, different from consciousness, philosophy
17 (198)
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is yet in ignorance. It remains unenounced and unknown. It
may, therefore, be safely assumed not to be.

The standard, therefore, by which any philosophical theory
can profess to regulate its choice among the elements of any
fact of consciousness, must be consciousness vtself. Now, mark
the dilemma. The theory makes consciousness the diserim-
inator between what is true and what is false in its own testi-
mony. DBut if consciousness be assumed to be a mendacious
witness in certain parts of its evidence, how can it be pre-
sumed a veracious witness in others? This it cannot be. It
must be held as false in all, if false in any; and the philosophi-
cal theory which starts from this hypothesis, starts from a nega-
tion of itself in the negation of philosophy in general. Again,
on the hypothesis that part of the deliverance of consciousness
is true, part false, how can consciousness enable us to distin-
guish these? This has never yet been shown; it is, in fact,
inconceivable. But, further, how is it discovered that any part
of a datum of consciousness is false, another true? This can
only be done if the datum involve a contradiction. But if the
facts of consciousness be contradictory, then is consciousness a
principle of falsehood; and the greatest of conceivable follies
would be an attempt to employ such a principle in the discovery
of truth. And such an act of folly is every philosophical the-
ory, which, departing from an admission that the data of con-
sciousness are false, would still pretend to build out of them a
gystem of truth. But, on the other hand, if the data of con-
geiousness are not contradictory, and consciousness, therefore,
not a self-convicted deceiver, how is the unapparent falsehood
of its evidence to be evinced? This is manifestly impossible ;
for such falsehood is not to be presumed; and, we have pre-
viously seen, there is mo higher principle by which the tes-
timony of consciousness can be canvassed and redargued.
Consciousness, therefore, is to be presumed veracious; a philo-
sophical theory which accepts one part of the harmonious data
of consciousness, and rejects another, is manifestly a mere
caprice, a chimera not worthy of consideration, far less of
articulate disproof. It is ab tnitio null.
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The Duality of Consciousness.— In order still further to
evince to you the importance of the precept (namely, that we
must look to consciousness, and to consciousness alone, for the
materials and rules of philosophy), and to show articulately
how all the variations of philosophy have been determined by
its negleet, I will take those facts of consciousness which lie at
the very root of philosophy, and with which, consequently, all
philosophical systems are necessarily and primarily conversant;
and point out how, besides the one true doctrine which accepts
and simply states the fact as given, there are always as many
various actual theories as there are various possible modes of
distorting or mutilating this fact. I shall commence with that
great fact to which I have already alluded, — that we are 7m-
mediately conscious in perception of an figo and a Non-ego,
knrown together, and known in contrast to each other. This is
the fact of the Duality of Consciousness. It is clear and
manifest. When I concentrate my attention in the simplest act
of perception, I return from my observation with the most
irresistible conviction of two facts, or rather two branches of
the same fact;— that I am,—and that something different
from me exists. In this act, I am conscious of myself as the
perceiving subject, and of an external reality as the object per-
ceived ; and I am econscious of both existences in the same
indivisible moment of intuition. The knowledge of the subject
does not precede, nor follow, the knowledge of the object; —
neither determines, neither is determined by, the other.

The fact of this testimony allowed even by those who deny its
truth.— Such is the fact of perception revealed in conscious-
ness, and as it determines mankind in general in their almost
equal assurance of the reality of an external world, as of the
existence of their own minds. Consciousness declares our
knowledge of material qualities to be intuitive or immediate, —
not representative or mediate. Nor is the fact, as given,
denied even by those who disallow its truth. So clear is the
deliverance, that even the philosophers who reject an intuitive
perception, find it impossible not to admit, that their doctrine
stands decidedly opposed to the voice of consciousness,— to the
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natiral convictions of mankind. I may give you some exam-
ples of the admission of this fact, which it is of the utmost
importance to place beyond the possibility of doubt. I quote,
of course, only from those philosophers whose systems are in
contradietion of the testimony of consciousness, which they are
forced to admit.

The following is [ Reid’s quotation] from Berkeley, towards
the conclusion of the work, in which his system of Idealism is
established : — “ When Hylas is at last entirely converted, he
observes to Philonous, — ¢ After all, the controversy about mat-
ter, in the strict acceptation of it, lies altogether between you
and the philosophers, whose principles, I acknowledge, are not
near so natural, or so agreeable to the common sense of man-
kind and Holy Secripture, as yours” Philonous observes in
the end,—¢That he does not pretend to be a setter-up of new
notions ; his endeavors tend only to unite, and to place in a
clearer light, that truth which was before shared between the
vulgar and the philosophers; the former being of opinion, that
those things they immediately perceive are the real things; and
the latter, that the things immediately perceived are ideas
which exist only in the mind; which two things put together
do, in effect, constitute the substance of what he advances.’
And he concludes by observing, — ¢ That those prineiples which
at first view lead to scepticism, pursued to a certain point, bring
men back to common sense.” ”

Here you will notfice that Berkeley admits that the common
belief of mankind is, that the things immediately perceived are
not representative objects in the mind, but the external realities
themselves. Hume, in like manner, makes the same confes-
gion ; and the confession of that sceptical Idealist, or sceptical
Nihilist, is of the utmost weight.

“It seems evident that men are carried by a natural instinet
or prepossession to repose faith in their senses; and that, with-
out any reasoning, or even almost before the use of reason, we
always suppose an external universe, which depends not on our
perception, but would exist though we and every sensible crea-
ture were absent or annihilated. Even the animal creation are
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governed by a like opinion, and preserve this belief of external
objects in all their thoughts, designs, and actions.

“ Tt seems also evident that, when men follow this blind and
powerful instinet of nature, they always suppose the very im-
ages presented by the senses to be the external objects, and
never enfertain any suspicion that the one are nothing but
representations of the other. This very table, which we see
white, and which we feel hard, is believed to exist, independent
of our perception, and to be something external to our mind,
which perceives it. Our presence bestows not being on it, —
our absence does not annihilate it. It preserves its existence
uniform and entire, independent of the situation of intelligent
beings, who perceive or contemplate it. . . . .

“ Do you follow the instinets and propensities of nature, may
they say, in assenting to the veracity of sense? But these lead
you to believe that the very perception or sensible image is the
external object. Do you disclaim this prineiple, in order to
embrace a more rational opinion, that the perceptions are only
representations of something external? You here depart from
your natural propensities and more obvious sentiments ; and yet
are not able to satisfy your reason, which can never find any
convincing argument from experience to prove that the per-
ceptions are connected with any external objects.”

We are conscious of an immediate knowledge of the not-self. —
The fact that consciousness does testify to an immediate knowl-
edge by mind of an object different from any modification of its
own, is thus admitted even by those philosophers who still do
not hesitate to deny the truth of the testimony; for to say that
all men do naturally believe in such a knowledge, is ouly, in
other words, to say that they believe it upon the authority of
consciousness. A fact of consciousness, and a faet of the com-
mon sense of mankind, are only various expressions of the
same import. We may, therefore, lay it down as an undis-
puted truth, that consciousness gives, as an ultimate fact, a
primitive duality ;—a knowledge of the Ego in relation and
contrast to the Non-ego; and a knowledge of the Non-ego in

relation and contrast to the Kgo. The Ego and Non-ego are,
15 fs
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thus, given in an original synthesis, as conjoined in the unity of
knowledge, and, in an original antithesis, as opposed in the con-
trariety of existence. In other words, we are conscious of them
in an indivisible act of knowledge together and at once,— but
we are conscious of them as, in themselves, different and exelu-
sive of each other.

Again, consciousness not only gives us a duality, but it gives
its elements in equal counterpoise and independence. The Ego
and Non-ego — mind and matter — are not only given together,
but in absolute coequality. The one does not precede, the other
does not follow ; and, in their mutual relations, each is equally
dependent, equally independent. Such is the fact as given in
and by consciousness.

Different philosophical systems which deny this fact. — Phi-
losophers have not, however, been content to accept the fact in
its integrity, but have been pleased to aceept it only under such
qualifications as it suited their systems to devise. In truth,
there are just as many different philosophical systems originat-
ing in this fact, as it admits of various possible modifications.
An enumeration of these modifications, accordingly, affords an
enumeration of philosophical theories.

Natural Realists.— In the first place, there is the grand
division of philosophers into those who do, and those who do
not, accept the fact in its integrity. Of modern philosophers,
almost all are comprehended under the latter category; while
of the former,—if we do not remount to the Schoolmen and
the ancients,— I am only aware of a single philosopher before
Reid, who did not reject, at least in part, the fact as conscious-
ness affords it. As it is always expedient to possess a precise
name for a precise distinetion, I would be inclined to denomi-
nate those who implicitly acquiesce in the primitive duality as
given in consciousness, the Natural Realists or Natural Dual-
ists ; and their doetrine, Natural Realism or Natural Dualism.

In the second place, the philosophers who do not accept the
fact, and the whole fact, may be divided and subdivided into
various classes by various principles of distribution.

Substantialists and Nikilists. — The first subdivision will be
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aRen fYom the total, or partial, rejections of the import of the
fact. I have previously shown you that to deny any fact of
consciousness as an actual phenomenon is utterly impossible.
But, though necessarily admitted as a present phenomenon, the
import of this phenomenon, — all beyond our actual conscious-
ness of its existence, may be denied. We are able, without
self-contradiction, to suppose, and, consequently, to assert, that
all to which the ph&nomenon of which we are conscious refers,
is a deception ; — that, for example, the past to which an aect of
memory refers, is only an illusion invelved in our conseciousness
of the present; — that the unknown subject to which every
phenomenon of which we are conscious involves a reference,
has no reality beyond this reference itself; — in short, that all
our knowledge of mind or matter is only a consciousness of
various bundles of baseless appearances. This doetrine, as re-
fusing a substantial reality to the phanomenal existence of
which we are conscious, is ealled Nihilism ; and, consequently,
philosophers, as they affirm or ::ien}* the authority of conscious-
ness in guaranteeing a substratum or substance to the mani-
festations of the Ego and Non-ego, are divided into Realists
or Substantialists, and Nihilists or Non-Substantialists. Of posi-
tive or dogmatic Nihilism, there is no example in modern phi-
losophy ; for Oken’s deduction of the universe from the original
nothing, — the nothing being equivalent to the Absolute or God,
—is only the paradoxical foundation of a system of Realism ;
and, in ancient philosophy, we know too little of the book of
Gorgias the Sophist, entitled ITept 7ov piy ovzog, 3 mept Qucews,
— Concerning Nature or the Non-existent,—to be able to af-
firm whether it were maintained by him as a dogmatic and bona
Jide doctrine. But as a sceptical conclusion from the premises
of previous philosophers, we have an illustrious example of
Nihilism in Hume ; and the celebrated Fichte admits that the
speculative prineiples of his own Idealism would, unless cor-
rected by his practical, terminate in this result.®

¥ |In the Notes to Reid, Hamilton translates the following passage from
Fichte’s ““ Destination of Man,” to prove that Fichtean idealism terminates
in thorongh-going Nihilism. “ The sum total,” says Fichte, “is this : —



200 VAR1OUS THEORIES OF PEREPTION.

Realists divided into Hypothetical Dualists and Moni:'s. —
The Realists T or Substantialists are again divided into Dualists,

there is absolutely nothing permanent either without or within me, but only
an unceasing change. I know absolutely nothing of any existence, not
even of my own. I myself know nothing and am nothing. Images {Bil-
der) there are; they constitute all that apparently exists, and what they
know of themselves is after the manner of images; images that pass and
vanish without there being aught to witness their transition; that consist
in fact of the images of images, without significance and without an aim.
I myself am one of these images; nay, I am not even thus much, but only
a confused image of images. All reality is converted into a marvellousg
dream, without a life to dream of, and without a mind to dream ; into a
dream made up only of a dream of itself. Perception is a dream ; thonght —
the source of all the existence and all the reality which I imagine to myself ot
my existence, of my power, of my destination —is the dream of that dream.”

1 [The term Real (realis), thongh always importing the existent, is nused in
various significations and oppositions. The following occur to me :

1. As denoting exristence, in contrast to the nomenclature of existence, —
the thing, as contradistingnished from®its name. Thus we have definitions
and divisions real, and definitions and divisions neminal or verbal.

2. As expressing the eristent opposed to the non-existent, —a something in
contrast to a notliing. In this sense, the diminutions of existence, to which
reality, in the following significations, is eounterposed, are all real.

3. As denoting material or external, in contrast to mental, spiritual, or in-
ternal, existence. This meaning is improper; so, therefore, is the term
Healism, as equivalent to Materialism, in the nomenclature of some recent
philosophers.

4. As synonymons with actual ; and this (a. as opposed to potentiul, b.)
as opposed to possible existence.

5. As denoting absolute or irrespective, in oppozition to phenomenal or rela-
tive, existence ; in other words, as denoting things in themselves, and out
of relation to all else, in contrast to things in relation to, and as known by,
intelligences, like men, who know only under the conditions of plurality
and difference. In this sense, which is rarely employed and may be neg-
lected, the Real is only another term for the Unconditioned or Absolute, —
70 OVTLC Ov.

6. As indicating existence considered as a subsisfence in nature (ens extra
animam, ens naturee), it stands counter to an existence considered as a
representation in thought. In this sense, reale, in the language of the older
philosophy (Schoiastie, Cartesian, Gassendian), as applied to esse or ens, is
opposed to intentionale, notionale, conceptibile, imaginavium, rationis, cognilionis,
wn animda, in intellectu, prout cognituin, ideale, ete.; and corresponds with a
parte rei, as opposed to a parte intellectus, — with subjectivum, as opposed to
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and Unitarians or Monists, according as they are, or are
not, contented with the testimony of consciousness to the ulti-
mate duplicity of subject and object in perception. The Dual-
ists, of whom we are now first speaking, are distinguished from
the Natural Dualists of whom we formerly spoke, in this;—
that the latter establish the existence of the two worlds of mind
and matter on the immediate knowledge we possess of both
series of ph@nomena,—a knowledge of which consciousness
assures us; whereas the former, surrendering the veracity of
consciousness to our immediate knowledge of material phanom-

ebjectivum, — with proprium, principale, and fundamentale, as opposed to vica-
ram, — with maferiale, as opposed to formale, and with formale in seipso, and
entitativum, as opposed to representativum, ete. Under this head, in the
vacillating language of our more recent philosophy, real approximates to,
but is hardly convertible with, ebjective, in contrast to subjective in the signifi-
cation there prevalent.

7. In close connection with the sixth meaning, real, in the last place, de-
notes an identity or difference founded on the conditions of the existence
of a thing in itself, in contrast to an identity or difference founded only on
the relation or point of view in which the thing may be regarded by the
thinking subject. In this sense it is opposed to logical or rational, the terms’
being here employed in a peculiar meaning. Thus a thing which, reailly (re)
or in itself, is one and indivisible, may logically (ratione), by the mind, be con-
sidered as diverse and plural; and vice versa, what are really diverse and
plural, may logically be viewed as one and indivisible.  As an example of
the former; — the sides and angles of a triangle (or trilateral), as mutually
correlative —as together making up the same simple figure — and as, with-
out destruction of that fizure, actually inseparable from it, and from each
other, are really one; but inasmuch as they have peculiar relations which
may, in thought, be considered severally and for themselves, they are logi-
cally twofold. In like manner, take apprehension and judgment. These
are really one, as each involves the other (for we apprehend only as we
Jjudge something to be, and we judge only as we apprehend the existence
of the terms compared), and as together they constitute a single indivisible
act of cognition; but they are logically double, inasmuch as, by mental ab-
straction, they may be viewed each for itself, and as a distingnishable ele-
ment of thought. As an example of the latter; individual things, as John,
James, Richard, etc., are really (numerically) different, as coexisting in
nature only under the condition of plurality ; but, as resembling objects
constituting a single class or notion (man), they are logically considered
(generically or specifically) identical and one.] — Diss. supp. to Reid,
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ena, and, consequently, our immediate knowledge of the exist-
ence of maiter, still endeavor, by wvarious hypotheses and
reasonings, to maintain the existence of an unknown external
world. As we denominate those who maintain a dualism as
involved in the fact of consciousness, Natural Dualists ; so we
may style those Dualists who deny the evidence of conscious-
ness to our immediate knowledge of aunght beyond the sphere
of mind, Hypothetical Dualists or Cosmothetic Idealists.

To the class of Cosmothetic Idealists, the great majority of
modern philosophers are to be referred. Denying an imme-
diate or intuitive knowledge of the external reality, whose
existence they maintain, they, of course, hold a doctrine of
mediate or representative perception; and, according to the
various modifications of that doctrine, they are again subdi-
vided into those who view, in the immediate object of percep-
tion, a representative entity present to the mind, but not a mere
mental modification, and into those who hold that the immediate
object is only a representative modification of the mind itself.
It is not always easy to determine to which of these classes
some philosophers belong. To the former, or class holding the
cruder hypothesis of representation, certainly belong the follow-
ers of Democritus and Epicurus, those Aristotelians who held
the vulgar doctrine of species (Aristotle himself was probably
a Natural Dualist), and in recent times, among many others,
Malebranche, Berkeley, Clarke, Newton, Abraham Tucker,
etec. To these is also, but problematically, to be referred
Locke. To the second, or class holding the finer hypothesis of
representation, belong, without any doubt, many of the Pla-
tonists, Leibnitz, Arnauld, Crousaz, Condillac, I ant, ete.; and
to this class is also, probably, to be referred Descartes.

Monists subdivided. — The philosophical Unitarians or Mo-
nists reject the testimony of consciousness to the ultimate dual-
ity of the subject and object in perception, but they arrive
at the unity of these in different ways. Some admit the tes-
timony of consciousness to the equipoise of the mental and
material phanomena, and do not attempt to reduce either mind
to matter, or matter to mind. They reject, however, the evis
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dence of consciousness to their antithesis in existence, and
mainfain that mind and matter are only ph@nomenal modifica-
tions of the same common substance. This ig the doetrine of
Absolute Identity,—a doctrine of which the most illustrious
representatives among recent philosophers are Schelling, Hegel,
and Cousin. Others, again, deny the evidence of conscious-
ness to the equipoise of the subject and object as coérdinate
and coidriginal elements; and as the balance is inclined in favor
of the one relative or the other, two opposite schemes of
psychology are determined. If the subject be taken as the
orizinal and genetic, and the object evolved from it as its pro-
duet, the theory of Idealism is established. On the other hand,
if the object be assumed as the original and genetic, and the
subject evolved from it as its produet, the theory of Materialism
is established.

Opposite errors often counteract each other.— In regard to
these two opposites schemes of a one-sided philosophy, I would
at present make an observation to which it may be afterwards
necessary to reeur; — namely, that a philosophical system is
often prevented from falling into absolute Idealism or absolute
Materialism, and held in a kind of wvacillating equilibrium, not
in consequence of being based on the fact of consciousness, but
from the ecircumstance, that its Materialistic tendency in one
opinion happens to be counteracted by its Idealistic tendency in
another ; — two opposite errors, in short, codperating to the
same result as one truth. On this ground is to be explained,
why the philosophy of Locke and Condillac did not more easily
slide into Materialism. Deriving our whole knowledge, medi-
ately or immediately, from the senses, this philosophy seemed
destined to be fairly analyzed into a scheme of Materialism ;
but from this it was for a long time preserved, in consequence
of involving a doctrine, which, on the other hand, if not coun-
teracted, would have naturally carried it over into Idealism.
This was the doctrine of a Representative Perception. The
legitimate issue of such a doetrine is now admitted, on all
hands, to be absolute Idealism; and the only ground on which
it has been latterly thought possible to avoid this conclusion, —
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an appeal to the natural belief of mankind in the existence of an
external world, — is, as I showed you, incompetent to the Hy-
pothetical Dualist or Cosmothetic Idealist. In his hands, such
an appeal is self-contradictory. For, if' this universal belief be
fairly applied, it only proves the existence of an outer world by
disproving the hypothesis of a Representative Perception.

To recapitulate what I have now said: [ When I concen-
trate my attention in the simplest act of Perception, I return
from my observation with the most irresistible convietion of
two facts, or rather two branches of the same fact,— that
I am,— and that something different from me erists. In
this act, I am conscious of myself as the perceiving subject,
and of an external reality as the object ﬁﬁrﬂeived; and I am
conscious of both existences in the same indivisible moment of
intuition. The knowledge of the subject does not precede or
follow the knowledge of the object; — neither determines,
neither is determined by, the other. - The two terms of correla-
tion stand in mutual counterpoize and equal independence ;
they are given as connected in the synthesis of knowledge, but
as contrasted in the antithesis of existence.

Such is the fact of Perception revealed in consciousness, and
as it determines mankind in general in their equal assurance of
the reality of an external world, and of the existence of their
own minds. Consclousness declares our knowledye of material
qualities to be intuitive. Nor is the fact, as given, denied even
by those who disallow its truth. So clear is the deliverance,
that even the philosophers who reject an intuitive perception,
find it impossible not to admit, that their doctrine stands decid-
edly opposed to the voice of consciousness and the natural con-
vietion of mankind.

According as the truth of the fact of consciousness in pereep-
tion is entirely accepted, accepted in part, or wholly rejected, six
possible and actual systems of philosophy result. We say ex-
plicitly — the truth of the fact. For the fact, as a phenomenon
of consciousnesg, cannot be doubted ; since to doubt that we are
conscious of this or that. is impossible. The doubt, as itself a
phenomenon of consciousness, would annihilate itself.
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1. If the veracity of consciousness be unconditionally admit-
ted, —if the intuitive knowledge of mind and matter, and the
consequent reality of their antithesis be taken as truths, to be
explained if possible, but in themselves to be held as paramount
to all doubt, the doetrine is established which we would call the
scheme of Natural Realism, or Natwral Dualism.— 2. If the
veracity of consciousness be allowed to the equipoise of the
object and subject in the act, but rejected as to the reality of
their antithesis, the system of Absolute Identity emerges, which
reduces both mind and matter to phanomenal modifications of
the same common substance.— 3 and 4. If the testimony of
consciousness be refused to the co-originality and reciprocal
independence of the subject and object, two schemes are deter-
mined, according as the one or the other of the terms is placed
as the original and genetic. Is the object educed from the sub-
ject, Jdealism ; is the subject educed from the object, Mate-
rialism, is the result.— 5. Again, is the consciousness itself
recognized only as a phenomenon, and the substantial reality of
both subject and object denied, the issue is Nikilism.

6. These systems are all conclusions from an original inter-
pretation of the fact of consciousness in Perception, carried
intrepidly forth to its legitimate issue. DBut there is one
scheme, which, violating the integrity of this faet, and, with the
complete Idealist, regarding the object of consciousness in Per-
ception as only a modification of the percipient subject, or, at
least, a phenomenon numerically different from the object it
represents, — endeavors, however, to stop short of the negation
of an external world, the reality of which, and the knowledge of
whose reality, it seeks by various hypotheses to establish and ex-
plain. This scheme, — which we would term Cosmothetic Ideal-
ism, Hypothetical Realism, or Hypothetical Dualism, — although
the most inconsequent of all systems, has been embraced, under
various forms, by the immense majority of philosophers.

Of these systems, Dr. Brown adheres to the last. He holds
that the mind is conscious, or immediately cognizant, of nothing
beyond its subjective states ; but he assumes the existence of an

external world beyond the sphere of consciousness, exclusively
18
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on the ground of our irresistible belief in its unknown reality.
Independent of this belief, there is no reasoning on which the
existence of matter can be vindicated ; the logic of the Idealist
he admits to be unassailable.

It will be proper, first, to generalize the possible forms under
which the hypothesis of a Representative Perception can be real-
ized ; as a confusion of some of these as actually held, on the
part both of Reid and Brown, has tended to introduce no small
confusion into the discussion.

The Hypothetical Realist contends, that he is wholly ignorant
of things in themselves, and that these are known to him only
through a vicarious phznomenon, of which he is conscious in
perception ;

¢ Rerumque ignarus, Imagine gaudet.’

In other words, that the object immediately known and repre-
senting is numerically different from the ebject really existing
and represente. Now this vicarious ph@nomenon, or imme-
diate object, must either be numerically different from the per-
eipient intellect, or a modification of that intellect itselt. It the
latter, it must, again, either be a modification of the thinking
substanece, with a transcendent existence beyond the act of
thought, or a modification identical with the act of perception
itzelf.

All possible forms of the representative hypothesis are thus
reduced to three, and these have all been actually maintained.

1. The representative object not a modification of mind.

2. The representative object a modification of mind, depend-
ent for ils apprehension, but not for its existence, on the act of
CONSCTONSNESS.

3. The representative object a modification of mind, non-
existent out of consciousness ; — the idea and ils perception
only different relations of an act really identical. | — Discussions.

It would be turning aside from my present purpose, were I
to attempt any articulate refutation of these various systems.
What I have now in view is to exhibit to you how, the moment
that the fact of consciousness in its absolute integrity is surren-
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dercd, philosophy at once falls from unity and truth into variety
and error. In reality, by the very act of refusing any one
datum of consciousness, philosophy invalidates the whole credi-
bility of consciousness, and consciousness ruined as an instru-
ment, philosophy is extinet. Thus, the refusal of philmmphcrs!
to accept the fact of the duality of consciousness is virtually an|
act of philosophical suicide. Their various systems are now
only so many empty speectres,—so many enchanted corpses,
which the first exorcism of the sceptic reduces to their natural
nothingness. The mutual polemic of these systems is like the
warfare of shadows; as the heroes in Valhalla, they hew each
other into pieces, only in a twinkling to be reunited, and
again to amuse themselves in other bloodless and indecisive
contests.

Mode of intercourse between Mind and Body. — Having now
given a general view of the various systems of philosophy, in
their mutual relations, as founded on the great fact of the
Duality of Consciousness, I proceed, in subordination to this
fact, to give a brief account of certain famous hypotheses which
it is necessary for you to know, — hypotheses proposed in solu-
tion of the problem of how intercourse of substances so oppo-
site as mind and body could be accomplished. These hypotheses,
of course, l}einng exclusively to the doctrine of Dualism ; for in
the Unitarian system, the difficulty is resolved by the annihila-
tion of the opposition, and the reduction of the two substances
to one. The hypotheses I allude to are known under the names,
1°, Of the system of Assistance or of Occasional Causes; 2°,
Of the Preéstablished Harmony ; 3° Of the Plastic Medium ;
and, 4°, Of Physical Influence. The first belongs to Desecartes
De la Forge, Malebranche, and the Cartesians in general ; th
second to Leibnitz and Wolf, though not universally adopted by
their school; the third was an ancient opinion revived in mod
ern times by Cudworth and Le Clerc; the fourth is the common
doctrine of the Schoolmen, and, though not explicitly enounced,
that generally prevalent at present ;- among modern philoso-
phers, it has been expounded with great perspicuity by Euler
We shall take these in their order.
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Oceasional Causes.— The hypothesis of Divine Assistance
or of Occasional Causes, sets out from the apparent Impossi-
bility, involved in Dualism, of any actual communication be-
tween a spiritual and a material substance, —that is, between
extended and non-extended existences; and it terminates in
the assertion, that the Deity, on occasion of the affections of
matter — of the motions of the bodily organism, excites in the
mind correspondent thoughts and representations; and on ocea-
sion of thoughts or representations arising in the mind, that
He, in like manner, produces the correspondent movements in
the body. But more explicitly : — [as Laromiguiére remarks, ]
“ God, according to the advocates of this scheme, governs the
universe, and its constituent existences, by the laws according
to which e has created them; and as the world was originally
called into being by a mere fiat of the divine will, so it owes the
continuance of its existence from moment to moment only to the
unremitted perseverance of the same volition. Let the sustain-
ing energy of the divine will cease, but for an instant, and the
universe lapses into nothingness. The existence of created
things is thus exclusively maintained by a creation, as it were,
incessantly renewed. God is, thus, the necessary cause of
every modification of body, and of every modification of
mind ; and his efficieney is sufficient to afford an explanation
of the union and intercourse of extended and unextended sub-
stances.

“ External objects determine certain movements in our bodily
organs of sense, and these movements are, by the nerves and
animal spirits, propagated to the brain. The brain does not
act immediately and really upon the soul; the soul has no
direet cognizance of any modification of the brain; this is im-
possible, It is God himself, who, by a law which he has estab-
lished, when movements are determined in the brain, produces
analogous modifications in the conscious mind. In like manner,
suppose the mind has a volition to move the arm ; this volition
is, of itself, inefficacious g but God, in virtue of the same law,
causes the answering motion in our limb. The body is not,
therefore, the real cause of the mental modifications ; nor the
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mind the real cause of the bodily movements. Nevertheless,
as the soul would not be modified without the antecedent changes
in the body, nor the body moved without the antecedent deter-
wination of the soul,—these changes and determinations are
in a certain sort necessary. Dut this necessity is not absolute ;
it is only hypothetical or conditional. The organic changes,
and the mental determinations, are nothing but simple condi-
tions, and not real causes; in short, they are occasions or occa-
ional causes.” This doetrine of occasional causes is ecalled,
likewise, the hypothesis of Assistance, as supposing the imme-
diate codperation or intervention of the Deity. It is invoived
in the Cartesian theory, and, therefore, belongs to Des artes 3
but it was fully evolved by De la Forge, Malebranche, and
other followers of Descartes. It may, however, be traced far
higher. DMany of the most illustrious philosophers of the mid-
dle ages maintained that God is the only real agent in the
universe. To this doctrine Dr. Reid inclines, and it is expressly
maintained by Mr. Stewart.

Preéstablished Harmony. — This hypothesis did not satisfy
Leibnitz. “ He reproaches the Cartesians,” [says Laromiguiére, ]
*with converting the universe into a perpetual miracle, and of
explaining the natural, by a supernatural, order. This would
annihilate philosophy ; for philosophy consists in the investiga-
tion and discovery of the sccond causes which produce the vari-
ous pheenomena of the universe. You degrade the Divinity,” he
subjoined ; — “ you make him act like a watchmaker, who, hav-
ing constructed a timepiece, would still be obliced himself to
turn the hands to make it mark the hours. A skilful mechanist
would so frame his clock, that it would go for a certain period
without assistance or interposition. So, when God created man,
Ie disposed his organs and faculties in such a manner that they
are able, of themselves, to execute their functions and maintain
their activity from birth to death.”

Leibnitz thought he had devised a more philosophical scheme,
in the hypothesis of the preéstablished or predetermined Har-
mony. This hypothesis denies all real connection, not oniy

Letween spirifual and material substances, but between sub-
18 *
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stances in general; and explains their apparent communion
from a previously decreed coiirrangement of the Supreme Be-
ing, in the following manner:* —“ God, before creating souls
and bodies, knew all these souls and bodies; he knew also all
possible souls and bodies. Now, in this infinite variety of
posgible souls and bodies, it was necessary that there should be
souls whose series of perceptions and determinations would
correspond to the series of movements which some of these
possible bodies would execute; for in an infinite number of
souls, and in an infinite number of bodies, there would be found
all possible combinations. Now, suppose that, out of a soul
whose series of modifications corresponded exactly to the series
of modifications which a certain body was destined to perform,
and of this body whose successive movements were correspond-
ent to the successive modifications of this soul, God should
make a man ; — it is evident, that between the two substances
which constitute this man, there would subsist the most perfect
harmony. It is, thus, no longer necessary to devise theories to
account for the reciprocal intercourse of the material and the
spiritual substances. These have no communication, no mutual
influence. The soul passes from one state, from one perception,
to another, by virtue of its own nature. The body executes the
series of its movements without any participation or interference
of the soul in these. The soul and body are like two clocks
accurately regulated, which point to the same hour and minute,
although the spring which gives motion to the one is not the
spring which gives motion to the other. Thus the harmony
which appears to combine the soul and body is, however, inde-
pendent of any reciproecal action. This harmony was estab-
lished before the creation of man; and hence it is ecalled the
Preéstablished or predetermined Harmony.”

It is needless to attempt a refutation of this hypothesis, which
its author himself probably regarded more as a specimen of
ingenuity than as a serious doctrine,

Plastic Medium.— The third hypothesis is that of a Plastie

* [The following expositions of the second, thied, and fourth hypotheses
are all translated by Hamilton from Laromiguniére.] — Am. Ed.
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Medium between the soul and body. ¢ This medium partici-
pates of the two natures; it is partly material, partly spiritual.
As material, it can be acted on by the body; and as spiritual,
it can act upon the mind. It is the middle term of a continu-
ous proportion. It is a bridge thrown over the abyss which
geparates matter from spirit. This hypothesis is too absurd for
refutation; it annihilates itself. DBetween an extended and
unextended substance, there can be no middle existence ; [these
being not simply different in degree, but contradictory.] If the
medium be neither body nor soul, it is a chimera; if it is at
once body and soul, it is contradictory ; or if, to avoid the con-
tradiction, it is said to be, like us, the union of soul and body,
it is itself in want of a medium.”

Physical Influence. — The fourth hypothesis is that of Physi-
cal Influence. “On this doctrine, external objects affect our
senses, and the organic motion they determine is communicated
to the brain. The brain acts upon the soul, and the soul has an
idea, — a perception. The mind, thus possessed of a perception
or idea, is affected for good or ill. If it suffers, it seeks to be
relieved of pain. It acts in its turn upon the brain, in which
it causes a movement in the nervous system ; the nervous sys-
tem causes a muscular motion in the limbs, — a motion directed
to remove or avoid the object which oceasions the sensation of
pain.

“The brain is the seat of the soul, and, on this hypothesis,
the soul has been compared to a spider seated in the centre of
its web. The moment the least agitation is caused at the ex-
tremity of this web, the insect is advertised and put upon the
watch. In like manner, the mind _situated in the brain has a
point on which all the nervous filaments converge ; it is informed
of what passes at the different parts of the body ; and forthwith
it takes its measures accordingly. The body thus acts with a
real efficiency on the mind, and the mind acts with a real effi-
ciency upon the body. This action or influence being real, —
physical, in the course of nature,— the body exerts a physical
influence upon the soul, the soul a physical influence upon the
body.
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“This system is simple, but it affords us no help in explain-
" ing the mysterious union of an extended and an unextended
substance.

‘ Tangere enim et tangi nisi corpus nulla potest res.”

Nothing can touch and be touched but what is extended ; and
if the soul be unextended, it can have no connection by touch
with the body, and the physical influence is inconceivable or
contradictory.”

Historical order of these hypotheses. — If we consider these
hypotheses in relation to their historical manifestation, — the
doctrine of Physical Influence would stand first; for this doc-
trine, which was only formally developed into system by the
later Peripateties, was that prevalent in the earlier schools of
Greece. The Aristotelians, — who held that the soul was the
substantial form, the vital principle, of the body, that the soul
was all in the whole and all in every part of the body, — natu-
rally allowed a reciproeal influence of these. By ¢nfluence (in
Latin, ¢nfluxus), you are to understand the relation of a cause
to its effect; and the term, now adopted into every vulgar lan-
cuage of Europe, was brought into use principally by the au-
thority of Suarez, a Spanish Jesuit, who flourished at the close
of the sixteenth and beginning of the seventeenth centuries,
and one of the most illustrious metaphysicians of modern times.
By him a cause is defined, prineipium per se influens esse in
aliud. 'This definition, however, and the use of the metaphysi-
cal term influence, (for it is nothing more,) are not, as is sup-
posed, original with him. They are to be found in the pseudo-
Avristotelie treatize, De Causis. .

The second hypothesis in chronological order is that of the
Plastic Medium. It is to be traced to Plato. That philosopher,
in illustrating the relations of the two constituents of man,
says that the soul is in the body like a sailor in a ship; that the
soul employs the body as its instrument; but that the energy,
or life and sense, of the body, is the manifestation of a different
substance, — of a substance which holds a kind of intermediate
existence between mind and matter. This conjecture, which
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Plato only obscurely hinted at, was elaborated with peculiar
partiality by his followers of the Alexandrian school; and, in
their psychology, the ogos, or vehicle of the soul, the medium
through which it is united to the body, is a prominent element
and distinctive principle. To this opinion St. Austin, among
other Christian fathers, was inclined ; and, in modern times, it
has been revived and modified by Gassendi, Cudworth, and Le
Clere.

Descartes agrees with the Platonists, In opposition to the
Aristotelians, that the soul is not the substantial form of the
body, but is connected with it only at a single point in the brain,
— namely, the pineal gland. The pineal gland, he supposes, 1s
the central point at which the organic movements of the body
. terminate, when conveying to the mind the determinations to
voluntary motion. But Descartes did not allow, like the Pla-
tonists, any intermediate or connecting substance. The nature
of the connection he himself does not very explicitly state ; —
but his disciples have evolved the hypothesis, already explained,
of Oceasional Causes, in which God is the connecting principle,
— an hypothesis at least implicitly contained in his philosophy.

Finally, Leibnitz and Wolf agree with the Cartesians, that
there is no real, but only an apparent, intercourse between mind
and body. To explain this apparent intercourse they do not,
however, resort to the continual assistance or interposition of
the Deity, but have recourse to the supposition of a harmony
between mind and body, established before the creation of
either.

These hypotheses unphilosophical.— All these theories are
unphilosophical, because they all attempt to establish something
beyond the sphere of observation, and, consequently, beyond
the sphere of genuine philosophy ; and because they arve either,
like the Cartesian and Leibnitzian theories, contradictions of
the fact of consciousness; or, like the two other hypotheses, at
variance with the fact which they suppose. What St. Austin
so admirably says of the substance, either of mind or of body,
— “Materiam spiritumque cognoscendo ignorari, et ignorando
cognosci,” — I would exhort you to adopt as your opinion in re-
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gard to the union of these two existences. In short, in the
words of Pascal, “Man is to himself the mightiest prodigy of
nature ; for he is unable to conceive what is body, still less what
is mind, but least of all, is he able to conceive how a body can
be united to a mind ; yet this is his proper being.” A content-
ed ignorance is, indeed, wiser than a presumptuous knowledge ;
but this is a lesson which seems the last that philosophers are
willing to learn. In the words of one of the acutest modern
thinkers — « Magna, immo maxima, pars sapientiz est, quadam
2quo animo nescire velle.”



CHAPTER XIII.

GENERAL PHAENOMENA OF CONSCIOUSNESS — ARE WE.
ALWAYS CONSCIOUSLY ACTIVE ?

TaE second General Fact of Consciousness which we shall
-onsider, and out of which several questions of great interest
~ise, is the fact, or correlative facts, of the Activity and
Passivity of Mind.

Activity and Passivity always conjoined in mind. — There is
no pure activity, no pure passivity in creation. All things in
the universe of nature are reciprocally in a state of continual
action and counter-action ; they are alwaye active and passive
at once. .God alone must be thought of as being active with-
out any mixture of passivity, as his activity is subjected to no
limitation. But precisely because it is unlimited, is it for us
wholly incomprehensible.

Activity and passivity are nof, therefore, in the manifesta-
tions of mind, distinet and independent pheenomena. This is a
great, though a common, error. They are always conjoined.
There is no operation of mind which is purely active ; no affec-
tion which is purely passive. In every mental modification,
action and passion are the two necessary elements or factors of
which it i3 composed. DBut though both are always present,
each is not, however, always present in equal quantity. Some-
times the one constituent preponderates, sometimes the other;
and it is from the preponderance of the active element in some
modifications, of the passive element in others, that we distin-
guish these modifications by different names, and consider them
as activities or passivities according as they approximate to one

or other of the two factors. Thus faculty, operation, energy,
(216)
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are words that we employ to designate the manifestations in
which activity is predominant. Faculty denotes an aective
power; action, operation, energy, denote its present exertion.
On the other hand, capacity expresses a passive power; ajfec-
tion, passion, express a present suffering. The terms, mode,
modification, state, may be used indifferently to signify both
phenomena ; but it must be acknowledged that these, espe-
cially the word state, are now closely associated with the pas-
sivity of mind, which they, therefore, tend rather to suggest.
The passivity of mind is expressed by another term, receptivity ;
for passivity is only the condition, the necessary antecedent of
activity, only the property possessed by the mind of standing in
relation to certain foreign causes, — of receiving from them
impressions, determinations to act.

No consciousness of passivity. — It is to be observed, that we
are never directly conscious of passivity. Consciousness only
commences with, is only cognizant of, the reaction consequent
upon the foreign determination to act; and this reaction is not
itself passive. In so far, therefore, as we are conscious, we are
active ; whether there be a mental activity of which we are not
conscious, is another guestion. '

There are certain arduous problems connected with the
activity of mind, which will be more appropriately considered
[hereafter]. At present, I shall only treat of those questions
which are conversant about the immediate phenomena of
activity. Of these, the first that I shall consider is one of con-
siderable interest, and which, though wvariously determined by
different philosophers, does not seem to lie beyond the sphere
of observation. I allude to the question, Whether we are
always consciously active ?

Are we always consciously active? — It is evident that this
question is not convertible with the question, Have we always
a memory of our consciousness? — for the latter problem must
be at once answered in the negative. It is also evident, that
we must exclude the consideration of those states in which the
mind is apparently without consciousness, but in regard to
which, in reality, we can obtain no information from experi-
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ment. Concerning these, we must be contented to remain in
ignorance ; at least, only to extend to them the analogical con-
clusions which our observations on those within the sphere of
experiment warrant us inferring. Our question, as one of pos-
gible solution, must, therefore, be limited to the states of sleep
and somnambulism, to the exclusion of those states of insensi-
bility which we cannot terminate suddenly at will. It is hardly
necessary to observe, that with the nature of sleep and som-
nambulism, as psychological phznomena, we have at present
nothing to do; our consideration is now strictly limited to the
inquiry, Whether the mind, in as far as we can make it matter
of observation, is always in a state of conscious activity. The
general problem in regard to the ceaseless activity of the mind
has been one agitated from very ancient times, but it has also
been one on which philosophers have pronounced less on grounds
of experience than of theory. Plato and the Platonists were |
unanimous in maintaining the continual energy of intellect.
The opinion of Aristotle appears doubtful, and passages may
be quoted from his works in favor of either alternative. The
Aristotelians, in general, were opposed, but a considerable num-
ber were favorable, to the Platonic doctrine. The question,
however, obtained its principal importance in the philosophy of
Descartes. That philosopher made the eszence, the very exist-
ence, of the soul to consist in actual thought, under which he
included even the desires and feelings ; and thought he defined
all of which we are conscious. The assertion, therefore, of
Descartes, that the mind always thinks, is, in his employment
of language, tantamount to the assertion that the mind is
always conscious.

Locke’s argument for the negative.— That the mind is
always consecious, though a fundamental position of the Carte-
sian doctrine, was rather assumed than proved by an appeal to
fact and experience. All is theoretical in Descartes; all is
theoretical in his disciples. Even Malebranche assumes our
consciousness in sleep, and explains our oblivion only by a
mechanical hypothesis. It was, therefore, easy for Locke to

deny the truth of the Cartesian opinion, and to give a strong
19
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semblance of probability to his own doetrine by its apparent
conformity with the phaznomena. Omitting a good deal of
what is either irrelevant to the general question, or what is now
admitted to be false, as founded on his erroneous doetrine of
personal identity, the following is the sum of Locke’s argument
upon the point. “ We know certainly by experience,” |he
says,| “that we sometimes think, and thence draw this infallible
consequence, that there is something in us that has a power to
think : but whether that substance perpetually thinks or no, we
can be no further assured than experience informs us. For to
say that actually thinking is essential to the soul, and insepara-
ble from it, is to beg what is in question, and not to prove it by
reason; which is necessary to be done, if it be not a self-
evident proposition. But whether this, ‘that the soul always
thinks,” be a self-evident proposition, that everybody assents to
at first hearing, I appeal to mankind. It is doubted whether 1
thought all last night or no; the question being about a matter
of fact, it is begging it to bring as a proof for it an hypothesis
which is the very thing in dispute; by which way one may
prove any thing.” . . . . “It will, perhaps, be said,*that ¢the
soul thinks even in the soundest sleep, but the memory retains
it not.” That the soul in a sleeping man should be this moment
busy a-thinking, and the next moment in a waking man not
remember nor be able to recollect one jot of all those thoughts,
is very hard to be conceived, and would need some better proof
than bare assertion to make it be believed. For who ecan,
without any more ado but being barely told so, imagine that the
greatest part of men do, during all their lives, for several hours
every day, think of something which, if they were asked even
in the middle of these thoughts, they could remember nothing
at all of 7 Most men, I think, pass a great part of their sleep
without dreaming. I once knew a man that was bred a scholar
and had no bad memory, who told me he had never dreamed in
his life, till he had that fever he was then newly recovered of,
which was about the five or six and twentieth year of his age.
I suppose the world affords more such instances ; at least every
one’s acquaintance will furnish him with examples enough of
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such as pass most of their nights without dreaming.” . ...
And again, “If they say that a man is always conscious %o
himself of thinking; I ask how they know it? ¢ Conscio*sness
is the perception of what passes in a man’s own mind, an
another man perceive that I am conscious of any thing, when I
perceive it not myself?’ No man’s knowledge here can go
beyond his experience. Wake a man out of a sound sleep,
and ask him what he was that moment thinking on. If he
himself be conscious of nothing he then thought on, he must be
a notable diviner of thoughts that can assure him that he was
thinking : may he not with more reason assure him he was not
asleep? This is something beyond philosophy; and it cannot
be less than revelation that discovers to another thoughts in my
mind when I can find none there myself; and they must needs
have a penetrating sicht who can certainly see what I think
when I cannot perceive it myself, and when I declare that I do
not. This some may think to be a step beyond the Rosieru-
cians, it being easier to make one’s self invisible to others, than
to make another’s thoughts visible to one which are not visible
to himself. DBut it is but defining the soul to be ¢a substance
that always thinks,” and the business is done.”

Locke’s view opposed by Leibnitz.— This decision of Locke
was rejected by Leibnitz. Ile observes, in reply to the suppo-
sition that continual consciousness is an attribute of Him “who
neither slumbereth nor sleepeth,” ¢ that this affords no inference
that in sleep we are wholly without perception.” To the re-
mark, “that it is difficult to conceive, that a being can think
and not be conscious of thought,” he replies, ‘ that in this lies
the whole knot and difficulty of the matter. But this is not in-
soluble.” “ We must observe,” he says, “that we think of a
multitude of things at once, but take heed only of those thoughts
that are the more prominent. Nor could it be otherwise. For
were we to take heed of every thing, it would be necesszary to
attend to an infinity of matters at the same moment, all of
which make an effectual impression on the senses. Nay, I
assert that there remains always something of all our past
thoughts, — that none is ever entirely effaced. Now when we
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sleep without dreaming, and when stunned by a blow or other
accident, there are formed in us an infinity of small confused
perceptions.” And again he remarks: “That even when we
sleep without dreaming, there is always some feeble perception.
The act of awakening, indeed, shows this: and the more easily
we are roused, the clearer is the perception we have of what
passes without, although this perception is not always strong
enough to cause us to awake.”

Now, in all this it will be observed, that Leibnitz does not
precisely answer the question we have mooted. IHe maintains
that the mind is never without perceptions, but, as he holds that
perceptions exist without consciousness, he cannot, though he
opposes Locke, be considered as affirming that the mind is
never without consciousness during sleep, —in short, does al-
ways dream.

But if Leibnitz cannot be adduced as categorically asserting
that there is no sleep without its dream, this cannot be said of
Kant. That great thinker distinetly maintains that we always
dream when asleep; that to cease to dream would be to cease
to live; and that those who fancy they have not dreamt have
only forgotten their dream. This is all that the manual of
Anthropology, published by himself, contains upon the question ;
but in a manuseript in my possession, which bears to be a work
of Kant, but is probably only a compilation from notes taken
at his lectures on Anthropology, it is further stated that we can
dream more in a minute than we can act during a day, and that
the great rapidity of the train of thought in sleep, is one of the
principal causes why we do not always recollect what we dream.
He elsewhere also observes, that the cessation of a force to act
is tantamount to its cessation to be.

The wakefulness of mind proved from somnambulism. —
Though the determination of this question is one that seems not
extremely difficult, we find it dealt with by philosophers, on the
one side and the other, rather by hypothesis than by experi-
ment; at least, we have, with one partial exception, which I
am soon to quote to you, no observations sufficiently accurate
and detailed to warrant us in establishing more than a very
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doubtful conclusion. I have myself at different times turned
my attention to the point, and, as far as my observations go,
they certainly tend to prove that, during sleep, the mind i3
never either inactive or wholly unconscious of its activity. As
to the objection of Locke aud others, that, as we have often no
recollection of dreaming, we have, therefore, never dreamt, it is
suflicient to say that the assumption in this argument — that
consciousness, and the recollection of consciousness, are conver-
tible — is disproved in the most emphatic manner by experience.
You have all heard of the phenomenon of somnambulism. In
this remarkable state, the various mental faculties are usually
m a higher degree of power than in the natural. The patient
has recollections of what he has wholly forgotten. He speaks
languages of which, when awake, he remembers not a word.
If he use a vulgar dialect when out of this state, in it he em-
ploys only a correct and elegant phraseology., The imagination,
the sense of propriety, and the faculty of reasoning, are all in
general exalted. The bodily powers are in high activity, and
under the complete control of the will; and, it is well known,
persons in this state have frequently performed feats, of which,
when out of it, they would not even have imagined the possibil-
ity. And what is even more remarkable, the difference of the
faculties in the two states seems not confined merely to a differ-
‘ence in degree. For it happens, for example, that a person
who has no ear for music when awake, shall, in his somnambulie
crisis, sing with the utmost correctness and with full enjoyment
of his performance. Under this affection persons sometimes
live half' their lifetime, alternating between the normal and ab-
normal states, and performing the ordinary functions of life
indifferently in both, with this distinetion, that if the patient be
dull and doltish when he is said to be awake, he is comparatively
alert and intelligent when nominally asleep. I am in possession
of three works, written during the erisis by three different som-
nambulists. Now it is evident that consciousness, and an ex-
alted consciousness, must be allowed in somnambulism. This
cannot possibly be denied ; — but mark what follows. It is the
peculiarity of somnambulism, — it is the differential quality by
19 *
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which that state is contradistinguished from the state of dream-
ing, — that we have no recollection, when we awake, of what
has occurred during its continuance. Consciousness is thus cut
in two; memory does not connect the train of consciousness in
the one state with the train of consciousness in the other. When
the patient again relapses into the state of somnambulism, he
again remembers all that had occurred during every former
alternative of that state; but he not only remembers this, he
recalls also the events of his normal existence; so that, whereas
the patient in his somnambulic erisis has a memory of his
whole life, in his waking intervals he has a memory only of half
his life.

Dreaming possible without memory. — At the time of Locke,
the phenomena of somnambulism had been very little studied ;
nay, so great is the ignorance that prevails in regard to its na-
ture even now, that you will find this, its distinctive character,
wholly unnoticed in the best works upon the subject. But this
distinction, you observe, is incompetent always to discriminate
the states of dreaming and somnambulism. Tt may be true
that, if we recollect our visions during sleep, this recollection
excludes somnambulism ; but the want of memory by no means
proves that the visions we are known by others to have had,
were not common dreams. The ph@nomena, indeed, do not
always enable us to discriminate the two states. Somnambu-
lism may exist in many different degrees; the sleep-walking
from which it takes its name is only one of its higher pheenom-
ena, and one comparatively rare. In general, the subject of
this affection does not leave his bed, and it is then frequently
impossible to say, whether the manifestations exhibited are the
ph@znomena of somnambulism or of dreaming. Talking during
sleep, for example, may be a symptom of either; and it is often
only from our general knowledge of the habits and predisposi-
tions of the sleeper, that we are warranted in referring this
offect to the one and not to the other class of phenomena. We
have, however, abundant evidence to prove that forgetfulness
iz not a decisive eriterion of somnambulism. Persons whom
there is no reason to suspect of this affection often manifest
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during sleep the strongest indications of dreaming, and yet,
when they awaken in the morning, retain no memory of what
they may have done or said during the night. Locke’s argu-
ment, that because we do not always remember our conscious-
ness during sleep, we have not, therefore, been always conscious,
is thus, on the ground of fact and analogy, disproved.

Results of personal experience.— But this is not all. We
can not only show that the fact of the mind remaining conscious
during sleep is possible, is even probable, we can also show, by
an articulate experience, that this actually oceurs. The follow-
ing observations are the result of my personal experience, and
similar experiments every one of you is competent to institute
for himself.

In the first place, when we compose ourselves to rest, we do
not always fall at once asleep, but remain for a time in a state
of incipient slumber,—in a state intermediate between sleep
and waking. Now, if we are gently roused from this transition-
state, we find ourselves conscious of being in the commencement
of a dream; we find ourselves occupied with a train of thought,
and this train we are still able to follow out to a point when it
connects itself with certain actual perceptions. We can still
trace imagination to sense, and show how, departing from the
last sensible impressions of real objects, the fancy proceeds in
its work of distorting, falsifying, and perplexing these, in order
to construct out of their ruins its own grotesque edifices.

In the second place, I have always observed, that when sud-
denly awakened during sleep, (and to ascertain the fact I have
caused myself to be roused at different seasons of the night,) I
have always been able to observe that I was in the middle of a
dream. The recollection of this dream was not always equally
vivid. On some oceasions, I was able to trace it back until the
train was gradually lost at a remote distance ; on others, I was
hardly aware of more than one or two of the latter links of the
chain ; and, sometimes, was scarcely certain of more than the
fact, that I was not awakened from an unconscious state. Why
we should not always be able to recollect our dreams, it is not
difficult to explain. In our waking and our sleeping states, we
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are placed in two worlds of thought, not only different but con-
trasted, and contrasted both in the character and in the inten-
sity of their representations. When snatched suddenly from
the twilight of our sleeping imaginations, and placed in the
meridian Justre of our waking perceptions, the necessary effect
of the transition is at once to eclipse or obliterate the traces of
our dreams. The act itself, also, of rousing us from sleep, by
abruptly interrupting the current of our thoughts, throws us
into confusion, disqualifies us for a time from recollection, and
before we have recovered from our consternation, what we
could at first have easily discerned is fled or flying.

A sudden and violent is, however, in one respect, more
favorable than a gradual and .spontaneous, wakening to the
observation of the phanomena of sleep. For, in the former
case, the images presented are fresh and prominent; while in
the latter, before our attention is applied, the objects of obser-
vation have withdrawn darkling into the background of the
soul. We may, therefore, I think, assert, in general, that}
whether we recollect our dreams or not, we always dream.}
Something similar, indeed, to the rapid oblivion of our sleeping
consciousness, happens to us occasionally even when awake.
When our mind is not intently occupied with any subject, or
more frequently when fatigued, a thought suggests itself. We
turn it lazily over and fix our eyes in vacancy ; interrupted by
the question what we are thinking of, we attempt to answer, but
the thought is gone; we cannot recall it, and say that we are
thinking of nothing.

General conclusion. — The observations I have hitherto
made tend only to establish the fact, that the mind is never
wholly inactive, and that we are never wholly unconscious of
its activity. Of the degree and character of that activity, I at
present say nothing. But in confirmation of the opinion I
have now hazarded, and in proof of something more even than
1 have ventured to maintain, I have great pleasure in quot-
ing the substance of a remarkable essay on sleep by one
of the most distinguished of the philosophers of France. 1
refer to M. Jouffroy, who, along with M. Royer Collard,
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was at the head of the pure school of Scottish Philosophy in
France.

The mind often awake when the senses sleep.—“1 have
never well understood those who admit that in sleep the mind
is dormant. When we dream, we are assuredly asleep, and
assuredly also our mind is not asleep, because it thinks; if is,
therefore, manifest, that the mind frequently wakes when the
senses are in slumber. But this does not prove that it never
sleeps along with them. To sleep is for the mind not to dream;
and it 1s impossible to establish the fact, that there are in sleep
moments in which the mind does not dream. To have no
recollection of our dreams, does not prove that we have not
dreamt; for it can be often proved that we have dreamt, al-
though the dream has left no trace on our memory.

“The fact, then, that the mind sometimes wakes while the
senses are asleep, is thus established ; whereas the fact, that it
sometimes sleeps along with them is not ; the probability, Jhere-
fore, is, that ¢t wakes always. It would require contradictory
facts to destroy the foree of this induction, which, on the con-
trary, every fact seems to confirm. I shall proceed to analyze
some of these which appear to me curious and striking. 'They
manifestly imply this conclusion, that the mind, during sleep, 1s
not in a peculiar state, but that its activity is carried on pre-
cisely as when awake.

Facts in support of this conelusion.— “ When an inhabitant
of the province comes to Paris, his sleep is at first disturbed,
and continually broken, by the noise of the carriages passing
under his window. He soon, however, becomes accustomed to
the turmoil, and ends by sleeping at Paris as he slept in his
village.

“The noise, however, remains the same, and makes an equal
impression on his senses; how comes it that this noise at
first hinders, and then, at length, does not hinder him, from
sleeping ?

“The state of waking presents analogous facts. KEvery one
knows that it is difficult to fix our attention on a book, when
surrounded by persons engaged in conversation; at length
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however, we acquire this faculty. A man unaccustomed to the
tumult of the streets of Paris is unable to think consecutively
while walking through them; a Parisian finds no difficulty.
He meditates as tranquilly in the midst of the erowd and bustle
of men and carriages, as he could in the centre of the forest.
The analogy between these facts taken from the state of
waking, and the fact which I mentioned at the commencement,
taken from the state of sleep, is so close, that the explanation
of the former should throw some light upon the latter. Wae
shall attempt this explanation. s

Analysis of Attention and Distraction. — * Attention is the
voluntary application of the mind to an object. It is estab-
lished, by experience, that we cannot give our attention to two
different objects at the same time. Distraction is the removal
of our attention from a matter with which we are engaged, and
our bestowal of it on another which crosses us. In distraction,
attention is only diverted because it is attracted by a new per-
ception or idea soliciting it more strongly than that with which
it is occupied; and this diversion diminishes exactly in propor-
tion as the solicitation is weaker on the part of the intrusive
idea. All experience proves this. The more strongly atten-
tion is applied to a subject, the less susceptible is it of distrac-
tion ; thus it is, that a book which awakens a lively euriosity
retains the attention captive; a person occupied with a matter
affecting his life, his reputation, or his fortune, is not easily dis-
tracted ; he sees nothing, he understands nothing, of what
passes around him; we say that he is deeply preoccupied. In
like manner, the greater our curiosity, or the more curious the
things that are spoken of around us, the less able are we to
rivet our attention on the book we read. In like manner, also,
if wa are waiting in expectation of any one, the slightest
uoizes oceasion distraction, as these noises may be the signal of
the approach we anticipate. All these facts tend to prove, that
distraction results only when the intrusive idea solicits us more
strongly than that with which we are oceupied.

“ Hence it is, that the stranger in Paris cannot think in the
bustle of the streets. The impressions which assail his eyes
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and ears on every side, being for him the signs of things new or
little known, when they reach his mind, interest him more strongly
than the matter even to which he would apply his thoughts.

fach of these impressions announces a cause which may be
beautiful, rare, curious, or terrific; the intellect cannot refrain
from turning out to verify the faet. It turns out, however, no
longer when experience has made it familiar with all that can
strike the senses on the streets of Paris; it remains within, and
no longer allows itself to be deranged.

“The other admits of a similar explanation. To read with-
out distraction, in the midst of an unknown company, would be
impossible. Curiosity would be too strong. This would also
be the case if the subject of conversation were very interest-
ing. But in a familiar circle, whose ordinary topics of conver-
gation are well known, the ideas of the book make an easy
conquest of our thoughts.

“The will, likewise, is of some avail in resisting distraction.
Not that it is able to retain the attention when disquieted and
curious ; but it can recall, and not indulge it in protracted ab-
sences, and, by constantly remitting it to the object of its voli-
tion, the interest of this object becomes at last predominant.
Rational considerations, and the necessity of remaining atten-
tive, likewise exert an influence ; they come in aid of the idea,
and lend it, so to speak, a helping hand in concentrating on it
the attention.

Distraction and Non-distraction matters of intelligence. —
“ But, howsoever it may be with all these petty influences, it
remains evident that distraction and non-distraction are neither
of them matters of sense, but both matters of intelligence. It is
not the senses which become accustomed to hear the noises of the
street and the sounds of conversation, and which end in being
less affected by them ; if we are at first vehemently affected by
the noises of the street or drawing-room, and then little or not
at all, it is because at first attention occupies itself with these
impressions, and afterwards neglects them; when it neglects
them, it is not diverted from its object, and distraction does not
take place; when, on the contrary, it accords them notice, it
abandons its object, and is then distracted.
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“We may observe, in support of this conclusion, that the
habit of hearing the same sounds renders us sometimes highly
sensible to them, as oceurs in savages and in the blind ; some-
times, again, almost insensible to them, as exemplified in the
apathy of the Parisian for the noise of carriages. If the effect
were physical,—if it depended on the body and not on the
mind, there would be a contradiction, for the habit of hearing
the same sounds either blunts the organ or sharpens it; it could
not at once have two, and two contrary, effects ; — it could have
only one. The fact is, it neither blunts nor sharpens; the
organ remains the same; the same sensations are determined ;
but when these sensations interest the mind, it applies itself to
them, and becomes accustomed to their -diserimination ; when
they do not interest it, it becomes accustomed to negleet, and
does not discriminate them. This is the whole mystery ; the
phznomenon is psychological, not physiological.

The phenomena of sleep.— “ Let us now turn our attention
to the state of sleep, and consider whether analogy does not
demand a similar explanation of the fact which we stated at the
commencement. What takes place when a noise hinders us
from sleeping? The body fatigued begins to slumber ; then, of
a sudden, the senses are struck, and we awake; then fatigue
regains the aseendant, we relapse into drowsiness, which is soon
again interrupted ; and so on for a certain continuance. 'When,
on the contrary, we are accustomed to noise, the impressions it
makes no longer disturb our first sleep; the drowsiness is pro-
longed, and we fall asleep. That the senses are more torpid
in sleep than in our waking state, is not a matter of doubt. But
when I am once asleep, they are then equally torpid on the first
night of my arrival in Paris as on the hundredth. The noise
being the same, they receive the same impressions, which they
transmit in equal vivacity to the mind. Whence comes it,
then, that on the first night I am awakened, and not on the
hundredth? The physical facts are identical; the difference
can originate only in the mind, as in the case of distraction and
of non-distraction in the waking state. Let us suppose that the
soul has fallen asleep along with the body ; on this hypothesis,



THE MIND NEVER SLEEPS. 229

the slumber would be equally deep in both cases, for the mind
and for the senses; and we should be unable to see why, in the
one case, it was aroused more than in the other. It remains,
therefore, certain that it does not sleep like the body ; and that,
in the one case, disquieted by unusual impressions, it awakens
the senses to inquire what is the matter ; whilst in the other,
knowing by experience of what external fact these impressions
are the sign, it remains tranquil, and does not disturb the senses
to obtain a useless explanation.

“ For let us remark, that the mind has need of the senses to
obtain a knowledge of external things. In sleep, the senses are
gome of them closed, as the eyes; the others half torpid, as
touch and hearing. If the soul be disquieted by the impressions
which reach it, it requires the senses to ascertain the cause, and
to relieve its inquietude. This is the cause why we find our-
selves in a disquieted state, when aroused by an extraordinary
noise ; and this could not have occurred had we not been occu-
pied with this noise before we awoke.

“This is also the cause why we sometimes feel, during sleep,
the efforts we make to awaken our senses, when an unusual
noise or any painful sensation disturbs our rest. If we are in a
profound sleep, we are for a long time agitated before we have
it in our power to awake ;— we say to ourselves, we must awake
in order to get out of pain; but the sleep of the senses resists,
and it is only by little and little that we are able to rouse them
from torpidity. Sometimes, when the noise ceases before the
issue of the struggle, the awakening does not take place, and,
in the morning, we have a confused recollection of having been
disturbed during our sleep,— a recollection which becomes dis-
tinet only when we learn from others that such and such an
occurrence has taken place while we were asleep.

Lllustrated by personal experience.— “1 had given orders
some time ago, that a parlor adjoining to my bedroom should
be swept before I was called in the morning. For the first two
days, the noise awoke me; but, thereafter, I was not aware of
it. Whence arose the difference? The noises are the same,

and at the same hour I am in the same degree of slumber ;
20
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the same sensations, consequently, take place. Whence comes
it that I awoke, and do no longer awake? For this, it appears
to me, there is but one explanation ;— namely, that my mind
which awakes, and which is now aware of the cause of these
sensations, is no longer disquieted, and no longer rouses my
senses. It is true that I do not retain the recollection of this
reasoning ; but this oblivion is not more extraordinary than that
of so many others which eross our mind, both when awake and
when asleep.

“1 add a single observation. The noise of the brush on the
carpet of my parlor is as nothing compared with that of the
heavy wagons, which pass under my windows at the same hour,
and which do not trouble my repose in the least. I was, there-
fore, awakened by a sensation much feebler than a crowd of
others, which I received at the same time. Can that hypothesis
afford the reason, which supposes that the awakening is a neces-
sary event; that the sensations rouse the senses, and that the
senses rouse the mind? It is evident that my mind alone, and
its activity, can explain why the fainter sensation awoke me;
as these alone can explain why, when I am reading in my study,
the small noise of a mouse playing in a corner can distract my
attention, while the thundering noise of a passing wagon does
not affect me at all.

“The explanation fully accounts for what occurs with those
who sleep in attendance on the sick. All noises foreign to the
patient have no effect on them ; but let the patient turn him on
the bed, let him utter a groan or sigh, or let his breathing be-
come painful or interrupted, forthwith the attendant wakes,
however little inured to the vocation, or interested in the wel-
fare of the patient. Whenece comes this diserimination between
the noises which deserve the attention of the attendant, and
those which do nof, if, whilst the senses are asleep, the mind
does not remain observant, — does not act the sentinel, does not
conzider the sensations which the senses convey, and does not
awaken the senses as it finds these sensations disquieting or not?
It is by being strongly impressed, previous to going to sleep,
with the duty of attending to the respiration, motions, complaints
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of the sufferer, that we come to awaken at all such noises, and
at no others. The habitual repetition of such an impression
gives this faculty to professional sick-nurses; a lively interest
in the health of the patient gives it equally to the members of
his family.

“It is in precisely the same manner that we waken at the
appointed hour, when before going to sleep we have made a
firm resolution of so doing. I have this power in perfection,
but I notice that I lose it if I depend on any one calling me.
In this latter case, my mind does not take the trouble of meas-
uring the time or of listening to the clock. But in the former,
it is necessary that it do so, otherwise the ph@nomenon is inex-
plicable. Every one has made, or can make, this experiment;
when it fails, it will be found, if I mistake not, either that we
have not been sufficiently preoccupied with the intention, or were
over-fatigued ; for when the senses are strongly benumbed, they
convey to the mind, on the one hand, more obtuse sensations of
the monitory sounds, and, on the other, they resist for a longer
time the efforts the mind makes to awaken them, when these
sounds have reached it.

“ After a night passed in this effort, we have, in general, the
recollection, in the morning, of having been constantly occupied
during sleep with this thought. The mind, therefore, watched,
and, full of itz resolution, awaited the moment. It is thus that
when we go to bed much interested with any subject, we remem-
ber, on awakening, that during sleep we have been continually
haunted by it. On these occasions, the slumber is light, for, the
mind being untranquil, its agitation is continually disturbing the
torpor of the senses.. When the mind is calm, it does not sleep
more, but it is less restless.

“It would be curious to ascertain, whether persons of a fee-
ble memory, and of a volatile disposition, are not less capable
than others of awakening at an appointed hour ; for these two
eircumstances ought to produce this effect, if the notion I have
formed of the phaenomenon be correct. A volatile disposition is
unable strongly to preoccupy itself with the thought, and to form
a determined resolution ; and, on the other hand, it is the mem-
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ory which preserves a recollection of the resolution taken before
falling asleep. I have not had an opportunity of making the
experiment.

General conclusions. —« It appears to me, that, from the pre-
vious observations, it inevitably follows: —

1°, That in sleep the senses are torpid, but that the mind
wakes. _

2°, That certain of our senses continue to transmit to the
mind the imperfect sensations they receive.

3°, That the mind judges these sensations, and that it is in
virtue of its judizments that it awakens, or does not awaken, the
senses.

4°, That the reason why the mind awakens the senses is,
that sometimes the sensation disquiets it, being unusual or pain-
ful, and that sometimes the sensation warns it to rouse the
senses, as being an indication of the moment when it ought
to do so.

5°, That the mind possesses the power of awakening the
senses, but that it only accomplishes this by its own aectivity
overcoming their torpor; that this torpor is an obstacle,—an
obstacle greater or less as it is more or less profound.

“1If these inferences are just, it follows that we can waken
ourselves at will and at appointed signals; that the instrument
called an alarum does not act so much by the noise it makes, as
by the associations we have established in going to bed between
the noise and the thought of wakening; that, therefore, an in-
strument much less noisy, and emitting only a feeble sound,
would probably produce the same effect. It follows, moreover,
that we can inure ourselves to sleep profoundly in the midst
of the loudest noises; that to accomplish this, it is perhaps suf-
ficient, on the first night, to impress it on our minds that these
sounds do not deserve attention, and ought not to awaken us;
and that by this mean, any one may probably sleep as well in
the mill as the miller himself. It follows, in fine, that the sleep
of the strong and courageous ought to be less easily disturbed,
all things equal, than the sleep of the weak and timid. Some
historicel facts may be quoted in proof of this last conclusion.”
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I may notice a rather curious case which occurs to my recol-
lection, and which tends to corroborate the theory of the French
psychologist. The objeet of observation was the postman be-
tween Halle and a town, I forget which, some eight miles dis-
tant. This distance the postman was in the habit of traversing
daily. A considerable part of his way lay across a distriet of
unenclosed champaign meadow-land, and in walking over this
smooth surface, the postman was generally asleep. But at the
termination of this part of his road, there was a narrow foot-
bridge over a stream, and to reach this bridge, it was necessary
to ascend some broken steps. Now, it was ascertained as com-
pletely as any faet of the kind could be, — the observers were
shrewd, and the object of observation was a man of undoubted
probity, — I say, it was completely ascertained : — 1°, That the
postman was asleep in passing over this level course ; 2°, That
he held on his way in this state without deflection towards the
bridge ; and, 3°, That before arriving at the bridge, he awoke. -
But this case is not only deserving of all eredit from the posi-
tive testimony by which it is vouched; it is also credible as
only one of a class of analogous cases which it may be adduced
as representing. This case, besides showing that the mind must
be active though the body is asleep, shows also that certain
bodily functions may be dormant, while others are alert. The
locomotive faculty was here in exercise, while the senses were
in slumber.

This suggests to me another example of the same phenome-
non. It is found in a story told by Erasmus in one of his
letters, concerning his learned friend Oporinus, the celebrated
professor and printer of Basle. Oporinus was on a journey
with a bookseller ; and, on their road, they had fallen in with a
manuseript. Tired with their day’s travelling, — travelling was
then almost exclusively performed on horseback, — they came
at nightfall to their inn. They were, however, curious to ascer-
tain the contents of their manuseript, and Oporinus undertook
the task cf reading it aloud. This he continued for some time,
when the bookseller found it necessary to put a question con-

eerning a word which he had not rightly understood. It was
a0 %
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now discovered that Oporinus was asleep, and being awakened
by his companion, he found that he had no recollection of what
for a considerable time he had been reading. This is a case
concurring with a thousand others to prove, 1°, That one bodily
sense or function may be asleep while another is awake; and,
2°, That the mind may be in a certain state of activity during
sleep, and no memory of that activity remain after the sleep
has ceased. The first is evident; for Oporinus, while reading,
must have had his eyes, and the museles of his tongue and
fauces awake; though his ears and other senses were asleep;
and the second is no less so, for the act of reading supposed a
very complex series of mental energies. I may notice, by the
way, that physiologists have observed, that our bodily senses
and powers do not fall asleep simultaneously, but in a certain
succession. We all know that the first symptom of slumber is
the relaxation of the eyelids; whereas, hearing continues alert
for a season after the power of vision has been dormant. In
the case last alluded to, this order was, however, violated ; and
the sight was forcibly kept awake while the hearing had lapsed
into torpidity.

In the case of sleep, therefore, so far is it from being proved
that the mind iz at any moment unconscious, that the result of
observation wotld incline us to the opposite conclusion.



CHAPTER XIV.

GENERAL PHAENOMENA OF CONSCIOUSNESS,—IS THE MIND
EVER UNCONSCIOUSLY MODIFIED ?

I Pass now to a question in some respects of still more
proximate interest to the psychologist than that discussed in the
preceding [chapter]; for it is one which, according as it is
decided, will determine the character of our explanation of
many of the most important phanomena in the philosophy of
mind, and, in particular, the great phenomena of Memory and
Association. The question I refer to is, Whether the mind
exerts energies, and is the subject of modifications, of neither of
which it s conscious. This is the most general expression of a
problem which has hardly been mentioned, far less mooted, in
[ Great Britain] ; and when it has attracted a passing notice,
the supposition of an unconscious action or passion of the
mind has been treated as something either unintelligible, or
absurd. In Germany, on the contrary, it has not only been
canvassed, but the alternative which the philosophers of this
country have lightly considered as ridiculous, has been gravely
established as a conclusion which the phenomena not only war-
rant, but enforce. The French philosophers, for a long time,
viewed the question in the same light as the British. Condil-
lac, indeed, set the latter the example; but of late, a revolution
is apparent, and two recent French psychologists have marvel-
lously propounded the doctrine, long and generally established
in Germany, as something new and unheard of before their
own assertion of the paradox.

Three degrees of mental latency. — This question is one not
only of importance, but of difficulty ; I shall endeavor to make

you understand its purport, by arguing it upon broader grounds
(235)
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than has hitherto been done, and shall prepare you, by some
preliminary information, for its discussion. I shall, first of all,
adduce some proof of the fact, that the mind may, and does,
contain far more latent furniture than consciousness informs us
it possesses. To simplify the discussion, I shall distinguish
three degrees of this mental latency.

In the first place, it is to be remembered that the riches, the
possessions, of our mind are not to be measured by its present
momentary aetivities, but by the amount of its acquired habits.
I know a science, or language, not merely while I make a tem-
porary use of it, but inasmuch as I ecan apply it when and how
I will. Thus the infinitely greater part of our spiritual treas-
ures lies beyond the sphere of consciousness, hid in the
obscure recesses of the mind. This is the first degree of
latency. In regard to this, there is no difficulty or dispute;
and I only take it into account in order to obviate misconcep-
tion, and because it affords a transition towards the other two
degrees, which it conduces to illustrate.

The second degree of latency exists when the mind contains
certain systems of knowledge, or certain habits of action, which
it is wholly unconscious of possessing in its ordinary state, but
which are revealed to consciousness in certain extraordinary
exaltations of its powers. The evidence on this point shows
that the mind frequently contains whole systems of knowledge,
which, though, in our normal state, they have faded into absolute
oblivion, may, in certain abnormal states, as madness, fehrile
delirium, somnambulism, catalepsy, ete., flash out into luminous
eonsciousness, and even throw into the shade of unconsciousness
those other systems by which they had, for a long period, been
eclipsed, and even extinguished. IFor example, there are cases
in which the extinet memory of whole languages was suddenly
restored, and, what is even still more remarkable, in which the
faculty was exhibited of' accurately repeating, in known or un-
known tongues, passages which were never within the grasp of
conseious memory in the normal state. This degree, this phee-
nomenon of latency, is one of the most marvellous in the whole
compass of philosophy ; and the proof of its reality will prepare
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us for an enlightened consideration of the third, of which the
evidence, though not less certain, is not equally obtrusive. DBut,
however remarkable and important, this phanomenon has been
almost wholly neglected by psychologists, and the cases which I
adduce in illustration of its reality have never been previously
collected and applied. That in madness, in féver, in somnam-
bulism, and other abnormal states, the mind should betray ca-
pacities and extensive systems of knowledge, of which it was at
other times wholly unconscious, is a fact so remarkable that it
may well demand the highest evidence to establish its truth.
But of such a character is the evidence which I am now to
give. It consists of cases reported by the most intelligent and
trustworthy observers, — by observers wholly ignorant of each
other’s testimony; and the phanomena observed were of so
palpable and unambiguous a nature, that they could not possibly
have been mistaken or misinterpreted.

Evidence from cases of madness. — The first, and least inter-
esting, evidence I shall adduce, is derived from cases of mad-
ness; it is given by a celebrated American physician, Dr.
Rush. .

“The records of the wit and cunning of madmen,” says the
Doctor, % are numerous in every country. Talents for eloquence,
poetry, musie, and painting, and uncommon ingenuity in several
of the mechanical arts, are often evolved in this state of mad-
ness. A gentleman, whom I attended in an hospital in the year
1810, often delighted as well as astonished the patients and offi-
cers of our hospital by his displays of oratory, in preaching
from a table in the hospital yard every Sunday. A female pa-
tient of mine who became insane after parturition, in the year
1807, sang hymns and songs of her own composition during the
latter stage of her illness, with a tone of voice so soft and pleas-
ant that I hung upon it with delight every time I visited her.
She had never discovered a talent for poetry or music in any
previous part of her life. Two instances of a talent for draw-
ing, evolved by madness, have occurred within my knowledge.
And where is the hospital for mad people, in which elegant and
completely rigged ships, and curious pieces of machinery, have
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not been exhibited by persons who never discovered the least
turn for a mechanical art, previous to their derangement? Some-
times we observe in mad people an unexpected resuscitation of
knowledge ; hence we hear them describe past events, and spealk
in ancient or modern languages, or repeat long and interesting
passages from books, none of which, we are sure, they were ca-
pable of recollecting in the natural and healthy state of their
mind.”

From cases of fever.— The second class of cases are those
of fever; and the first I shall adduce is given on the authority
of the patient himself. This is Mr. Flint, a very intelligent
American clergyman. I take it from his Recollections of the
Valley of the Mississippi. He was travelling in the State of
Illinois, and suffered the common lot of visitants from other
climates, in being taken down with a bilious fever. I am
aware,” he remarks, “that every sufferer in this way is apt to
think his own case extraordinary. My physicians agreed with
all who saw me that my case was so. As very few live to
record the issue of a sickness like mine, and as you have re-
quested me, and as I have promised, to be particular, I will
relate some of the circumstances of this disease. And it is in
my view desirable, in the bitter agony of such diseases, that
more of the symptoms, sensations, and sufferings should have
been recorded than have been; that others, in similar pre-
dicaments, may know that some before them have had sufferings
like theirs, and have survived them. I had had a fever before,
and had risen and been dressed every day. But in this, with
the first day, I was prostrated to infantine weakness, and felt,
with its first attack, that it was a thing very different from what
I had yet experienced. Paroxysms of derangement occurred
the third day, and this was to me a new state of mind. That
state of disease in which partial derangement is mixed with a
consciousness generally sound, and a sensibility preternaturally
excited, I should suppose the most distressing of all its forms.
At the same time that I was unable to recognize my friends, I was
informed that my memory was more than ordinarily exact and
retentive, and that I repeated whole passages in the different
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languages which I knew, with entire accuracy. I recited, with-
out losing or misplacing a word, a passage of poetry which I
could not so repeat after I recovered my health.”

The following more curious case is given by Lord Monboddo,
in his Ancient Metaphysies.

“¢The Comtesse de Laval had been observed, by servants
who sate up with her on account of some indisposition, to talk
in her sleep a language that none of them understood ; nor were
they sure, or, indeed, herself able to guess, upon the sounds
being repeated to her, whether it was or was not gibberish.

< Upon her lying in of one of her children, she was attended
by a nurse, who was of the province of Brittany, and who im-
mediately knew the meaning of what she said, it being in the
idiom of the natives of that country; but she herself, when
awake, did not understand a single syllable of what she had
uttered in her sleep, upon its being retold her.

“¢She was born in that provinee, and had been nursed in a
family where nothing but that language was spoken ; so that, in
her first infancy, she had known it, and no other ; but when she
returned to her parents, she had no opportunity of keeping up
the use of it; and, as I have before said, she did not under-
stand a word of Brefon when awake, though she spoke it in her
sleep.

“¢I need not say that the Comtesse de Laval never said or
imagined that she used any words of the Breton idiom, more
than were necessary to express those ideas that are within the
compass of a child’s knowledge of objects,”” etc.

A highly interesting case is given by Mr. Coleridge in his
Biographia Literaria.

“It occurred,” says Mr. Coleridge, “in a Roman Catholic
town in Germany, a year or two before my arrival at Gottingen,
and had not then ceased to be a frequent subject of conversa-
tion. A young woman of four or five and twenty, who could
neither read nor write, was seized with a nervous fever; during
which, according to the asseverations of all the priests and monks
of the neighborhood, she became possessed, and, as it appeared,
by a very learned devil. She continued incessantly talking
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Latin, Greek, and Hebrew, in very pompous tones, and with
most distinet enunciation. . . . . . Sheets full of her ravings
were taken down from her own mouth, and were found to con-
sist of sentences, coherent and intelligible each for itself, but
with little or no connection with each other. Of the Hebrew,
a small portion only could be traced to the Bible ; the remainder
seemed to be in the Rabbinical dialect. All trick or conspiracy
was out of the question. Not only had the young woman ever
been a harmless, simple ereature ; but she was evidently labor-
ing under a nervous fever. In the town, in which she had been
resident for many years as servant in different families, no solu-
tion presented itself. A young physician, however, determined
to trace her past life step by step; for the patient herself was
incapable of returning a rational answer. He at length sue-
ceeded in discovering the place where her parents had lived:
travelled thither, found them dead, but an uncle surviving ; and
from him learned that the patient had been charitably taken by
an old Protestant pastor at nine years old, and had remained
with him some years, even till the old man’s death. . . . . .
Anxious inquiries were then, of course, made concerning the
pastor’s habits; and the solution of the phm@nomenon was soon
obtained. For it appeared that it had been the old man’s cus-
tom, for years, to walk up and down a passage of his house into
which the kitchen-door opened, and to read to himself, with a
loud voice, out of his favorite books. A considerable number
of these were still in the niece’s possession. She added, that
he was a very learned man, and a great Hebraist. Among his
books were found a collection of Rabbinical writings, tozether
with several of the Greek and Latin fathers; and the physician
succeeded in identifying so many passages with those taken
down at the young woman’s bedside, that no doubt could remain
in any rational mind concerning the true origin of the impres-
sions made on her nervous system.”

These cases thus evinece the general fact, that a mental modi-
fication is not proved not to be, merely because consciousness
affords us no evidence of its existence. This general fact being
established, I now proceed to consider the question in relation
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to the third class or degree of latent modifications, — a c¢lass in
relation tg, and on the ground of which alone, it has ever hith-
erto been argued by philosophers.

The third degree of latency. — The problem, then, in regard
to this class is,— Are there, in ordinary, mental modifica-
tions, — 1. e. mental activities and passivities, of which we are
unconscious, but which manifest their existence by effects of
which we are conscious ?

In the question proposed, I am not only strongly inclined to
the affirmative ;—nay, I do not hesitate to maintain, that what
we are conscious of iz constructed out of what we are not con-
geious of,— that our whole knowledge, in fact, is made up of
the unknown and the incognizable.

This, at first sight, may appear not only paradoxiecal, but con-
tradictory. It may be objected, 1°, How can we know that to
exist which lies beyond the one condition of all knowledge, —
consciousness? And, 2° How can knowledge arise out of
ignorance, — consciousness out of unconsciousness, — the cog-
nizable out of the incognizable, — that is, how can one opposite
proceed out of the other?

In answer to the first objection,— how ean we know that of
which we are unconscious, seeing that consciousness is the condi-
tion of knowledge, — it is enough to allege, that there are many
things which we neither know nor can know in themselves, —
that is, in their direct and immediate relation to our faculties
of knowledge, but which manifest their existence indirectly
through the medium of their effects. This is the case with the
mental modifications in question; they are not in themselves
revealed to consciousness, but as certain facts of consciousness
necessarily suppose them to exist, and to exert an influence in
the mental processes, we are thus constrained to admit, as
modifications of mind, what are not in themselves ph@nomena
of consciousness. The truth of this will be apparent, if, before
descending to any special illustration, we consider that con-
sciousness cannot exist independently of some peculiar modifica-
tion of mind; we are only conscious as we are conscious of a

determinate state. 'To be conscious, we must be conscious of
21
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some particular perception, or remembrance, or imagination, or
teeling, ete.; we have no general consciousness. DBut as con-
sciousness supposes a special mental modification as its object,
it must be remembered, that this modification or state supposes
a change, — a transition from some other state or modification.
But as the modification must be present, before we have a con-
sciousness of the modification, it is evident, that we can have
no consciousness of its rise or awakening; for its rise or
awakening is also the rise or awakening of consciousness.

But the illustration of this is contained in an answer to the
second objection, which asks,— How can knowledge come out
of ignorance, — consciousness out of unconsciousness, — the
known out of the unknown,— how can one opposite be made
up of the other?

In the removal of this objection, the proof of the thesis
which I support is involved. And without dealing in any gen-
eral speculation, I shall at once descend to the special evi-
dence, which appears to me not merely to warrant, but to
necessitate the conclusion, that the sphere of our conscious
modifications is only a small circle in the centre of a far wider
sphere of action and passion, of which we are only conscious
through its effects.

I. External Perception. 1. The sense of Sight.— Let us
take our first example from Perception,— the perception of
external objects, and in that faculty, let us commence with the
sense of sight. Now, you either already know, or can be at
once informed, what it is that has obtained the name of Minz-
mum Visibile. You are of course aware, in general, that visior
is the result of the rays of light reflected from the surface of
objects to the eye; a greater number of rays is reflected from a
larger surface ; if the superficial extent of an object, and, con-
sequently, the number of rays which it refleets, be diminished
beyond a certain limit, the object becomes invisible; and the
mintmum visibile is the smallest expanse which can be seen, —
which can consciously affect us, — which we can be conscious
of secing. This being understood, it is plain that, if we divide
this minimum visibile into two parts, neither half can, by itself,
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be an object of vision, or visual consciousness. They are, sev-
erally and apart, to consciousness as zero. But it is evident,
that each. half must, by itself, have produced in us a certain
modification, real though unperceived; for as the perceived
whole is nothing but the union of the unperceived halves, so
the perception — the perceived affection itself of which we are
conscious — is only the sum of two modifications, each of which
severally eludes our consciousness. When we look at a distant
forest, we perceive a certain expanse of green. Of this, as an
affection of our organism, we are clearly and distinctly con-
scious. Now, the expanse, of which we are conscious, is evi-
dently made up of parts of which we are not consciouz. No
leaf, perhaps no tree, may be separately visible. But the
greenness of the forest is made up of the greenness of the
leaves; that is, the total impression of which we are conscious,
is made up of an infinitude of small impressions of which we
are not conscious.

2. Sense of Hearing.— Take another example,. from the
sense of hearing. In this sense, there is, in like manner, a
Minimum Audibile, that is, a sound the least which can come
into perception and consciousness. But this minimum audibile
is made up of parts which severally affect the sense, but of
which affections, separately, we are not conscious, though of
their joint result we are. We must, therefore, here likewise,
admit the reality of modifications beyond the sphere of con-
sciousness. To take a special example. When we hear the
distant murmur of the sea,— what are the constituents of the
total perception of which we are conscious? This murmur is a
sum made up of parts, and the sum would be as zero if the
parts did not count as something. The noise of the sea is the
complement of the noise of its several waves;— movziow e
wvpdzey " Avigduoy yédacue* and if the noise of each wave
made no impression on our sense, the noise of the sea, as the
result of these impressions, could not be realized. But the
noise of each several wave, at the distance we suppose, is in-
audible ; we must, however, admit that they produce a certain
modification, beyond consciousness, on the percipient subject;
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for this is necessarily involved in the reality of their result.
The same is equally the case in the other senses; the taste or
smell of a dish, be it agreeable or disagreeable, is composed of
a multitude of severally imperceptible effects, which the stimu-
lating particles of the viand cause on different points of the
nervous expansion of the gustatory and olfactory organs; and
the pleasant or painful feeling of softness or roughness is the
result of an infinity of unfeit modifications, which the body
handled determines on the countless papille of the nerves of
touch.

II. Association of Ideas.— Let us now take an example
from another mental process. We have not yet spoken of what
is called the Association of Ideas; and it is enough for our
present purpose that you should be aware, that one thought
sugoests another in conformity to certain determinate laws, —
laws to which the successions of our whole mental states are
subjected. Now it sometimes happens, that we find one thought
rising immediately after another in consciousness, but whose
consecution we can reduce to no law of association. Now in
these cases we can generally discover, by an attentive observa-
tion, that these two thoughts, though not themselves associated,
are each associated with certain other thoughts; so that the
whole consecution would have heen regular, had these inter-
mediate thoughts come into consciousness, between the two
which are not immediately associated. Suppose, for instance,
that A, B, C, are three thoughts,—that A and C cannot im-
mediately suggest each other, but that each is associated with
B, so that A will naturally suggest B, and B naturally suggest
. Now it may happen, that we are conscious of A, and,
aanediately thereafter, of C. How is the anomaly to be ex-
plained? It can only be explained on the principle of latent
modifications. A suggests C, not immediately, but through B ;
but as B, like the half of the minimum wvisibele or minimum
audibile, does not rise into consciousness, we are apt to consider
it as non-existent. You are probably aware of the following
fact in mechanics. If a number of billiard balls be placed in a
straight row and touching each other, and if a ball be made to
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strike, in the line of the row, the ball at one end of the series,
what will happen? The motion of the impinging ball is not
divided among the whole row ; this, which we might @ priore
have expected, does not happen ; but the impetus is transmitted
through the intermediate balls, which remain each in its place,
to the ball at the opposite end of the series, and this ball alone
is impelled on. Something like this seems often to occur in the
train of thought. One idea mediately sugoests another into
consciousness, — the suggestion passing through one or more
ideas which do not themselves rise into consciousness. The
awakening and awakened ideas here correspond to the ball
striking and the ball struck off'; while the intermediate ideas of
which we are unconscious, but which carry on the suggestion,
resemble the intermediate balls which remain moveless, but
communicate the impulse. An instance of this occurs to me
with which I was recently struck. Thinking of Ben Lomond,
this thought was immediately followed by the thought of the
Prussian system of education. Now, conceivable connection
between these two ideas in themselves, there was none. A
little reflection, however, explained the anomaly. On my last
visit fo the mountain, I had met upon its summit a German
gentleman, and though I had no consciousness of the interme-
diate and unawakened links between Ben Lomond and the
Prussian schools, they were undoubtedly these; — the Ger-
man, — Germany, — Prussia, — and, these media being admit-
ted, the connection between the extremes was manifest. :

Stewart’s explanation of the phaenomenon. — I should perhaps
reserve for a future oceasion noticing Mr. Stewart’s explanation
of this pheenomenon. He admits that a perception or idea may
pass through the mind without leaving any trace in the memory,
and yet serve to introduce othér ideas connected with it by the
laws of association. Mr. Stewart can hardly be said to have
contemplated the possibility of the existence and agency of
mental modifications of which we are unconscious. He grants
the necessity of interpolating certain intermediate idess, in order
to account for the connection of thought, which could otherwise

be explained by no theory of association; and he admits that
21 *
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these intermediate ideas are not known by memory to have
actually intervened. So far, there is no difference in the two
doctrines. But now comes the separation. DMr. Stewart sup-
poses that the intermediate ideas are, for an instant, awakened
into consciousness, but, in the same moment, utterly forgot;
whereas the opinion I would prefer, holds that they are efficient
without rising into consciousness. Mr. Stewart’s doctrine on
this point is exposed to all the difficulties, and has none of the
proofs in its faver which coneur in establishing the other.
Difficulties of Stewart's doctrine.— In the first place, to as-
sume the existence of acts of consciousness of which there is
no memory beyond the moment of existence, is at least as in-
conceivable an hypothesis as the other. But, in the second
place, it violates the whole analogy of consciousness, which the
other does not. Consciousness supposes memory ; and we are
only conscious as we are able to connect and contrast one in-
stance of our intellectual existence with another. Whereas, to
suppose the existence and efficiency of modifications beyond
consciousness, is not at variance with its conditions; for con-
sciousness, though it assures us of the reality of what is within
its sphere, says nothing against the reality of what is without.
In the third place, it is demonstrated, that, in perception, there
are modifications, efficient, though severally imperceptible ; why,
therefore, in the other faculties, should there not likewise be
modifications, efficient, though unapparent? In the fourth place,
there must be some reason for the assumed fact, that there are
perceptions or ideas of which we are conscious, but of which
there is no memory. Now, the only reason that can possibly
be assigned is, that the consciousness was too faint to afford the
condition of memory. DBut of consciousness, however faint,
there must be some memory, however short. But this is at
variance with the phznomenon; for the ideas A and C may
precede and follow each other without any perceptible interval,
and without any, the feeblest, memory of B. If there be no
memory, there could have been no consciousness; and, there-
fore, Mr. Stewart’s hypothesis, if strictly interrogated, must,
even at last, take refuge in our doctrine; for it can easily be
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shown, that the degree of memory is directly in proportion to
the degree of consciousness, and, consequently, that an absolutoe
negation of memory is an absolute negation of consciousness.

III. Our Acquired Dexterities and Habits.— Let us now
turn to another class of phanomena, which in like manner are
capable of an adequate explanation only on the theory I have
advanced ; — I mean the operations resulting from our Acquired
Dexterities and Habits.

To explain these, three theories have been advanced. The
Jirst regards them s merely mechanical or automatic, and thus
denying to the mind all active or voluntary intervention, conse-
quently removes them beyond the sphere of consciousness.
The second, again, allows to each several motion a separate act
of conscious volition ; while the third, which I would maintain,
holds a medium between these, constitutes the mind the agent,
accords to it a conscious volition over the series, but denies to it
a consciousness and deliberate volition in regard to each sepa-
rate movement in the series which it determines.

The first or mechanical theory. — The first of these has been
maintained, among others, by two philosophers who in other
points are not frequently at one,—by Reid and Hartley.
“ Habit,” says Reid, “differs from instinet, not in its nature, but
in its origin ; the last being natural, the first ilﬂ[luil'ed. Both
operate without will or intention, without thought, and therefore
may be called mechanical principles.” In another passage, he
expresses himself thus: “ I conceive it to be a part of our con-
stitution, that what we have been accustomed to do, we acquire
not only a facility but a proneness to do on like occasions; so
that it requires a particular will or effort to forbear it, but to do
it requires very often no will at all.”

The same doctrine is laid down still more explicitly by Dr.
Hartley.  Suppose,” says he, “a person who has a perfectly
voluntary command over his fingers, to begin to learn to play
on the harpsichord. The first step is to move his fingers, from
key to key, with a slow motion, looking at the notes, and exert-
ing an express act of volition in every motion. By degrees, the
motions cling to one another, and to the impressions of the notes,
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in the way of association, so often mentioned ; the acts of voh-
tion growing less and less express all the time, till, at last, they
become evanescent and imperceptible. For an expert performer
will play from notes, or ideas laid up in the memory, and, at the
same time, carry on a quite different train of thoughts in his
mind ; or even hold a converzation with another. Whence we
conclude, that there is no intervention of the idea, or state of
mind, called will.” Cases of this sort Hartley calls “ transitions
of voluntary actions into automatic ones.”

The second theory by Stewart. — The second theory is main-
tained against the first by Mr. Stewart; and I think his refuta-
tion valid, though not his confirmation. “T cannot help thinking
it,” he says, “more philosophical to suppose, that those actions
which are originally voluntary always continue so, although, in
the case of operations which are become habitual in conse-
quence of long practice, we may not be able to recollect every
different volition. Thus, in the case of a performer on the
harpsichord, I apprehend that there is an act of the will preced-
ing every motion of every finger, although he may not be able
to recollect these volitions afterwards, and although he may,
during the time of his performance, be employed in carrying on
a separate train of thought. For it must be remarked, that the
most rapid performer can, when he pleases, play so slowly as to
be able to attend to, and to recollect, every separate act of his
will in the various movements of his fingers; and he can grad-
ually accelerate the rate of his execution, till he is unable to
recollect these acts. Now, in this instance, one of two suppo-
sitions must be made. The one is, that the operations in the
two cases are carried on precisely in the same manner, and
differ only in the degree of rapidity ; and that when this rapid-
ity exceeds a certain rate, the acts of the will are too momentary
to leave any impression on the memory. The other is, that
when the rapidity exceeds a certain rate, the operation is taken
entirely out of our hands, and is carried on by some unknown
power, of the nature of which we are as ignorant as of the
cause of the ecirculation of the blood, or of the motion of the
intestines. The last supposition seems to me to be somewhat
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similar to that of a man who should maintain, that although a
body projected with a moderate velocity is seen to pass through
all the intermediate spaces in moving from one place to another,
yet we are not entitled to conclude that this happens when the
body moves so quickly as to become invisible to the eye. The
former supposition is supported by the analogy of many other
facts in our constitution. Of some of these I have already taken
notice, and it would be easy to add to the number. An expert
accountant, for example, can sum up, almost with a single glance
of his eye, a long column of fizures. He can tell the sum, with
unerring certainty, while, at the same time, he is unable to re-
collect any one of the figures of which that sum is composed ;
and yet nobody doubts that each of these figures has passed
through his mind, or supposes, that, when the rapidity of the
process becomes so great that he is unable to recollect the vari-
ous steps of it, he obtains the result by a sort of inspiration.
This last supposition would be perfectly analogous to Dr. Hart-
ley’s doctrine concerning the nature of our habitual exertions,

“The only plausible objection which, I think, can be offered
to the principles I have endeavored to establish on this subject,
is founded on the astonishing and almost ineredible rapidity they
necessarily suppose in our intellectual operations. When a per-
son, for example, reads aloud, there must, according to this doc-
trine, be a separate volition preceding the articulation of every
letter ; and it has been found by actual trial, that it is possible
to pronounce about two thousand letters in a minute. Is it rea-
sonable to suppose that the mind is capable of so many different
acts, in an interval of time so very inconsiderable ?

“ With respect to this objection, it may be observed, in the
first place, that all arguments against the foregoing doctrine with
respect to our habitual exertions, in so far as they are founded
on the inconceivable rapidity which they suppose in our intel-
lectual operations, apply equally to the common doctrine con-
cerning our perception of distance by the eye. But this is not
- all. To what does the supposition amount which is considered
as so incredible? Only to this, that the mind is so formed as to
be able to carry on certain intellectual processes in intervals of



250 UNCONSCIOUS MENTAL ACTION.

time too short to be estimated by our faculties; a supposition
which, so far from being extravagant, is supported by the anal-
ogy of many of our most certain coneclusions in natural philoso-
phy. The discoveries made by the microscope have laid open
to our senses a world of wonders, the existence of which hardly
any man would have admitted upon inferior evidence ; and have
gradually prepared the way for those physical speculations, which
explain some of the most extraordinary phaenomena of nature
by means of modifications of matter far too subtile for the
examination of our organs. Why, then, should it be consid-
ered as unphilosophical, after having demonstrated the existence
of various intellectual processes which escape our attention in
consequence of their rapidity, to carry the supposition a little
further, in order to bring under the known laws of the human
constitution a elass of mental operations which must otherwise
remain perfectly inexplicable? Surely, our ideas of time are
merely relative, as well as our ideas of extension; nor is there
any good reason for doubting that, if our powers of attention
and memory were more perfect than they are, so as to give us
the same advantage in examining rapid events, which the micro-
scope gives for examining minute portions of extension, they
would enlarge our views with respect to the intellectual world,
no less than that instrument has with respect to the material.”
Stewart's theory shown to involve contradictions.— This doc-
trine of Mr. Stewart,— that our acts of knowledee are made
up of an infinite number of acts of attention, that is, of various
acts of concentrated consciousness, there being required a sepa-
rate act of attention for every minimum possible of knowledge,
— I have already shown you, by various examples, to involve
contradictions. In the present instance, its admission would
constrain our assent to the most monstrous conclusions. Take
the case of a person reading. Now, all of you must have ex-
perienced, if ever under the necessity of reading aloud, that, if
the matter be uninteresting, your thoughts, while you are going
on in the performance of your task, are wholly abstracted from
the book and its subject, and you are perhaps deeply oceupied
in a train of serious meditation, IHere the process of reading
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is performed without interruption, and with the most punctual
accuracy ; and, at the same time, the process of meditation is
carried on without distraction or fatigue. Now this, on Mr.
Stewart’s doetrine, would seem impossible; for what does his
theory suppose ? It supposes that separate acts of concentrated
conseiousness or attention are bestowed on each least movement
in either process. But be the velocity of the mental operations
what it may, it is impossible to conceive how transitions between
such contrary operations could be kept up for a continuance
without faticue and distraction, even if we throw out of ac-
count the fact, that the acts of attention to be effectual must be
simultaneous, which on Mr. Stewart’s theory is not allowed.

We could easily give examples of far more complex opera-
tions ; but this, with what has been previously said, I deem suf-
ficient to show, that we must either resort to the first theory,
which, as nothing but the assumption of an occult and incom-
prehensible principle, in fact explains nothing, or adopt the
theory that there are acts of mind so rapid and minute as to
elude the ken of consciousness.

The doctrine of unconscious mental modifications.— I shali
now say something of the history of this opinion. It is a curi-
ous fact that Locke attributes this opinion to the Cartesians, and
he thinks it was employed by them to support their doctrine of
the ceaseless activity of mind. In this, as in many other points
of the Cartesian philosophy, he is, however, wholly wrong. On
the contrary, the Cartesians made consciousness the essence of
thought; and their assertion that the mind always thinks is, in
their language, precisely tantamount to the assertion that the
mind is always conscious.

But what was not maintained by the Cartesians, and even in
opposition to their doectrine, was advanced .by Leibnitz. To
this great philosopher belongs the honor of having originated
this opinion, and of having supplied some of the strongest argu-
ments in its support. He was, however, unfortunate in the
terms which he employed to propound his doctrine. The latent
modifications, — the unconscious activities of mind, he denom-
inated obscure ideas, obscure representations, perceptions without
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apperception or consciousness, insensible perceptions, ete. In
this he violated the universal usage of language. For percep-
tion, and tdea, and representation, all properly involve the
notion of consciousness, — it being, in fact, contradictory to
speak of a representation not really represented —a percep-
tion not really perceived — an actual idea of whose presence
we are not aware.

The close affinity of mental modifications with perceptions,
ideas, representations, and the consequent commutation of
these terms, have been undoubtedly the reasons why the Leib-
nitzian doctrine was not more generally adopted, and why, in
France and in Britain, succeeding philosophers have almost
admitted, as a self-evident truth, that there can be no modifica-
tion of mind devoid of consciousness. As to any refutation of
the Leibnitzian doctrine, I know of none. Condillac is, indeed,
the only psychologist who can be said to have formally proposed
the question. He, like Mr. Stewart, attempts to explain why
it can be supposed, that the mind has modifications of which we
are not conscious, by asserting that we are, in truth, conscious
of the modification, but that it is immediately forgotten. In
Germany, the doctrine of Leibnitz was almost universally
adopted. I am not aware of a philosopher of the least note by
whom it has been rejected.

This doctrine explains the phenomena. — The third hypothe-
gis, then, — that which employs the single principle of latent
ageneies to account for so numerous a elass of mental phanom-
ena, — how does it explain the ph@nomenon under considera-
tion? Nothing can be more simple and analogical than its
solution. As, to take an example from vision,—in the exter-
nal perception of a stationary object, a certain space, an ex-
panse of surface, is necessary to the minimum visibile ; in other
words, an object of sight cannot come into consciousness unless
it be of a certain size; in like manner, in the internal percep-
tion of a series of mental operations, a certain titfm, a certain
duration, is necessary for the smallest section of continuous
energy to which consciousness is competent. Some minimum
of time must be admitted as the condition of consciousness
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and as time is divisible ad tnfinitum, whatever minimum be
taken, there must be admitted to be, beyond the cognizance of
consciousness, intervals of time, in which, if mental agencies be
performed, these will be latent to consciousness. If we suppose
that the minimum of time, to which consciousness can descend,
be an interval called six, and that six different movements be
performed in this interval, these, it is evident, will appear to con-
sciousness as a simple indivisible point of modified time; pre-
cisely as the menimum visibile appears as an indivisible point of
modified space. And, as in the extended parts of the minimum
visibile, each must determine a certain modification on the per-
cipient subject, seeing that the effect of the whole is only the
conjoined effect of its parts, in like manner, the protended parts
of each conscious instant,— of each distinguishable minimum
of time,— though themselves beyond the ken of consciousness,
must contribute to give the character to the whole mental state
which that instant, that minimum, comprises. This being un-
derstood, it is easy to see how we lose the consciousness of the
several acts, in the rapid succession of many of our habits and
dexterities. At first, and before the habit is acquired, every
act is slow, and we are conscious of the effort of deliberation,
choice, and volition ; by degrees, the mind proceeds with less
vacillation and uncertainty ; at 'ength, the acts become secure
and precise: in proportion as this takes place, the velocity of
the procedure is increased, and as this acceleration rises, the
individual acts drop one by one from consciousness, as we lose
the leaves in retiring further and further from the tree; and, at
last, we are only aware of the general state which results from
these unconscious operations, as we can at last only perceive the
greenness which resulls from the unperceived leaves.

#
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CHAPTER XYV.

GENERAL PHENOMENA OF CONSCIOUSNESS. —DIFFICULTIES
AND FACILITIES OF PSYCHOLOGICAL STUDY.— CLASSIFICA-
TION OF THE COGNITIVE FACULTIES.

BEFORE terminating the consideration of the general phee-
nomena of consciousness, there are Three Principal Facts,
which it would be improper altogether to pass over without
notice, but the full discussion of which I reserve for Meta-
physics Proper, when we come to establish upon their founda-
tion our conclusions in regard to the Immateriality and Immor-
tality of Mind; — I mean the fact of our Mental Existence or
Substantiality, the fact of our Mental Unity or Individuality,
and the fact of our Mental Identity or Personality. In regard
to these three facts, I shall, at present, only attempt to give a
very summary view of what place they naturally occupy in our
psychological system.

Self-Existence. — The first of these — the fact of our own
Existence — I have already incidentally touched on, in giving
a view of the various possible modes in which the fact of the
Duality of Consciousness may be conditionally accepted.

The various modifications of which the thinking subject, Ego,
is conscious, are accompanied with the feeling, or intuition, or
belief, — or by whatever name the conviction may be called, —
that I, the thinking subject, exist. This feeling has been called
by philosophers the apperception, or consciousness, of our own
existence ; but, as it iz a simple and ultimate fact of conscious-
ness, though it be clearly given, it cannot be defined or
described. And for the same reason that it cannot be defined,

it cannot be deduced or demonstrated ; and the apparent enthy-
(254)
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meme of Descartes — Cogito ergo sum, [I think, therefore I
am, | — if really intended for an inference, —if really intended
to be more than a simple enunciation of the proposition, that
the fact of our existence is given in the fact of our conscious-
ness, is either tautological or false. Tautological, because
nothing is contained in the conclusion which was not explicitly
given in the premise, — the premise, Cogito, I think, being only
a grammatical equation of Kgo sum cogitans, I am, or exist,
thinking. False, inasmuch as there would, in the first place, be
postulated the reality of thought as a quality or modification,
and then, from the fact of this modification, inferred the fact of
existence, and of the existence of a subject ; whereas it is self-
evident, that in the very possibility of a quality or modification,
is supposed the reality of existence, and of an existing subject.
Philosophers in general, among whom may be particularly
mentioned Locke and Leibnitz, have accordingly found the evi-
dence ina clear and immediate belief in the simple datum of
consciousness ; and that this was likewise the opinion of Des-
eartes himself, it would not be difficult to show.

Mental Unity. — The second fact — our Mental Unity or In-
dividuality —is given with equal evidence as the first. As
elearly as I am conscious of existing, so clearly am I conscious
it every moment of my existence, (and never more so than
when the most heterogeneous mental modifications are in a state
of rapid succession,) that the conscious Ego is not itself a mere
modification, nor a series of modifications of any other subject,
but that it is itself something different from all its modifica-
tions, and a self-subsistent entity. This feeling, belief, datum,
or fact of our mental individuality or unity, is not more capable
of explanation than the feeling or fact of our existence, which
it indeed always involves. Z%e fact of the deliverance of con-
sciousness to our mental unity has, of course, never been
doubted ; but philosophers have been found to doubt its truth.
According to Hume, our thinking Ego is nothing but a bundle
of individual impressions and ideas, out of whose union in the
imagination, the notion of a whole, as of a subject of that
which is felt and thought is formed. According to Kant, it
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cannot be properly determined whether we exist as substance
or as accident, because the datum of individuality is a condition
of the possibility of our having thoughts and feelings; in other
words, of the possibility of consciousness; and, therefore, al-
though consciousness gives — cannot but give — the phznom-
enon of individuality, it does not follow that this phenomenon
may not be only a necessary illusion. An articulate refutation
of these opinions I cannot attempt at present, but their refuta~
tior. is, in faet, involved in their statement. In regard to Hume,
his sceptical conclusion is only an inference from the premises
of the dogmatical philosophers, who founded their systems on a
violation or distortion of the facts of consciousness. Iis con-
clusion is, therefore, refuted in the refutation of their premises,
which is accomplished in the simple exposition that they at once
found on, and deny, the veracity of consciousness. And by this
objection the doctrine of Kant is overset. For if he attempts
to philosophize, he must assert the possibility of philozophy.
But the possibility of philosophy supposes the veracity of con-
sciousness as to the contents of its testimony ; therefore, in dis-
puting the testimony of consciousness to our mental unity and
substantiality, Kant disputes the possibility of philosophy, and,
consequently, reduces his own attempts at philesophizing to ab-
surdity.

Mental Identity.— The third datum under consideration is
the Identity of Mind or Person. This consists in the assurance
we have, from consciousness, that our thinking Ego, notwith-
standing the ceaseless changes of state or modification, of which
it is the subject, is essentially the same thing, — the same per-
son, at every period of its existence. On this subject, laying
out of account certain subordinate differences on the mode of
stating the faet, philosophers, in general, are agreed. Locke, in
the Hssay on the Human Understanding ; Leibnitz, in the Nou-
veauxr Essais; Butler and Reid are particularly worthy of
attention. In regard to this deliverance of consciousness, the
truth of which is of vital importance, affording, as it does, the
basis of moral responsibility and hope of immortality, —it is,
like the last, denied by Kant to afford a valid ground of scientific
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certainty. He maintains that there is no cogent proof of the
substantial permanence of our thinking self, because the feeling
of identily is only the condition under which that thought is
possible.  Kant’s doubt in regard to the present fact is refuted
in the same manner as his doubt in regard to the preceding, and
there are also a number of special grounds on which it can be
shown to be untenable. But of these at another time.

The peculiar difficulties of psychological investigation. — We
have now terminated the consideration of Consciousness as the
general faculty of thought, and as the only instrument and only
source of Philosophy. But before proceeding to treat of the
Speeial Faculties, it may be proper here to premise some obser-
vations in relation to the peculiar Difficulties and peculiar Fa-
cilities which we may expeet in the application of consciousness
to the study of its own phanomena. I shall first speak of the
difficulties.

The first difficulty in psychological observation arises from
this, that the conscious mind is at once the observing subject and
the object observed. What are the consequences of this? In
the first place, the mental energy, instead of being concentrated,
is divided, and divided in two divergent directions. The state
of mind observed, and the act of mind observing, are mutually
in an inverse ratio; each tends to annihilate the other. Is the
state to be observed intense, all reflex observation is rendered
mmpossible ; the mind cannot view as a spectator ; it is wholly
occupied as an agent or patient. On the other hand, exactly in
proportion as the mind concentrates its force in the act of re-
flective observation, in the same proportion must the direct
phenomenon lose in vivacity, and, consequently, in the preeision
and individuality of its character. This difficulty is manifestly
insuperable in those states of mind, which, of their very nature,
as suppressing consciousness, exclude all contemporaneous and
voluntary observation, as in sleep and fainting. In states like
dreaming, which allow at least of a mediate, but, therefore, only
of an imperfect, observation, through recollection, it is not aluw-
gether exclusive. In all states of strong mental emotion, the

7 g .
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passion is itself, to a certain extent, a negation of the tranquii-
lity requisite for observation, so that we are thus impaled on the
awkward dilemma, — either we possess_ the necessary tranquil-
lity for observation, with little or nothing to observe, or there

is something to observe, but we have not the necessary tran-
quillity for observation. All this is completely opposite in
our observation of the external world. There the objects lie
always ready for our inspection; and we have only to open our
eyes, and guard ourselves from the use of hypotheses and green
gpectacles, to carry our observations to an easy and successful
termination.

Want of mutual codperation.— In the second place, in the
gtudy of external nature, several observers may associate them-
selves in the pursuit ; and it is well known how cotperation and
mutual sympathy preclude tedium and languor, and brace up
the faculties to their highest vigor. Ience the old proverb,
unus homo, nullus homo. “ As iron,” says Solomon, *sharpen-
eth iron, =0’ a man sharpeneth the understanding of his friend.”
“In my opinion,” says Plato, “it is well expressed by Homer,

By mutual confidence and mutual aid,
Great deeds are done, and great discoveries made;’

for if we labor in company, we are always more prompt and
capable for the investigation of any hidden matter. Butif a
man works out any thing by solitary meditation, he forthwith
goes about to find some one with whom he may commune, nor
does he think his discovery assured until confirmed by the ac-
quiescence of others.’
same passage of Homer, gives the same solution. “ Secial oper-
ation,” he says, “ renders us more energetic both in thought and
action.” Of this advantage the student of Mind is in a great
measure deprived. He who would study the internal world must
isolate himself in the solitude of his own thought; and for man,
who, as Aristotle observes, is more social by nature than any
bee or ant, this isolation i3 not only painful in itself, but, in

¥

Aristotle, in like manner, referring to the

place of strengthening his powers, tends to rob them of what
maintains their vigor and stimulates their exertion.
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No fuct of consciousness can be acecepled at second hand. — Ip
the third place, “In the study of the material universe,” [says
Cardaillac,] “ it is not necessary that each observer should him
self make every observation. The phznomena are here sc
palpable and so easily described, that the experience of one ob
server suffices to make the facts which he has witnessed intelli-
gible and credible to all. In point of fact, our knowledge of the
external world is taken chiefly upon trust. The phanomena of
the internal world, on the contrary, are not thus capable of being
deseribed ; all that the first observer ean do is to lead others to
repeat his experience: in the science of mind, we can believe
nothing upon aunthority, take nothing upon trust. In the physi-
cal sciences, a fact viewed in different aspects and in different
circumstances, by one or more observers of acknowledged
sagacity and good faith, is not only comprehended as clearly by
those who have not seen it for themselves, but is also admitted
without hesitation, independently of all personal verification.
Instruction thus suffices to make it understood, and the authority
of the testimony carries with it a certainty which almost pre-
cludes the possibility of doubt.

“ But this is not the case in the philosophy of mind. On the
contrary, we can here neither understand nor believe at second
hand. Testimony can impose nothing on its own authority ;
and instruction is only instruction when it enables us to teach
ourselves. A fact of consciousness, however well observed,
however clearly expressed, and however great may be our con-
fidence in its observer, is for us as nothing, until, by an expe-
rience of our own, we have observed and recognized it our-
selves. Till this be done, we cannot comprehend what it means,
far less admit it to be true. Hence it follows that, in philoso-
phy proper, instruetion is limited to an indication of the position
in which the pupil ought to place himself, in order, by his own
observation, to verify for himself the facts which his instructor
pronounces true.”

Phenomena of consciousness only to be studied through mem-
ory.— In the fourth place, the pheenomena of consciousness are
not arrested during observation ; — they are in a ceaseless and
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rapid flow ; each state of mind is indivisible but for a moment,
and there are not two states or two moments of whose precise
identity we can be assured. Thus, before we can observe a
modification, it is already altered; nay, the very intention of
observing it, suffices for the change. It hence results that the
ph@nomenon can only be studied through its reminiscence ; but
memory reproduces it often very imperfectly, and always in
lower vivacity and precision. The objects of the external
world, on the other hand, remain either unaltered during our
observation, or can be renewed without change; and we can
leave off at will, and recommence our investigation, without
detriment to its result.

Presented only in succession.— In the fifth place, “The
ph@nomena of the mental world,” [says Biunde,] “are not,
like those of the material, placed by the side of each other in
space. They want that form by which external objects attract
and fetter our attention; they appear only in rows on the
thread of time, occupying their fleeting moment, and then van-
ishing into oblivion; whereas, external objeects stand before us
steadfast, and distinet, and simultaneous, in all the life and
emphasis of extension, figure, and color.”

Naturally blend with each other.—In the sizth place, the .
perceptions of the different qualities of external objects are
decisively diseriminated by different corporeal organs, so that
color, sound, solidity, odor, flavor, are, in the sensations them-
selves, contrasted, without the possibility of confusion. In an
individual sense, on the contrary, it is not always easy to draw
the line of separation between its perceptions, as these are con-
tinually running into each other. Thus red and yellow are, in
their extreme points, easily distinguished, but the transition
point from one to the other is not precisely determined. Now,
in our internal observation, the mental phanomena cannot be
diseriminated like the perceptions of one sense from the per-
ceptions of another, but only like the perceptions of the same.
Thus the phenomenon of feeling, of pleasure or pain, and
the phicnomenon of desire, are, when considered in their re
moter divergent aspects, manifestly marked out and contradis-
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tinguished as different original modifications ; whereas, when
viewed on their approximating side, they are seen to slide so
insensibly into each other, that it becomes impossible to draw
between them any accurate line of demarcation. Thus the
various qualities of our internal life can be alone discriminated
by a mental process called Abstraction; and abstraction is ex-
posed to many liabilities of error. Nay, the various mental
operations do not present themselves distinct and separate;
they are all bound up in the same unity of action; and as they
are only possible through each other, they cannotf, even in
thought, be dealt with as isolated and apart. In the perception
of an external object, the qualities are, indeed, likewise pre-
sented by the different senses in connection, as, for example,
vinegar is at once seen as yellow, felt as liquid, tasted as sour,
and so on; nevertheless, the qualities easily allow themselves in
abstraction to be viewed as really separable, because they are all
the properties of an extended and divisible body ; whereas in the
mind, thoughts, feelings, desires, do not stand separate, though
in juxtaposition, but every mental act contains at once all these
qualities, as the constituents of its indivisible simplicity.
Self-observation costs painful effort. — In the seventh place,
the act of reflection on our internal modifications is not accoms-
panied with that frequent and varied sentiment of pleasure,
which we experience from the impression of external things.
Self-observation costs us a greater effort, and has less excite-
ment than the contemplation of the material world; and the
higher and more refined gratification, which it supplies when its
habit has been once formed, cannot be conceived by those who
have not as yet been trained to its enjoyment. ¢ The first part
of our life,” [says Cardaillac,] “is fled before we possess the
capacity of reflective observation ; while the impressions which,
from earliest infancy, we receive from material objects, -the
wants of our animal nature, and the prior development of our
external senses, all contribute to concentrate, even from the
first breath of life, our attention on the world without. The
second passes without our caring to observe ourselves. The
outer life is too agreeable to allow the soul to tear itself from
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its g atifications, and return frequently upon itself. And at the
period when the material world has at length palled upon the
senses, when the taste and the desire of reflection gradually
become predominant, we then find ourselves, in a certain sort,
already made up, and it is impossible for us to resume our life
from its commencement, and to discover how we have become
what we now are.” ¢ Hitherto,” [says Ancillon,] “external
objects have exclusively riveted our attention ; our organs have
acquired the flexibility requisite for this peculiar kind of obser-
vation; we have learned the method, acquired the habit, and
feel the pleasure which results from performing what we per-
form with ease. But let us recoil upon ourselves; the scene
changes; the charm is gone; difficulties accumulate ; all that is
done, is done irksomely and with effort; in a word, every thing
within repels, every thing without attracts; we reach the age
of manhood without being taught another lesson than reading
what takes place without and around us, whilst we possess
neither the habit nor the method of studying the volume of our
own thoughts.” “For a long time, we are too absorbed in life
to be able to detach ourselves from it in thought; and when the
desires and the feelings are at length weakened or tranquil-
lized, — when we are at length restored to ourselves, we can no
longer judge of the preceding state, because we can no longer
reproduce or replace it. Thus it is that our life, in a philo-
sophical sense, runs like water through our fingers. We are
carried along lost, whelmed in our life ; we live, but rarely see
ourselves to live.

“ The reflective Ego, which distinguishes self from its transi-
tory modifications, and which separates the spectator from the
spectacle of life, which it is continually representing to itself, is
never developed in the majority of mankind at all; and even in
the thoughtful and reflective few, it is formed only at a mature
period, and is even then only in activity by starts and at inter-
vals.”

The facilities of philosophical study. — But Philosophy has
not only peculiar difficulties, it has also peculiar facilities.
There is, indeed, only one external condition on which it is
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dependent, and that is language ; and when, in the progress of
civilization, a language is once formed of a copiousness and pli-
ability capable of embodying its abstractions without figurative
ambiguity, then a genuine philosophy may commence. With
this one condition, all is given ; the Philosopher requires for his
discoveries no preliminary preparations,—no apparatus of
instruments and materials. He has no new events to seek, as
the Historian ; no new combinations to form, as the Mathema-
tician. The Botanist, the Zoélogist, the Mineralogist, can accu-
mulate only by ecare, and trouble, and expense, an inadequate
assortment of the objects necessary for their labors and obser-
vations. DBut that most important and interesting of all studies
of which man himself is the object, has no need of any thing
external ; it is only necessary that the observer enter into his
inner self, in order to find there all he stands in need of, or
rather it is. only by doing this, that he can hope to find any
thing at all. If he only effectively pursue the method of ob-
servation and analysis, he may even dispense with the study of
philosophical systems. This is at best only useful as a mean
towards a deeper and more varied study of himself, and is often
only a tribute paid by philosophy to erudition. ;‘3 Ce £

We have now concluded the consideration of Consciousness,
viewed in its more general relations, and shall proceed to an-
alyze its more particular modifications, that is, to consider the
various Special Faculties of Knowledge.

It is here proper to recall to your attention the division I
gave of the Mental Phenomena into three great classes, —
namely, the phenomena of Knowledge, the phenomena of
Feeling, and the phznomena of Conation. But as these vari-
ous phanomena all suppose Consciousness as their condition, —
those of the first class, the phenomena of Knowledge, being,
indeed, nothing but consciousness in various relations, — it was
necessary, before descending to the consideration of the subor-
dinate, first to exhaust the principal ; and in doing this, the
discussion has been protracted to a greater length than I antici-
pated.

I now proceed to the particular investigation of the first class
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of the mental phenomena, — those of Knowledge or Cognition,
— and shall commence by delineating to you the distribution of
the cognitive faculties which I shall adopt ; — a distribution dif-
ferent from any other with which I am acquainted. But I wculd
first premise an observation in regard to psychological powers,
and to psychological divisions.

Mental powers not distinguishable from the thinking principle,
nor from each other.— As to mental powers,—under which
term are included mental faculties and capacities, — you are not
to suppose entities really distinguishable from the thinking
principle, or really different from each other. DMental powers
are not like bodily organs.. It is the same simple substance
which exerts every energy of every faculty, however various,
and which is affected in every mode of every capacity, however
opposite. This has frequently been wilfully or ignorantly mis-
understood ; and, among others, Dr. Brown has made it a mat-
ter of reproach to philosophers in general, that they regarded
the faculties into which they analyzed the mind as so many dis-
tinet and independent existences. No reproach, however, can
be more unjust, no mistake more flagrant; and it can easily be
shown that this is perhaps the charge, of all others, to which the
very smallest number of psychologists need plead guilty. On
this point, Dr. Brown does not, however, stand alone as an ac-
cuser ; and, both before and since his time, the same charge has
been once and again preferred, and this, in particular, with sin-
gular infelicity, against Reid and Stewart. To speak only of
the latter, — he sufficiently declares his opinion on the subject
in a foot-note of the Dissertation: — “1 quote,” he says, “the
following passage from Addison, nef as a specimen of his meta-
physical acumen, but as a proof of his good sense in divining
and obviating a difliculty, which, I believe, most persons will
acknowledee occurred to themselves when they first entered on
metaphysical studies : — ¢ Although we divide the soul into sev-
eral powers and faculties, there is no such division in the soul
itself, sinee it is the whole soul that remembers, understands,
wills, or imagines. Our manner of considering the memory,
understanding, will, imagination, and the like faculties, is for the
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better enabling us to express ourselves in such abzstracted sab-
jects of speculations, not that there is any such division in the
soul itself.” In another part of the same paper, Addison ob-
serves, ‘ that what we call the faculties of the soul are only the
different ways or modes in which the soul can exert herselt.” ”

What is a mental power? —1 shall first state to you what is
intended by the terms mental power, facully, or capacity; and
then show you that no other opinion has been generally held by
philosophers.

It is a fact too notorious to be denied, that the mind is capa-
ble of different modifications,—that is, can exert different actions,
and can be affected by different passions. This is admitted.
But these actions and passions are not all dissimilar; every
action and passion is not different from every other. On the
contrary, they are like, and they are unlike. Those, therefore,
that are like, we group or assort together in thought, and bestow
on them a common name ; nor are these groups or assortments
manifold, — they are in fact few and simple. Again, every
action is an effect; every action and passion a modification.
But every effect supposes a cause ; every modification supposes
a subject. When we say that the mind exerts an energy, we
virtually say that the mind is the cause of the energy; when
we say that the mind acts or suffers, we say in other words, that
the mind is the subject of a modification. But the modifications,
that is, the actions and passions, of the mind, as we stated, all
fall into a few resembling groups, which we designate by a pe-
culiar name ; and as the mind is the common cause and subject
of all these, we are surely entitled to say in general that the
mind has the faculty of exerting such and such a class of ener-
gies, or has the capacity of being modified by such and such an
order of affections. We here excogitate no new, no occult
principle. 'We only generalize certain effects, and then infer
that common effects must have a common cause; we only clas-
sify certain modes, and conclude that similar modes indicate the
same capacity of being modified. There is nothing in all this
contrary to the most rigid rules of philosophizing ; nay, it is the
purest specimen of the inductive philosophy.

23
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On this doctrine, a faculty is nothing more than a general
term for the causality the mind has of originating a certain class
of energies; a capacity, only a general term for the susceptibil-
ity the mind has of being affected by a particular kind of emo-
tions. All mental powers are thus, in short, nothing more than
names determined by various orders of mental phznomena.
But as these ph@nomena differ from, and resemble, each other
in various respects, various modes of classification may, there-
fore, be adopted, and consequently, various faculties and capaci-
ties, in different views, may be the result.

L2 S..b Value of Philosophical System.— And this is what we actu-
7 (Rally see to be the case in the different systems of philosophy ;
for each system of philosophy is a different view of the phee-
nomena of mind. Now, here I would observe that we might
fall into one or other of two errors, either by attributing too
great or too small importance to a systematic arrangement of

the mental phenomena. It must be conceded to those who af-
fect to undervalue psychological system, that system is neither

the end first in the order of time, nor that paramount in the secale

of importance. To attempt a definitive system or synthesis, be-
fore we have fully analyzed and accumulated the facts to be ar-
ranged, would be preposterous, and necessarily futile; and
system is only valuable when it is not arbitrarily devised, but
arizes naturally out of an observation of the facts, and of the
whole facts themselves; zijc moldic meipes Tedevraiov émysvrnue.

On the other hand, to despise system is to despise philosophy ;
for the end of philosophy is the detection of unity. Ewven in
the progress of a science, and long prior to its consummation, it
is indeed better to assort the materials we have accumulated,
even though the arrangement be only temporary, only provis-
ional, than to leave them in confusion. For without such ar-
rangement, we are unable to overlook our possessions; and as
experiment results from the experiment it supersedes, so system
is destined to generate system in a progress never attaining, but
ever approximating to, perfection.

Having stated what a psychological power in propriety is, I
may add that this, and not the other, opinion, has been the one
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prevalent in the various schools and ages of philosophy. I
could adduce to you passages in which the doetrine that the
faculties and capacities are more than mere possible modes, in
which the simple indivisible principle of thought may act and
exist, is explicitly denied by [many of ] the fathers of the
Church, by [many of ] the Platonists, the Aristotelians, and by
the whole host of recent philosophers. During the middle ages,
the question was indeed one which divided the schools. St.
Thomas, at the head of one party, held that the faculties were
distinguished not only from each other, but from the essence of
the mind ; and this, as they phrased it, really and not formally.
Henry of Ghent, at the head of another party, maintained a
modified opinion, — that the faculties were really distinguished
from each other, but not from the essence of the soul. Scotus,
again, followed by Ocecam and the. whole sect of Nominalists,
denied all real difference either between the several faculties, or
between the faculties and the mind ; allowing between them
only a formal or logical distinction. This last is the doctrine
that has subsequently prevailed in the latter ages of philosophy ;
and it is a proof of its universality, that few modern psycholo-
gists have ever thought it necessary to make an explicit profes-
sion of their faith in what they silently assumed. No accusation
can, therefore, be more ungrounded than that which has been
directed against philosophers,— that they have generally har-
bored the opinion that faculties are, like organs in the body,
distinct constituents of mind. The Aristotelie prineiple, that in
relation to the body, *“the soul is all in the whole and all in
every part,” — that it is the same indivisible mind that operates
in sense, in imagination, in memory, in reasoning, etec., differ-
ently indeed, but differently only because operating in different
relations, — this opinion is the one dominant among psycholo-
gists, and the one which, though not always formally proclaimed,
must, if not positively disclaimed, be in justice presumptively
attributed to every philosopher of mind. Those who employed
the old and familiar language of philosophy meant, in truth,
exactly the same as those who would establish a new doctrine
on a newfangled nomenclature.
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What is Psychological Division? — From what I have now
said, you will be better prepared for what I am about to state
in regard to the classification of the first great order of mental
phznomena, and the distribution of the faculties of Knowledge
founded thereon. I formerly told you that the mental quali-
ities — the mental ph@nomena — are never presented to us
separately ; they are always in conjunction, and it is only by an
ideal analysis and abstraction that, for the purposes of science,
they can be discriminated and considered apart. The prob-
lem proposed in such an andlysis is to find the primary threads
which, in their composition, form the complex tissue of thought.
In what ought to be accomplished by such an analysis, all phi-
losophers are agreed, however different may have been the
result of their attempts. I shall not state and criticize the vari-
ous classifications propounded of the cognitive faculties, as I
did not state and ecriticize the classifications propounded of the
mental phenomena in general. The reasons are the same.
You would be confused, not edified. I shall only delineate the
distribution of the faculties of knowledge, which I have
adopted, and endeavor to afford you some general insight into
its principles. At present, I limit my consideration to the
phenomena of Knowledge; with the two other classes — the
phznomena of Feeling and the phznomena of Conation — we
have at present no concern. D5l Co7 Cumignie {_,‘7 5

I again repeat that consciousness constitutes, or is coexfe
sive with, all our faculties of knowledge, — these faculties
being only special modifications under which consciousness is
manifested. It being, therefore, understood that consciousness
is not a special faculty of knowledge, but the general faculty
out of which the special faculties of knowledge are evolved, 1
proceed to this evolution. -

I. The Presentative Facully.— In the first place, as we are
endowed with a faculty of Cognition, or Consciousness in gen-
eral, and since it cannot be maintained that we have always
possessed the knowledge which we now possess, it will be
admitted, that we must have a faculty of acquiring knowledge.
But this acquisition of knowledge can only be accomplished by
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the immediate presentation of a new object to consciousness, in
other words, by the reception of a new object within the sphere
of our cognition. We have thus a faculty which may be called
the Acquisitive, or the Presentative, or the Receptive. The
term Presentative I use, as you will see, in contrast and correla-
tion to a Representative Faculty, of which I am immediately to
speak.

Subdivided into Perception and Self-Consciousness. — Now,
new or adventitious knowledge may be either of things exter-
nal, or of things intcrnal; in other words, either of the phe-
nomena of the Non-ego, or of the phenomena of the Ego; and
this distinetion of object will determine a subdivision of this,
the Acquisitive Faculty. If the object of knowledge be ex-
ternal, the faculty receptive or presentative of the qualities of
such object will be a consciousness of the Non-ego. This has
obtained the name of External Perception, or of Perception
simply. If, on the other hand, the object be internal, the
faculty receptive or presentative of the qualities of such sub-
ject-object will be a consciousness of the Ego. This faculty
obtains the name of Internal or Reflex Perception, or of Self-
Consciousness. By the foreign psychologists, this faculty is
termed also the Internal Sense.

Under the general faculty of cognition is thus, in the first
place, distinguished an Acquisitive, or Presentative, or Recep-
tive Faculty ; and this acquisitive faculty is subdivided into the
conseiousness of the Non-ego, or External Perception simply,
and into the consciousness of the Ego, or Self-Consciousness, or
Internal Perception.

This acquisitive faculty is the faculty of Experience. It
affords us exclusively all the knowledge we possess a posteriort ;
that is, our whole contingent knowledge, — our whole knowl
edge of fact. External perception is the faculty of external,
self-consciousness is the faculty of internal, experience. If we
limit the term Reflection in conformity to its original employ-
ment and proper signification,— an attention to the internal
phenomena, — reflection will be an expression for self<on-

sciousness concentrated.
23 =
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II. The Conservative Faculty.— In the second place, inas-
much as we are capable of knowledge, we must be endowed
not only with a faculty of acquiring, but with a faculty of re-
taining or conserving it when acquired. By this faculty, I
mean merely, and in the most limited sense, the power of men-
tal retention. If our knowledge of any object terminated
when the object ceased to exist, or to exist within the sphere of
consciousness, our knowledge would hardly deserve the name ;
for what we actually perceive by the faculties of external and
of internal perception is but an infinitesimal part of the knowl-
edge which we actually possess. We have thus, as a second
necessary faculty, one that may be called the Conservative or
Retentive. This is Memory strictly so denominated, — that is,
the power of retaining knowledge in the mind, but out of con-
sciousness ; I say retaining knowledge in the mind, but out of
consciousness, for to bring the refentum out of memory into
consciousness is the function of a totally different faculty, of
which we are immediately to speak. Under the general faculty
of cognition is thus, in the second place, distinguished the Con-
servative or Retentive Faculty, or Memory Proper. Whether
there be subdivisions of this faculty, we shall not here inquire.

III. 7'he Reproductive Faculty.— But, in the third place, if
we are capable of knowledge, it is not enough that we possess a
faculty of acquiring, and a faculty of retaining it in the mind,
but out of consciousness; we must further be endowed with a
faculty of recalling it out of unconsciousness into consciousness,
in short, a reproductive power. This Reproductive Faculty is
governed by the laws which regulate the succession of our
thoughts, — the laws, as they are called, of Mental Association.
If these laws are allowed to operate without the intervention
of the will, this faculty may be called Suggestion, or Sponta-
neous Suggestion; whereas, if applied under the influence of
the will, it will properly obtain the name of Reminiscence, or
Recollection. By reproduction, it should be observed, that I
strictly mean the process of recovering the absent thought from
unconsciousness, and not its representation in consciousness.
This reproductive faculty is commonly confounded with the
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conservative, under the name of Memory; but most errone-
ously. These qualities of mind are totally unlike, and are pos-
sessed by different individuals in the most different degrees,
Some have a strong faculty of conservation, and a feeble fac-
ulty of reproduction ; others, again, a prompt and active rem-
iniscence, but an evanescent retention. Under the general
faculty of cognition, there is thus discriminated, in the third
place, the Reproductive Faculty.

IV. T'he Representative Faculty.— In the fourth place, as
capable of knowledge, we must not only be endowed with a
presentative, a conservative, and a reproductive faculty ; there
is required for their consummation —for the keystone of the
arch — a faculty of representing in consciousness, and of keep-
ing before the mind the knowledge presented, retained, and
reproduced. We have thus a Representative Faculty ; and
this obtains the name of Imagination or Phantasy. The word
Fancy is an abbreviation of the latter; but with its change of
form, its meaning has been somewhat modified. Phantasy,
which latterly has been little used, was employed in the lan-
guage of the older English philosophers, as, like its Greek
original, strictly synonymous with Imagination.

The element of imagination is not to be confounded with the
element of reproduction, though this is frequently, nay com-
monly, done ; and this either by comprehending these two qual-
ities under imagination, or by conjoining them with the quality
of retention under memory. The distinction I make is valid.
For the two faculties are possessed by different individuals in
very different degrees. It is not, indeed, easy to see how, with-
out a representative act, an object can be reproduced. But the
fact is certain, that the two powers have no necessary propor-
tion to each other. The representative faculty has, by philoso-
phers, been distinguished into the Productive or Creative, and
the Reproductive, Imagination. I shall hereafter show you that
this distinetion is untenable.

V. The Elaborative Faculty.— In the fifth place, all the fac-
ultiecs we have considered are only subsidiary. They acquire,
preserve, call out, and hold up the materials, for the use of a
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highex faculty which operates upon these materials, and which
we may call the Elaborative or Discursive Faculty. This fac-
ulty has only one operation, it only compares ; — it is Compari-
son,— the faculty of Relations. It may startle you to hear
that the highest function of mind is nothing higher than com-
parison, but in the end, I am confident of convincing you of the
paradox. Under Comparison, I include the conditions, and the
results, of Comparison. In order to compare, the mind must
divide or separate, and conjoin or compose. Analysis and syn-
thesis are, therefore, the conditions of comparison. Again, the
result of comparison is either the affirmation of one thing of
another, or the. negation of one thing of another. If the mind
affirm one thing of another, it conjoins them, and is thus again
synthesis. If it deny one thing of another, it disjoins them,
and is thus again analysis. Generalization, which is the result
of synthesis and analysis, is thus an act of comparison, and is
properly denominated Conception. Judgment is only the com-
parison of two terms or notions directly together; Reasoning,
only the comparizon of two terms. or notions with each other
through a third. Conception or Generalization, Judgment and
Reasoning, are thus only various applications of Comparison,
and not even entitled to the distinetion of separate faculties.

Under the general cognitive faculty, there iz thus discrim-
inated a fifth special faculty in the Elaborative Faculty, or
Comparizon, This is Thought, strictly so called ; it corresponds
to the Adiavore of the Greek, to the Discursus of the Latin, to
the Verstand of the German philosophy; and its laws are the
object of Logic.

VI. The Regulative Faculty.— But, in the sixth and last
place, the mind is not altogether indebted to experience for the
whole apparatus of its knowledge ; — its knowledee is not all
adventitious, not all ¢ posteriori. What we know by expe-
rience, without experience we should not have known; and as
all our experience is contingent, all the knowledge derived
from experience is contingent also. DBut there are cognitions
in the mind which are not contingent, — which are necessary, —
which we cannot but think,— which thought supposes as its
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fundamental condition. These @ priori cognitions are the laws
or conditions of thought in general ; consequently, the laws and
conditions under which our knowledge a posterior: is possible.
These cognitions, therefore, are not mere generalizations from
experience. But if not derived from experience, they must be
native to the mind ; unless, on an alternative that we need not
at present contemplate, we suppose with Plato, St. Austin,
Cousin, and other philosophers, that Reason, or more properly
Intellect, is impersonal, and that we are conscious of these nec-
essary cognitions in the divine mind. These native, these
necessary cognitions, are the laws by which the mind is gov-
erned in its operations, and which afford the conditions of its
capacity of knowledge. These necessary laws, or primary con-
ditions, of intelligence, are phenomena of a similar character;
and we must, therefore, generalize or collect them into a class;
and on the power possessed by the mind of manifesting these
phenomena, we may bestow the name of the Regulative Fac-
ulty. This faculty corresponds in some measure to what, i
the Aristotelic philosophy, was called Nowvg, — vove (intellectus,
mens), when strictly employed, being a term, in that philosophy,
for the place of principles,— the locus principiorum. It is
analogous, likewise, to the term Reason, as occasionally used by
some of the older English philosophers, and to the Vernunft
(reason) in the philozophy of Kant, Jacobi, and others of the
recent German metaphysicians, and from them adopted into
France and England. It is also nearly convertible with what I
conceive tc be Reid’s, and certainly Stewart’s, notion of Com-
mon Sense. This, the last general faculty which I would dis-
tinguish under the Cognitive Faculty, is thus what I would call
the Regulative or Legislative,—its synonyms being Noug,
Intellect, or Common Sense.

You will observe that the term fuculty can be applied to the
elass of phenomena here collected under one name, only in a
very different signification from what it bears when applied to
thie preceding powers. For »oug, intelligence or common sense,
meaning merely the complement of the fundamental principles
or laws of thought, is not properly a faculty ; that is, it is not an
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active power at all. As it is, however, not a capacity, it is not
easy to see by what other word it can be denoted.

Knowledge a priori and a posteriori explained. — By the way,
you will please to recollect these two relative expressions. As
used in a psychological sense, a knowledge a posteriori is a syn-
onym for knowledge empirical, or from experience; and, con-
sequently, is adventitious to the mind, as subsequent to, and in
consequence of, the exercise of its faculties of observation.
Knowledge @ prioii, on the contrary, called likewise native,
pure, or transcendental knowledge, embraces those principles
which, as the conditions of the exercise of its faculties of obser-
vation and thought, are, consequently, not the result of that
exercise. True it is that, chronologically considered, our a pri-
ort is not antecedent to our a posteriori knowledge; for the
internal conditions of experience can only operate when an
object of experience has been presented. In the order of time,
our knowledge, therefore, may be said to commence with expe-
rience, but to have its principle antecedently in the mind. Much
as has been written on this matter by the greatest philosophers,
this all-important doetrine has never been so well stated as in
an unknown sentence of an old and now forgotten thinker:
“ Cognitio omnis a mente primam originem, a sensibus exordium
habet primum”— [ All knowledge has its primitive source in the
mind, its beginning in the senses.] These few words are worth
many a modern volume of philosophy. You will observe the
felicity of the expression. The whole sentence has not a su-
perfluous word, and yet is absolute and complete. Mens, the
Latin term for w»ovg, i3 the best possible word to express the
intellectual source of our a prior: principles, and is well opposed
to sensus. DBut the happiest contrast is in the terms origo and
exordiwm ; the former denoting priority in the order of exist-
ence, the latter priority in the order of time.

The following is a tabular view of the distribution of the
Special Faculties of Knowledge :
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: . External = Pereception.
2 [ I Presentative { Internal =Se]£c§§1§<?iausmss.
E | IL Conservative = Memory.
= | IIL. Reproductive { Without will = Suggestion.
o 3 With will = Reminiscence.
£ | IV. Representative = Imagination.
& [ V. Elaborative = (C'omparison, — Faculty of Relations.
O | VI. Regulative = Reason, — Common Sense.

Besides these faculties, there are, I conceive, no others: and,
in the sequel, I shall endeavor to show you, that while these are
attributes of mind not to be confounded, —not to be analyzed
into each other,— the other faculties which have been devised
by philosophers are either factitious and imaginary, or easily
-reducible to these.

208 Sl o9



CHAPTER XYVI.

THE PRESENTATIVE FACULTY.— REID'S HISTORICAL VIEW OF
THE THEORIES OF PERCEPTION.

Use of the term Cognition vindicated.— I may here notice,
parenthetically, the reason why I frequently employ cognition .
as a synonym of knowledge. This is not done merely for the
sake of varying the expression. In the first place, it is neces-
sary to have a word of this signification, which we can use in
the plural. Now the term Lnrowledges has waxed obsolete, though
I think it ought to be revived. It is frequently employed by
Bacon. We must, therefore, have recourse to the term cogni-
tion, of which the plural is in common usage. DBut in the
second place, we must likewise have a term for knowledge
which we can employ adjectively. The word knowledge itself
has no adjective, for the participle krnowing is too vague and
unemphatie to be employed, at least, alone. But the substantive
cognition has the adjective cognitive. Thus, in consequence of
having a plural and an adjective, cognrition is a word we cannot
possibly dispense with in psychological discussion. It would
also be convenient, in the third place, for psychological precision
and emphasis, to use the word #o cognize in connection with its
noun cognition, as we use the decompound to recognize in con-
nection with its noun recognition. DBut in this instance, the
necessity is not strong enough to warrant our doing what cus-
tom has not done. You will notice, such an innovation is always
a question of circumstances ; and though I would not subject
Philosophy to Rhetoric more than Gregory the Great would
Theology to Grammar, still, without an adequate necessity, I

ghould always recommerd you, in your English compositions, te
(276)



THE PRESENTATIVE FACULTY. 297

prefer a word of Saxon to a word of Greek or Latin derivation.
It would be absurd to sacrifice meaning to its mode of utterance,
— to make thought subordinate to its expression ; but still where
no higher authority, no imperious necessity, dispenses with phil-
ological precepts, these, as themselves the dictates of reason and
philosophy, ought to be punectiliously obeyed. *“It is not in
language,” says Leibnitz, “that we ought to play the puritan;”
but it is not either for the philosopher or the theologian to throw
off all deference to the laws of language, — to proclaim of their
doctrines,

“ Mysteria tanta
Turpe est grammaticis submittere colla capistris.”

The general right must certainly be asserted to the philosopher
of usurping a peculiar language, if requisite to express his pe-
culiar analyses; but he ought to remember that the exercise of
this right, as odious and suspected, is strictissime juris, and that,
to avoid the pains and penalties of grammatical recusancy, he
must always be able to plead a manifest reason of philosophical
necessity. But to return from this digression.

Mental phenomena distinguished only by abstraction. — The
phenomena of mind are never presented to us undecomposed
and simple ; that is, we are nev:r conscious of any modification
of mind which is not made up of many elementary modes ; but
these simple modes we are able to distinguish, by abstraction, as
separate forms or qualities of our internal life, since, in differ-
ent states of mind, they are given in different proportions and
combinations. 'We are thus able to distinguish as simple, by an
ideal abstraction and analysis, what is never actually given ex-
eept in composition; precisely as we distinguish color from
extension, though color is never presented to us apart, nay, can-
not even be conceived as actually separable, from extension.
The aim of the psychologist is thus to analyze, by abstraction,
the mental ph@nomena into those ultimate or primary qualities,
which, in their combination, constitute the concrete complexities
of actual thought. If the simple constituent phenomenon be a

mental activity, we give to the active power thus possessed by
24
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the mind of eliciting such elementary energy the name of fac-
ulty ; whereas, it the simple or constituent phznomenon be a
mental passivity, we give to the passive power thus possessed by
the mind of receiving such an elementary affection, the name
of capacity. Thus it is that there are just as many simple fac-
ulties as there are ultimate activities of mind; as many simple
capacities as there are ultimate passivities of mind ; and it is
consequently manifest that a system of the mental powers can
never be final and complete, until we have accomplished a full
and accurate analysis of the various fundamental phenomena
of our internal life. And what does such an analysis suppose ?
Manifestly three conditions : — 1°, That no phanomenon be as-
sumed as elementary which ean be resolved into simpler prinei-
ples; 29 That no elementary ph@nomenon be overlooked ; and
3%, That no imaginary element be interpolated.

These are the rules which ought evidently to govern our psy-
chological analyses. I could show, however, that these have
been more or less violated in every attempt that has been made
at a determination of the constituent elements of thought; for
philosophers have either stopped short of the primary phanom-
enon, or they have neglected it, or they have substituted another
in its room. I declined, however, at present, an articulate criti-
cism of the various systems of the human powers proposed by
philosophers, and passed on to the summary distribution of the
cognitive taculties given in the last chapter. It is evident that
such a distribution, as the result of an analysis, cannot be appreci-
ated until the analysis itself be understood ; and this can only
be understood after the discussion of the several faculties and
elementary phaznomena has been carried through. You are,
therefore, at present to look upon this scheme as little more
than a table of contents to the various chapters, under which
the phenomena of knowledge will be considered. I now only
make a statement of what I shall subsequently attempt to prove.
The principle of the distribution is, however, of such a nature
that I flatter myself it can, in some measure, be comprehended
even on its first enunciation: for the various elementary phee-
nomena, and the relative faculties which it assumes, are of so
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notorious and necessary a character, that they cannot possibly
be refused; and, at the same time, they are discriminated from
each other both by obvious contrast, and by the fact that they
are manifested in different individuals each in very various
proportions to each other. o2, }71_5" ' 2.9, ol E |

The general faculty of knowledge is thus, agcording to this
distribution, divided into six special faculties : %’11'5{., the Aequis-
itive, Presentative, or Receptive; second, the Conservative;
third, the Reproductive ; fourth, the Representative ; fifth, the
Elaborative ; and sixth, the Regulative. The first of these, the
Acquisitive, is again subdivided into two faculties, — Perception
and Self-Consciousness ; the third into Suggestion and Reminis-
cence ; and the fifth may likewise admit of subdivisions, into
Coneception, Judgment, and Reasoning, which, however, as
merely applications of the same act in different degrees, hardly
warrant a distinetion into separate faculties. I now proceed to
consider these faculties in detail.

The Presentative Faculty — Perception. — Perception, or the
consciousness  of external objects, is the first power in order.
And, in treating of this faculty,— the faculty on which turns
the whole question of Idealism and Realism,—it is perhaps
proper, in the first place, to take an historical survey of the hy-
* potheses of philosophers in regard to Pereeption. In doing
this, I shall particularly consider the views which Reid has
given of these hypotheses: his authority on this the most im-
portant part of his philosophy is entitled to high respect; and
it is requisite to point out to you, both in what respects he has
misrepresented others, and in what been misrepresented him
self.

Before commencing this survey, it is proper to state, in a few
words, the one, the principal, point in regard to which opinions
vary. The grand distinction of philosophers is determined by
the alternative they adopt on the question,— Is our perception
or our consciousness of external objects, mediate or immediate ?

As we have seen, those who maintain our knowledge of ex-
ternal objects to be immediate, accept implicitly the datum of
consciousness, which gives as an ultimate fact, in this act, an ege
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immediately known, and a non-ego immediately known. Those
again who deny that an external object can be immediately
known, do not accept one-half’ of the fact of consciousness, but
substitute some hypothesis in its place, — not, however, always
the same. Consciousness declares that we have an immediate
knowledge of a non-ego, and of an external non-ego.

Two hypotheses of Mediate Perception.— Now, of the phi-
losophers who rejeet this fact, some admit our immediate knowl-
edge of a non-ego, but not of an external non-ego. They do
not limit the consciousness or immediate knowledge of the mind
to its own modes, but coneeiving it impossible for the external
reality to be brought within the sphere of consciousness, they
hold that it is represented by a vicarious image, numerically
different from mind, but situated somewhere, either in the brain
or mind, within the sphere of consciousness. Others, again,
deny to the mind not only any consciousness of an external
non-ego, but of a non-ego at all, and hold that what the mind
immediately perceives, and mistakes for an external object, is
only the ego itself peculiarly modified. These two are the only
eeneric varieties possible of the representative hypothesis.
And they have each their respective advantages and disad-
vantages. They both equally afford a basis for Idealism. On
the former, Berkeley established his Theological, on the latter,
Fichte his Anthropological, Idealism. Both violate the testi-
mony of consciousness, the one the more complex and the
clumsier, in denying that we are conscious of an external non-
eco, though admitting that we are conscious of a non-ego
within the sphere of consciousness, either in the mind or brain.
The other, the simpler and more philosophical, outrages, how-
ever, still more flagrantly, the veracity of consciousness, in
denying not only that we are conscious of an external non-ego,
but that we are conscious of a non-ego at all.*

* [Nothing is easier than to show that, so far from refuting Idealism, this
doctrine affords it the best of all possible foundations. . . . . An Egoisti-
cal Idealism is established on the doctrine that all our knowledge is merely
subjective, or of the mind itself; that the Ego has no immediate cognizance
of a Non-Ego as existing, but that the Non-Ego is only represented to us
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Each of these hypotheses of a representative perception
admits of various subordinate hypotheses. Thus the former,
which holds that the representative or immediate object is a
tertium quid, different both from the mind and from the exter-
nal reality, is subdivided, according as the immediate object is
viewed as material, as immaterial, or as neither, or as both, as
something physical or as something hyperphysical, as propa-
gated from the external object, as generated in the medium, or
as fabricated in the soul itself; and this latter, either in the
intelligent mind or in the animal life, as infused by God or by
angels, or as identical with the divine substance, and so forth.
In the latter, the representative modification has been regarded
either as factitious, that is, a mere product of mind; or as

innate, that is, as independent of any mental energy. 2 7% 2o

Reid’s error. — Reid, who, as I shall hereafter endeavor ton
show you, probably holds the doctrine of an Intuitive or Imme
diate Perception, never generalized, never articulately under-
stood, the distinetion of the two forms of the Representative
Hypothesis. This was the cause of the most important errors
on his part. In the first place, it prevented him from drawing
the obtrusive and vital distinetion between Perception, to him a

in a modification of the self-conscious Ego. This doctrine being admitted,
the Idealist has only to show, that the supposition of a Non-Ego, or an
external world really existent, is a groundless and unnecessary assump-
tion ; for, while the Law of Parcimony prohibits the multiplication of sub-
stances or causes beyond what the phanomena require, we have manifestly
no right to postulate for the Non-Ego the dignity of an independent sub-
stance beyond the Ego, seeing that this Non-Fygo is, ex hypothesi, known to
us, consequently exists for us, only as a phenomenon of the Eco. . . . .
All our knowledge of the Non-Ego is thus merely ideal and mediate; we
lave no knowledge of any really objective reality, except through a sab-
"_ctive ‘representation or notion; in other words, we are only immediately
coonizant of certain modes of our own minds, and, in and through them,
mediately warned of the phanomena of the material universe. . . . « The
common sense of mankind only assures us of the existence of an external
and extended world, in assuring us that we are conscious, not merely of the
ph@nomena of mind in relation to matter, but of the phenomena of mar-
ter in relation to mind ; — in other words, that we are immediately percipi
ent of extended things.] — Notes to Reid.
24
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faculty immediately cognitive, or presentative of external ob-
jects, and the faculties of Imagination and Memory, in which
external objects can only be known to the mind mediately, or in
a representation. In the second place, this, as we shall see,
causes him the greatest perplexity, and sometimes leads him
into errors in his history of the opinions of previous philoso-
phers, in regard to which he has, independently of this, been
guilty of various mistakes.

DBrown’s error.— As to Brown, he holds the simple doetrine
of a representative perception,— a doctrine which Reid does
not seem to have understood; and this opinion he not only
holds himself, but attributes, with one or two exceptions, to all
modern philosophers, nay, even to Reid himself, whose philoso-
phy he thus maintains to be one great blunder, both in regard
to the new truths it professes to establish, and to the old errors
it professes to refute. It turns out, however, that Brown in
relation to Reid is euriously wrong from first to last,— not one
of Reid’s numerous mistakes, historical and philosophical, does
he touch, far less redargue; whereas, in every point on which
he assails Reid, he himself is historically or philosophically in
EIrTor.

Reid’s historical review. — The Platonic theory. — This being
premised, I now proceed to follow Reid through his historical
view and scientific eriticism of the various theories of Percep-
tion; and I accordingly commence with the Platonic. In this,
however, he is unfortunate, for the simile of the cave, which is
applied by Plato in the seventh book of the Republie, was not
intended by him as an illustration of the mode of our sensible
perception at all. = “ Plato,” says Reid, “illustrates our manner
of perceiving the objects of sense in this manner. He sup-
poses a dark subterraneous cave, in which men lie bound in such
a manner that they can direct their eyes only to one part of the
cave: far behind, there is a light, some rays of which come
over a wall to that part of the cave which is before the
eyes of our prisoners. A number of persons, variously em-
ployed, pass between them and the light, whose shadows are
seen by the prisoners, but not the persons themselves. In this
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manner, that philosopher conceived that, by our senses, we per-
ceive the shadows of things only, and not things themselves.
He seems to have borrowed his notions on this subject from the
Pythagoreans, and they very probably from Pythagoras him-
gelf. If we make allowance for Plato’s allegorical genius, his
sentiments on this subject correspond very well with those of
his scholar Aristotle, and of the Peripatetics. The shadows of
Plato may very well represent the species and phantasms
of the Peripatetic school, and the ideas and impressions of
modern philosophers.”

Reid’s aceount of the Platonic theory of pereeption is utterly
wrong. Plato’s simile of the cave he completely misappre-
hends. DBy his cave, images, and shadows, this philosopher
intended only to illustrate the great principle of his philoso-
phy, that the sensible or ectypal world, — the world phanome-
nal, transitory, ever becoming but never being («et yiyvopsvos,
undsmore ov), stands to the noetic or archetypal world,— the
world substantial, permanent (0rzws ov), in the same relation of
comparative unreality, in which the shadows or the images of
gensible existences themselves stand to the objects of which
they are the dim and distant adumbrations.

But not only is Reid wrong in regard to the meaning of the
cave, he is curiously wrong in regard to Plato’s doctrine, — at
least, of vision. For so far was Plato from holding that we
only perceive in consequence of the representations of objects
being thrown upon the percipient mind, — he, on the contrary,
maintained, in the Z¥meus, that, in vision, a percipient power
of the sensible soul sallies out towards the object, the images of
which it carries back into the eye;—an opinion, by the way,
held likewise by Empedocles, Alexander of Aphrodisias, [and
many others].

The Aristotelie doctrine.— The account which Reid gives of
the Aristotelic doctrine is, likewise, very erroneous. “ Aristotle
seems to have thought that the soul consists of two parts, or
rather, that we have two souls, — the animal and the rational ;
or, as he calls them, the soul and the intellect. To the first, be-
long the senses, memory and imagination ; to the last, judgment,
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opinion, belief, and reasoning. The first we have in common
with brute animals; the last is peculiar to man. The animal
soul he held to be a certain form of the body, which is insepar-
able from it, and perishes at death. To this soul the senses
belong ; and he defines a sense to be that which is capable of
receiving the sensible forms or species of objects, without any
of the matter of them; as wax receives the form of the seal
without any of the matter of it. The forms of sound, of color,
of taste, and of other sensible qualities, are, in a manner, re-
ceived by the senses. It seems to be a necessary consequence
of Aristotle’s doctrine, that bodies are constantly sending forth,
in all direetions, as many different kinds of forms without mat-
ter as they have different sensible qualities; for the forms of
color must enter by the eye, the forms of sound by the ear, —
and so of the other senses. This, accordingly, was main-
tained by the followers of Aristotle, though not, as far as I
know, expressly mentioned by himself. They disputed concern-
ing the nature of those forms of species, whether they were
real beings or nonentities ; and some held them to be of an in-
termediate nature between the two. The whole doctrine of the
Peripatetics and schoolmen coneerning forms, substantial and
accidental, and concerning the transmission of sensibie species
from objeets of sense to the mind, if it be at all intelligible, is
so far above my comprehension that I should perhaps do it
injustice by entering into it more minutely.”

In regard to the statement of the Peripatetic doetrine of
gpecies, I must observe, that it is correct only as applied to the
doctrine taught as the Aristotelic in the Schools of the middle
aces; and even in these Schools, there was a large party who
not only themselves disavowed the whole doetrine of species, but
maintained that it received no countenance from the authority
of Aristotle. This opinion is correct; and I could easily prove
to you, had we time, that there is nothing in the metaphorical
expressions of &dog and zvmog, which, on one or two occasions,
he cursorily uses, to warrant the attribution to” him of the doc-
trine of his disciples. This is even expressly maintained by
several of his Greck commentators, — as the Aphrodisian,
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Michael Ephesius, and Philoponus. In fact, Aristotle appears
to have held the same doctrine in regard to perception as Reid
himself. He was a Natural Realist.
Reid gives no account of the famous doctrine of Perception
- held by Epicurus, and which that philosopher had borrowed
from Democritus, — namely, that the eidwle, a¢moddoiar, imag-
ines, stmulacra rerum, ete., are like pellicles continually flying
off from objects; and that these material likenesses, diffusing
' themselves everywhere in the air, are propagated to the per-
ceptive organs. In the words of Lucretius, —

“ Quee, quasi membrans, summo de cortice rerum
Dereptee, volitant ultro citroque per auras.”

The Cartesian doctrine.— Reid’s statement of the Cartesian
doctrine of perception is not exempt from serious error. After
giving a long, and not very accurate, account of the philosophy
of Desecartes in general, he proceeds : —

“ There are two points, in particular, wherein I cannot recon-
cile him to himself: the first, regarding the place of the ideas
or images of external objects, which are the immediate objects
of perception; the second, with regard to the veracity of our
external senses.

“As to the firsf, he sometimes places the ideas of material
objects in the brain, not only when they are perceived, but when
they are remembered or imagined; and this has always been
held to be the Cartesian doctrine; yet he sometimes says, that
we are not to conceive the fmages or traces in the brain to be
perceived, as if there were eyes in the brain; these traces are
only occasions on which, by the laws of the union of soul and
body, ideas are excited in the mind; and, therefore, it is not
necessary that there should be an exact resemblance between
the traces and the things represented by them, any more than
that words or signs should be exactly like the things signified
by them.

“These two opinions, I think, cannot be reconciled. For, if
the images or traces in the brain are perceived, they must be
the objects of perception, and not the occasions of it only. On
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the other hand, if they are only the occasions of our perceiving,
they are not perceived at all. Descartes seems to have hesi-
tated between the two opinions, or to have passed from the one
to the other.”

Reid’s principal error consists in charging Descartes with
vacillation and inconsistency, and in possibly attributing to him
the opinion that the representative object, of which the mind is
conscious in perception, is something material, — something in
the brain. This arose from his ignorance of the fundamental
principle of the Cartesian doctrine. By those not possessed of
the key to the Cartesian theory, there are many passages in the
writings of its author which, taken by themselves, might natu-
rally be construed to import, that Descartes supposed the mind
to be conscious of certain motions in the brain, to which, as well
as to the modifications of the intellect itself, he applies the terms
tmage and idea. Reid, who did not understand the Cartesian
philosophy as a system, was puzzled by these superficial ambi-
guities, Not aware that the cardinal point of that system is,
that mind and body, as essentially opposed, are naturally to each
other as zero; and that their mutunal intercourse can, therefore,
only be supernaturally maintained by the concourse of the
Deity, Reid was led into the error of attributing, by possibility,
to Descartes, the opinion that the soul was immediately cogui-
zant of material images in the brain. DBut in the Cartesian
theory, mind is only conscious of itself; the affections of budy
may, by the law of union, be proximately the occasions, but can
never constitute the immediate objects, of knowledge. Reid,
however, supposing that nothing could obtain the name of image,
which did not represent a prototype, or the name of idea, which
was not an object of thought, wholly misinterpreted Desecartes,
who applies, abusively indeed, these terms to the ocecasion of
perception, that is, the motion in the sensorium, unknown in
itself and representing nothing ; as well as to the object of
thought, that is, the representation of which we are conscious
in the mind itself. In the Leibnitzo-Wolfian system, two ele-
ments, both also denominated ideas, are in like manner accu-
rately to be contradistinguished in the process of perception.
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The idea in the brain, and the idea in the mind, are, to Des-
cartes, precisely what the “material idea” and the “sensual
tdea” are to the Wolfians. In both philosophies, the two ideas
are harmonic modifications, correlative and coexistent; but in
neither is the organic affection or semsorial idea an object of
consciousness. It is merely the unknown and arbitrary condi-
fion of the mental representation; and in the hypothesis, both
of Assistance and of Preéstablished Harmony, the presence of
the one idea implies the concomitance of the other, only by vir-
tue of the hyperphysical determination.

Reid confused in his account of Arnauld.—In treating of
Arnauld’s opinion, we see the confusion arising from Reid’s not
distinetly apprehending the two forms of the representative hy-
pothesis. Arnauld held, and was the first of the philosophers
noticed by Reid or Brown who clearly held, the simpler of these
forms. Now, in his statement of Arnauld’s doctrine, Reid was
perplexed, — was puzzled. As opposing the philosophers who
maintained the more complex doctrine of representation, Ar-
nauld seemed to Reid to coincide in opinion with himself; but
yet, though he never rightly understood the simpler doetrine of
representation, he still feels that Arnauld did not hold with him
an intuitive perception. Dr. Brown is, therefore, wrong in as-
sertine that Reid admits Arnauld’s opinion on perception and
his own to be identical.

It cannot be maintained, that Reid admits a philosopher to
hold an opinion convertible with his own, whom he states to
“profess the doctrine, universally received, that we perceive
not material things immediately, — that it is their ideas that are
the immediate objects of our thoughts,— and that it is in the
idea of every thing that we perceive its properties.” This fun-
damental contrast being established, we may safely allow that
the original misconception, which caused Reid to overlook the
difference of our intuitive and representative faculties, caused
him, likewise, to believe that Arnauld had attempted to unite
two contradictory theories of perception. Not aware that it was
possible to maintain a doctrine of perception in which the idea
was not really distinguished from its cognition, and yet to hold
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that the mind had no immediate knowledge of external things.
Reid supposes, in the first place, that Arnauld, in rejecting the
hypothesis of ideas, as representative existences really distinet
from the contemplative act of perception, coincided with him in
viewing the material reality as the immediate object of that
act; and, in the second, that Arnauld again deserted this
opinion, when, with the philosophers, he maintained that the
idea, or act of the mind representing the external reality, and
not the external reality itself, was the immediate object of per-
ception. Arnauld’s theory is one and indivisible ; and, as such,
no part of it is identical with Reid’s. Reid’s confusion, here as
elsewhere, 13 explained by the ecircumstance, that he had never
speculatively conceived the possibility of the simplest modifica-
tion of the representative hypothesis. IHe saw no medium
between rejecting ideas as something different from thought,
and his own doctrine of an immediate knowledge of the mate-
rial object. Neither does Arnauld, as Reid supposes, ever assert
against Malebranche, ¢ that we perceive external things imme-
diately,” that is, in themselves: maintaining that all our per-
ceptions are modifications essentially representative, he every-
where avows, that he denies ideas only as existences distinet
from the act itself’ of perception.

Reid was, therefore, wrong, and did Arnauld less than jus-
tice, in viewing his theory “as a weak attempt to reconcile two
inconsistent doctrines:” he was wrong, and did Arnauld more
than justice, in supposing that one of these doctrines was not
incompatible with his own. The detection, however, of this
error only tends to manifest more clearly, how just, even when
under its influence, was Reid’s appreciation of the contrast sub-
sisting between his own and Arnauld’s opinion, considered as a
whole ; and exposes more glaringly Brown’s general misconcep-
tion of Reid’s philosophy, and his present gross misrepresenta-
tion, in affirming that the doctrines of the two philosophers were
identical, and by Reid admitted to be the same.

Reid on Locke.— Locke is the philosopher next in order, and
it is principally against Reid’s statement of the Lockian doc-
:rine of ideas, that the most vociferous clamor has been raised,
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by those who deny that the cruder form of the representative
hypothesis was the one prevalent among philosophers, after the
decline of the Scholastic theory of species; and who do not see
that, though Reid’s refutation, from the cause I have already
noticed, was ostensibly directed only against that eruder form,
it was virtually and in effect levelled against the doctrine of a
representative perception altogether. Iven supposing that
Reid was wrong in attributing this particular modification of
the representative hypothesis to Locke, and the philosophers in
general, — this would be a trivial error, provided it can be
gshown that he was opposed to every doctrine of perception,
except that founded on the fact of the duality of consciousness.
- But let us consider whether Reid be really in error when he
attributes to Locke the opinion in question. Both Priestley
and Brown strenuously contend against Reid’s interpretation of
the doctrine of Locke, who states it as that philosopher’s opin-
ion, “that images of external objects were conveyed to the
brain ; but whether he thought with [Dr. Clarke] and New-
ton, that the images in the brain are perceived by the mind,
there present, or that they are imprinted on the mind itself, is
not so evident.”

This, Brown, Priestley, and others pronounce a flagrant mis-
representation. Not only does Brown maintain that Locke
never conceived the idea to be substantially different from the
mind, as a material image of the brain; but that he never sup-
posed it to have an existence apart from the mental energy of
which it is the object. Locke, he asserts, like Arnauld, consid-
ered the idea perceived and the percipient act to constitute the
same indivisible modification of the conscious mind. This we
ghall consider.

In his language, Locke is, of all philosophers, the most figura-
tive, ambiguous, vacillating, various, and even contradictory ; as
has been noticed by Reid and Stewart, and Brown himself, —
indeed, we believe, by every philosopher who has had occasion
to animadvert on Locke. The opinions of such a writer are
not, therefore, to be assumed from isolated and casual expres-

sions, which themselves require to be interpreted on the general
26
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analogy of the system; and yet thisis the only ground on which
Dr. Brown attempts to establish his conclusions. Thus, on the
matter under discussion, though really distinguishing, Locke
verbally confounds, the objects of sense and of pure intellect,
the operation and its objeet, the objects immediate and mediate,
the object and its relations, the images of fancy and the notions
of the understanding. Conscionaness is converted with Per-
ception ; Perception with Idea; Idea with the object of Per-
ception, and with Notion, Conception, Phantasm, Representation,
Sense, Meaning, ete. Now, his language identifying ideas and
perceptions, appears conformable to a disciple of Arnauld; and
now it proclaims him a follower of Democritus and Dighy, —
explaining ideas by mechanical impulse and the propagation of
material particles from the external reality to the brain. In
one passage, the idea would seem an organic affection,— the
mere occasion of a spiritual representation; in another, a rep-
resentative image, in the brain itself. In employing thus indif-
ferently the language of every hypothesis, may we not suspect
that he was anxious to be made responsible for none? One,
however, he has formally rejected, and that is the very opinion
attributed to him by Dr. Brown, — that the idea, or object of
consciousness in perception, is only a modification of the mind
itself.

I do not deny that Locke oceasionally employs expressions,
which, in a writer of more considerate language, would imply
the identity of ideas with the act of knowledge ; and, under the
circumstances, I should have considered suspense more rational
than a dogmatic confidence in any conclusion, did not the follow=
ing passage, which has never, I believe, been noticed, afford a
positive and explicit contradiction of Dr. Brown’s interpreta-
tion. It is from Locke’s Eramination of Malebranche’s Opin-
ton, which, as subsequent to the publication of the Essay, must
be held decisive in relation to the doctrines of that work., At
the same time, the statement is articulate and precise, and pos-
sesses all the authority of one cautiously emitted in the course
of a polemical discussion. Malebranche coincided with Arnauld,
Reid, and recent philosophers in general, and consequently with
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Locke, as interpreted by Brown, to the extent of supposing that
sensation proper iz nothing but a state or modification of the
mind itself; and Locke had thus the opportunity of expressing,
in regard to this opinion, his agreement or dissent. An acqui-
escence in the doctrine, that the secondary qualities, of which
we are conscious in sensation, are merely mental states, by no
means involves an admission that the primary qualities, of which
we are conscious in perception, are nothing more. Malebranche,
for example, affirms the one and denies the other. But if Locke
be found to ridicule, as he does, even the opinion which merely
reduces the secondary qualities to mental states, a fortior:, and
this on the principle of his own philosophy, he must be held to
reject the doctrine, which would reduce not only the non-resem-
bling sensations of the secondary, but even the resembling, and
consequently extended, ideas of the primary, qualities of matter
to modifications of the immaterial unextended mind. In these
cireumstances, the following passage is superfluously conclusive
against Brown; and equally so whether we coincide or not in
all the doctrines it involves. “ But to examine their doctrine of
modification a little further, — Different sentiments (sensations)
are different modifications of the mind. The mind, or soul,
that perceives, is one immaterial indivisible substance. Now I
see the white and black on this paper; I hear one singing in
the next room ; I feel the warmth of the fire I sit by ; and I taste
an apple I am eating, and all this at the same time. Now, I
ask, take modification for what you please, can the same unex-
tended indivisible substance have different, nay, inconsistent and
opposite (as these of white and black must be) modifications at
the same time? Or must we suppose distinet parts in an indi-
visible substance, one for black, another for white, and another
for red ideas, and so of the rest of those infinite sensations,
which we have in sorts and degrees; all which we can dis-
tinctly perceive, and so are distinct ideas, some whereof are
opposite, as heat and cold, which yet a man may feel at the
same time ? I was ignorant before, how sensation was performed
in us: this they call an explanation of it! Must I say now I
understand it better? If this be to cure one’s ignorance, if is a
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very slight disease, and the charm of two or three insignificant
words will at any time remove it ; probatum est.”

But if it be thus evident that Locke held neither the third
form of representation, that lent to him by Brown, nor even the
second ; it follows that Reid did him any thing but injustice, in
supposing him to maintain that ideas are objects, either in the
brain, or in the mind itself. Even the more material of these
alternatives has been the one generally attributed fo him by his
critics, and the one adopted from him by his disciples. Nor is
this to be deemed an opinion too monstrous to be entertained by
so enlightened a philosopher. It was the common opinion of
the age ; the opinion, in particular, held by the most illustrious
philosophers, his countrymen and contemporaries,— by Newton,
Clarke, Willis, Hook, ete.

Reid and Brown on Hobbes.— To adduce Hobbes as an in-
stance of Reid’s misrepresentation of the “ common doctrine of
ideas,” betrays, on the part of Brown, a total misapprehension
of the conditions of the question; or he forgets that ITobbes
was a materialist. The doctrine of representation, under all its
modifications, is properly subordinate to the doctrine of a spir-
itual principle of thought; and on the supposition, all but uni-
versally admitted among philosophers, that the relation of
knowledge implied the analogy of existence, it was mainly
devised to explain the possibility of a knowledge by an imma-
terial subjeet, of an existence so disproportioned to its nature,
as the qualities of a material object. Contending, that an im-
mediate cognition of the accidents of matter, infers an essential
identity of matter and mind, Brown himself admits, that the
hypothesis of representation belongs exclusively to the doctrine
of dualism; whilst Reid, assailing the hypothesis of ideas only
as pabverting the reality of matter, could hardly regard it as
parcel of that scheme, which acknowledges the reality of noth-
ing else. DBut though Hobbes cannot be adduced as a competent
witness against Reid, he is, however, valid evidence against
Brown. Hobbes, though a materialist, admitted no knowledge
of an external world. Like his friend Sorbiere, he was a kind
of Material Idealist. According to him, we know nothing of
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the qualities or existence of any outward reality. All that we
know is the “seeming,” the “apparition,” the “aspect,” the
% pheenomenon,” the “phantasm,” within ourselves; and this
subjective object, of which we are conscious, and which is con-
seiousness itself, is nothing more than the “agitation” of our
internal organism, determined by the unknown *motions,”
which are supposed, in like manner, to constitute the world
without.. Perception he reduces to Sensation. Memory and
Imagination are faculties specifically identical with Sense, dif-
fering from it simply in the degree of their vivacity ; and this
difference of intensity, with Hobbes as with Hume, is the only
diserimination between our dreaming and our waking thoughts.
— A doctrine of perception identical with Reid’s!

Le Clere and Crousaz.— Dr. Brown at length proceeds to
consummate his vietory, by “that most decisive evidence, found
not in treatises read only by a few, but in the popular elemen-
tary works of science of the time, the general text-books of
schools and colleges.” Ie quotez however, only two,— the
Preumatology of Le Clerc, and the Logie of Crousaz.

“Le Clere,” says Dr. Brown, “in his chapter on the nature
of ideas, gives the history of the opinions of philosophers on this
subjeet, and states among them the very doctrine which is most
forcibly and accurately opposed to the ideal system of percep-
tion. [*Others suppose,” says Le Clere, “that an idea and the
perception of an idea are the same thing, though they differ in
their relations. The idea, as they think, is properly referred to
the object which the mind considers, while the perception is re-
ferred to the mind itself which perceives; but this twofold rela-
tion belongs to one and the same modification of mind. There-
fore, according to these philosophers, there are not, properly
speaking, any ideas distinct from the mind.”] What is it, I
may ask, which Dr. Reid considers himself as having added to
this very philosophical view of perception? and if he added
nothing, it is surely too much to aseribe to him the merit of
detecting errors, the counter-statement of which had long formed
a part of the elementary works of the schools.”

In the first place, Dr. Reid certainly “added” nothing “to
25 ¥
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this very philosophical view of perception,” but he exploded
it altogether. In the second, it is false either that this doc-
trine of perception “had long formed part of the elementary
works of the schools,” or that Le Clere affords any countenance
to this assertion. On the contrary, it is virtually stated by him
to be the novel paradox of a single philosopher; nay, it is
already, as such a singular opinion, discussed and referred to
its author by Reid himself. Had Dr. Brown proceeded from
the tenth paragraph, which he quotes, to the fourteenth, which
he could not have read, he would have found that the passage
extracted, so far from containing the statement of an old and
familiar dogma in the schools, was neither more nor less than a
statement of the contemporary hypothesis of Antony Arnauld,
and of Antony Arnauld alone. In the third place, from the
mode in which he cites Le Clere, his silence to the contrary,
and the general tenor of his statement, Dr. Brown would lead
us to believe that Le Clerc himself coincides in “ this very phi-
losophical view of perception.” So far, however, from coin-
ciding with Arnauld, he pronounces his opinion to be false;
controverts it upon very solid grounds; and in delivering his
own doctrine touching ideas, though sufficiently cautious in tell-
ing us what they are, he has no hesitation in assuring us,
among other things which they cannot be, that they are not
modifications or essential states of mind. [“The idea,” says
Le Clere, “is not a modification, nor is it the essence, of the
mind ; for, besides the fact that there is a great difference be-
tween the perception of an tdea and a sensation, what is there
in the mind which is like a mountain, or many other ideas of
this sort?”] Such is the judgment of that authority to which
Dr. Brown appealed as the most decisive.

In Crousaz, Dr. Brown has actually succeeded in finding one
example (he might have found twenty) of a philosopher, before
Reid, holding the same theory of ideas with Arnauld and hims.
self,



CHAPTER XYVII.

TIIE PRESENTATIVE FACULTY.—PERCEPTION. —WAS REID A
NATURAL REALIST ?

Ix the last chapter, I concluded the review of Reid’s Histori-
cal Account of the previous Opinions on Perception. In enter-
ing upon this review, I proposed the following ends. In the
first place, to afford you, not certainly a complete, but a compe-
tent insight into the various theories on this subject; and this
was sufficiently accomplished by limiting myself to the opinions
touched upon by Reid. My aim, in the second place, was to
correct some errors of Reid arising from, and illustrative of,
those fundamental misconeeptions which have infected his
whole doetrine of the cognitive faculties with confusion and
error; and, in the third place, I had in view to vindicate Reid
from the attack made on him by Brown. Perception, as mat-
ter of psychological consideration, is of the very highest impor-
tance in philosophy ; as the doctrine in regard to the objeet
and operation of this faculty affords the immediate data for
determining the great question touching the existence or non-
existence of an external world ; and there is hardly a problem
of any moment in the whole compass of philosophy, of which
it does not mediately affect the solution. The doctrine of per-
ception may thus be viewed as a cardinal point of philosophy
It is also exclusively in relation to this faculty, that Reid must
claim his great, his distinguishing glory, as a philosopher; and
of this no one was more conscious than himself. “ The merit,”
he says, in a letter to Dr. James Gregory, “of what you are
pleased to call my philosophy, lies, I think, chiefly in having

called in question the common theory of ideas or images of
(293)
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things in the mind being the only objects of thought — a theory
founded on natural prejudices, and so universally received, as
to be interwoven with the structure of language.” “I think,”
he adds, “there is hardly any thing that can be called science
in the philosophy of the mind, which does not follow with ease
from the detection of this prejudice.”

To enable you provisionally to understand Reid’s errors, I
showed you how, holding himself the doctrine of an intuitive or
immediate perception of external things, he did not see that the
counter doctrine of a mediate or representative perception ad-
mifted of a subdivision into two forms,— a simpler and a more
complex. The simpler, that the immediate or representative
object is a mere modification of the percipient mind, — the
more complex, that this representative object is something dif-
ferent both from the reality and from the mind. His ignorance
of these two forms has caused him great confusion, and intro-
duced much subordinate error into his system, as he has often
confounded the simpler form of the representative hypothesis
with the doctrine of an intuitive perception; but if he be
allowed to have held the essential doctrine of an immediate
perception, his errors in regard to the various forms of the rep-
resentative hypothesis must be viewed as accidental, and com-
paratively unimportant.

Brown’s errors, on the contrary, are vital. In the first place,
he is fundamentally wrong in holding, in the teeth of conscious-
ness, that the mind is incapable of an immediate knowledge of
aught but its own modes. He adopts the simpler form of a
representative perception. In the second place, he is wrong in
reversing Reid’s whole doctrine, by attributing to him the same
opinion, on this point, which he himself maintains. In the third
place, he is wrong in thinking that Reid only attacked the more
complex, and not the more dangerous, form of the representa-
tive hypothesis, and did not attack the hypothesis of representa-
tion altogether. In the fourth place, he is wrong in suppesing
that modern philosophers, in general, held the simpler fora of
the representative hypothesis, and that Reid was, ther lore,
mistaken in supposing them to maintain the more comple .,—
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mistaken, in fact, in supposing them to maintain a doetrine dif-
ferent from his own. -

Was Reid himself a Natural Realist?— But a more impor-
tant historical question remains, and one which even more
affects the reputations of Reid and Brown. It is this:— Did
Reid, as Brown supposes, hold, not the doctrine of Natural
Realism, but the finer hypothesis of a Representative Percep-
tion ?

If Reid did hold this doetrine, I admit at once that Brown is
right. Reid accomplished nothing; his philosophy is a blun-
der, and his whole polemic against the philosophers, too insig-
nificant for refutation or comment. The one form of repre-
gentation may be somewhat simpler and more philosophical
than the other: but the substitution of the former for the latter
is hardly deserving of notice; and of all conceivable hallucina-
tions, the very greatest would be that of Reid, in arrogating to
himself the merit of thus subverting the foundation of Idealism
and Scepticism, and of philosophers at large in acknowledging
the pretension. The idealist and sceptic can establish their
conclugions indifferently on either form of a representative per-
ception ; nay, the simpler form affords a securer, as the more
philosophical, foundation. The idealism of Fichte iz accord-
ingly a system far more firmly founded than the idealism of
Berkeley ; and as the simpler involves a contradiction of con-
sciousness more extensive and direct, so it furnishes to the
sceptic a longer and more powerful lever.

The distinction of Intuitive and Representative Knowledge. —
Before, however, discussing this question, it may be proper here
to consider more particularly a matter of which we have
hitherto treated only by the way,— I mean the distinction of
Immediate or Intuitive, in contrast to Mediate or Representa-
tive, Knowledge. This is a distinction of the most important
kind, and it is one which has, however, been almost wholly
overlooked by philosophe