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vi Preface

the hand of death fallen upon him while so much
of the ripening grain of his thought still remained
to be finally garnered, some modifications and
extensions of the views set forth in the Essay on
Monism would probably have been introduced.
Attention may be drawn, for example, to the
sentence on p. 139, italicized by the author himself,
in which it is contended that the will as agent mus?
be identified with the principle of Causality. 1 have
reason to believe that the chapter on 7/he World
as an Iject would, in a final revision of the Essay
as a whole, have been modified so as to lay stress
on this identification of the human will with the
principle of Causality in the world at large—
a doctrine the relation of which to the teachings
of Schopenhauer will be evident to students of
philosophy.

But the hand of death closed on the thinker ere
his thought had received its full and ultimate
expression. When in July, 1893, I received from
Mr. Romanes instructions with regard to the
publication of that which now goes forth to the
world in his name, his end seemed very near; and
he said with faltering voice, in tones the pathos
of which lingers with me still, that this and much
besides must, he feared, be left unfinished. He
suggested that perhaps I might revise the parts in













2 Mind and Motion.

the brain and heart, causeth there a resistance, or counter-
pressure, or endeavour. . . . And because gving, speaking,
and the like voluntary motions, depend always upon a pre-
cedent thought of whither, which way, and what; it is
evident that the imagination [or idea] is the first internal
beginning of all voluntary motion. And although unstudied
men do not conceive any motion at all to be there, where
the thing moved is invisible ; or the space it is moved in is,
for the shortness of it, insensible ; yet that doth not hinder,
but that such motions are. These small beginnings of
motion, within the body of man, before they appear in
walking, speaking, striking, and other visible actions, are
commonly called ENDEAVOUR '

These quotations are sufficient to show that the
system of Hobbes was prophetic of a revelation
afterwards declared by two centuries of scientific
research. For they show how plainly he taught
that all our knowledge of the external world is
a knowledge of motion; and, again, that all our
acquisitions of knowledge and other acts of mind
themselves imply, as he elsewhere says, some kind
of * motion, agitation, or alteration, which worketh
in the brain! That he conceived such motion,
agitation, or alteration to be, from its extreme
minuteness, ‘invisible’ and ‘insensible,” or, as we
should now say, molecular, is likewise evident.
[ can therefore imagine the delight with which he
would hear me speak when I say, that it is no
longer a matter of keen-sighted speculation, but
1 matter of carefully demonstrated fact, that all
our knowledge of the external world is nothing

L Leviathan, pt. i. chaps. i. and vi.
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more than a knowledge of motion. For all the
forms of energy have now been proved to be but
modes of motion; and even matter, if not in its
ultimate constitution vortical motion, at all events
1S known to us only as changes of motion: all
that we perceive in what we call matter is change
in modes of motion. We do not even know
what it is that moves; we only know that when
some modes of motion pass into other modes, we
perceive what we understand by matter. It would
take me too long to justify this general statement
so that it should be intelligible to every one ; but
I am confident that all persons who understand
such subjects will, when they think about it, accept
this general statement as one which is universally
true. And, if so, they will agree with Hobbes that
all our knowledge of the external world is a know-
ledge of motion,

Now, if it would have been thus a joy to Hobbes
to have heard to-day how thoroughly he has been
justified in his views touching the external world,
with no less joy would he have heard that he has
been equally justified in his views touching the
internal world. For it has now been proved, beyond
~ the possibility of dispute, that it is only in virtue
of those invisible movements which he inferred
that the nervous system is enabled to perform its
varied functions.

To many among the different kinds of movement
going on in the external world, the animal body is
adapted to respond by its own movements as best

B 2




4 Mind and Motion.

suits its own welfare ; and the mechanism whereby
this is effected is the neuro-muscular system.
Those kinds of movement going on in the external
world which are competent to evoke responsive
movements in the animal body are called by physi-
ologists stimuli. When a stimulus falls upon the
appropriate sensory surface, a wave of molecular
movement is sent up the attached sensory nerve
to a nerve-centre, which thereupon issues another
wave of molecular movement down a motor nerve
to the group of muscles over whose action it
presides ; and when the muscles receive this wave
of nervous influence they contract. This kind of
response to stimuli is purely mechanical, or non-
mental, and is ordinarily termed reflex action.
The whole of the spinal cord and lower part of the
brain are made up of nerve-centres of reflex
action ; and, in the result, we have a wonderfully
perfect machine in the animal body considered as
a whole. For while the various sensory surfaces
are severally adapted to respond to different kinds
of external movement—the eye to light, the ear to
sound, and so on—any of these surfaces may be
brought into suitable relation with any of the
muscles of the body by means of the cerebro-spinal
nerve-centres and their intercommunications.

So much, then, for the machinery of the body.
We must now turn to consider the corporeal seat
of the mind, or the only part of the nervous system
wherein the agitation of nervous matter is accom-
panied with consciousness. This is composed of
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a double nerve-centre, which occurs in all verte-
brated animals, and the two parts of which are
called the cerebral hemispheres. In man this
double nerve-centre is so large that it completely
fills the arch of the skull, as far down as the level
of the eyebrows. The two hemispheres of which
it consists meet face to face in the middle line of
the skull, from the top of the nose backwards.
Each hemisphere is composed of two conspicuously
distinct parts, called respectively the grey matter
and the white matter. The grey matter is ex-
ternal, enveloping the white matter like a skull-
cap, and is composed of an inconceivable number
of nerve-cells connected together by nerve-fibres.
It is computed that in a human brain there cannot
be less than a thousand millions of cells, and five
thousand millions of fibres. The white matter
is composed only of nerve-fibres, which pass down-
wards in great strands of conducting tissue to the
lower centres of the brain and spinal cord. So that
the whole constitutes one system, with the grey
matter of the cerebral hemispheres at the apex or
Crown.

That the grey matter of the cerebral hemispheres
is the exclusive seat of mind is proved in two ways.
In the first place, if we look to the animal kingdom
as a whole, we find that, speaking generally, the
intelligence of species varies with the mass of this
grey matter. Or, in other words, we find that the
process of mental evolution, on its physical side,
has consisted in the progressive development of
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this grey matter superimposed upon the pre-existing
nervous machinery, until it has attained its latest
and maximum growth in man.

In the second place, we find that when the grey
matter is experimentally removed from the brain
of animals, the animals continue to ‘live ; but are
completely deprived of intelligence. All the lower
nerve-centres continue to perform their mechanical
adjustments in response to suitable stimulation ;
but they are no longer under the government of
the mind. Thus, for instance, when a bird is muti-
lated in this way, it will continue to perform all its
reflex adjustments—such as sitting on a perch,
using its wings when thrown into the air, and so
forth ; but it no longer remembers its nest or its
young, and will starve to death in the midst of its
food, unless it be fed artificially.

Again, if the grey matter of only one hemisphere
be removed, the mind is taken away from the
corresponding (i. e. the opposite) side of the body,
while it remains intact on the other side. For
example, if a dog be deprived of one hemisphere,
the eye which was supplied from it with nerve-
fibres continues able to see. or to transmit im-
pressions to the lower nerve-centre called the optic
ganglion ; for this eye will then mechanically
follow the hand waved in front of it. But if the
hand should hold a piece of meat, the dog will
show no mental recognition of the meat, which of
course it will immediately seize if exposed to the
view of its other eye. The same thing is found to
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happen in the case of birds: on the injured side
sensation,or the power of responding to a stimulus,
remains intact ; while perception, or the power of
mental recognition, is destroyed.

This description applies to the grey matter of
the cerebral hemispheres as a whole. But of course
the question next arises whether it only acts as
a whole, or whether there is any localization of
different intellectual faculties in different parts of
it. Now, in answer to this question, it has long
been known that the faculty of speech is definitely
localized in a part of the grey matter lying just
behind the forehead ; for, when this part is injured,
a man loses all power of expressing even the most
simple ideas in words, while the ideas themselves
remain as clear as ever. It is remarkable that in
each individual only this part of one hemisphere
appears to be used ; and there is some evidence to
show that left-handed persons use the opposite side
from right-handed. Moreover, when the side which
is habitually in use is destroyed, the corresponding
part of the other hemisphere begins to learn its
work, so that the patient may in time recover his
use of language.

Within the last few years the important dis-
covery has been made, that by stimulating with
electricity the surface of the grey matter of the
hemispheres, muscular movements are evoked ; and
that certain patches of the grey matter, when thus
stimulated, always throw into action the same
groups of muscles. In other words, there are
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definite local areas of grey matter, which, when
stimulated, throw into action definite groups of
muscles. The surface of the cerebral hemispheres
has now been in large measure explored and
mapped out with reference to these so-called motor-
centres ; and thus our knowledge of the neuro-
muscular machinery of the higher animals (including
man) has been very greatly furthered. Here I may
observe parenthetically that, as the brain is in-
sentient to injuries inflicted upon its own substance,
none of the experiments to which I have alluded
entail any suffering to the animals experimented
upon; and it is evident that the important infor-
mation which has thus been gained could not have
been gained by any other method. I may also
observe that as these motor-centres occur in the
grey matter of the hemispheres, a strong probability
arises that they are not only the motor-centres, but
also the volitional centres which originate the
intellectual commands for the contraction of this
and that group of muscles. Unfortunately we
cannot interrogate an animal whether, when we
stimulate a motor-centre, we arouse in the animal’s
mind an act of will to throw the corresponding
group of muscles into action ; but that these motor-
centres are really centres of volition is pointed to
by the fact, that electrical stimuli have no longer
any effect upon them when the mental faculties of
the animal are suspended by anasthetics, nor in the
case of young animals where the mental faculties
have not yet been sufficiently developed to admit
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of voluntary co-ordination among the muscles which
are concerned. On the whole, then, it is not im-
probable that on stimulating artificially these motor-
centres of the brain, a physiologist is actually
playing from without, and at his own pleasure, upon
the volitions of the animal.

Turning, now, from this brief description of the
structure and leading functions of the principal
parts of the nervous system, I propose to consider
what we know about the molecular movements
~ which go on in different parts of this system, and
which are concerned in all the processes of reflex ad-
justment, sensation, perception, emotion, instinct,
thought, and volition.

First of all, the rate at which these molecular
movements travel through a nerve has been
measured, and found to be about 100 feet per
second, or somewhat more than a mile a minute,
in the nerves of a frog. Inthe nervesof a mammal
it is just about twice as fast; so that if London
were connected with New York by means of
a mammalian nerve instead of an electric cable,
it would require nearly a whole day for a message
to pass.

Next, the time has also been measured which is
required by a nerve-centre to perform its part in
a reflex action, where no thought or consciousness
is involved. This time, in the case of the winking
reflex, and apart from the time required for the
passage of the molecular waves up and down the
sensory and motor nerves, is about ;% of a second.
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Such is the rate at which a nerve-centre conducts
its operations when no consciousness or volition is
involved. But when consciousness and volition are
involved, or when the cerebral hemispheres are
called into play, the time required is considerably
greater. For the operations on the part of the
hemispheres which are comprised in perceiving
a simple sensation (such as an electrical shock) and
the volitional act of signalling the perception, cannot
be performed in less than {; of a second, which is
nearly twice as long as the time required by the
lower nerve-centres for the performance of a reflex
action, Other experiments prove that the more
complex an act of perception, the more time is
required for its performance. Thus, when the
experiment is made to consist, not merely in
signalling a perception, but in signalling one of two
or more perceptions (such as an electrical shock on
one or other of the two hands, which of five letters
is suddenly exposed to view, &c.), a longer time is
required for the more complex process of dis-
tinguishing which of the two or more expected
stimuli is perceived, and in determining which of
the appropriate signals to make in response. The
time consumed by the cerebral hemispheres in
meeting a ‘dilemma’ of this kind is from } to o
of a second longer than that which they consume
in the case of a simpler perception. Therefore,
whenever mental operations are concerned, a re-
latively much greater time is required for a nerve-
centre to perform its adjustments than when a
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merely mechanical or non-mental response is
needed; and the more complex the mental opera-
tion the more time is necessary. Such may be
termed the physiology of deliberation.

So much, then, for the rate at which molecular
movements travel through nerves, and the times
which nerve-centres consume in performing their
molecular adjustments, We may next consider
the researches which have been made within the
last few months upon the rates of these movements
themselves, or the number of vibrations per second
with which the particles of nervous matter oscillate.

If, by means of a suitable apparatus, a muscle is
made to record its own contraction, we find that
during all the time it is in contraction, it is under-
going a vibratory movement at the rate of about
nine pulsations per second. What is the meaning
of this movement? The meaning is that the act of
will in the brain, which serves as a stimulus to the
contraction of the muscle, is accompanied by a
vibratory movement in the grey matter of the brain;
that this movement is going on at the rate of nine
pulsations per second ; and that the muscle is giving
a separate or distinct contraction in response to
every one of these nervous pulsations. That such
is the true explanation of the rhythm in the muscle
is proved by the fact that if, instead of contracting
a muscle by an act of the will, it be contracted by
means of a rapid series of electrical shocks playing
upon its attached nerve, the record then furnished
shows a similar trembling going on in the muscle
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as in the previous case; but the tremors of contrac-
tion are now no longer at the rate of nine per
second : they correspond beat for beat with the
interruptions of the electrical current. That is to
say, the muscle is responding separately to every
separate stimulus which it receives through the
nerve ; and further experiment shows that it is
able thus to keep time with the separate shocks,
even though these be made to follow one another
so rapidly as 1,000 per second. Therefore we can
have no doubt that the slow rhythm of nine per
second under the influence of volitional stimulation,
represents the rate at which the muscle is receiving
s0 many separate impulses from the brain: the
muscle is keeping time with the molecular vibra-
tions going on in the cerebral hemispheres at the
rate of nine beats per second. Careful tracings
show that this rate cannot be increased by increasing
the strength of the volitional stimulus ; but some
individuals—and those usually who are of quickest
intelligence—display a somewhat quicker rate of
rhythm, which may be as high as eleven per second.
Moreover, it is found that by stimulating with
strychnine any of the centres of reflex action,
pretty nearly the same rate of rhythm is exhibited
by the muscles thus thrown into contraction : so
that all the nerve-cells in the body are thus shown
to have in their vibrations pretty nearly the same
period, and not to be able to vibrate with any
other. For no matter how rapidly the electrical
shocks are allowed to play upon the grey matter
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of the cerebral hemispheres, as distinguished from
the nerve-trunks proceeding from them to the
muscles, the muscles always show the same rhythm
of about nine beats per second: the nerve-cells,
unlike the nerve-fibres, refuse to keep time with
the electric shocks, and will only respond to them
by vibrating at their own intrinsic rate of nine
beats per second. .

Thus much, then, for the rate of molecular
vibration which goes on in nerve-centres. But the
rate of such vibration which goes on in sensory and
motor nerves may be very much more rapid. For
while a nerve-centre is only able to originate a
vibration at the rate of about nine beats per
second, a motor-nerve, as we have already seen, is
able to #ransmit a vibration of at least 1,000 beats
per second; and a sensory nerve which at the
surface of its expansion is able to respond differently
to differences of musical pitch, of temperature, and
even of colour, is probably able to vibrate very
much more rapidly even than this. We are not,
indeed, entitled to conclude that the nerves of
special sense vibrate in actual unison. or syn-
chronize, with these external sources of stimula-
tion ; but we are, I think, bound to conclude that
they must vibrate in some numerical proportion
to them (else we should not perceive objective
differences in sound, temperature, or colour): and
even this implies that they are probably able to
vibrate at some enormous rate.

With further reference to these molecular move-
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ments in sensory nerves, the following important
observation has been made—viz. that there is a
constant ratio between the amount of agitation
produced in a sensory nerve, and the intensity of
the corresponding sensation. This ratio is not
a direct one. As Fechner states it, ¢ Sensation
varies, not as the stimulus, but as the logarithm of
the stimulus.” Thus, for instance, if 1,000 candles
are all throwing their light upon the same screen,
we should require ten more candles to be added
before our eyes could perceive any difference in
the amount of illumination. But if we begin with
only 1co candles shining upon the screen, we
should perceive an increase in the illumination by
adding a single candle. And what is true of sight
is equally true of all the other senses: if any
stimulus is increased, the smallest increase of sensa-
tion first occurs when the stimulus rises one per
cent. above its original intensity. Such being the
law on the side of sensation, suppose that we place
upon the optic nerve of an animal the wires pro-
ceeding from a delicate galvanometer, we find that
every time we stimulate the eye with light, the
needle of the galvanometer moves, showing elec-
trical changes going on in the nerve, caused by the
molecular agitations. Now these electrical changes
are found to vary in intensity with the intensity of
the light used as a stimulus, and they do so very
nearly in accordance with the law of sensation just
mentioned. So we say that in sensation the
cerebral hemispheres are, as it were, acting the
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part of galvanometers in appreciating the amount
of molecular change which is going on in sensory
nerves ; and that they record their readings in the
mind as faithfully as a galvanometer records its
readings on the dial.

Hitherto we have been considering certain features
in the physiology of nervous action, so far as this
can be appreciated by means of physiological
instruments. But we have just seen that the
cerebral hemispheres may themselves be regarded
as such instruments, which record in our minds
their readings of changes going on in our nerves.
Hence, when other physiological instruments fail
us, we may gain much additional insight touching
the movements of nervous matter by attending to
the thoughts and feelings of our own minds ; for
these are so many indices of what is going on in the
cerebral hemispheres. I therefore propose next to
contemplate the mind, considered thus as a physio-
logical instrument.

The same scientific instinct which led Hobbes so
truly to anticipate the progress of physiology, led
him not less truly to anticipate the progress of psy-
chology. For just as he was the first to enunciate
the fundamental principle of nerve-action in the
vibration of molecules, so was he likewise the first to
enunciate the fundamental principle of psychology
in the association of ideas. And the great advance
of knowledge which has been made since his day
with respect to both these principles, entitles us to
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be much more confident than even he was that they
are in some way intimately united. Moreover, the
manner in which they are so united we have begun
clearly to understand. For we know from our
study of nerve-action in general, that when once a
wave of invisible or molecular movement passes
through any line of nerve-structure, it leaves behind
it a change in the structure such that it is after-
wards more easy for a similar wave, when started
from the same point, to pursue the same course.
Or, to adopt a simile from Hobbes, just as water
upon a table flows most readily in the lines which
have been wetted by a previous flow, so the
invisible waves of nerve-action pass most readily in
the lines of a previous passage. This is the reason
why in any exercise requiring muscular co-ordina-
tion, or dexterity, ‘ practice makes perfect: * the
nerve-centres concerned learn to perform their
work by frequently repeating it, because in this
way the needful lines of wave-movement in the
structure of the nerve-centre are rendered more and
more permeable by use. Now we have seen that
in the nerve-centres called the cerebral hemispheres,
wave-movement of this kind is accompanied with
feeling. Changes of consciousness follow step by
step these waves of movement in the brain, and
therefore when on two successive occasions the
waves of movement pursue the same pathway in
the brain, they are attended with a succession of
the same ideas in the mind. Thus we see that the
tendency of ideas to 7ecur in the same order as that
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in which they have previously cccurred, is merely
an obverse expression of the fact that lines of wave-
movement in the brain become more and more
permeable by use. So it comes that a child can
learn its lessons by frequently repeating them; so
it is that all our knowledge is accumulated ; and so
it is that all our thinking is conducted.

A wholly new field of inquiry is thus opened up.
By using our own consciousness as a physiological
instrument of the greatest delicacy, we are able to
learn a great deal about the dynamics of brain-
action concerning which we should otherwise
remain in total ignorance. But the field of inquiry
thus opened up is too large for me to enter upon
to-day. I will therefore merely observe, in general
terms, that although we are still very far from
understanding the operations of the brain in
thought, there can be no longer any question that
in these operations of the brain we have what
I may term the objective machinery of thought.
*Not every thought to every thought succeeds in-
differently,” said Hobbes. Starting from this fact,
modern physiology has clearly shown why it is
a fact; and looking to the astonishing rate at which
the science of physiology is now advancing, I think
we may fairly expect that within a time less remote
than the two centuries which now separate us from
Hobbes, the course of ideas in a given train of
thought will admit of having its footsteps tracked
in the corresponding pathways of the brain. Be
this, however, as it may, even now we know enough

C
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to say that, whether or not these footsteps will
ever admit of being thus tracked in detail, they are
all certainly present in the cerebral structures of
each one of us. What we know on the side of
mind as logical sequence, is on the side of the
nervous system nothing more than a passage of
nervous energy through one series of cells and
fibres rather than through another: what we
recognize as truth is merely the fact of the brain
vibrating in tune with Nature.

Such being the intimate relation between nerve-
action and mind-action, it has become the scienti-
fically orthodox teaching that the two stand to one
another in the relation of cause to effect. One of
the most distinguished of my predecessors in this
place, the President of the Royal Society, has said

in one of the most celebrated of his lectures :—

¢We have as much reason for regarding the mode
of motion of the nervous system as the cause of the
state of consciousness, as we have for regarding any
event as the cause of another! And, by way of
perfectly logical deduction from this statement,
Professor Huxley argues that thought and feeling
have nothing whatever to do with determining
action : they are merely the bye-products of cere-
bration, or, as he expresses it, the indices of changes
which are going on in the brain. Under this view
we are all what he terms conscious automata, or
machines which happen, as it were by chance, to be
conscious of some of their own movements. But

S
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the consciousness is altogether adventitious, and
bears the same ineffectual relation to the activity
of the brain as a steam-whistle bears to the activity
of a locomotive, or the striking of a clock to the
time-keeping adjustments of the clock-work. Here,
again, we meet with an echo of Hobbes, who
opens his work on the Commonwealth with these
words :—

“ Nature, the art whereby God hath made and governs the
world, is by the as7 of man, as in many other things, in this
also imitated, that it can make an artificial animal. For
seeing life is but a motion of limbs, the beginning whereof is
in the principal part within; why may we not say, that all
automala (engines that move themselves by springs and
wheels as doth a watch), have an artificial life? For what
is the keart, but a spring; and the nerves, but so many
strings; and the joinfs, but so many wheels, giving motion
to the whole body, such as was intended by the artificer®?’

Now, this theory of conscious automatism is not
merely a legitimate outcome of the theory that
nervous changes are the causes of mental changes,
but it is logically the only possible outcome. Nor
do I see any way in which this theory can be
fought on grounds of physiology. If we persist in
regarding the association between brain and thought
exclusively from a physiological point of view, we
must of necessity be materialists. Further, so far
as we are physiologists our materialism can do us
no harm. On the contrary, it is to us of the
utmost service, as at once the simplest physiological

v Leviathan, Introduction,
G 3
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explanation of facts already known, and the best
working hypothesis to guide us in our further
researches. But it does not follow from this that
the theory of materialism is true. The bells of
St. Mary's over the way always ring for a quarter
of an hour before the University sermon ; yet the
ringing of the bells is not the cause of the sermon,
although, as long as the association remains constant,
there would be no harm in assuming, for any
practical purposes, that it is so. But just as we
should be wrong in concluding, if we did not
happen to know so much about the matter as we
do, that the University sermon is produced by the
vibration of bells in the tower of St. Mary’s Church,
so we may be similarly wrong if we were definitely
to conclude that the sermon is produced by the
vibration of a number of little nerve-cells in the
brain of the preacher.

Now, if time permitted, and if I supposed that
you would all care to go with me into matters of
some abstruseness, I could certainly prove that
whatever the connexion between body and mind
may be, we have the best possible reasons for con-
cluding that it is not a causal connexion. These
reasons are, of course, extra-physiological; but
they are not on this account less conclusive.
Within the limits of a lecture, however, 1 can
only undertake to give an outline sketch of what
I take to be the overwhelming argument against
materialism.

We have first the general fact that all our know-




Mind and Motion, 21

ledge of motion, and so of matter, is merely a
knowledge of the modifications of mind. That is
to say, all our knowledge of the external world—
including the knowledge of our own brains—is
merely a knowledge of our own mental states.
Let it be observed that we do not even require to
go so far as the irrefutable position of Berkeley,
that the existence of an external world without the
medium of mind. or of being without knowing, is
inconceivable. It is enough to take our stand on a
lower level of abstraction. and to say that whether
or not an external world can exist apart from mind
in any absolute or inconceivable sense, at any rate
it cannot do so for ws. We cannot think any of
the facts of external nature without presupposing
the existence of a mind which thinks them ; and
therefore, so far at least as we are concerned, mind
is necessarily prior to everything else. It is for us
the only mode of existence which is real in its own
right ; and to it, as to a standard, all other modes
of existence which may be uferred must be referred.
Therefore, if we say that mind is a function of
motion, we are only saying, in somewhat confused
terminology, that mind is a function of itself;

Such, then, I take to be a general refutation of
materialism. To use but a mild epithet, we must
conclude that the theory is unphilosophical, seeing
that it assumes one thing to be produced by another
thing, in spite of an obvious demonstration that
the alleged effect is necessarily prior to its cause.
Such, I say, is a general refutation of materialism.
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But this is far from being all. ‘Motion,’ says
Hobbes, ¢produceth nothing but motion .’ and
yet he immediately proceeds to assume that in
the case of the brain it produces, not only motion,
but mind. He was perfectly right in saying that
with respect to its movements the animal body
resembles an engine or a watch; and if he had
been acquainted with the products of higher
evolution in watch-making, he might with full
propriety have argued, for instance, that in the
compensating balance, whereby a watch adjusts
its own movements in adaptation to external
changes of temperature, a watch is exhibiting
the mechanical aspect of volition. And, similarly,
it is perhaps possible to conceive that the principles
of mechanism might be more and more extended
in their effects, until, in so marvellously perfected
o structure as the human brain, all the voluntary
movements of the body might be originated in the
same mechanical manner as are the compensating
movements of a watch; for this, indeed, as we
have seen, is no more than happens in the case
of all the nerve-centres other than the cerebral
hemispheres. If this were so, motion would be
producing nothing but motion, and upon the
subject of brain-action there would be nothing
further to say. Without consciousness I should
be delivering this lecture; without consciousness
you would be hearing it; and all the busy brains
‘1 this University would be conducting their
researches, or preparing for their examinations,
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mindlessly. Strange as such a state of things
might be, still motion would be producing nothing
but motion ; and, therefore, if there were any mind
to contemplate the facts, it would encounter no
philosophical paradox: it would merely have to
conclude that such were the astonishing possibilities
of mechanism. But, as the facts actually stand, we
find that this is not the case. We find, indeed,
that up to a certain level of complexity mechanism
alone is able to perform all the compensations or
adjustments which are performed by the animal
body ; but we also find that beyond this level such
compensations or adjustments are never performed
without the intervention of consciousness. There-
fore, the theory of automatism has to meet the
unanswerable question—How is it that in the
machinery of the brain motion produces this
something which is not motion? Science has now
definitely proved the correlation of all the forces ;
and this means that if any kind of motion could
produce anything else that is not motion, it would
be producing that which science would be bound
to regard as in the strictest sense of the word
a miracle. Therefore, if we are to take our stand
upon science—and this is what materialism professes
to do—we are logically bound to conclude, not
merely that the evidence of causation from body
to mind is not so cogent as that of causation in any
other case, but that in this particular case causation
may be proved, again in the strictest sense of the
term, a physical impossibility.
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To adduce only one other consideration. Apart
from all that I have said, is it not in itself a
strikingly suggestive fact that consciousness only,
yet always, appears upon the scene when the
adjustive actions of any animal body rise above
the certain level of intricacy to which I have
alluded? Surely this large and general fact points
with irresistible force to the conclusion, that in the
performance of these more complex adjustments,
consciousness—or the power of feeling and the
power of willing—is of some use. Assuredly on
the principles of evolution, which materialists at
all events cannot afford to disregard, it would be a
wholly anomalous fact that so wide and important
a class of faculties as those of mind should have
become developed in constantly ascending degrees
throughout the animal kingdom, if they were entirely
without use to animals. And, be it observed, this
consideration holds good whatever views we may
happen to entertain upon the special theory of
natural selection. For the consideration stands
upon the general fact that all the organs and
functions of animals are of use to animals: we
never meet, on any large or general scale, with
organs and functions which are wholly adventitious.
Is it to be supposed that this general principle fails
just where its presence is most required, and that
the highest functions of the highest organs of the
highest animals stand out of analogy with all other
functions in being themselves functionless? To
this question I, for one, can only answer, and
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answer unequivocally, No. As a rational being
who waits to take a wider view of the facts than
that which is open to the one line of research
pursued by the physiologist, I am forced to con-
clude that not without a reason does mind exist
in the frame of things; and that apart from the
activity of mind, whereby motion is related to that
which is not motion, this planet could never have
held the wonderful being, who in multiplying has
replenished the earth and subdued it—holding
dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the
fowl of the air, and over every living thing that
moveth.

What, then, shall we say touching this mysterious
union of mind and motion? Having found it
physically impossible that there should be a causal
connexion proceeding from motion to mind, shall
we try to reverse the terms, and suppose a causal
connexion proceeding from mind to motion? This
is the oldest and still the most popular theory—
the theory of spiritualism. And, no doubt, in one
important respect it is less unphilosophical than
the opposite theory of materialism. For spiritualism
supposes the causation to proceed from that which
is the source of our idea of causality—the mind :
not from that into which this idea has been read—
the brain. Therefore, if causation were to be
accepted as a possibility either way, it would be
less unreasonable to suppose mental changes the
causes of material changes than vice versd ; for we
should then at least be starting from the basis of
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immediate knowledge, instead of from the reflection
of that knowledge in what we call the external
world. Seeing that the external world is known
to us only as motion, it is logically impossible for
the mind to infer its own causation from the
external world; for this would be to infer that it
is an effect of motion, which would be the same
as saying that it is an effect of its own knowledge;
and this would be absurd. But, on the other hand,
it is not thus logically impossible for the mind to
infer that it may be the cause of some of its own
knowledge, or, in other words, that it may have in
some measure the power of producing what it
knows as motion. And when the mind does infer
this, no logic on earth is able to touch the inference;
the position of pure idealism is beyond the reach
of argument. Nevertheless, it is opposed to the
whole momentum of science. For if mind is
supposed, on no matter how small a scale, to be
a cause of motion, the fundamental axiom of science
is impugned. This fundamental axiom is that
energy can neither be created nor destroyed—
that just as motion can produce nothing but motion,
so, conversely, motion can be produced by nothing
but motion. Regarded, therefore, from the stand-
point of physical science, the theory of spiritualism
is in precisely the same case as the theory of
materialism : that is to say, if the supposed causa-
tion takes place, it can only be supposed to do so
by way of miracle.

And this is a conclusion which the more clear-
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sighted of the idealists have expressly recognized.
That subtle and most entertaining thinker, for
example, the late Professor Green of Oxford, has
said that the self-conscious volition of man ‘does
not consist in a series of natural events, . .. is not
natural in the ordinary sense of that term; not
natural at any rate in any sense in which natural-
ness would imply its determination by antecedent
events, or by conditions of which it is not itself the
source.’

Thus the theory of spiritualism, although not
directly refutable by any process of logic, is
certainly enfeebled by its collision with the instincts
of physical science. Innecessarily holding the facts
of consciousness and volition super-natural, extra-
natural, or non-natural, the theory is opposed to
the principle of continuity.

Spiritualism being thus unsatisfactory, and mate-
rialism impossible, is there yet any third hypothesis
in which we may hope to find intellectual rest?
In my opinion there is. If we unite in a higher
synthesis the elements both of spiritualism and of
materialism, we obtain a product which satisfies
every fact of feeling on the one hand, and of
observation on the other. The manner in which
this synthesis may be effected is perfectly simple.
We have only to suppose that the antithesis between
mind and motion—subject and object—is itself
phenomenal or apparent: not absolute or real.
We have only to suppose that the seeming duality
is relative to our modes of apprehension; and,
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therefore, that any change taking place in the
mind, and any corresponding change taking place
in the brain, are really not two changes, but one
change. When a violin is played upon we hear
a musical sound, and at the same time we see
a vibration of the strings. Relatively to our
consciousness, therefore, we have here two sets of
changes, which appear to be very different in kind ;
yet we know that in an absolute sense they are one
and the same: we know that the diversity in
consciousness is created only by the difference in
our modes of perceiving the same event—whether
we see or whether we hear the vibration of the
strings. Similarly, we may suppose that a vibra-
tion of nerve-strings and a process of thought
are really one and the same event, which is dual
or diverse only in relation to our modes of per-
ceiving it.

The great advantage of this theory is that it
supposes only one stream of causation, in which
both mind and motion are simultaneously concerned.
The theory, therefore, escapes all the difficulties
and contradictions with which both spiritualism
and materialism are beset. Thus, motion is sup-
posed to be producing nothing but motion ; mind-
changes nothing but mind-changes : both producing
both simultaneously, neither could be what it is
without the other. because without the other neither
could be the cause which in fact it is. Impossible,
therefore, is the supposition of the materialist that
consciousness is adventitious, or that in the absence
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of mind changes of brain could be what they are; for
it belongs to the very causation of these changes that
they should have a mental side. The use of mind
to animals is thus rendered apparent ; for intelligent
volition is thus shown to be a true cause of adjustive
movement, in that the cerebration which it involves
could not otherwise be possible: the causation
would not otherwise be complete.

A simple illustration may serve at once to render
this doctrine more easily intelligible, and to show
that, if accepted, the doctrine, as it appears to me,
terminates the otherwise interminable controversy
on the freedom of the will.

In an Edison lamp the light which is emitted
from the burner may be said indifferently to be
caused by the number of vibrations per second
going on in the carbon, or by the temperature of
the carbon ; for this rate of vibration could not take
place in the carbon without constituting that degree
of temperature which affects our eyes as luminous.
Similarly, a train of thought may be said indif-
ferently to be caused by brain-action or by mind-
action ; for, ex Aypothesi, the one could not take
place without the other. Now, when we contem-
plate the phenomena of volition by themselves,
it is as though we were contemplating the pheno-
mena of light by themselves: volition is produced
by mind in brain, just as light is produced by
temperature in carbon. And just as we may
correctly speak of light as the cause, say, of a
photograph, so we may correctly speak of volition
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as the cause of bodily movement. That parti-
cular kind of physical activity which takes place
in the carbon could not take place without the
light which causes a photograph; and, similarly,
that particular kind of physical activity which takes
place in the brain could not take place without the
volition which causes a bodily movement. So that
volition is as truly a cause of bodily movement as
is the physical activity of the brain ; seeing that,
in an absolute sense, the cause is one and the same.
But if we once clearly perceive that what in a relative
sense we know as volition is, in a similar sense, the
cause of bodily movement, we terminate the question
touching the freedom of the will. For this question
in its last resort—and apart from the ambiguity
which has been thrown around it by some of our
metaphysicians—is merely the question whether
the will is to be regarded as a cause of Nature.
And the theory which we have now before us sanc-
tions the doctrine that it may be so regarded, if only
we remember that its causal activity depends upon
its identity with the obverse aspect known as cere-
bration, without which identity in apparent duality
neither volition nor cerebration could be the cause
which in fact they are. It thus becomes a mere
matter of phraseology whether we speak of the will
determining, or being determined by, changes going
on in the external world ; just as it is but a matter
of phraseology whether we speak of temperature
determining, or being determined by, molecular
vibration. All the requirements alike of the free-
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will and of the bond-will hypotheses are thus satisfied
by a synthesis which comprises them both. On the
one hand, it would be as impossible for an #ncon-
scious automaton to do the work or to perform the
adjustments of a conscious agent, as it would be
for an Edison lamp to give out light and cause a
photograph when not heated by an electric current.
On the other hand, it would be as impossible for
the will to originate bodily movement without the
occurrence of a strictly physical process of cerebra-
tion, as it would be for light to shine in an Edison
lamp which had been deprived of its carbon-burner.

It may be said of this theory that it is highly
speculative, not verifiable by any possible experi-
ment, and therefore at best is but a mere guess.
All which is, no doubt, perfectly true ; but, on the
other hand, we must remember that this theory
comes to us as the only one which is logically
possible, and at the same time competent to satisfy
the facts alike of the outer and of the inner world.
It is a speculation in the sense of not being verifiable
by experiment ; but it has much more value than
ordinarily attaches to an unverifiable speculation,
in that there is really no alternative hypothesis to
be considered: if we choose to call it a guess, we
must at the same time remember it is a guess where
it does not appear that any other is open. Once
more to quote Hobbes, who, as we have seen,
was himself a remarkable instance of what he here
says: ‘The best prophet naturally is the best
guesser ; and the best guesser, he that is most
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versed and studied in the matters he guesses at.’
In this case, therefore, the best prophet is not the
physiologist, whose guess ends in materialism ; nor
the purely mental philosopher, whose guess ends in
spiritualism ; but rather the man who, being  versed
and studied’ in all the facts appertaining to both
sides of the matter, ends in the only alternative
guess which remains open. And if that most
troublesome individual, the ‘plain man’ of Locke,
should say it seems at least opposed to common
sense to suppose that there is anything in a burning
candle or a rolling billiard-ball substantially the
same as mind, the answer is that if he could
look into my brain at this moment he would see
nothing there but motion of molecules, or motion
of masses; and apart from the accident of my
being able to tell him so, his ‘common sense’
could never have divined that these motions in my
brain are concerned in the genesis of my spoken
thoughts.

It is obvious that from this hypothesis as to the
substantial identity of mind and motion, two impor-
tant questions arise; and I feel that some reference
to these questions is in present circumstances forced
upon me, because they have both been considered
in precisely the same connexion by one of the most
powerful intellects that was ever sent out into the
world by this University. I mean the late Professor
Clifford. As my intimate and valued friend, I desire
to mention his name in this place with all the affec-
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tion, as well as with all the admiration, to which
I well know it is so fully entitled ; and if I appear
to mention him only in order to disagree with him,
this is only because I know equally well that in his
large and magnanimous thought differences of
philosophical opinion were never felt to weaken the
bonds of friendship.

In his well-known lecture on Body and Mind.
Professor Clifford adopted the hypothesis of identity
which we are now considering, and from it was led
to the conclusion that if in the case of cerebral
processes motion is one with mind, the same must
be true of motion wherever it occurs; or, as he
expressed it subsequently, the whole universe must
be made of mind-stuff. But in his view, although
matter in motion presents what may be termed the
raw material of mind, it is only in the highly elabo-
rated constitution of the human brain that this raw
material is sufficiently wrought up to yield a self-
conscious personality. Hence the dissolution of
a human brain implies the dissolution of a human
mind ; and hence also the universe, although entirely
composed of mind-stuff, is itself mindless. Now,
all I have to say about these two deductions is
this—they do not necessarily follow from the theory
which is before us. In holding that the mind of
man perishes with his body, and that above the
mind of man there is no other, Clifford may have
been right, or may have been wrong. I am not
here to discuss at length any questions of such
supreme importance. But I feel that I am here to
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insist upon the one point which is immediately con-
nected with my subject ; and this is, that whether
or not Clifford was right in his conclusions, these
conclusions certainly did not follow by way of
any logical sequence from his premises. Because
within the limits of human experience mind is
only known as associated with brain, it clearly does
not follow that mind cannot exist in any other
mode. It does not even follow that any probability
upon this matter can be thus established. The basis
of analogy on which Clifford sought to rear an
inference of cosmical extent, was restricted to the
one instance of mind as known upon one planet ;
and, therefore, it is hard to imagine a more pre-
carious use of that precarious method which is
called by logicians simple enumeration. Indeed,
even for what it is worth, the inference may be
pointed with quite as much effect in precisely
the opposite direction. For we have seen how
little it is that we understand of the one mode in
which we certainly know that mind does exist ; and
if from this little we feel impelled to conclude that
there is a mode of mind which is not restricted to
brain, but co-extensive with motion, is con-sub-
stantial and co-eternal with all that was, and is,
and is to come; have we not at least a suggestion,
that high as the heavens are above the earth, so
high above our thoughts may be the thoughts of
such a mind as this? I offer no opinion upon the
question whether the general order of Nature does
not require some one explanatory cause; nor upon
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the question whether the mind of man itself does
not point to something kindred in the self-existing
origin of things. I am not concerned to argue any
point upon which I feel that opinions may legiti-
mately differ. I am only concerned to show that,
in so far as any deductions can be drawn from the
theory which is before us, they make at least as
much against as in favour of the cosmical conclu-
sions arrived at by Clifford.

On February 17, in the year 1600, when the
streets of Rome were thronged with pilgrims from
all the quarters of Christendom, while no less than
fifty cardinals were congregated for the Jubilee ;
into the densely crowded Campo di Fiori a man
was led to the stake, where, ‘silent and self-
sustained, before the eyes of all nations, he
perished in the flames. That death was the death
of a martyr: it was met voluntarily in attestation
of truth, But most noble of all the noble army
to which he belonged, the name of that man is
written large in history, as the name of one who
had fortitude to die, not in the cause of religious
belief, but in that of scientific conviction. For why
did Bruno suffer? He suffered, as we all know,
because he refused to recant his persuasion of the
truth of the Copernican theory. Why, then, do I
adduce the name of Bruno at the close of this
lecture? I do so because, as far as I have been
able to ascertain, he was the first clearly to enun-
ciate the monistic theory of things to which the
consideration of my subject has conducted us.

D2
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This theory—or that as to the substantial identity
of mind and motion—was afterwards espoused, in
different guises, by sundry other writers; but to
Bruno belongs the merit of its original publication,
and it was partly for his adherence to this publica-
tion that he died. To this day Bruno is ordinarily
termed a pantheist, and his theory, which in the
light of much fuller knowledge I am advocating,
Pantheism. I do not care to consider a difference
of terms, where the only distinction resides in so
unintelligible an idea as that of the creation of
substance. It is more to the purpose to observe
that in the mind of its first originator—and this
a mind which was sufficiently clear in its thought
to die for its perception of astronomical truth—the
theory of Pantheism was but a sublime extension of
the then contracted views of Theism. And I think
that we of to-day, when we look to the teaching of
this martyr of science, will find that in his theory
alone do we meet with what I may term a philo-
sophically adequate conception of Deity. If the
advance of natural science is now steadily leading
us to the conclusion that there is no motion without
mind, must we not see how the independent con-
clusion of mental science is thus independently
confirmed—the conclusion, I mean, that there is no
being without knowing? To me, at least, it does
appear that the time has come when we may begin,
as it were in a dawning light, to see that the study
of Nature and the study of Mind are meeting upon
this greatest of possible truths. And if this is the
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case—if there is no motion without mind, no being
without knowing—shall we infer, with Clifford, that
universal being is mindless, or answer with a dog-
matic negative that most stupendous of questions—
Is there knowledge with the Most High? If there
is no motion without mind, no being without know-
ing, may we not rather infer, with Bruno, that it is
in the medium of mind, and in the medium of
knowledge, we live, and move, and have our
being ?

) This, I think, is the direction in which the infer-
ence points, if we are careful to set the logical
conditions with complete impartiality. But the
ulterior question remains, whether, so far as science
is concerned, it is here possible to point any inference
at all: the whole orbit of human knowledge may
be too narrow to afford a parallax for measurements

i so vast. Yet even here, if it be true that the voice

of science must thus of necessity speak the language

of agnosticism, at least let us see to it that the
language is pure ; let us not tolerate any barbarisms
introduced from the side of aggressive dogma. So
shall we find that this new grammar of thought
does not admit of any constructions radically op-
posed to more venerable ways of thinking ; even if

1 we do not find that the often-quoted words of its

. earliest formulator apply with special force to its

latest dialects—that if a little knowledge of physi-

ology and a little knowledge of psychology dispose
men to atheism, a deeper knowledge of both, and,
still more, a deeper thought upon their relations to
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INTRODUCTION.

IN no respect has the progress of physical
science exercised a more profound influence upon
philosophical thought than it has by proving an
apparently quantitative relation between material
changes and mental changes. It has always been
known that there is qualitative relation. Even
long before mankind suspected that the brain was
in any way connected with thought, it was well
understood that alcohol and other poisons exercised
their sundry influences on the mind in virtue of
influences which they exercised upon the body ;
and even the lowest savages must always have
been aware that a blow on the head is followed
by insensibility. But it was not until the rise of
Physiology that this qualitative relation between
corporeal changes and mental changes was gra-
dually found to be a quantitative one—or that
every particular change of mind had an exact and
invariable counterpart in some particular change of
body. It is needless for me to detail the successive
steps in the long course of physiological discovery
whereby this great fact has been established ;
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it is enough to say that the fact s established to
the satisfaction of every physiologist.

Now, when once the relation between material
changes and mental changes has been thus recog-
nized as quantitative—or, which is the same thing,
when once the association has been recognized as
both invariable and exact—there arises the question
as to how this relation is to be explained. Formally
considered—or considered as a matter of logical
statement irrespective of e relative probabilities
which they may present, either to the minds of
different individuals or to the general intelligence
of the race—it appears to me that the possible
hypotheses are here seven in number.

I. The mental changes may cause the material
changes.

II. The material changes may cause the mental
changes.

III. There may be no causation either way, be-
cause the association may be only a
phenomenal association—the two apparently
diverse classes of phenomena being really
one and the same.

IV. There may be no causation either way,
because the association may be due to
a harmony pre-established by a superior
mind.

V. There may be no causation either way, be-
cause the association may always be due
to chance.
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VI. There may be no causation either way, be-
cause the material order may not have any
real existence at all, being merely an ideal
creation of the mental order.

VII. Whether or not there be any causation either
way, the association may be one which
it is necessarily beyond the power of the
human mind to explain.

So far as I can see, this list of possible answers
to the question before us is exhaustive. I will
next show why, in my opinion, the last four of
them may be excluded in limine.

The suggestion of pre-established harmony (IV)
merely postpones the question : it assumes a higher
mind as adjusting correspondencies between known
minds and animal bodies with respect to the
activities of each; and, therefore, it either leaves
untouched the ultimate question concerning the
relation of mind (as such) to matter, or else it
answers this question in terms of spiritualism (I).

The suggestion of chance (V) is effectually
excluded by the doctrine of chances: even in any
one individual mind, the association between
mental changes and material changes is much too
intimate, constant, and detailed to admit of any
one reasonably supposing that it can be due only
to chance.

The suggestion of pure idealism (VI) ultimately
implies that the thinking Ego is itself the sole
existence—a position which cannot, indeed, be
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turned by any assault of logic; but one which is
nevertheless too obviously opposed to common
sense to admit of any serious defence ; its immunity
from direct attack arises only from the gratuitous
nature of itschallenge to prove a negative (namely,
that the thinking Ego is nof the sole existence),
and this a negative which is necessarily beyond
the region of proof.

Lastly, the suggestion that the problem is
necessarily insoluble (VII) does not deserve to be
regarded as an hypothesis at all ; for to suppose
that the problem is necessarily insoluble is merely
to exclude the supposition of there being any
hypothesis available.

In view of these several considerations, it appears
to me that, although in a formal sense we may say
there are altogether seven possible answers to the
question before us, in reality, or for the purposes of
practical discussion, there are now-a-days but three
—namely those which head the above list, and
which I will now proceed to consider.

[ have named these three hypotheses in the
order of their appearance during the history of
philosophical thought. The earliest is the spirit-
ualistic.. As far back as we can trace the con-
ceptions of primitive man, we meet with an
unquestioning belief that it is his spirit which
animates his body ; and, starting from this belief
as explanatory of the movements of his own body,
he readily attributes movements elsewhere to
analogous agencies—the theory of awimism in
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Nature thus becoming the universal theory in all
early stages of culture. It also appears to be the
theory most natural to our own children during the
early years of their dawning intelligence, and
would doubtless continue through life in the case of
every individual human being, were he not sub-
sequently instructed in the reasons which have led
to its rejection by many other members of his
race. These reasons, as already observed, have
been furnished in their entirety only within com-
paratively recent times; not until Physiology was
able to prove how intimate is the association
between cerebral processes and mental processes
did it become possible for materialism to turn the
tables upon spiritualism, by simply inverting the
hypothesis. Lastly, although the theory of Monism
(IIT) may be traced back at least as far as the
pantheistic thought of Buddhism, it there had
reference to theology as distinguished from
psychology. And even as presented in the writings
of Bruno, Spinoza, and other so-called monists
prior to the present century, the hypothesis
necessarily lacked completeness on account.of the
absence of knowledge afterwards supplied by
physiology. For Monism, in the sense of this
term as [ shall use it, may be metaphorically
regarded as the child of the two pre-existing
theories, Spiritualism and Materialism. The birth
of this child was necessarily impossible before
both its parents had reached mature age. On
the one hand it was necessary that the theory of
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Spiritualism should have outgrown its infancy as
Animism, its childhood as Polytheism, before it
entered upon its youth as Monotheism—or before
it was able to supply material for the conception
of Monism as a theory of cosmical extent. On the
other hand, Materialism required to grow into the
fullness of manhood, under the nursing influence of
Science, before it was possible to engender this
new-born offspring ; for this offspring is new-
born. The theory of Monism, as we are about to
consider it, is a creature of our own generation ;
and it is only as such that I desire to call attention
to the child. In order, however, to do this, I must
follow the example of biographers in general, and
begin by giving a brief sketch of both the parents.




CHAPTER L.

SPIRITUALISM.

IN proceeding to consider the opposite theories of
Spiritualism and Materialism, it is before all else
desirable to be perfectly clear upon the point of
theory whereby they are essentially distinguished.
This point is that which is raised by the question
whether mind is the cause or the effect of motion.
Both theories are dualistic, and therefore agree
in holding that there is causation as between mind
and motion : they differ only in their teaching as
to the direction in which the causation proceeds.
Of course, out of this fundamental difference there
arise many secondary differences. The most im-
portant of these secondary differences has reference
to the nature of the eternal or self-existing substance.
Both theories agree that there is such a substance ;
but on the question whether this substance be mental
or material, the two theories give contradictory
answers, and logically so. For,if mind as we directly
know it (namely, in ourselves) is taken to be a cause
of motion, within our experience mind is accredited
with priority ; and hence the inference that else-
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where, or universally, mind is prior to motion.
Furthermore, as motion cannot take place without
something which moves, this something is likewise
supposed to have been the result of mind : hence
the doctrine of the creation by mind both of matter
and of energy. On the other hand, the theory of
materialism, by refusing to assign priority to mind as
known directly in ourselves, naturally concludes that
mind is elsewhere, or universally, the result of matter
in motion—in other words, that matter in motion is
the eternal or self-existing substance, and, as such,
the cause of mind wherever mind occurs.

I may observe, in passing, that although this
cosmical deduction from the theory of materialism is,
as I have said, natural, it is not (as is the case with
the corresponding deduction from the theory of
spiritualism) inevitable. For it is logically possible
that even though all known minds be the results of
matter in motion, matter in motion may nevertheless
itself be the result of an unknown mind. This,
indeed, is the position virtually adopted by Locke
in his celebrated controversy with the Bishop of
Worcester. Having been taken to task by this
divine for the materialistic tendency of his writings,
Locke defends himself by denying the necessary
character of the deduction which we are now con-
-sidering. For example, he insists, ‘I see no con-
tradiction in it that the first eternal thinking being
should, if he pleased, give to certain systems of
created senseless matter, put together as he thinks
fit, some degrees of sense, perception, and thought :
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though. as I think, I have proved (lib. IV, ch. 10 and
14 &c.), it is no less than a contradiction to suppose
matter (which is evidently in its own nature void
of sense and thought) should be that eternal first
thinking being.” Under this view, it will be observed,
mind is supposed to have the ultimate priority, and
thus to have been the original or creating cause of
matter in motion, which, in turn, becomes the cause
(or, at least, the conditional condition) of mind of
a lower order. This view, however, need not detain
us, inasmuch as it can only be held by those who,
on grounds independent of philosophical thinking,
already believe in mind as the First Cause or EEternal
Being : this belief granted, there is, of course, an end
of any question as between Spiritualism and Mate-
rialism. I have, therefore, only mentioned this
possible phase of spiritualistic theory, in order to
show that the theory of Materialism as applied to a
human being does not necessarily involve an ex-
tension of that theory to the cosmos. But I hold
this distinction as of no practical value: it merely
indicates a logical possibility which no one would
be likely to entertain except on grounds independent
of those upon which the philosophical dispute between
Spiritualism and Materialism must be confined.

Of more practical importance is the remark already
made, namely, that the fundamental or diagnostic
distinction between these two species of theory
consists only in the views which they severally take
on the question of causality. This remark is of
practical importance, because in the debate between

E
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spiritualists and materialists it is often lost sight
of: nay, in some cases, it is even expressly ignored.
Obviously, when it is either intentionally or uninten-
tionally disregarded, the debate ceases to be directed
to the question under discussion, and may then
wander aimlessly over the whole field of collateral
speculation. Throughout the present essay, there-
fore, the discussion will be restricted to the only
topic which we have to discuss—namely, whether
mind is the cause of motion, motion the cause of
mind, or neither the cause of the other.

The view to be first considered—namely, that
mind is the cause of motion—obviously has one
great advantage over the opposite view : it supposes
the causality to proceed from that which is the
source of our idea of causality (the mind) ; not from
that into which thisidea has been read by the mind.
Hence, it is so far less difficult to imagine that mental
changes are the cause of bodily changes than wice
versa; for upon this hypothesis we are starting at
least from the substance of immediate knowledge,
and not from the reflection of that knowledge in what
we call the external world.

On the other hand, the theory of Spiritualism
labours under certain speculative difficulties which
appear to me overwhelming. The most formidable of
these difficulties arises from the inevitable collision of
the theory with the scientific doctrine of the conser-
vation of energy. Whether or not we adopt the view
that all causation of a physical kind is ultimately
an expression of the fact that matter and energy

-
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are indestructible !, it is equally certain that this
indestructibility is a necessary condition to the
occurrence of causation as natural. Therefore, if
the mind of man is capable of breaking in as an
independent cause upon the otherwise uniform
system of natural causation, the only way in which
it could do so would be by either destroying or
creating certain guanta of either matter or energy
or both. But to suppose the mind capable of doing
any of these things would be to suppose that the
mind is a cause in some other sense than a physical
or a natural cause; it would be to suppose that the
mind is a super-natural cause, or, more plainly, that
all mental activity, so far as it is an efficient cause
of bodily movement, is of the nature of a miracle.
This conclusion, which appears to me unavoidably
implicated in the spiritualistic hypothesis, is not
merely improbable per se, but admits of being
shown virtually impossible if we proceed to con-
sider the consequences to which it necessarily
leads. A sportsman, for example, pulls the trigger

! In the opinion of some modern writers the indestructibility of
matter and the conservation of energy are alone sufficient to explain
all the facts of natural causation. ¢ For,’ it is urged, “if in any case
similar antecedents did not determine similar consequents, on one or
other of these occasions some guanium of force, or of matter, or of
both, must have disapyeared—or, which is the same thing, the law
of causation cannot have been constant.’ In a future chapter I shall
have to recur to this view. Meanwhile I have only to observe that
whether or not the law of causation is nothing more than a re-state-
ment of the fact that matter and energy are indestructible, it is
equally true that this fact is at least a necessary condition to the
operation of that law.

E 2
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of a gun, thereby initiating a long train of physical
causes, which we may take up at the point where
the powder is discharged, the shot propelled, and
the bird dropped. Here the man’s volition is
supposed to have broken in upon the otherwise
continuous stream of physical causes—first by
modifying the molecular movements of his brain,
so as to produce the particular co-ordination of
neuro-muscular movement required to take accurate
aim and to fire at the right moment; next by
converting a quantity of gunpowder into gas,
propelling a quantity of lead through the air; and
finally, by killing a bird. Now, without tracing
the matter further than this, let us consider how
enormous a change the will of the man has intro-
duced, even by so trivial an exercise of its activity.
No doubt the first change in the material world was
exceedingly slight: the molecular movement in
the cortex of his brain was probably not more
than might be dynamically represented by some
small fraction of a foot-pound. But so intricate
is the nexus of physical causality throughout the
whole domain of Nature, that the intervention of
even so minute a disturbance ab extra is obviously
bound to continue to assert an influence of ever-
widening extent as well as of everlasting duration.
The heat generated by the explosion of the powder,
the changed disposition of the shot, the death of
the bird—leading to innumerable physical changes
as to stoppage of many mechanical processes
previously going on in the bird’s body, loss of
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animal heat, &c., and also to innumerable vital
changes, leading to a stoppage of all the mechanical
changes which the bird would have helped to
condition had it lived to die some other death,
to propagate its kind, and thus indirectly condition
an incalculable number of future changes that
would have been brought about by the ever
increasing number of its descendants—these and
an indefinite number of other physical changes
must all be held to have followed as a direct
consequence of the man’s volition thus suddenly
breaking in as an independent cause upon the
otherwise uniform course of Nature. Now, I say
that, apart from some system of pre-established
harmony, it appears simply inconceivable that the
order of Nature could be maintained at all, if it
were thus liable to be interfered with at any
moment in any number of points. And if the
spiritualist takes refuge in the further hypothesis
of a pre-established harmony between acts of
human (not to add brute) volition and causes of
a natural kind, we have only to observe that he
thus lands himself in a speculative position which
is practically identical with that occupied by the
materialist. For the only difference between the
two positions then is that the necessity which the
materialist takes to be imposed on human volition
by the system of natural causation, is now taken
by the spiritualist to be equally imposed by a super-
natural volition. The necessity which binds the
human volition must be equally rigid in either
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case; and therefore it can make no practical
difference whether the source of it be regarded
as natural or super-natural, material or mental : so
that a man be fated to will only in certain ways—
and this with all the rigour which belongs to causa-
tion as physical—it is scarcely worth while to
dispute whether the predestination is of God or
of Nature. There can be no question, however,
that in this matter the possibility which I have
supposed to be suggested by the spiritualist is
more far-fetched than that which obviously lies
to the hand of the materialist ; and, moreover, that
it too plainly wears the appearance of a desperate
device to save a hollow theory.

[t remains to add that this great difficulty against
the spiritualistic theory has been revealed in all its
force only during the present generation. Since
the days of fetishism, indeed, the difficulty has
always been an increasing one—growing with the
growth of the perception of uniformity on the one
hand, and of mechanical as distinguished from
volitional agency on the other. But it was not
until the correlation of all the physical forces had
been proved by actual experiment,and the scientific
doctrine of the conservation of energy became as
a consequence firmly established, that the difficulty
in question assumed the importance of a logical
barrier to the theory of mental changes acting as
efficient causes of material changes.




CHAPTER Il

MATERIALISM.

THiS is the theory which presents great fasci-
nation to the student of physical science. By
laborious investigation physiology has established
the fact beyond the reach of rational dispute, that
there is a constant relation of concomitancy
between cerebral action and thought. Within
experience mind is found in constant and definite
association with that highly complex and peculiar
disposition of matter called a living brain. The
size and elaboration of this peculiar structure
throughout the animal kingdom stand in con-
spicuous proportion to the degree of intelligence
displayed ; while the impairment of this structure,
whether by congenital defect, mutilation, anaemia,
decay, or appropriate poison, entails corresponding
impairment of mental processes. Thus much being
established, no reasonable man can hesitate in
believing the relation between neurosis and psy-
chosis to be a constant and concomitant relation,
so that the step between this, and regarding it as
a causal relation, seems indeed a small one, For,
in all matters of physical inquiry, whenever we
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have proved a constant relation of concomitancy
in a sequence 4 B, we call 4 the cause of 5; and,
therefore, it has been frequently said that the
evidence of causation between neurosis and psychosis
is recognized causation. Lastly, to fortify this
hypothesis, materialists point to the doctrine of the
conservation of energy, which is supplied by the
science of physics as a sort of buttress in this
matter to the teachings of physiology. For, as
this doctrine compels us to believe that the chain
of physical causation involved in cerebral processes
can nowhere be broken or deflected ab extra, we
are compelled to believe that the mental processes,
which are correlatively associated with these cerebral
processes, can nowhere escape from ‘the charmed
circle of the forces,” so that whether we look to the
detailed teachings of physiology, or to the more
general teachings of physics, we alike perceive that
natural science appears to leave no locus for mind
other than as a something which is in some way
a result of motion.

The position of Materialism being thus at first
sight so naturally strong, and having been in recent
years so fortified by the labours of physiology:, it is
not surprising that in the present generation
Materialism should be in the ascendant. It is
the simple truth, as a learned and temperate
author, speaking from the side of theology, has
recently said, that

¢ Materialism is a danger to which individuals and societies
will always be more or less exposed. The present generation,
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however, and especially the generation which is growing up,
will obviously be very especially exposed to it; as much so,
perhaps, as any generation in the history of the world.
Within the last thirty years the great wave of spiritualistic
or idealistic thought . . . . has been receding and decreasing ;
and another, which is in the main driven by materialistic
forces, has been gradually rising behind, vast and threatening.
It is but its crest that we at present see; it is but a certain
vague shaking produced by it that we at present feel; but
we shall probably soon enough fail not both to see and feel
it fully and distinctly '’

Such being the present importance of Mate-
rialism, I shall devote the present chapter to
a consideration of this theory. Each of the points
in the argument for Materialism which I have
mentioned above admits, of course, of elaboration ;
but I think that their enumeration contains all
that is essential to the theory in question. It
now devolves upon us to inquire whether this
theory is adequate to meet the facts.

And here I may as well at once give it as my
own opinion that, of however much service the
theory of Materialism may be, up to a certain
point, it can never be accepted by any competent
mind as a final explanation of the facts with which
it has to deal. Unquestionable as its use may be
as a fundamental hypothesis in physiology and
medicine, it is wholly inadequate as a hypothesis
in philosophy. That is to say, so long as there
is a constant relation of concomitancy found by
experience to obtain between neural processes and

! Professor Flint, Antitheistic Theories, p. gg.
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mental processes, so long no harm can accrue to
physical science by assuming, for its own purposes,
that this relation is a causal one. But as soon as
the question concerning the validity of this assump-
tion is raised into the region of philosophy, it receives
the answer that the assumption cannot be allowed
to pass. For where the question becomes one not
as to the fact of the association but as to its
nature, philosophy, which must have regard to the
facts of mind no less than to those of matter, must
pronounce that the hypothesis is untenable ; for the
hypothesis of this association being one of causality
acting from neurosis to psychosis, cannot be
accepted without doing violence, not merely to our
faculty of reason, but to our very idea of causation
itself.

A very small amount of thinking is enough to
show that what I call my knowledge of the
external world, is merely a knowledge of my own
mental modifications. A step further and I find
that my idea of causation as a principle in the
external world is derived from my knowledge of
this principle in the internal world. For I find
that my idea of force and energy in the external
world is a mere projection of the idea which I have
of effort within the region of my own consciousness ;
and therefore my only idea of causation is that
which is originally derived from the experience
which I have of this principle as obtaining among
my own mental modifications.

If once we see plainly that the idea of causation
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is derived from within, and that what we call the
evidence of physical causation is really the evidence
of mental modifications following one another in
a definite sequence, we shall then clearly see, not
merely that we have no evidence, but that we can
have no evidence of causation as proceeding from
object to subject. However cogent the evidence
may appear at first sight to be, it is found to vanish
like a cloud as soon as it is exposed to the light
of adequate contemplation. In the very act of
thinking the evidence, we are virtually denying
its possibility as evidence; for as evidence it
appeals only to the mind, and since the mind can
only know its own sequences, the evidence must be
presenting to the mind an account of its own
modifications ; from the mere fact, therefore, of its
being accepted as thinkable, the evidence is proved
to be illusory.

To uneducated men it appears an indisputable
fact of ‘common sense’ that the colour of a flower
exists as perceived in the flower, apart from any
relation to the percipient mind. A physiologist
has gone further into the thicket of things, and
finds that the way is not so simple as this. He
regards the quality of colour as necessarily related
to the faculty of visual perception ; does not suppose
that the colour exists as suck in the flower, but
thinks of the something there as a certain order of
vibrations which, when brought into relation with
consciousness through the medium of certain nerves,
gives rise to the perception experienced; and in
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order to account for the translation into visual
feeling of an event so unlike that feeling as is
the process taking place in the flower, physiologists
have recourse to an elaborate theory, such as that
of Helmholtz or Hering. In other words, physio-
logists here fully recognize that colour, or any other
thing perceived, only exists as perceived in virtue of
a subjective element blending with an objective ;
the thing as perceived is recognized as having no
existence apart from its relation to a percipient
mind. Now, although physiologists are at one
with the philosophers thus far, it is to be feared
that very frequently they are in the same position
as the above-mentioned ‘uneducated men,” when it
becomes needful to press still further into the
thicket. For after having distinguished the neces-
sity of recognizing a mind-element in any possible
theory of perception, they forthwith proceed to
disregard this element when passing from the
ground of perception to that of thought. Although
the ideas of matter, motion, causation, and so on, are
themselves as much the offspring of a thinking mind,
with its environment, as the perception of colour is
a conceiving of the percipient mind, with #Zs environ-
ment, these ideas are inconsistently supposed to
stand for equivalent realities of the external world—
to truly represent things that are virtually indepen-
dent of any necessary relation to mind. Or, as the
case has recently been well put by Principal Caird :

“You cannot get mind as an ultimate product of matter,
for in the very attempt to do so you have already begun with
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mind. The easiest step of any such inquiry involves cate-
gories of thought, and it is in terms of thought that the
very problem you are investigating can be so much as stated.
You cannot start in your investigations with a bare, self-
identical, objective fact, stripped of every ideal element or
contribution from thought. The least and lowest part of
outward observation is not an independent entity—fact minus
mind, and out of which mind may, somewhere or other, be
seen to emerge ; but it is fact or object as it appears to an
observing mind, in the medium of thought, having mind or
thought as an inseparable factor of it. Whether there be
such a thing as an absolute world outside of thought, whether
there be such things as matter and material atoms existing
in themselves before any mind begins to perceive or think
about them, is not the question before us. If it were possible
to conceive of such atoms, at any rate you, before you begin
to make anything of them, must think them; and you can
never, by thinking about atoms, prove that there is no such
thing as thought other than as an ultimate product of atoms.
Before you could reach thought or mind as a last result you
must needs eliminate from it the data of the problem with
which you start, and that you can never do, any more than
you can stand on your own shoulders or outstrip your own
shadow . ... In one word, to constitute the reality of the
outward world—to make possible the minimum of knowledge,
nay, the very existence for us of molecules and atoms—you
must needs presuppose that thought or thinking self, which
some would persuade us is to be educed or evolved from
them. ... To make thought a function of matter is thus,
simply, to make thought a function of itself'.’

From this reasoning there can be no escape;
and it is more rational for a man to believe that
colour exists as such in a flower than, after having
plainly seen that such cannot be the case, forthwith

V' Philosoply of Religion, pp. 95, 99, and 101,
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to disregard the teaching of this analogy, and to
imagine that any apparent evidence of mind as
a result of matter or motion can possibly be enter-
tained as real evidence.

Remembering, then, that from the nature of this
particular case it is as impossible for mind to prove
its own causation as it is for water to rise above its
source, it may still be well, for the sake of further
argument, to sink this general consideration, and to
regard such spurious evidence of causation as is
presented by Materialism, without prejudice arising
from its being primd facie inadmissible.

Materialists, as already observed, are fond of
saying that the evidence of causation from neurosis to
psychosis is as good as such evidence can be proved
to be in any other case. Now, quite apart from the
general considerations just adduced to show that
from the peculiar nature of this case there can here
be no such evidence at all—quite apart from this,
and treating the problem on the lower ground of
the supposed analogy, it may be clearly shown that
the statement is untrue. For a little thought will
show that in point of fact the only resemblance
between this supposed case of causation and all
other cases of recognized causation, consists in the
invariability of the correlation between cerebral
processes and mental processes; in all other points
the analogy fails. For in all cases of recognized
causation there is a perceived connexion between
the cause and the effect; the antecedents are
physical, and the consequents are physical. But in
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*The passage from the physics of the brain to the corre-
sponding facts of consciousness is unthinkable. Granted
that a definite thought and a definite molecular action in the
brain occur simultaneously, we do not possess the intellectual
organ, nor apparently any rudiment of the organ, which
would enable us to pass, by a process of reasoning, from the
one phenomenon to the other. Theyappear together but we
do not know why. Were our minds and senses so expanded,
strengthened, and illuminated, as to enable us to see and feel
the very molecules of the brain ; were we capable of following
all their motions, all their groupings, all their electrical dis-
charges, if such there be ; and were we intimately acquainted
with the corresponding states of thought and feeling, we
should be as far as ever from the solution of the problem.
How are these physical processes connected with the facts
of consciousness? The chasm between the two classes of
phenomena would still remain intellectually impassable .

Next, in all cases of recognized causation there
is a perceived equivalency between cause and effect,
such equivalency belonging to the very essence of
that in which we conceive causation to consist.
But as between matter and motion on the one side,
and feeling and thought on the other, there can be
no such equivalency conceivable. That no such
equivalency is conceivable may be rendered apparent
on grounds of Materialism itself. For Materialism
is bound to accept the fundamental doctrine of
modern physics—that, viz. as to the conservation
of energy—and therefore it becomes evident that
unless we assimilate thought with energy, there is
no possibility of a causal relation, or a relation of
equivalency, as obtaining between the one and the

! British Association Report, 1868. Trans. of Sections, p. 5.

————— et
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other. For however little we may know about
brain-dynamics, materialists, at least, must take it
for granted that in every process of cerebration the
matter and force concerned are indestructible
quantities, and therefore that all their possible
equations are fully satisfied, could we but follow
them out. Howsoever complex we may suppose the
flux and reflux of forces to be within the structure
of a living brain, it is no more possible for any one
of the forces concerned to escape from brain to
mind, than it would be for such an escape to occur
in a steam-engine or a watch; the doctrine of the
conservation of energy forms an insuperable bar to
the supposition that any equation in the region of
physics can be left unsatisfied, in order to pass over
and satisfy some other equation in the region of
psychics.

Of course in saying this I am aware that some of
the more clear-sighted of the materialists have
plainly perceived this difficulty in all its magnitude,
and so have felt that unless it can be met, any theory
of Materialism must necessarily contain a radical
contradiction of principles. Some few materialists
have therefore sought to meet the difficulty in the
only way it can be met, viz. by boldly asserting
the possibility of thought and energy being trans-
mutable. On this view thought becomes a mode
of motion, and takes its rank among the forces as
identical in nature with heat, light, electricity, and
the rest. But this view is also inherently im-
possible. For suppose, as a matter of argument,

F



66 Monism.

that physiologists should discover a mechanical equi-
valent of thought, so that we might estimate the
value of a calculation in thermal units, or the * labour
of love’ in foot-pounds: still we should not be
out of our difficulties ; we should only have to cut
a twist of flax to find a lock of iron. For by thus
assimilating thought with energy, we should in no
wise have explained the fundamental antithesis be-
tween subject and object. The fact would remain,
if possible, more unaccountable than ever, that
mind should present absolutely no point of real
analogy with motion. Involved with the essential
idea of motion is the idea of extension ; suppress
the latter and the former must necessarily vanish,
for motion only means transition in space of
something itself extended. But thought, as far
as we can possibly know it, is known and distin-
guished by the very peculiarity of not having
extension. Therefore, even if we were to find
a mechanical equivalent of thought, thought would
still not be proved a mode of motion. On the
contrary, what would be proved would be that, in
becoming transformed into thought, energy had
ceased to be energy; in passing out of its relation
to space it would cease to exist as energy, and if
it again passed into that relation it would only be
by starting de nove on a new course of history.
Therefore the proof that thought has a mechanical
equivalent would simply amount to the proof, not
that thought #s energy, but that thought destroys
energy. And if Materialism were to prove this,
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Materialism would commit suicide. For if once it
were proved that the relation of energy to thought
is such that thought is able toabsorb or tempo-
rarily to annihilate energy, the whole argument
of Materialism would be inverted, and whatever
evidence there is of causation as between mind
and matter would become available in all its force
on the side of Spiritualism. This seems plain,
for if it even were conceivable—which most
distinctly it is not—that a motor could ever
become a motive, and so pass from the sphere of
dynamics into the sphere of consciousness, the
fact would go to prove, not that the motor was
the cause of the motive, but rather that the motive
was the cause of destroying the motor ; so that at
that point the otherwise unbroken chain of physical
sequences was interrupted by the motive striking
in upon it, and in virtue of the mysterious power
supposed to have been proved by physiology,
cancelling the motor, so allowing the nerve-centre
to act as determined by the motive.

Of course I wish it to be understood that I believe
we are here dealing with what I may call, in perhaps
suitably contradictory terms, inconceivable concep-
tions. But let it be remembered that I am not
responsible for this ambiguity ; I am only showing
what must be the necessary outcome of analysis if
we begin by endeavouring phenomenally to unite
the most antithetical of elements—mind and motion.
Materialism, at least, will not be the gainer should
it ever be proved that in the complex operations

F 2
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of the brain a unique exception occurs to the
otherwise universal law of the conservation of energy
in space.

We may, therefore, quit the suggestion that the
difficulty experienced by Materialism of showing
an equivalency between neurosis and psychosis
can ever be met by assuming that some day
mental processes may admit of being expressed
in terms of physical. But before leaving this
difficulty with regard to equivalency, 1 may
mention one other point that seems to me of
importance in connexion with it. I have already
said that if we suppose causation to proceed from
brain to mind, we must suppose this essential
requirement of equivalency between the cerebral
causes and the mental effects to be satisfied some-
where. But where are we to say that it is satisfied ?
Even if we suppose that thought has a mechanical
equivalent, and that causation proceeds in the
direction from energy to thought, still, when we
have regard to the supposed effects, we find that
even yet they bear no kind of equivalency to their
supposed causes. The brain of a Shakespeare
probably did not, as a system, exhibit so much
energy as does the brain of an elephant; and the
cerebral operations of a Darwin may not have had
a very perceptibly larger mechanical equivalent
than those of a banker’s clerk. Yet in the world
of thought the difference between our estimate of
the results, or ‘work done, in these cases is such
as to drive all ideas of equivalency to the winds.
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Doubtless, a materialist will answer that it is not
fair to take our estimate of ‘work done’ in the
world of mind as the real equivalent of the energy
supposed to have passed over from the world of
motion, seeing that our estimate is based, not on
the quantitative amount of thought produced, but
rather on its qualitative character with reference
to the social requirements of the race. But to this
it is enough to answer that we have no means of
gauging the quantity of thought produced other
than by having regard to ##s effects in the world
of mind, and this we cannot do except by having
regard to its qualitative character. Many a man,
for instance, must have consumed more than a
thousand times the brain-substance and brain-
energy that Shelley expended over his ¢ Qde to
a Skylark,’ and yet as a result have produced an
utterly worthless poem. Now, in what way are we
to estimate the ‘work done’ in two such cases,
except by looking to the relative effects produced
in the only region where they are produced, viz.
in the region of mind? Yet, when we do so
estimate them, what becomes of the evidence of
equivalency between the physical causes and the
psychical effects ?

Now if thus, whether or not we try to form an
estimate, it is impossible to show any semblance
of equivalency between the supposed causes and
the alleged effects, how can any one be found to
say that the evidence of causation is here as valid
as it is in any other case? The truth rather is
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that the alleged effects stand out of every relation
to the supposed causes, with the exception only of
being associated in time.

There still remains one other enormous difficulty
in the way of the theory of Materialism ; it neces-
sarily embodies the theory of conscious automatism,
and is therefore called upon to explain why con-
sciousness and thought have ever appeared upon
the scene of things at all. That this is the necessary
position of Materialism is casily proved as follows.
We have already seen that Materialism would
commit suicide by supposing that energy could
be transmuted into thought, for this would amount
to nothing short of supposing the destruction of
energy as such; and to suppose energy thus
destructible would be to open wide the door of
spiritualism. Materialism, therefore, is logically
bound to argue in this way: We cannot conceive
of a conscious idea, or mental change, as in any way
affecting the course of a cerebral reflex, or material
change ; while, on the other hand, our knowledge
of the conservation of energy teaches us as an
axiom that the cerebral changes must determine
each other in their sequence as in a continuous
series. Nowhere can we Supposc the physical
process to be interrupted or diverted by the
psychical process ; and therefore we must conclude
that thought and volition really play no part
whatever in determining action. Thoughts and
feelings are but indices which show in the mirror
of the mind certain changes that are proceeding
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in the matter of the brain, and are as inefficient
in influencing those changes as the shadow of
a cloud is powerless to direct the movements
of that of which it is the shadow.

But when Materialism reaches, in a clear and
articulate manner, this inference as a conclusion
necessary from its premises, it becomes opposed
at once to common sense and to the requirements
of methodical reason. It becomes opposed to
common sense because we all feel it is practically
impossible to believe that the world would now
have been exactly what it is even if consciousness,
thought, and volition had never appeared upon
the scene—that railway trains would have been
running filled with mindless passengers, or that
telephones would have been invented by brains
that could not think to speak to ears that could
not hear. And the conclusion is opposed to the
requirements of methodical reason, because reason
to be methodical is bound to have an answer to
the question that immediately arises from the
conclusion. This question simply is, Why have
consciousness, thought, and volition ever been
called into existence; and why are they related,
as they are related, to cerebral action? Materialism,
by here undertaking to prove that these things
stand uselessly isolated from all other things, is
bound to show some reason why they ever came
to be, and to be what they are. For observe,
it is not merely that these things exist in a sup-
posed unnecessary relation to all other things;
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the fact to be explained is that they exist in
a most intimately woven and invariable connexion
with certain highly complex forms of organic
structure and certain highly peculiar distributions
of physical force. Yet these unique and extra-
ordinary things are supposed by automatism to
be always results and never causes; in the theatre
of things they are supposed to be always spectators
and never actors; in the laboratory of life they
are supposed to be always by-products; and
therefore in the order of nature they are supposed
to have no raison d'étre. Such a state of matters
would be accountable enough if the stream of
mental changes were but partly, occasionally, and
imperfectly associated with the stream of material
changes; but as the association is so minute,
invariable, and precise, the hypothesis of the
association being merely accidental, or nof requiring
explanation, becomes, at the bar of methodical
reasoning, self-convicted of absurdity.

The state of the case, then, simply is that two dis-
tinct facts stand to be explained by the theory of
conscious automatism—first, why psychosis should
ever have been developed as a mysterious appen-
dage to neurosis; and, secondly, why the associa-
tion between these things should be so intimate
and precise. Assuredly, on the principles of
evolution, which materialists at least cannot afford
to disregard, it would be a wholly anomalous fact
that so wide and general a class of phenomena as
those of mind should have become developed in
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constantly ascending degrees throughout the animal
kingdom, if they are entirely without use to
animals. If psychosis is, as supposed, a function
of neurosis, the doctrine of natural selection alone
would forbid us to imagine that this function differs
from all other functions in being itself functionless.
If it would be detrimental to the theory of natural
selection that any one isolated structure—such as
the tail of a rattlesnake—should be adapted to
perform a function useless to the animal possessing
it, how utterly destructive of that theory would
be the fact that all the phenomena of mind have
been elaborated as functions of nerve-tissue
without any one of them ever having been of any
use either to the individual or to the species.
And the difficulty that thus arises is magnified
without limit when we remember that the pheno-
mena of mind are invariable in their association
with cerebral structure, grade for grade, and
process for process.

It is of no argumentative use to point to the
fact that many adaptive movements in animals
are performed by nerve-centres apart from any
association with consciousness or volition, because
all the facts on this head go to prove that con-
sciousness and volition come in most suggestively
just where adaptive movements begin to grow
varied and complex, and then continue to develop
with a proportional reference to the growing
variety and complexity of these movements.
The facts, therefore, irresistibly lead to the



74 Monism.

conclusion (if we argue here as we should in the
case of any other function) that consciousness
and volition are functions of nerve-tissue super-
added to its previous functions, in order to meet
new and more complex demands on its powers
of adaptation.

Neither is it of any argumentative use to point
to the fact that adaptive actions which originally
are performed with conscious volition may by
practice come to be performed without conscious
volition. For it is certain that no adaptive action
of quite a novel kind is ever performed from the
first without consciousness of its performance,
and therefore, although it is true that by repeti-
tion its performance may become mechanical or
unconscious, this does not prove that consciousness
was without use in producing the adaptive action.
It only proves that after a nervous mechanism
has been elaborated by the help of consciousness,
consciousness may be withdrawn and leave the
finished mechanism to work alone; the structure
having been completed, the scaffolding necessary
to its completion may be removed.

But passing over this difficulty which the theory
of conscious automatism seems bound to encounter
in its collision with the theory of natural selection,
the most insuperable of all its difficulties arises
from the bare fact, which it cannot explain, that
conscious intelligence exists, and exists in the
most intimate relation with one peculiar kind of
material structure. For automatists must concede
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that the evidence of causation in the region of
mind is at least as cogent as it is in the region
of matter, seeing that the whole science of
psychology is only rendered possible as a science
by the fundamental fact of observation that mental
antecedents determine mental consequents. There-
fore, if we call a physical sequence 4, B, C, and
a mental sequence a, &, ¢, automatists have to
explain, not merely why there should be such
a thing as a mental sequence at all, but also why
the sequence a, &, ¢ should always proceed, link
for link, with the sequence 4, B, C. It clearly
is no answer to say that the sequence A, B, C
implies the successive activity of certain definite
nerve-centres A’, B, C’, which have for their
subjective effects the sequence a, &, ¢, so that
whenever the sequence 4, B, C occurs the sequence
a, b, ¢ must likewise occur. This is no answer,
because it merely restates the hypothesis of
automatism, and begs the whole question to be
discussed. What methodical reason demands as
an answer is simply w/4y the sequence 4, B, C,
even though we freely grant it due to the
successive activity of certain definite nerve-centres,
should be attended by the sequence a, &, c
Reason perceives clearly enough that the sequence
a, b, ¢ belongs to a wholly different category from
the sequence 4, B, C, the one being immediately
known as a process taking place in a something
which is without extension or physical properties
of any kind, and the other taking place in a
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something which when translated by the previous
something, we recognize as having extension and
the other antithetical properties which we class
together as physical. There would of course be no
difficulty if the sequence A, B, C continued
through any amount of complexity in the same
conceivable category of being; so that there
would be nothing actually inconceivable in cerebral
sequence—changes running through D, E, F, &c.,
to an extent sufficient to cause wnconscious
automatism of any degree of complexity. But
that which does require explanation from auto-
matists is why automatism should have become
associated with consciousness, and this so intimately
that every change in the sequence A, B, C, &c.,
is accompanied by a particular and corresponding
change in the sequence a, &, ¢, &c. Thus, to
take a definite illustration, if on seeing the sun
I think of a paper on solar physics, and from this
pass to thinking of Mr. Norman Lockyer, and
from this to speculating on the probability of
certain supposed elements being really compounds,
there is here a definite causal connexion in the
sequence of my #koughts. But it is the last extrava-
gance of absurdity to tell me that the accompanying
causal sequences going on in my brain happen to
have exactly corresponded to the sequences which
were taking place in the mind, the two trains of se-
quences being each definite and coherent in them-
selves, and yet each proceeding link for link in lines
parallel with the other. Without some theory
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of pre-established harmony—which, of course,
it is no part of automatism to entertain—it would,
on the doctrine of chances alone, be impossible
to suppose that the causal sequences in the brain
always happen to be just those which, by running
link for link with another set of causal sequences
taking place in the mind, enable both the series
to be definite and coherent in themselves. There-
fore, before reason can allow the theory of auto-
matism to pass, it must be told how this wonderful
fact of parallelism is to be explained. There
must be some connexion between the intrinsically
coherent series 4, B, C and the no less intrinsically
coherent sequence g, &, ¢, which may be taken as
an explanation why they coincide each to each.
What is this connexion? We do not know :
but we have now seen that, whatever it is, it
cannot be an ordinary causal connexion—first,
because the doctrine of the conservation of energy
makes it incumbent on us to believe that the
procession of physical cause and effect is complete
within the region of brain—a closed circle, as
it were, from which no energy can, without
argumentative suicide, be supposed to escape
into the region of mind; and next, because,
even were this difficulty disregarded, it is un-
accountable that the causative influence (whatever
it is supposed to be), which passes over from the
region of physics into that of psychics, should be
such as to render the psychical series coherent in
itself, when on the physical side the series must be
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determined by purely physical conditions, having
no reference whatsoever to psychical requirements.

Thus it is argumentatively impossible for Ma-
terialism to elude the necessity of explaining the
kind of connexion which it supposes to subsist
between neurosis and psychosis; and forasmuch
4s the above considerations clearly show this
connexion cannot be accepted as one of ordinary
causality without some answer being given to the
questions which reason has to ask, Materialism
must be ruled out of court if she fails to respond
to the demand. But it is no less clearly impossible
that she can respond to the demand, and therefore
at the bar of Philosophy Materialism must be
pronounced, for this as well as for the reasons
previously cited, conspicuously inadequate to ac-
count for the facts.
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volition, a feeling in his consciousness which I cannot perceive,
is part of the train of physical facts which I may perceive,—
this is neither true nor untrue, but nonsense; it is a com-
bination of words whose corresponding ideas will not go
together ')

And seeing that the correlatives are in each case
the same, it is similarly ¢nonsense’ to assert the
converse proposition: or, in other words, it is
equally nonsense to speak of mental action causing
cerebral action, or of cerebral action causing mental
action—nonsense of the same kind as it would be
to speak of the Pickwick Papers causing a storm at
sea, or the eruption of a volcano causing the forty-
seventh proposition in the first book of Euclid.

We see, then, that two of the three possible
theories of things contain the elements of their own
destruction : when carefully analyzed, both these
theories are found to present inherent contradictions.
On this account the third, or only alternative theory,
comes to us with a large antecedent presumption in
its favour. For it comes to us,as it were, on a clear
field, or with the negative advantage of having no
logical rivals to contend with. The other two
suggestions having been weighed in the balance and
found wanting, we are free to look to the new-comer
as quite unopposed. This new-comer must, indeed,
be interrogated as carefully as his predecessors, and,
like them, must be judged upon his own merits.
But as he constitutes our last possible hope of
solving the question which he professes himself able

\ [ ectures and Essays, vol. il. pp. 50-7
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to solve, the absolute failure of his predecessors
entitles him to a patient hearing. By the method
of exclusion his voice is now the only voice that
remains to be heard, and unless it can speak to
better purpose than the others, we shall have no
alternative but to abandon the facts as inexplicable,
or to confess that it is necessarily impossible for
the human mind ever to arrive at any theory of
things.

Before proceeding to state or to examine this
third and last of the suggested theories, it is de-
sirable—in order still further to define its sfatus
a@ priori—that I should exhibit the reason why the
two other suggestions have necessarily failed. For
to my mind it is perfectly obvious that this reason
is to be found, and found only, in the fact that they
are both dualistic. The inherent, the fatal, and
the closely similar difficulties which attach to both
the dualistic theories, attach to them merely
because they are dualistic. The ‘nonsense’ of
each of them is really identical, and arises only
because they both make the same irrational attempt
to find more in the effect than they have put into
the cause. In other words, both the dualistic
theories suppose that the physical chains of causa-
tion is complete within itself, and that the mental
chain is also complete within itself: yet they both
proceed to the contradiction that one of these
chains is able to allow some of its causal influence
to escape, as it were, in order to constitute the
other chain. It makes no difference, in point of
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logic, whether such an escape is supposed to take
place from the physical chain (materialism) or from
the mental chain (spiritualism): in either case the
fundamental principle of causality is alike impugned
—the principle, that is, of there being an equiva-
lency between cause and effect, such that you
cannot get more out of your effect than you have
put into your cause. Both these dualistic theories,
although they take opposite views as to which of
the two chains of causation is the cause of the other,
nevertheless agree in supposing that there are two
chains of causation, and that one of them does act
causally upon the other: and it is in this matter
of their common consent that they both commit
suicide. Every process in the physical sphere
must be supposed to have its equations satisfied
within that sphere : else the doctrine of the conser-
vation of energy would be contravened, and thus
the causation contemplated could no longer be
contemplated as physical. Similarly, every process
in the mental sphere must be supposed to have its
equations satisfied within that sphere : else the causa-
tion contemplated could no longer be contemplated
1s mental : some of the equations must be supposed
not to have been satisfied within the mental sphere,
but to have been carried over into the physical
sphere—thus to have either created or destroyed
certain quantities of energy within that sphere, and
thus, also, to have introduced elements of endless
confusion into the otherwise orderly system of
Nature.
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From this vice of radical contradiction, to which
both the dualistic theories are committed, the
monistic theory is free. Moreover, as we shall
immediately find, it is free to combine the elements
of truth which severally belong to both the other
theories. These other theories are each concerned
with what they see upon different sides of the
same shield. The facts which they severally receive
they severally report, and their reports appear
to contradict each other. But truth can never be
really in contradiction with other truth; and it is
reserved for Monism, by taking a simultaneous view
of both sides, to reconcile the previously apparent
contradictions. For these and other reasons, which
will unfold themselves as we proceed, I fully agree
with the late Professor Clifford where he says of
this theory— It is not merely a speculation, but
is a result to which all the greatest minds that have
studied this question (the relation between body
and mind) in the right way have gradually been
approximating for a long time. This theory is,
as we have already seen, that mental phenomena
and physical phenomena, although apparently
diverse, are really identical. ;

If we thus unite in a higher synthesis the elements
both of spiritualism and of materialism, we obtain a
product which satisfies every fact of feeling on the
one hand, and of observation on the other. We
have only to suppose that the antithesis between
mind and motion—subject and object—is itself
phenomenal or apparent : not absolute or real. We

G2
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have only to suppose that the seeming duality is
relative to our modes of apprehension: and, there-
fore, that any change taking place in the mind, and
any corresponding change taking place in the brain,
are really not two changes, but one change. When
a violin is played upon we hear a musical sound,
and at the same time we see a vibration of the
strings. Relatively to our consciousness, therefore,
we have here two sets of changes, which appear to
be very different in kind ; yet we know that in an
absolute sense they are one and the same: we know
that the diversity in consciousness is created only
by the difference in our mode of perceiving the
same events—whether we see or whether we hear
the vibration of the strings. Similarly, we may
suppose that a vibration of nerve-strings and a
process of thought are really one and the same
event, which is dual or diverse only in relation to
our modes oif perceiving it.

Or, to take another and a better illustration, in an
Edison lamp the light which is emitted from the
burner may be said indifferently to be caused by the
number of vibrations per second going on in the
carbon, or by the temperature of the carbon; for
this rate of vibration could not take place in the
carbon without constituting that degree of tempera-
ture which affects our eyes as luminous. Similarly,
a train of thought may be said indifferently to be
caused by brain-action or by mind-action; for, ex
Jypothesi, the one could not take place without the
other. Now when we contemplate the phenomena
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of volition by themselves, it is as though we were
contemplating the phenomena of light by them-
selves: volition is produced by mind in brain, just
as light is produced by temperature in carbon.
And just as we may correctly speak of light as the
cause, say, of a photograph, so we may correctly
speak of volition as the cause of bodily movement.
That particular kind of physical activity which takes
place in the carbon could not take place without the
light which causes a photograph ; and, similarly,
that particular kind of physical activity which takes
place in the brain could not take place without the
volition which causes a bodily movement. So that
volition is as truly a cause of bodily movement as is
the physical activity of the brain; seeing that, in an
absolute sense, the cause is one and the same. But
if we once clearly perceive that what in a relative
sense we know as volition is, in a similar sense,
the cause of bodily movement, we terminate the
question touching the freedom of the will. It thus
becomes a mere matter of phraseology whether
we speak of the will determining, or being deter-
mined by, changes going on in the external world ;
justas it is but a matter of phraseology whether we
speak of temperature determining. or being deter-
mined by, molecular vibration. All the require-
ments alike of the free-will and of the bond-will
hypotheses are thus satisfied by a synthesis which
comprises them both. On the one hand, it would
be as impossible for an wnconscious automaton to
do the work or to perform the adjustments of a
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conscious agent, as it would be for an Edison lamp
to give out light and cause a photograph when not
heated by an electric current. On the other hand,
it would be as impossible for the will to originate
bodily motion without the occurrence of a strictly
physical process of cerebration, as it would be for
light to shine in an Edison lamp which had been
deprived of its carbon-burner.

The great advantage of this theory is, that it
supposes only one stream of causation, in which
both mind and motion are simultaneously concerned.
The theory, therefore, escapes all the difficulties
and contradictions with which both spiritualism and
materialism are beset. Thus, motion is supposed to
be producing nothing but motion; mind-changes
nothing but mind-changes—both producing both
simultaneously : neither could be what it is with-
out the other, because without the other neither
could be the cause which in fact it is. Impossible.
therefore, is the supposition of the materialist that
consciousness is adventitious, or that in the absence
of mind the changes of the brain could be what
they are; for it belongs to the very causation of
these movements that they should have a mental
side. And equally impossible is the supposition of
the spiritualist that the cerebral processes are
adventitious, or that in the absence of brain the
changes of the mind could be what they are; for it
belongs to the very causation of these changes that
they should have a material side. Furthermore, the
use of mind to animals and to men is thus rendered







CHAPTER 1V,

THE WORLD AS AN EJECT.

IN the Introduction to this essay I have sought to
show that there are, for the purposes of practical
discussion, but three theories of the World of Being.
There is, first, the theory of Materialism, which
supposes matter in motion to be the ultimate or
self-existing Reality, and, therefore, the cause of
mind. Next, there is the theory of Spiritualism,
which supposes mind to be the ultimate Reality,
and, therefore, the cause of matter in motion.
Lastly, there is the theory of Monism which
supposes matter in motion to be substantially
identical with mind, and, therefore, that as between
mind and matter in motion there is no causal
relation either way. Inthe foregoing chapters I have
considered these three theories, and argued that
of them the last-mentioned is the only one which
satisfies all the facts of feeling on the one hand,
and of observation on the other. The theory of
Monism alone is able to explain, without inherent
contradiction, the phenomena both of the sub-
jective and objective spheres.
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It is my present purpose to extend the consider-
ations already presented. Assuming the theory
of Monism, I desire to ascertain the result to
which it will lead when applied to the question
whether we ought to regard the external world
as of a character mental or non-mental. As ob-
served in my Rede Lecture (supra, p. 33), this
question has already been considered by the late
Professor Clifford, who decided that on the mon-
istic theory the probability pointed towards the
external world being of a character non-mental ;
that, although the whole universe is composed of
* mind-stuff,’ the universe as a whole is mindless.
This decision I then briefly criticized ; it is now my
object to contemplate the matter somewhat more
in detail.

I will assume, on account of reasons previously
given, that when we speak of matter in motion we
do not at all know what it is that moves, nor do we
know at all what it is that we mean by motion.
Therefore if, as unknown quantities, we call matter
a and motion &, all we are entitled to affirm is that
a+b = z, where 7 is a known quantity, or mind.
Obversely stated, we may say that the known
quantity z is capable of being resolved into the
unknown @+ 4. But, inasmuch as both # and & are
unknown, we may simplify matters by regarding
their sum as a single unknown quantity x, which
we take to be substantially identical with its
obverse aspect known as z.

Here, then; are our data. The theory of Monism



9o Monism.

teaches that what we perceive as matter in motion,
x, is the obverse of what we know as mind, 2.
What, then, do we know of z? In the first place,
we well know that this is the only entity with
which we are acquainted, so to speak, at first hand ;
all our knowledge of x (which is the only other
knowledge we possess) is possible only in so far as
we are able to translate it into terms of z. In the
next place, we know that z is itself an entity of the
most enormous complexity. Standing as a symbol
of the whole range of individual subjectivity, it may
be said to constitute for each individual the symbol
of his own personality—or the sum total of his
conscious life. Now each individual knows by
direct knowledge that his conscious life is, as I have
said, of enormous complexity, and that numberless
ingredients of feeling, thought, and volition are
therein combined in numberless ways. Therefore
the symbol z may be considered as the sum of
innumerable constituent parts, grouped infer se in
numberless systems of more or less complexity.
From these considerations we arrive at the
following conclusions. The theory of Monism
teaches that all z is x; but it does not, therefore,
necessarily teach that all x is 2. Nevertheless, it
does teach that ifall xis not 2, this must be because
v is 5, plus something more than 2, as a little
thought will be sufficient to show. Thus, the four
annexed diagrams exhaust the logical possibilities
of any case, where the question is as to the inclusion
or exclusion of one quantity by another. In Fig. 1
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the two quantities are coincident ; in Fig 2 the one
is wholly included by the other; in Fig. 3 it is
partially included ; and in Fig. 4 wholly excluded.
Now in the present case, and upon the data
supplied, the logical possibilities are exhausted by
Figs. 1 and 2. For, upon these data, Figs. 3 and 4
obviously represent logical impossibilities; no part
of Mind can, according to these data, stand outside

(2
(&

Fig. 2 Fig. 3 Fig. 4

the limits of Matter and Motion. Therefore, if the
Ego is not coincident with the Non-ego (or if all »
is not 2, as in Fig. 1), this can only be because the
Ego is less extensive than the Non-ego (or because
x is # plus something more than 2, as in Fig. 2).

Of these two logical possibilities Idealism, in its
most extreme form, may adopt the first. For
Idealism in this form may hold that apart from the
Ego there is no external world; that outside of =
there is no x; that the only esse is the percipi.
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But, as very few persons nowadays are prepared to
go the length of seriously maintaining that in actual
fact there is no external world save in so far as this
1s perceived by the individual mind, I need not
wait to consider this possibility. We are thus

Fig. 7

practically shut up to a consideration of the pos-
sibility marked 2.

The theory of Monism, then, teaches that x is 2
plus something more than z; and therefore it
becomes a matter of great moment to consider the
probable nature of the overplus. For it obviously
does not follow that because x is greater than ¢ in
a logical sense, therefore # must be greater than 2
in a psychological sense. Save upon the theory of
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Idealism (with which Monism is not specially
concerned) the amount (whatever it may be) wherein
x is greater than 2z, may not present any psy-
chological signification at all. We may find that
the surface of our globe is considerably larger
than that of the dry land, and yet it may not follow
that the mental-life to be met with in the sea is
psychologically superior to that which occurs on dry
land. If, therefore, we represent by comparative
shading degrees of psychological excellence, it is
evident that the theory of Monism must entertain
the three possibilities indicated diagrammatically in
Figs. 5. 6, and 7. It makes no difference what the
comparative areas of x-and 2z may be, or whether
x be uniformly shaded throughout its extent. All
we have so far to notice is that the fact of logical
inclusion does not necessarily carry with it the
implication of psychological superiority.

Next we must notice that besides our own sub-
jectivities, we have cognizance of being surrounded
by many other inferred subjectivities more or less
like in kind (i. e. other human minds); and also yet
many other inferred subjectivities more or less unlike,
but all inferior (i.e. the minds of lower animals,
young children, and idiots). Following Clifford,
I will call these inferred subjectivities by the name
of ejects, and assign to them the symbol y. Thus,
in the following discussion, x = the objective world.
¥ = the ejective world, and z = subjective world.
Now, the theory of Monism supposes that z, y, and
z are all alike in kind, but present no definite
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teaching as to how far they may differ in degree.
We may, however, at once allow that between the
psychological value of z and that of y there is a
wide difference of degree; and also that, while the
value of z is a fixed quantity, that of y varies greatly
in the different parts of the area y. Our scheme,
therefore, will now adopt this form—

But the important question remains how we
ought to shade x According to Clifford, this
ought scarcely to be shaded at all, while according
to theologians (and theists generally) it ought to be
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shaded so much more deeply than either y or z,
that the joint representation in one diagram would
only be possible by choosing for the shading of x
a colour different from that employed for y and 2,
and assigning to that colour a representative value
higher than that assigned to the other in the ratio
of one to infinity, It will be my object to estimate
the relative probability of these rival estimates of
the psychological value of .

Starting from z as our centre, we know that this
is an isolated system of subjectivity, and hence we
infer that all y is composed of analogous systems,
resembling one another as to their isolation, and
differing only in their degrees of psychological
value. Now this, translated into terms of x (or
into terms of objectivity), means that z is an
isolated system of matter in motion, and that the
same has to be said of all the constituent parts of
7. In other words, both subjectivity and ejectivity
are only known under the condition of being
isolated from objectivity ; which, obversely con-
sidered, means that the matter in motion here
concerned is temporarily separated off from the
rest of the objective world, in such wise that it
forms a distinct system of its own. If any part of
the objective world rudely forces its way within
the machinery of that system, it is at the risk of
disarranging the machinery and stopping its work—
as is the case when a bullet enters the brain. Such
converse as the brain normally holds with the
external world, is held through the appointed
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channels of the senses, whereby appropriate causa-
tion is supplied to keep the otherwise isolated
system at work. We know, from physiological
evidence, that when such external causation is
withheld, the isolated system ceases to work ; there-
fore, the isolation, although complete under one
point of view, under another point of view Iis
incomplete. It is complete only in the sense in
which the isolation of a machine is complete—i.e.
it is in itself a working system, yet its working is
ultimately dependent upon causation supplied from
without in certain appropriate ways. This truth is
likewise testified to on the obverse aspect of
psychology. For analysis shows that all our
mental processes (however complex they may be
internally) are ultimately dependent on impressions
of the external world gained through the senses.
Whether regarded objectively or subjectively,
therefore, we find that it is the business of the
isolated system to elaborate, by its internal pro-
cesses, the raw materials which are supplied to it
from without. Seeing, then, that the isolation of the
system is thus only partial, we may best apply
to it the term circumscribed. Such partial isolation
or circumscription of matter in motion—so that
it shall in itself constitute a little working micro-
cosm—appears to be the first condition to the
being of a subjective personality. Why, then, does
not the working of a machine present a subjective

side ?
Our answer to this question is to be found in the
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following considerations. We are going upon the
hypothesis that all mind is matter in motion, and
that all matter in motion is mind—or, as Clifford
phrased it, that all the external world is composed
of mind-stuff. No matter how lightly we may
shade z, we are assuming that it must be shaded,
and not left perfectly white. Now, both mind and
matter in motion admit of degrees: first as to
quantity, next as to velocity, and lastly as to com-
plexity. But the degrees of matter in motion are
found, in point of observable fact, not to correspond
with those of mind, save in the last particular of
complexity, where there is unquestionably an
evident correspondence. Therefore it is that a
machine, although conforming to the prime con-
dition of subjectivity in being a circumscribed
system of matter in motion, nevertheless does not
attain to subjectivity : the # does not rise to = be-
cause the internal processes of + are not sufficiently
intricate, or their intricacy is not of the appropriate
kind. From which it follows that although, as
I have said, all matter in motion is mind, merely as
matter in motion (or irrespective of the kinds and
degrees of both) it may not necessarily be mind in
the elaborated form of consciousness : it may only
be the raw material of mind—or, as Clifford called
it, mind-stuff. Thus, although all conscious volition
is matter in motion, it does not follow that all
matter in motion is conscious volition. Which
Serves to restate the question as to how far it js
probable, or improbable, that all matter in motion
H
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is conscious volition—i.e, how deeply we ought to
shade z.

Well, the first thing to be considered in answer-
ing this question is that, according to the theory of
Monism, we Anow that it is within the range of
possibility for matter in motion to reach a level of
intricacy which shall yield conscious volition, and
even self-conscious thought of an extremely high
order of development. Therefore, the only question
is as to whether it is possible, or in any way probable,
that matter in motion as occurring in x resembles, in
point of intricacy, matter in motion as occurring in 2.
Professor Clifford perceived that this is the core of
the question, and staked the whole answer to it
on an extremely simple issue. He said that unless
we can show in the disposition of heavenly bodies
some morphological resemblance to the structure
of 2 human brain, we are precluded from rationally
entertaining any probability that self-conscious
volition belongs to the universe. Obviously, this
way of presenting the case is so grossly illogical
that even the exigencies of popular exposition can-
not be held to justify the presentation. For aught
that we can know to the contrary, not merely the
highly specialized structure of the human brain, but
even that of nervous matter in general, may only
be one of a thousand possible ways in which the
material and dynamical conditions required for the
apparition of self-consciousness can be secured. To
imagine that the human brain of necessity exhausts
these possibilities is in the last degree absurd.
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Therefore, we may suggest the following presenta-
tion of Clifford’s case as one that is less obviously
inadequate :—if any resemblance to the material
and dynamical conditions of the microcosm can be
detected in the macrocosm, we should have good
reason to ascribe to the latter those attributes of
subjectivity which we know as belonging to the
former: but if no such resemblance can be traced,
we shall have some reason to suppose that these
attributes do not belong to the universe. Even this,
however, I should regard as much too wide a state-
ment of the case. To take the particular conditions
under which alone subjectivity is known to occur
upon a single planet as exhausting the possibilities
of its occurrence elsewhere, is too flagrant a use of
the method of simple enumeration to admit of a
moment’s countenance. Even the knowledge that
we have of the two great conditions under which
terrestrial subjectivities occur—circumscription and
complexity—is only empirical. It may well be
that elsewhere (or apart from the conditions imposed
by nervous tissue) subjectivity is possible irrespective
both of circumscription and of complexity. There-
fore, properly or logically regarded, the great use
of the one exhibition of subjectivity furnished to
human experience, is the proof thus furnished that
subjectivity is possible under some conditions ; and
the utmost which on the grounds of such proof
human experience is entitled to argue is, that
probably, if subjectivity is possible elsewhere, its
possibility is given by those conditions of circum-
H 2
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scription and complexity in the material and
dynamical relations concerned, which we find to be
the invariable and quantitative concomitants of
subjectivity within experience. But thisisa widely
different thing from saying that the only kind of
such circumscription and complexity—or the only
disposition of these relations—which can present a
subjective side is that which is found in the
structures and functions of a nervous system.

Now, if we fix our attention merely on this
matter of complexity, and refuse to be led astray
by obviously false analogies of a more special kind,
I think there can be no question that the macrocosm
does furnish amply sufficient opportunity, as it
were, for the presence of subjectivity, even if it be
assumed that subjectivity can only be yielded by an
order of complexity analogous to that of a nervous
system. For,considering the material and dynamical
system of the universe as a whole, it is obvious that
the complexity presented is greater than that of
any of its parts. Not only is it true that all these
parts are included in the whole, and that even the
visible sidereal system alone presents movements of
enormous intricacy !, but we find, for instance, that
even within the limits of this small planet there is

| If we imagine the visible sidereal system compressed within the
limits of a human skull, so that all its movements which we now
recognize as molar should become molecular, the complexity of such
movement would probably be as great as that which takes place in
a human brain. Yet to this must be added all the molecular move-
ments which are now going on in the sidereal system, visible and
invisible.
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presented to actual observation a peculiar form of
circumscribed complex, fully comparable with that
of the individual brain, and yet external to each
individual brain. For the so-called *social organ-
ism,” although composed of innumerable individual
personalities, is, with regard to each of its constituent
units, a part of the objective world—just as the
human brain would be, were each of its constituent
cells of a construction sufficiently complex to yield
a scparate personality.

If to this it be objected that, as a matter of fact,
the social organism does not possess a self-conscious
personality, I will give a twofold answer. In the
first place, Who told the objector that it has not ?
For aught that any one of its constituent person-
alities can prove to the contrary, this social
organism may possess self-conscious personality of
the most vivid character: its constituent human
minds may be born into it and die out of it as do
the constituent cells of the human body: it may
feel the throes of war and famine, rejoice in the
comforts of peace and plenty: it may appreciate
the growth of civilization as its passage from child-
hood to maturity. If this at first sight appears
a grotesque supposition, we must remember that it
would appear equally so to ascribe such possibilities
to the individual brain, were it not for the irrele-
vant accident of this particular form of complex
standing in such relation to our own subjectivity
that we are able to verify the fact of its ejectivity.
Thus, for aught that we can tell to the contrary,
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Comte may have been even more justified than his
followers suppose, in teaching the personification of
Humanity.

But, in the next place, if the social organism is
not endowed with personality, this may be for
either one of two reasons. All the conditions
required for attaining so high a level of psychical
perfection may not be here present; oOr else the
level of psychical perfection may be higher than
that which we know as personality. This latter
alternative will be considered in another relation
by-and-by, so I will not dwell upon it now. But
with reference to all these possible contingencies,
I may observe that we are not without clear indica-
tions of the great fact that the high order of
complexity which has been reached by the social
organism 75 accompanied by evidence of something
which we may least dimly define as resembling sub-
jectivity. In numberless ways, which I need not wait
to enumerate, we perceive that society exhibits the
phenomena both of thought and conduct. And these
phenomena cannot always be explained by regard-
ing them as the sum of the thoughts and actions
of its constituent individuals—or, at least, they can
only be so regarded by conceding that the thoughts
and actions of the constituent individuals, when
thus summated, yield a different product from that
which would be obtained by a merely arithmetical
computation of the constituent parts: the composite
product differs from its component elements, as
H,O differs from 2H+O. The general truth of
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this remark will, I believe, be appreciated by all
historians. Seeing that ideas are often, as it is said,
‘in the air’ before they are condensed in the mind
of individual genius, we habitually speak of the
¢ Zeit-geist’ as the product of a kind of collective
psychology, which is something other than the mere
sum of all the individual minds of a generation. That
is to say, we regard society as an eject, and the
more that a man studies the thought and conduct of
society, the more does he become convinced that
we are right in so regarding it. Of course this
eject is manifestly unlike that which we form of
another individual mind : it is much more general,
vague, and so far unlike the pattern of our own
subjectivity that even to ascribe to it the important
attribute of personality is felt, as we have just seen,
to approach the grotesque. Still, in this vague and
general way we do ascribe to society ejective
existence: we habitually think of the whole world
of human thought and feeling as a psychological
complex, which is other than, and more than, a
mere shorthand enumeration ofall the thoughts and
feelings of all individual human beings,

The ejective existence thus ascribed to society
serves as a stepping-stone to the yet more vague
and general ascription of such existence to the
Cosmos. At first, indeed, or during the earliest
stages of culture, the ascription of ejective existence
to the external world is neither vague nor general :
on the contrary, it is most distinct and specific.
Beginning in the rudest forms of animism, where
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every natural process admits of being immediately
attributed to the volitional agency of an unseen
spirit, anthropomorphism sets out upon its long
course of development, which proceeds pari passu
with the development of abstract thought. Man,
as it has been truly said, universally makes God in
his own image ; and it is difficult to see how the
case could be otherwise. Universally the eject
must assume the pattern of the subject, and it is
only in the proportion that this pattern presents
the features of abstract thinking that the image
which it throws becomes less and less man-like.
Hence, as Mr. Fiske has shown in detail, so soon
as anthropomorphism has assumed its highest state
of development, it begins to be replaced by a con-
tinuous growth of ‘deanthropomorphism,” which,
passing through polytheism into monotheism, even-
tually ends in a progressive  purification’ of theism
—by which is meant a progressive metamorphosis
of the theistic conception, tending to remove from
Deity the attributes of Humanity. The last of
these attributes to disappear is that of personality,
and when this final ecdysis has been performed,
the eject which remains is so unlike its original
subject, that, as we shall immediately find, it is
extremely difficult to trace any points of re-
semblance between them.

Now it is with this perfect, or imago condition of
the world-eject, that we have to do. Mr. Herbert
Spencer, in what I consider the profoundest reaches
of his philosophic thought, has well shown, on the
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one hand, how impossible it is to attribute to Deity
any of the specific attributes of mind as known to
ourselves subjectively; and, on the other hand, how
it is possible to conceive ‘symbolically’ that the
universe may be instinct with a ‘quasi-psychical’
principle, as greatly transcending personality
as personality transcends mechanical motion !,
Accepting, then, the world-eject in this its highest
conceivable stage of evolution, I desire to con-
template it under the light of the monistic theory.

We have seen that, whether we look upon the
subjective or objective face of personality, we find
that personality arises from limitation—or, as I
have previously termed it, circumscription. Now,
we have no evidence, nor are we able to conceive,
of the external world as limited : consequently we
are not able to conceive, of the world-eject as
personal. But, inasmuch as personality arises only
from limitation, the conclusion that the world-
eject is impersonal does not tend to show that it
is of lower psychical value than conscious per-
sonality : on the contrary, it tends to show that it
is probably of higher psychical value. True, we
are not able to conceive actually of mind as
impersonal ; but we can see that this merely arises
from our only experience of mind being given
under conditions of personality ; and, as just ob-
served, it is possible to conceive symbolically
that there may be a form of mind as greatly

' Principles of Psychology, vol, i, Pp- 159-61; KEssays, vol. iii.
PP- 240-9; and First Principles, p. 26.
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transcending personality as personality transcends
mechanical motion.

Now, although we cannot conceive of such a
mind actually, we may most probably make the
nearest approach to conceiving of it truly. by
provisionally ascribing to it the highest attributes
of mind as known to ourselves, or the attributes
which belong to human personality. Just as a
thinking insect would derive a better, or more true,
conception of human personality by considering it
ejectively than by considering it objectively (or by
considering the mind-processes as distinguished
from the brain-processes), so, if there is a form of
mind immeasurably superior to our own, we may
probably gain a more faithful—howsoever still
inadequate—conception of it by contemplating its
operations ejectively than by doing so objectively.
I will, therefore, speak of the world-eject as pre-
senting conscious volition, on the understanding
that if x does not present either consciousness or
volition, this must be—according to the funda-
mental assumption of psychism on which we are now
proceeding—because x presents attributes at least
as much higher than consciousness or volition as
these are higher than mechanical motion. For
when we consider the utmost that our conscious
volition is able to accomplish in the way of
contrivance—how limited its knowledge, how short
its duration, how restricted its range, and how
imperfect its adaptations—we can only conclude
that ¢ the ultimate constitution of all things is



The World as an Eject. 107

pyschical, the philosophy of the Cosmos becomes a
‘ philosophy of the Unconscious” only because it is
a philosophy of the Superconscious.

Now, if once we feel ourselves able to transcend
the preliminary—and doubtless very considerable—
difficulty of symbolically conceiving the world-eject
as super-conscious, and (because not limited) also
super-personal, I think there can be no question
that the world-object furnishes overwhelming proof
of psychism. I candidly confess that I am not
myself able to overcome the preliminary difficulty
in question. By discharging the elements of per-
sonality and conscious volition from the world-eject,
I appear to be discharging from my conception
of mind all that most distinctively belongs to
that conception ; and thus I seem to be brought
back again to the point from which we started:
the world-eject appears to have again resolved
itself into the unknown quantity x. But here we
must distinguish between actual conception and
symbolical conception. Although it is unquestion-
ably true that I can form no actual conception
of Mind save as an eject of personality and
conscious volition, it is a question whether I am
not able to form a symbolical conception of Mind
as thus extended. For I know that consciousness,
implying as it does continual change in serial order
of circumscribed mental processes, is not (symboli-
cally considered) the highest conceivable exhibition
of Mind ; and just as a mathematician is able to deal
symbolically with space of # dimensions, while only
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able really to conceive of space as limited to three
dimensions, so I feel that I ought not to limit the
abstract possibilities of mental being by what I may
term the accidental conditions of my own being.

[ need scarcely wait to show why it appears to
me that if this position is granted, the world-object
furnishes, as I have said, overwhelming proof of
psychism ; for this proof has been ably presented
by many other writers. There is first the
antecedent improbability that the human mind
should be the highest manifestation of subjectivity
in this universe of infinite objectivity. There is
next the fact that throughout this universe of
infinite objectivity—so far, at least, as human
observation can extend—there is unquestionable
evidence of some one integrating principle, whereby
all its many and complex parts are correlated with
one another in such wise that the result is universal
order. And if we take any part of the whole
system—such as that of organic nature on this
planet—to examine in more detail, we find that it
appears to be instinct with contrivance. So to
speak, wherever we tap organic nature, it seems to
flow with purpose ; and, as we shall presently see,
upon the monistic theory the evidence of purpose is
here in no way attenuated by a full acceptance of
any of the ‘mechanical’ explanations furnished
by science. Now, these large and important facts
of observation unquestionably point, as just
observed, to some one integrating principle as
pervading the Cosmos ; and, if so, we can scarcely
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be wrong in supposing that among all our
conceptions it must hold nearest kinship to that
which is our highest conception of an integrating
cause—viz., the conception of psychism. Assuredly
no human mind could either have devised or
maintained the working of even a fragment of
Nature; and, therefore, it seems but reasonable to
conclude that the integrating principle of the
whole—the Spirit, as it were, of the Universe—
must be something which, while as I have said
holding nearest kinship with our highest conception
of disposing power, must yet be immeasurably
superior to the psychism of man. The world-eject
thus becomes invested with a psychical value as
greatly transcending in magnitude that of the
human mind, as the material frame of the universe
transcends in its magnitude the material frame
of the human body. Therefore, without in any
way straining the theory of Monism, we may provi-
sionally shade x more deeply than z, and this in
some immeasurable degree.

One other matter remains to be considered with
reference to this world-eject as sanctioned by
Monism. It leaves us free to regard all natural
causation as a direct exhibition of psychism. The
prejudice against anything approaching a theistic
interpretation of the Universe nowadays arises
chiefly from the advance of physical science having
practically revealed the ubiquity of natural causes.
It is felt that when a complete explanation of any
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given phenomenon has been furnished in terms of
these causes, there is no need to go further ; the
phenomenon has been rendered intelligible on its
mechanical side, and therefore it is felt that we
have no reason to suppose that it presents a mental
side—any supplementary causation of a mental
kind being regarded as superfluous. Even writers
who expressly repudiate this reasoning prove them-
selves to be habitually under its influence; for we
constantly find that such writers, after conceding
the mechanical explanations as far as these have
been proved, take their stand upon the more
intricate phenomena of Nature where, as yet, the
mechanical explanations are not - forthcoming.
Whether it be at the origin of life, the origin of
sentiency, of instinct, of rationality, of morality, or
of religion, these writers habitually argue that here,
at least, the purely mechanical interpretations fail ;
and that here, consequently, there is still room left
for a psychical interpretation. Of course the
pleading for theism thus supplied is seen by others
to be of an extremely feeble quality; for while, on
the one hand, it rests only upon ignorance of
natural causation (as distinguished from any know-
ledge of supernatural causation), on the other hand,
abundant historical analogies are available to show
that it is only a question of time when pleading of
this kind will become more and more restricted in
its subject-matter, till eventually it be altogether
silenced. But the pleading which Monism is here
able to supply can never be silenced.
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For, according to Monism, all matter in motion
is mind ; and, therefore, matter in motion is merely
the objective revelation, 7o us and for us, of that
which in its subjective aspect—or in its ultimate
reality—is mind. Just as the operations of my
friend’s mind can only be revealed to me through
the mechanical operations of his body, so it may
very well be that the operations of the Supreme
Mind (supposing such to exist) can only be revealed
to me through the mechanical operations of
Nature. The only difference between the two cases
is that while I am able, in the case of my friend’s
mind, to elicit responses of mechanical movement
having a definite and intended relation to the
operations of my own mind, similarly expressed to
him ; such is not the case with Nature. With the
friend-eject I am able to converse ; but not so with
the world-eject!. This great difference, however,

! It is, however, the belief of all religious persons that even this
distinction does not hold. If they are right in their belief, the
distinction would then become one as to the mode of converse. In
this case what is called communion with the Supreme Mind must be
supposed to be a communion sui generis : the converse of mind with
mind is here direct, or does not require to be translated into the
language of mechanical signs: it is subjective, not ejective. Still,
even here we must believe that the physical aspect accompanies the
psychical, although not necessarily observed. An act of prayer, for
example, is, on its physical aspect, an act of cerebration : so is the
answer (supposing it genuine), in as far as the worshipper is con-
cerned. Thus prayer and its answer (according to Monism) resemble
all the other processes of Nature in presenting an objective side of
strictly physical causation. Nor is it pos:ible that the case could be
otherwise, if a// mental processes consist in physical process, and
vice versa. It is obvious that this consideration has important



112 Monism.

although obviously depriving me of any such
direct corroboration of psychism in the world-eject
as that which I thus derive of psychism in the
friend-eject, ought not to be regarded by me as
amounting, in the smallest degree, to disproof of
psychism in the world-eject. The fact that I am
not able to converse with the world-eject is merely
a negative fact, and should not be allowed to tell
against any probability (otherwise derived) in
favour of psychism as belonging to that eject.
There may be a thousand very good reasons why I
should be precluded from such converse—some of

which, indeed, I can myself very clearly perceive.
The importance of Monism in thus enabling
us rationally to contemplate all processes of

bearings on the question as to the physical efficacy of prayer.
From a monistic point of view both those who affirm and those who
deny such efficacy are equally in the right, and equally in the wrong ;
they are merely quarrelling upon different sides of the same shield.
For, according to Monism, if the theologians are right in supposing
that the Supreme Mind is the hearer of prayer in any case, they are
also right in supposing that the Mind must necessarily be able to
grant what is called physical answers, seeing that in order to grant
any answer (even of the most apparently spiritual kind) some
physical change must be produced, if it be only in the brain of the
petitioner. On the other hand, the scientists are equally right in
maintaining that no physical answer to prayer can be of the nature
of a miracle, or produced independently of strictly physical causation;
for, if so, the physical and the psychical would no longer be coin-
cident. DBut, until the scientists are able to perform the hopeless
task of proving where the possibilities of physical causation end, as
a mere matter of abstract speculation and going upon the theory of
Monism, it is evident that the theologians may have any latitude
they choose to claim, both as regards this matter and that of so-
called miracles.



The World as an Eject. 113

physical causation as possibly immediate exhibi-
tions of psychism, is difficult to overrate. For it
entirely discharges all distinction between the
mechanical and the mental: so that if physical
science were sufficiently advanced to yield a full
natural explanation of all the phenomena within
human experience, mankind would be in a position
to gain as complete a knowledge as is theoretically
possible of the psychological character of the
world-eject. Already we are able to perceive the
immense significance of being able to regard any
sequence of natural causation as the merely
phenomenal aspect of the ontological reality—the
merely outward manifestation of an inward
meaning. Thus, for example, I am listening to
a sonata of Beethoven’s played by Madame
Schumann. Helmholtz tells me all that he knows
about the physics and physiology of the process,
both beyond and within my brain. But I feel
that, even if Helmholtz were able to tell me very
much more than he can, so long as he is dealing
with these objective explanations, he is at work
only upon the outer skin of the whole matter.
The great reality is the mind of Beethoven com-
municating to my mind through the complex
intervention of three different brains with their
neuro-muscular systems, and an endless variety of
acrial vibrations proceeding from a pianoforte.
The method of communication has nothing more
to do with the reality communicated than have the
paper and ink of this essay to do with the jdeas
I
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which they serve to convey. In each case a vehicle
of symbols is necessary in order that one mind
should communicate with another; but in both
cases this is a vehicle of symbols, and nothing more.
Everywhere, therefore, the reality may be psychical,
and the physical symbolic ; everywhere matter in
motion may be the outward and visible sign of an
inward and spiritual grace.

Take again the case of morality and religion.
Because science, by its theory of evolution, appears
to be in a fair way of explaining the genesis of
these things by natural causes, theists are taking
alarm ; it is felt by them that if morality can be
fully explained by utility, and religion by super-
stition, the reality of both is destroyed. But
Monism teaches that such a view is entirely
erroneous. For, according to Monism, the natural
causation of morality and religion has nothing
whatever to do with the ultimate truth of either.
The natural causation is merely a record of physical
processes,serving to manifest the psychical processes.
Nor can it make any difference, as regards the
ultimate veracity of the moral and religious feelings,
that they have been developed slowly by natural
causes ; that they were at first grossly selfish on
the one hand, and hideously superstitious on the
other ; that they afterwards went through a long
series of changes, none of which therefore can have
fully corresponded with external truth; or that
even now they may be both extremely far from any
such correspondence. All that such considerations
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g0 to prove is, that it belongs to the natural
method of mental evolution in man that with
advancing culture his ejective interpretations of
Nature should more and more nearly approximate
the truth. The world-eject must necessarily vary
with the character of the human subject ; but this
does not prove that the ejective interpretation has
throughout been wrong in method : it only proves
that such interpretation has been imperfect—and
necessarily imperfect—in application.

Such, then, I conceive to be one of the most
important consequences of the monistic theory.
Namely, that by regarding physical causation as
everywhere but the objective or phenomenal aspect
of an ejective or ontological reality, it furnishes
a logical basis for a theory of things which is at the
same time natural and spiritual. On the objective
aspect, the explanations furnished by reason are
of necessity physical, while, on the ejective aspect,
such explanations are of necessity metaphysical—
or rather, let us say, hyper-physical. But these
two orders of explanation are different only because
their modes of interpreting the same events are
different. The objective explanation which was
given (as we supposed) by Helmholtz of the effects
produced on the human brain by hearing a sonata.
was no doubt perfectly sound within its own
Category ; but the ejective explanation of these
same effects which is given by a musician is equally
sound within 775 category. And similarly, if instead
of the man-object we contemplate the world-object

12
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physical causation becomes but the phenomenal
aspect of psychical causation ; the invariability of its
sequence becomes but the expression of intentional
order ; the iron rigidity of natural law becomes the
sensuous manifestation of an unalterable consistency
as belonging to the Supreme Volition.

My object in this paper has been to show that
the views of the late Professor Clifford concerning
the influence of Monism on Theism are unsound.
I am in full agreement with him in believing that
Monism is destined to become the generally
accepted theory of things, seeing that it is the only
theory of things which can receive the sanction of
science on the one hand and of feeling on the other.
But I disagree with him in holding that this theory
is fraught with implications of an anti-theistic kind.
In my opinion this theory leaves the question of
Theism very much where it was before. That is
to say, while not furnishing any independent proof
of Theism, it likewise fails to furnish any inde-
pendent disproof. The reason why in Clifford’s
hands this theory appeared to furnish independent
disproof, was because he persisted in regarding the
world only as an object: he did not entertain the
possibility that the world might also be regarded
as an eject. Yet, that the world, under the theory
of Monism, is at least as susceptible of an ejective
as it is of an objective interpretation, I trust that
I have now been able to show. And this is all
that I have endeavoured to show. As a matter
of methodical reasoning it appears to me that
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Monism alone can only lead to Agnosticism.,
That is to say, it leaves a clear field of choice
as between Theism and Atheism ; and, therefore,
to a carefully reasoning Monist, there are three
alternatives open. He may remain a Monist, and
nothing more; in which case he is an agnostic.
He may entertain what appears to him independent
evidence in favour of Theism, and thus he may
become a theist. Or he may entertain what
appears to him independent evidence in favour of
Atheism, and thus he may become an atheist.
But, in any case, so far as his Monism can carry
him, he is left perfectly free either to regard the
world as an object alone, or to regard the world as
also an eject .

' It may be explained that by Agnosticism 1 understand a theory
of things which abstains from either affirming or denying the
existence of God. It thus represents, with regard to Theism,
a state of suspended judgement ; and all it undertakes to affirm is,
that, upon existing evidence, the being of God is unknown. But the
term Agnosticism is frequently used in a widely different sense, as
implying belief that the being of God is not merely now unknown,
but must always remain unknowable. It is therefore often repre-
sented that Mr. Herbert Spencer, in virtue of his doctrine of the
Unknowable, is a kind of apostle of Agnosticism. This, however,
I conceive to be a great mistake. The distinctive features of Mr.
Spencer’s doctrine of the Unknowable are not merely non-agnostic,
but anti-agnostic. For the doctrine affirms that we have this much
knowledge of God—namely, that if He exists, He must for ever be
unknown. Without question, this would be a most important piece
of definite knowledge with regard to Deity, negative though it be ;
and, therefore, any man who holds it has no right to be called an
agnostic,

To me it has always seemed that the doctrine of the Unknowable,
in so far as it differs from the doctrine of the Unknown, is highly
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unphilosophical. By what right can it be affirmed that Deity, if He
exists, may not reveal the fact of His existence to-morrow—and this
to the whole human race without the possibility of doubt? Or, if
there be a God, who is to say that there certainly cannot be a future
life, in which each individual man may have unquestionable proof of
Theism ? 1t is a perfectly philosophical statement for any one to make
that, as matters now stand, he can see no evidence of Theism ; but to
say that he knows the human race never can have such evidence, is
a most unphilosophical statement, seeing that it could only be justified
by absolute knowledge. And, on this account, I say that the doctrine
of the Unknowable, in so far as it differs from the doctrine of the
Unknown, is the very reverse of agnostic.

Now, the theory of Monism alone, as observed in the text, appears
to be purely agnostic in the sense just explained. If in some parts
of the foregoing essay I appear to have been arguing in favour of
theistic implications, this has only been in order to show (as against
Clifiord) that the world does admit of being regarded as an eject.
But inasmuch as—religious faith apart—we are not able to verify
any such ejective interpretation, we are not able to estimate its
value. Monism sanctions the shading of x as deeply as we choose;
but the shading which it sanctions is only provisional.



CHAPTER V.

THE WILL IN RELATION TO MATERIALISM
AND SPIRITUALISM.

IN the foregoing chapters I have considered the
theory of Monism, first in contrast with the theories
of Materialism and of Spiritualism, and next in rela-
tion tothe theoryof Theism. In this chapter and that
which succeeds it I propose to consider Monism
in relation to the Will. To do this it is needful to
begin by considering the problems which are
presented by the Will in relation to the older
theories of Materialism on the one hand and of
Spiritualism on the other.

Although the phenomena of volition have occupied
so large a province of philosophical literature, the
fundamental problems which arise in connexion
with them are only two in number, and both admit
of being stated in extremely simple terms. The
historical order in which these two problems have
arisen is the inverse of their logical order. For
while in logical order the two problems would stand
thus—Is the Will an agent? If so, is it a free agent ?
—in actual discussion it was long taken for granted
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that the Will is an agent, and hence the only
controversy gathered round the question whether
the Will is a free agent. Descartes, indeed, seems
to have entertained the prior question with regard
to animals, and there are passages in the Leviathan
which may be taken to imply that Hobbes enter-
tained this question with regard to man. But it
was not until recent years that any such question
could stand upon a basis of science as distinguished
from speculation; the question did not admit of
being so much as stated in terms of science until
physiology was in a position openly to challenge
our right to assume that the Will is an agent.
Such a challenge physiology has now given, and
even declared that any assumption of wvolitional
agency is, in the presence of adequate physio-
logical knowledge, impossible.

The two problems which I thus state separately
are often, and indeed generally, confused together ;
but for the purpose of clear analysis it is of the
first importance that they should be kept apart.
In order to show the wide distinction between
them, we may best begin with a brief consideration
of what it is that the two problems severally
involve; and to do this we may best take the
problems in what I have called their logical
order.

First, then, as regards the question whether the
Will is an agent, the rival theories of Materialism
and Spiritualism stand to one another in a relation
of contradiction. For it is of the essence of
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Spiritualism to regard the Will as an agent, or as
an original cause of bodily movement, and therefore
as a true cause in Nature. On the other hand,
it is of the essence of Materialism to deny that
the Will is an agent. Hitherto, indeed, materialists
as a body have not expressly recognized this
implication as necessarily belonging to their
theory ; but that this implication does necessarily
belong to their theory—or rather, I should say,
really constitutes its most distinctive feature—
admits of being easily shown. For the theory that
material changes are the causes of mental changes
necessarily terminates in the so-called theory of
conscious automatism—or the theory that so far
as the conditions to bodily action are concerned,
consciousness is adventitious, bearing the same
ineffectual relation to the activity of the brain as
the striking of a clock bears to the time-keeping
adjustments of the clock-work. From this concly-
sion there is no possibility of escape, if once we
accept the premises of Materialism ; and therefore
I say it belongs to the essence of Materialism to
deny the agency of Will.

Just as necessarily does it belong to the essence
of Monism to affirm the agency of Will. For,
according to this theory, while motion is producing
nothing but motion, mind-change nothing but mind-
change, both are producing both simultaneously ;
neither could be what it is without the other, for
each is to the other a necessary counterpart or
supplement, in the absence of which the whole
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causation (whether regarded from the physical or
mental side) would not be complete.

Now, in my opinion the importance of the
view thus presented by the theory of Monism is,
for all purposes of psychological analysis, in-
estimable. It is impossible nowadays that such
analysis can proceed very far in any direction
without confronting the facts presented by physi-
ology : hence it is impossible for such analysis to
confine itself exclusively to the spiritual or
subjective side of psychology. On the other hand,
in so far as such analysis has regard to the
material or objective side, it has hitherto appeared
to countenance—in however disguised a form—the
dogmatic denial of the Will as an agent. Hence
the supreme importance to psychology of recon-
ciling the hitherto rival theories of Spiritualism
and Materialism in the higher synthesis which is
furnished by the theory of Monism. For, obviously,
in the absence of any philosophical justification of
the Will as an agent, we are without any guarantee
that all psychological inquiry is not a vain beating
of the air. If, as Materialism necessarily implies,
the Will is not a cause in Nature, there would be
no reason in Nature for the agency cither of feeling
or of intelligence. Feeling and intelligence would,
therefore, stand as ciphers in the general const itution
of things; and any inquiry touching their internal
system of causation could have no reference to any
scientific inquiry touching causation in general.
[ am aware that this truth is habitually overlooked
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by psychologists ; but it is none the less a truth of
fundamental importance to the whole superstructure
of this science. Or, in other words, unless psycho-
logists will expressly consent to rear their science
on the basis provided by the philosophical theory
of Monism, there is nothing to save it from logical
disintegration ; apart from this basis, the whole
science is, so to speak, built in the air, like an
unsubstantial structure of clouds. Psychologists,
I repeat, habitually ignore this fact, and constantly
speak of fecling and intelligence as true causes of
adjustive action ; but by so doing they merely beg
from this contradictory theory of Spiritualism a flat
denial of the fundamental postulate on which they
elsewhere proceed—the postulate, namely, that
mental changes are determined by cerebral changes.
Consider, for example, the following passage from
Mr. Spencer’s Principles of Psychology (§ 125),
which serves to show in brief compass the logical
incoherency which in this matter runs through his
whole work :—

 Those races of beings only can have survived in which,
on the average, agreeable or desired feelings went along with
activities conducive to the maintenance of life, while dis-
agreeable and habitually-avoided feelings went along with
activities directly or indirectly destructive of life ; and there
must ever have been, other things equal, the most numerous
and long-continued survivals among races in which these
adjustments of feelings to actions were the best, tending ever
to bring about perfect adjustment.’

The argument here is that the ‘adjustments of
feelings to actions,” when once attained, leads in
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turn to an adjustment of actions to feelings—or, as
I have myself stated the argument in my Menital
Evolution in Animals,‘the raison d étre of Pleasure
and Pain has been that of furnishing organisms with
guides to adjustive action : moreover, as in the case
of direct sensation dictating any simple adjustment
for the sake of securing an immediate good, so in
the case of instinct dictating a more intricate action
for the sake of eventually securing a more remote
good (whether for self, progeny, or community) ; and
so, likewise, in the case of reason dictating a still more
intricate adjustment for the sake of securing a good
still more remote—in all cases, that is, where
volition is concerned, pleasures and pains are the
guides of action.” But thus to affirm that pleasures
and pains are the guides of action is merely another
way of affirming that the Will is an agent—a cause
of bodily movement, and, as such, a cause in
Nature. Now, as we have seen, Mr. Spencer not
only affirms this—or rather assumes it—but proceeds
to render an @ prior: explanation of the accuracy
of the guidance. Yet he nowhere considers the
fundamental question—Why should we suppose
that the Will is an agent at all? Assuredly the
answer given by physiology to this question is
a simple denial that we have any justification so
to regard the Will: in view of her demonstration
of conscious automatism, she can see no reason
why there should be any connexion at all between
a subjective feeling of pleasure or pain and an
objective fact of ‘agreement or disagreement with the
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environment —nay, one of the most eminent of
her priesthood has declared that there 7s no more
connexion between the ambition of a Napoleon
and a general commotion of Europe, than there is
between the puff of a steam-whistle and the
locomotion of a train. And, as I have now
repeatedly insisted, on grounds of physiology alone
this is the only logical conclusion at which it is
possible to arrive. Yet Mr. Spencer, while else-
where proceeding on the lines of physiology, when-
ever he encounters the question of the agency
of Will, habitually jumps the whole gulf that
separates Materialism from Spiritualism. And this
wonderful feat of intellectual athletics is likewise
performed, so far at least as I am aware, by every
other psychologist who has proceeded on the lines
of physiology. Indeed, the logical incoherency is
not so serious in Mr. Spencer’s case as it is in that
of many other writers whom I need not wait to
name. For Mr. Spencer does not seek to found
his system on a basis of avowed Materialism, and,
therefore, he may be said to have left this funda-
mental question of volitional agency in abeyance.
But all those writers who have reared their systems
of psychology on a basis of avowed Materialism—
or, which is the same thing, on a basis of physiology
alone—lay themselves open to the charge of
grossest inconsistency when they thus assume that
the Will is an agent. It is impossible that these
writers can both have their cake and eat it. Either
they must forego their Materialism, or else they



126 Monism.

must cease to speak of ‘ motives determining action,’
‘conduct being governed by pleasures and pains.’
‘voluntary movements in their last resort being all
due to bodily feelings’ ‘the highest morality and
the lowest vice being alike the result of a pursuit
of happiness, &ec. &c. And, so far as I can see, it
is only in the way above indicated, or on the theory
of Monism. that it is possible, without ignoring the
facts of physiology on the one hand or those of
psychology on the other, philosophically to save
the agency of Will.

From this brief exposition it may be gathered
that on the materialistic theory it is impossible
that the Will can be, in any sense of the term, an
agent ; that on the spiritualistic theory the Will
is regarded as an agent, but only in the sense of
a non-natural or miraculous cause; and, lastly,
that on the monistic theory the Will is saved as an
agent, or may be properly regarded and as properly
denominated a true cause, in the ordinary sense of
that term. For this, as well as for other reasons
which need not here be specified, I accept in
philosophy the theory of Monism; and am thus
entitled in psychology to proceed upon the
doctrine that the Will is an agent. We have next
to consider the ulterior question whether upon this
theory the Will may be properly regarded as
a free agent.

By a free agent is understood an agent that is
able to act without restraint, or spontaneously.
The word ‘ free, therefore, bears a very different
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meaning when applied exclusively to the Will, and
when applied more generally to the living organism.
For we may properly say that a man, or an animal,
is free when he, or it, is at liberty to act in
accordance with desire. Touching the fact of
freedom in this sense there is, of course, no question.
We have not to consider the possible freedom of
man, but the possible freedom of Will; we have
not to contemplate whether a man may be free to
do what he wills, but whether he can be free to will
what he wills. Such being the question, we have to
consider it in relation to the three philosophical
theories already stated—Materialism, Spiritualism,
and Monism.

For the theory of Materialism the present
question has no existence. If this announcement
appears startling, it can only be because no mate-
rialist has ever taken the trouble to formulate his
own theory with distinctness. For, as previously
shown, Materialism necessarily involves the doctrine
of conscious automatism; but, if so, the Will is
concluded not to be an agent at all, and there-
fore it becomes idle to discuss whether, in any
impossible exercise of its agency, it is free or
subject to restraint. The most that in this
connexion could logically stand to be considered
by the advocates of Materialism would be whether
or not the adventitious and inefficacious feelings of
subjectivity which are associated with cerebral
activity are determinate or free; but this would
probably be regarded on all hands as a somewhat
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useless topic of discussion, and certainly in any
case would have no reference to the question of
free agency. The point to be clearly understood is
that, according to the materialistic theory, a motor
is distinct from a motive, although in some unac-
countable manner the motor is able to cause the
motive. But the motive, when thus caused, is not
supposed to exert any causal influence on bodily
action ; it is supposed to begin and end as a motive,
or never itself to become a motor. In other words,
as before stated, the Will is not supposed to be an
agent ; and, therefore, to this theory the doctrine
of free-will and of determinism are alike irrelevant.
We need not wait to prove that this important fact
is habitually overlooked by materialists them-
selves, or that whenever a materialist espouses the
cause of determinism, he is thereby and for the
time being vacating his position as a materialist ;
for if, according to his theory, the Will is not an
agent, he is merely impugning his own doctrines by
consenting to discuss the conditions of its agency.

The theory of Spiritualism and the theory of
Monism agree in holding that the Will is an agent ;
and, therefore, to both of these theories the
question whether the Will is a free agent is a real
question. Here, then, it devolves upon us to con-
sider carefully the logical status of the rival
doctrines of so-called Liberty and Necessity. For
convenience of arrangement in what follows, we
may best begin with the doctrine of Necessity, or
Determinism.



CHAPTER VI

THE WILL IN RELATION TO MONISM.

WE have now seen that, according to Material-
ism, the Will is not an agent, while according both
to Spiritualism and to Monism the Will is an
agent. Touching the further question, whether the
Will is a free agent, we have seen that while the
question does not exist for Materialism, it appears
to require a negative answer both from Spiritualism
and from Monism. For, as regards its relation to
Spiritualism, when once the ground is cleared of
certain errors of statement and fallacies of reasoning,
we appear to find that unless the will is held to
be motiveless—which would be to destroy not only
the doctrine of moral responsibility, but likewise
that of universal causation—it must be regarded
as subject to law, or as determined in its action by
the nature of its past history and present circum-
stances. Lastly, the theory of Monism appears
likewise to deny the possibility of freedom as an
attribute of Will ; for, according to this theory,
mental processes are one and the same with
physical processes, and hence it does not appear

K
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that the doctrine of determinism could well be
taught in a manner more emphatic.

Thus far, then, the doctrine of determinism is
seen to be victorious over the doctrine of freedom
all along the line. By Materialism the question
of freedom is excluded aé initio ; by Spiritualism
and by Monism, so far as yet seen, it can be
logically answered only in the negative. From
which it follows that the sense of moral responsi-
bility is of the nature of a vast illusion, the
historical genesis of which admits of being easily
traced, and the authority of which is thus destroyed.
Although it may still serve to supply motives to
conduct, it seems that it can do so only in the way
that belongs to superstition—that Conscience, as
I have before said, is the bogey of mankind, and
that belief in its authority is like belief in witch-
craft, destined to dwindle and to fade before the
advance of a better or more complete knowledge
of natural causation.

But the discussion must not end here. Hitherto
I have presented the case Liberty versus Necessity
with all the impartiality of which I am capable ;
but I have done so without travelling an inch
beyond those limits of discussion within which
the question has been debated by previous writers.
I believe, indeed, that I have pointed out several
important oversights which have been made on
both sides of the question; but in doing this
I have not gone further than the philosophical
basis upon which the question has been hitherto
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argued. My object, however, in publishing these
papers is not that of destructive criticism; and
what I have done in this direction has been done
only in order to prepare the way for what is
now to follow. Having shown, as it appears to
me conclusively. that upon both the rival theories
of Materialism and Spiritualism—the doctrine of
Liberty, and therefore of Moral Responsibility—
must logically fall, I now hope to show that this
doctrine admits of being re-established on a basis
furnished by the theory of Monism.

It often happens that an elaborate structure of
argument, which is perfectly sound and complete
upon the basis furnished by a given hypothesis,
admits of being wholly disintegrated when the
fundamental hypothesis is shown to be either
provisional or untrue. And such, I believe, is the
case with the issue now before us. For the issue
Liberty versus Necessity has hitherto been argued
on the common assumption that natural causation
is not merely the most ultimate principle which
the human mind can reach; but also a principle
which is, in some way or another, external to that
mind. It has been taken for granted by both sides
in the controversy that if our volitions can be
proved to depend upon natural causation, as rigid
in its sequences within the sphere of 2 human mind
as within that of a calculating machine, there must be
an end of the controversy ; seeing that our volitions
would be thus proved to be rigidly determined
by those same principles of fixed order, or * natural

K 2
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law,” which are external to, or independent of,
the human mind—quite as much as they are
external to, or independent of, the calculating
machine. Now, it is this assumption which I
challenge. The theory of Monism entitles one
to deny that when we have driven the question
down to the granite bed of natural causation,
nothing more remains to be done; according to
this theory it still remains to be asked, What is
the nature of this natural causation? Is it indeed
the ultimate datum of experience, below which
the human mind cannot go? And is it indeed so
far external to, or independent of, the human
mind, that the latter stands to it in the relation
of a slave to a master—coerced as to action by
the conditions which that master has laid down ?
Now these questions are all virtually answered
in the affirmative by the dualistic theory of
Spiritualism. For the Will is here regarded as
an agent bound to act in accordance with those
conditions of external necessity which dualism
recognizes as natural causation. Its internal
causation thus becomes but the reflex of external :
and the reflection becomes known internally as
the consciousness of motive. Hence, the Will
cannot be philosophically liberated from the toils
of this external necessity, so long as dualism
recognizes that necessity as existing independently
of the Will, and thus imposing its conditions on
volitional activity. DBut the theory of Monism,
by identifying external with internal causation—
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or physical processes with psychical processes—
philosophically saves the doctrine of freedom, and
with it the doctrine of moral responsibility. More-
over, it does so without relying upon any precarious
appeal to the direct testimony of consciousness
itself. As this view of the subject is one by no
means easy of apprehension, I will endeavour to
unfold it part by part.

To begin with, Monism excludes the possibility
of volition being determined by cerebration. Let
us suppose, for example, that a sequence of ideas,
A, B, C, D, occurs in the mind, which on its obverse
or cerebral aspect may be represented by the
sequence @, b, ¢, d. Here the parallelism is not
due, as supposed by Materialism, to @ determining
Ab, & determining Be, &c.; it is due to Aa
determining 54, 56 determining Ce, &c.—the two
apparently diverse causal sequences being really
but one causal sequence, If the determinist should
rejoin that a causal sequence of some kind is all
that he demands—that the Will is equally proved
to be unfree, whether it be bound by the causal
sequence a, &, ¢, d, or by the causal sequence Aa,
Bb, Ce, Dd—1 answer that this is a point which
we have to consider by-and-by. Meanwhile I am
only endeavouring to make clear the essential
distinction between the philosophical theories of
Monism and Materialism. And the effect of this
distinction is to show that, for the purposes of
clear analysis, we may wholly neglect either side
of the double reality. If we happen to be engaged
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on any physiological inquiry, we may altogether
neglect the processes of ideation with which any
process of cerebration may be concerned: while,
if we happen to be engaged upon any psycho-
logical inquiry, we may similarly neglect the
processes of cerebration with which any process
of ideation may be concerned. Seeing that each
is equally an index of a common sequence, it
can make no difference which of them we take
as our guide, although for purposes of practical
inquiry it is of course expedient to take the
cerebral index when we are dealing with the
objective side of the problem, and the mental
index when dealing with the subjective. In the
following pages, therefore, I shall altogether neglect
the cerebral index. The inquiry on which we
are engaged belongs to the region of mind, and.
therefore, after what has just been said, it will
be apparent that I am entitled to adopt the
standpoint of a spiritualist, to the extent of
fastening attention only upon the mental side of
the problem. For although the theory of Monism
teaches, as against Spiritualism, that no one of
the mental sequences could take place without a
corresponding physical sequence, the theory also
teaches the converse proposition; and therefore
it makes no difference which of the two pheno-
menal sequences is taken as our index of the
ontological,

Now, it clearly makes a great difference whether
the mental changes concerned in volition are
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regarded as effects or as causes. According to
Materialism, the mental changes are the effects
of cerebral changes, which were themselves the
effects of precedent cerebral changes. According to
Spiritualism, these mental changes are the causes,
not only of the cerebral changes, but also of one
another. According to Monism, the mental changes
may be regarded as the causes of the cerebral, or vice
versa, seeing that in neither case are we stating
a real truth—the real truth being that it is only
a cerebro-mental change which can cause any
change either of cerebration or of mentation. Now
it is evident that if the mental processes were
always the effects of cerebral processes (Materialism),
there could be no further question with regard to
Liberty and Necessity ; while, if the mental pro-
cesses are the causes both of the cerebral processes
and of one another (Spiritualism), the question
before us becomes raised to a higher level. The
causality in question being now regarded as purely
mental, the will is no longer regarded as a passive
slave of the brain, and the only thing to be con-
sidered is whether freedom is compatible with
causation of a purely mental kind. Now, at an
earlier stage of our enquiry I have argued that it is
not ; but this argument was based entirely upon
spiritualistic premises, or upon the assumption that
the principle of causality is everywhere external to,
or independent of, the human mind—under which
assumption I cannot see that it makes much
difference whether the coercion comes from the
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brain alone, or from the whole general system of
things external to the human mind. And here
it is that I think the theory of Monism comes to
the rescue.

For, if physical and mental processes are every-
where consubstantial, or identical in kind. it can
make no difference whether we regard their se-
quences as objective or ejective, physical or spiritual.
Hence, we are free to regard all causation as of
a character essentially psychical. But, if so, it
must be self-contained as psychical; it cannot be
in any way determined by anything from without,
seeing that outside itself there is nothing in
the Universe. Now, if this is true of the World-
eject, it must also be true of the Man-eject, as well
as of the Man-subject, or Ego. If all causation is
psychical, that portion of it which belongs to, or is
manifested by, my own personality is not laid upon
me by anything from without; it is merely the
expression of my own psychical activity, as this is
taking place within the circumscribed area of my
own personality. And this activity is spontaneous,
in the sense that it is not coerced from without.
All the sequences which that activity displays
within this region are self-determined, in the sense
that they are determined by the self, and not by
any agency external to it. The only influence
which any external agency can here exert, is that
of insisting that bodily action—the physical out-
come of my psychical processes—shall be in
accordance with the conditions imposed by the
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internal system of causation; but this does not
influence in any degree those mental processes
which do not express themselves in bodily action.
Hence, it may be perfectly true that my bodily
action in the past might have been different from
what it actually was; for as this action was the
outcome of my mentation at the time (according to
the spiritual index, which is now our guide), and as
this mentation was not coerced from without, it
might very well have been different from what it
was. Each of the mental sequences at that time
was a result of those preceding and a cause of those
succeeding ; but behind all this play of mental
causation there all the while stood that Self,
which was at once the condition of its occurrence,
and the ZFirs¢ Cause of its action. It is not true
that that Self was nothing more than the result of
all this play of mental causation; it can only have
been the First Cause of it. For, otherwise, the
mental causation must have been the cause of that
causation, which is absurd. Who or What it was
that originally caused this First Cause is, of course,
another question, which I shall presently hope to
show is not merely unanswerable, but unmeaning.
As a matter of fact, however, we know that this
Self is here, and that it can thus be proved to be
a substance, standing under the whole of that more
superficial display of mental causation which it is
able to look upon introspectively—and this almost
as zmpersonally as if it were regarding the display
as narrated by another mind. I say, then, that
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the theory of Monism entitles us to regard this
Self as the fons et orige of our mental causation,
and thus restores to us the doctrine of Liberty with
its attendant consequence of Moral Responsibility.

It may help to elucidate this matter if we regard
it from another point of view. According to
Hobbes, ¢ Liberty is the absence of all impediments
to action that are not contained in the nature and
intrinsical qualities of the agent.’ Now, if we
accept this definition, it is easy to show that the
theory of Monism is really at one with the doctrine
of Liberty. For,in the first place, according to the
theory of Monism, the neurosis of the brain could
not be what it is without the psychosis of the mind.
Consequently, as above shown, it would be equally
incorrect to say that the neurosis governs the
psychosis, as it would be to say that the psychosis
governs the neurosis. But, if so, the Will is free in
accordance with Hobbes' definition of freedom.
Suppose, for example, that on seeing a bone I think
of Professor Flower, then remember that a long
time ago I lent his book on Osteology to a friend,
and forthwith resolve to ask my friend what has
become of it ; here my ultimate volition would be
unfree if it were the effect of physical processes
going on in my brain. But the volition might be
free if each of these mental processes were the
result of the preceding one, seeing that there may
then have been ‘an absence of all impediments’ to
the occurrence of these processes.

Of course it will be objected—as I have myself
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urged in the preceding chapter—that causal action of
any kind is incompatible with freedom of volition
—that if there be any such causal action, even
though it be wholly restricted within the sphere
of mind, the Will is really compelled to will as it
does will, is determined to determine as it does
determine, and hence that its apparent freedom is
illusory. Hobbes' definition, it may be urged, when
applied to the case of the Will, is equivocal. No
doubt a man is free as to his action, if there be an
“‘absence of all impediments’ to his action—or, in
other words, if he is able to act as he wills to act.
But it does not follow that he is free as to his wi//,
even though there be an absence of all impediments
to his willing as he wills to will. For here the very
question is as to whether there are any impediments
to his willing otherwise than he does will. The fact
that he wills to will as he does will proves that there
are no impediments to his willing in that direction ;
but is there a similar absence of impediments to
his willing to will in any other direction? If so,
we are still within the lines of determinism. Thus
Hobbes’ definition of freedom really applies only
to freedom of bodily action; not to freedom of
volition, seeing that if my will is caused I could
not have willed to will otherwise than I did
will.  Now, the answer which Monism supplies to
this objection is that the will itself is here the
ultimate agent, and tkerefore an agent whick must
be identified with the principle of causality. In
other words, the very reason why we feel that
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Hobbes’ definition of liberty, while perfectly valid as
regards bodily action, seems to lack something
when applied to volition, is because volition belongs
to the sphere of mind—belongs, therefore, to that
sphere which the theory of Monism regards as
identical with causality itself. Although it is true
that volitions are caused by motives, yet it is the
mind which conditions the motives, and therefore
its own volitions. It is not true that the mind is
always the passive slave of causes, known to it as
motives. The human mind is itself a causal agent,
having the same kind of priority within the micro-
cosm as the World-eject has in the macrocosm.
Therefore its motives are in large part matters of
its own creation. In the intricate workings of its
own internal machinery innumerable patterns of
thought are turned out, some of which it selects as
good, while others it rejects as bad ; but no one of
which could have come into being at all without
this causal agency of the mind itself.

It will probably be objected that even though all
this were granted, we cannot thus save the doctrine
of moral responsibility. For it may appear that the
liberty which is thus accorded to the Will is
nothing better than liberty to will at random, as
argued in my previous essay. But here we must
observe that although we are thus shown free to
will at random, it does not follow that we are like-
wise free to act in accordance with our volitions.
And this is a most important distinction, which
libertarians have hitherto failed to notice. If we
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are free to will in any direction, it follows, indeed,
that we are free to will at random ; but it follows
also, and for this very reason, that we are free to
will the Zmpossible. True, when we will what is
known to be impossible of execution, we call the act
an act of desire ; but it is clearly the same in kind
as an act of will, and differs only in not admitting
of being translated into an act of body. Therefore
[ say that the restriction which is imposed upon us
by the conditions of causality, whether external or
internal, is not any restriction as to willing, but
merely as to doing. It is not in the subjective, but
in the objective world that we encounter the
‘bondage of necessity.’

Now, the knowledge that we are thus restricted
as to bodily action imposes that kind of restraint
upon volition which is termed rational. There is
nothing in the nature of things to prevent our
willing anything that we wish : but there is some-
thing in the nature of things to prevent our doing
everything that we will; and as the practical
object of our volition is that of determining bodily
action, we find it expedient to will only such things
as we believe that we can do. To this extent,
therefore, the Will is bound—namely, by the
executive capacity of the body. But, strictly
speaking, this is not a binding of the Will quia
Will. Even in such cases, as St. Paul says, to
will may be present with us, but how to perform
that which is good we find not. I say then
that although the Will is free to will whatever
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it wills, nevertheless it would fail in its essential
use or object did it refuse to will in accordance
with the conditions which are imposed upon its
executive capacity. Again, to quote St. Paul, the
Will might say, All things for me are lawful ; but
all things are not expedient. Now, this considera-
tion of expediency is one of constant and far-
reaching importance. For not only, as already
observed, does it lead to volition on the one hand
as rational ; but it also leads to volition on the
other hand as moral. Let us take the two points
separately.

Do we say that a man is not free to conduct
a scientific research, because in conducting it he
must employ the needful apparatus? Or do we say
that a man is not free to marry, because in order
to do so he must go through a marriage ceremony ?
Obviously, to say such things would sound very
like talking nonsense. It is true that in neither
case is a man free to gain his object without
adopting the means which are seen to be necessary
under the system of external causation in which he
finds himself; but this does not mean that he is
not free to do as he wills, unless it so happens that
he wills to do the impossible. Thus, within the
limits that are set by the conditions of causation,
a man is understood to be free to act as he wills
so long as he is not ‘impeded’ by some of those
conditions. To say that he is not free because
he cannot get beyond those conditions would be
absurd, since, apart from these conditions, action of
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any kind would be @ priori impossible, and the
man would have. as his only alternative, no-action.

Hence, in doing we must conform to the law of
causation—which. indeed, is all that can be meant
by doing—and if in willing what we do we must
also conform to the law of causation, where is the
difference with respect to freedom? Such restraint
as there may be is here a restraint upon bodily action;
not at all upon the mental action which we call
volition. The Will may will in any way that it
wills to will ; but the body cannot act in every way
that the Will may will it to act ; therefore the Wil
finds it expedient to will only in such ways as the
body can act—i.e. to conform in 775 action to the
external system of causation. If this condition of
all action is held to be compatible with freedom in
the one case, so in consistency must it be held in
the other. Equally in either case the agent can
only be properly said to be unfree, if he be subject
to causal restraint from without. And in neither
case does the universal condition of acting under
the law of causation constitute bondage, in any
other sense than that of furnishing the agent with
his conditions to acting in any way at all. There-
fore, unless it be said that a man is not free to do
as he wills because he wills to do the impossible, it
cannot be denied that he is free to will as he wills
because he wills according to law. For no action
of any kind is possible contrary to law—a general
fact which goes to constitute an argument a pos-
teriori for the rationality of the World-eject—and
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if volition constituted an exception to this general
statement, it could only do so by becoming no-
action. Now, it is by thus willing according to
law—or with due reference to those external
conditions of causality with which the executive
capacity has to do—that volition is rendered
rational. The restraint laid upon volition is not
laid upon it as volition, but only in respect of
execution. A man may will to marry as long and
as hard as he chooses ; but only if he further wills
to take the necessary means can his volition
become rational ; it is irrational if he wills to
marry, and at the same time wills not to go
through the marriage ceremony. But although
irrational, it is none the less free. Considered
merely as an act of volition it is equally free,
whether it be rational or irrational.

And, similarly, it is equally free whether it be
moral or immoral. The objection that an uncaused
volition cannot be a responsible volition depends
for its validity on the meaning which we attach to
the term ‘uncaused.” If it be meant that the
volition arises without any regard at all to the
surrounding conditions of life, and is carried into
effect without the agent being able to control it by
means of any other voluntary act; then, indeed,
whatever else such an agent may be, he certainly
is not moral. But if it be meant that among
a number of uncompleted volitions drawing in
different directions—and all ‘uncaused’ in the sense
of belonging immediately to the Ego—one of them
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gains an advantage by a conscious reference of the
mind to it as good or evil, then the agent who is
capable of giving this advantage to that member of
the system may properly be called moral. The
man who willed to marry, and yet willed not to go
through the marriage ceremony, was, as we have
seen, irrational.,  Similarly, if any agent wills an
action without being able to consider any of the
consequences which it may involve as either moral
or immoral, such an agent is what we must
properly call unmoral. Even in such an agent,
however, the Will may be free ; only it would act
without reference to any moral environment just as
the lunatic above supposed might endeavour to act
without reference to any social environment.

Let us look at the whole matter in yet another
light. We have repeatedly seen that the question
of free-will, and therefore of moral responsibility,
depends upon the question as to whether a man’s
action in the past might have been other than it
was, notwithstanding that all the conditions under
which he was placed remained the same. Now, to
this question only one answer can be given by
a dualistic theory of things, whether materialistic
or spiritualistic. For it belongs to the essence of
a dualistic theory to regard the principle of causa-
tion as a principle external to, and independent of,
the human mind ; consequently, all the conditions
of mental causation being given, a certain result in
the way of volition is necessarily bound to ensue—
or, in other words, at any given time in a man’s

L
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mental history, his action cannot have been other
than it was. But now, according to the monistic
theory, all causation has a psychical basis—being
but the objective expression to us of the psychical
activity of the World-eject. Consequently, ac-
cording to this theory, the course of even strictly
physical causation is inevitable or necessary only
in so far as the psychical activity of the World-
eject is held to be uniform, or consistent within
itself. And forasmuch as all our knowledge of
physical causation is necessarily empirical, we have
but very inadequate means of judging how far
this empirical index is a true gauge of the reality.
We can, indeed, predict an eclipse centuries in
advance ; but we can only do so on the supposition
that such and such physical conditions remain
constant, and we have no right to affirm that such
must be the case. Our knowledge of physical
causation, being but empirical, is probably but
a very inadequate translation of the psychical
activity of the World-eject ; and hence, not only
have we no right to predict a future eclipse with
certainty, but we have not so much as the right to
affirm that even a past eclipse must have taken
place of necessity. For we have no right to affirm
that at any one period of cosmic history the action
of the World-eject must have been what it was,
or could not have been other than it was. Our
knowledge of the obverse aspect of this action (in
the course of physical causation) is, as I have said,
purely empirical ; and this is merely another way




The Will in relation to Monism. 147

of saying that although we do know what the
action of the World-eject has been at such and such
a period of cosmic history, we can have no means
of knowing what else it might have been. For
anything that we can tell to the contrary, the whole
history of the solar system, for example, might
have been quite different from what it has been ;
the course which it actually has run may have been
but one out of an innumerable number of possible
alternatives, any other of which might just as well
have been adopted by the World-eject.

Now, if this is true of natural causation in the
case of the macrocosm, it would appear to be
equally so of natural causation in the case of the
microcosm. Indeed, prediction in the case of
human activity is so much less certain than in the
case of cosmic activity, that the attribute of free-
will is generally ascribed to the former, while rarely
suggested as possibly belonging to the latter.
And similarly as regards past action. If we are
unable to say that at any period in the past history
of the solar system the World-eject might not have
deflected the whole stream of events into some
other channel, how can we be able to say that at
any given period of his past history the Man-eject
could not have performed an analogous act?
Obviously, the only reason why we are not
accustomed to entertain this supposition in either
case, is because our judgements are beset with the
assumption that the principle of causality is prior
to that of mind—something of the nature of Fate

L2
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superior even to the gods. And, no less obviously,
if once we see any reason to regard the principle of
causality as merely co-extensive with that of mind,
the whole question as between Necessity and Free-
will lapses ; there is nothing to show that a man’s
action in the past might not have been other than
it was. The only outward restraint placed upon
the exercise of his Will is then seen to be imposed
by the conditions of its executive capacity, and
this restraint it is that constitutes man a rational
agent. On the other hand, the structure of
conscience—however we may suppose this to have
been formed—imposes that further and inward
restraint upon his Will, which constitutes man
a moral agent. But neither of these restraints can
properly be said to constitute bondage in the sense
required by Necessitarianism, because neither of
them requires that the man’s Will must will as
it does will ; they require merely that his Will
should act in certain ways if it is to accomplish
certain results; and to this extent only is it
subject to law, or to the incidence of those external
influences which help to shape our motives.

But if this is so, is it not obvious that the sense
of moral responsibility is rationally justified? This
sense goes upon the supposition that a man’s
conduct in the past might have been different from
what it was. Clearly, therefore, no question of
moral responsibility can ever obtain in cases where
the general system of external causation, or natural
law, rendered an alternative line of action physically




The Will in relation to Monism. 149

impossible.  The question of moral responsibility
can only obtain in cases where two or more lines of
conduct were alike possible, so far as the exiernal
system of causation is concerned—or where the Will
was equally free to choose between two or more
courses of bodily action. In other words, the
question of moral responsibility has nothing to do
with the only kind of bondage to which, according
to our present point of view, the Will is subject—
namely the bondage of being rationally obliged to
will only what is capable of performance. The
question of moral responsibility has only to do with
the system of causation which is inherent in the
mind itself; not with the system that is external
to the mind. And as the theory of Monism
identifies the mind with this its own inherent
system of causation—or regards a man’'s Will as
the originator of a particular portion of general
causality—it follows from the theory that a man is
justly liable to moral praise or blame as the case
may be: the moral sense no longer appears as
a gigantic illusion: conscience is justified at the
bar of reason.

It appears to me impossible that any wvalid
exception can be taken to the above reasoning, if
once the premiss is granted—namely, that the
principle of Causality admits of being regarded as
identical with that of Volition. For if Cause is
but another name for Will—whether the Will be
subjective or ejective—it follows that my will is
a first cause, which is determined by other causes
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only in so far as the executive capacity of my body
is so determined. As the whole stress of any
objection to the present argument must thus be
brought to bear upon the validity of this its funda-
mental premiss, a few words may now be said to
show that the premiss is not wholly gratuitous.
Of course the reason why at first sight it is apt to
appear, not only gratuitous, but even grotesque, is
because in these days of physical science the minds
of most of us are dominated by the unthinking
persuasion that the principle of causality is the
most ultimate principle which our minds can reach.
Most of us accept this persuasion as almost of the
nature of an axiom, and hence the mere suggestion
that our own volitions are really uncaused appears
to us of the nature of a self-evident absurdity:.
A little thought, however, is enough to show that
the only ground of reason which this strong
prepossession can rest upon, is the assumption that
the principle of causality is logically prior to that
of mind. Therefore it is the validity of this
assumption that we have here to investigate.

In the first place, then, the assumption is Zpso
Jacto irrational. For it is evident that in order to
make the assumption there must already be a mind
to make it. In other words, the very conception
of the principle of causality implies a thinking
substance wherein that conception arises, and there-
fore, as a mere matter of formal statement, it is
impossible to assign logical priority to this con-
ception over the thing whereby it is conceived.
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In the next place, when we carefully analyze the
nature of this conception itself, we find that it arises
immediately out of our conception of Being as
Being. This is shown by the idea of equivalency
between cause and effect, which is an essential
feature of the conception of causality as such. In
other words, the statement of any causal relation is
merely a statement of the fact that both the matter
and the energy concerned in the event were of
a permanent nature and unalterable amount.
Therefore, #f the ultimate Reality is mental,
Causation smust be ontologically identical with
Volition. And that the ultimate Reality is either
mental, or something greater, seems to be proved
by the consideration that if it be supposed anything
less, there must be an end of the conception of
equivalency as between cause and effect, and so
of the conception of causality itself ; for, clearly, if
my mind has been caused by anything less than
itself, there is an end of any possible equivalency
between the activity of that thing as a cause, and
the occurrence of my mind as an effect '.

1 ¢ Whatsoever is first of all things must necessarily contain it,
and actually have, at least, all the perfections that can ever after
exist ; nor can it ever give to another any perfection that it hath not
actually in itself, or at least in a higher degree’ (Locke). To this
argument Mill answers, ‘ How vastly nobler and more precious, for
instance, are the vegetables and animals than the soil and manure
out of which, and by the properties of which, they are raised up!
But this stricture is not worthy of Mill. The soil and manure do not
constitute the whole cause of the plants and animals. We must
trace these and many other con-causes (conditions) back and back till
we come to ¢ whatsoever is first of all things’: it is merely childish to
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Lastly, the conception of causality essentially
involves the idea of finality as existing somewhere.
Here I cannot do better than quote some extracts
from Canon Mozley's essay on ¢ The Principle of
Causation,’ as he manages very tersely to convey the
gist of previous philosophizing upon this subject.

‘He (Clarke) brings out simply at bottom the meaning and
significance of an idea in the human mind, that there is
implied in the very idea itself of cause, firstly, that it causes
something else ; and secondly, that it is uncaused itself. . . .
An infinite series of causes does not make a cause; ...an
infinite succession of causes rests, by the very hypothesis,
upon no cause ; each particular one rests on the one which
follows it, but the whole rests upon nothing. ... If from one
cause we have to go back to another, that which we go back
from is not the cause, but that which we go back tois. The
very idea of cause, as I have said, implies a stop; and
wherever we stop is the cause.... A true cause is a First
Cause. . . . The atheistic idea thus does not correspond to the
idea of reason. The atheist appears to acknowledge the
necessity of a cause, and appears to provide for it; but
when we come to his scheme it fails exactly in that part of
the idea which clenches it, and which is essential to its
integrity ; it fails in providing a stop; . .. One might say to
him, Why do you give yourself the trouble to supply causation
atall? You do so because you consider yourself obliged in
reason to do it, but if you supply causation at all, why not
furnish such a cause as reason has impressed upon you, and
which is inherent in your mind—a cause which stands still,
an original cause ? If you never intended to supply this, it
must have been because you thought a real cause was not
wanted ; but if you thought a cause not wanted, why not

choose some few of the conditions, and arbitrarily to regard them as
alone the efficient causes.
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have said from the first that causes were not wanted, and
said from the first that events could take place without
causes ?’

Or, to quote a more recent authority, and one
speaking from the side of physical science, Prof.
Huxley writes :—

‘The student of nature who starts from the axiom of the
universality of the law of causation, cannot refuse to admit
an eternal existence ; if he admits the conservation of energy,
he cannot deny the possibility of an eternal energy; if he
admits the existence of immaterial phenomena in the form
of consciousness, he must admit the possibility, at any rate, of
an eternal series of such phenomena; and, if his studies
have not been barren of the best fruit of the investigation of
nature, he will have enough sense to see that, when Spinoza
says, “ Per Deum intelligo ens absolute infinitum, hoc est
substantiam constantem infinitis attributis,” the God so
conceived is one that only a very great fool would deny,
even in his heart. Physical science is as little Atheistic as it
is Materialistic '’

Now, if it thus belongs to the essence of our idea
of causation that finality must be reached some-
where, I do not know where this is so likely to be
reached as at that principle wherein the idea itself
takes its rise—viz. Mind. But, if so, the state-
ment that any particular acts of mind are uncaused
ceases to present any character of self-evident
absurdity.

And the argument need not end here. For
Mr. Herbert Spencer has shown that our idea of
causation, not merely requires a mind for its

' Collected Essays, vol. ix.* Evolution and Ethics.’ p. 140.
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occurrence, but that in every mind where it does
occur it has been directly formed out of experiences
of effort in acts of volition. So that whether we
analyze the idea of cause as we actually discover
it in our own minds, or investigate the history of
its genesis, we alike find, as we might have
antecedently expected, that it is dependent on our
more ultimate idea of mind as mind ; the con-
ception of causality is not, as a matter of fact,
original or primal, but derivative or secondary.
Therefore, if this conception necessarily involves
the postulation of a first cause, there can be no
doubt that such a cause can only be conceived as of
the nature of mind. From which it follows that
each individual mind requires to be regarded—if it
is regarded at all—as of the nature of a first cause.

From this, however, it does not follow that each
individual mind requires to be regarded as wholly
independent of all other causes, or as never subject
to any causal influence which may be exercised by
other minds. Although each mind presents the
feature of finality or spontaneity, this does not
hinder that it also presents the feature of relation
to other minds, which, therefore, are able to act
upon it in numberless ways. Now, whether these
minds are the minds of other men, of other intelligent
beings, or of the whole World-eject, the causal
activity which is exerted upon my mind expresses
itself in that mind as a consciousness of motives.
But although these motives may help to determine
my volitions, there is no reason to suppose that
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they are themselves the volitions, or that without
them my mind would cease to be itself a causal
agent. On the contrary, if this were supposed,
the supposition would amount to destroying the
causal agency of my own mind, which, as we have
just seen, must either be original or not at all,

The way, therefore, that the matter stands is
this. In so far as the microcosm is a circumscribed
system of being—a thinking substance, a person-
ality—it is of the nature of a first cause, free to
act in any direction as to its thinking and willing,
even though its thinking should be irrational as
to truth, and its willing impossible as to execu-
tion. But in so far as the microcosm enters into
relation with the macrocosm, the system of ex-
ternal causation which it encounters determines
the character of its volitions. For although these
volitions are themselves of the nature of first
causes, it is no contradiction to say that they are
—at all events in large measure—determined by
other and external causes. This is no contradic-
tion because, although they are thus determined,
it does not follow that they are thus determined
necessarily, and this makes all the difference
between the theory of will as bond or free. In
any stream of secondary causation each member
of the series is understood to determine the next
member of necessity ; and it is because this notion
is imported into psychology that the theory of
determinism regards it as axiomatic that, if our
volitions are in any way caused at all, they can only
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be caused by way of necessity; and hence that
under the operation of any given set of motives
the action of the will can only take place in the
direction of the resultant. But any such axiom
is valid only within the region of second causes.
On the hypothesis that volitions are first causes,
the axiom is irrelevant to them ; for although it
may be true that they are determined by causes
from without, it may not be true that they are
thus determined of necessity: their intrinsic
character as themselves first causes, although
not isolating them from any possible contact with
other causes, nevertheless does protect them from
being necessarily coerced by these causes, and
therefore from becoming but the mere effects of
them. Such influence, or determination, as is
exerted upon the Will by these external causes
is exerted only because any individual mind is not
itself a macrocosm, but a microcosm in relation to
a macrocosm. If it were itself a macrocosm,standing
out of relation to all other being, its prime causa-
tion would, of course, be wholly uninfluenced by
any other causation; its volitions would then be
concerned only with the determination of its own
thoughts in a constant stream of purely subjective
contemplation, such as that which the Hindoo
philosophy attributes to God. But as the human
mind discovers itself as existing in close and
complex relations with an external world of an
orderly character, the human mind finds that it
is, as before said, expedient to adapt the course of
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its own causal activity so as to bring it into
harmony with the external order. For, although
its own causal activity is primal, it by no means
follows that on this account it is almighty ; hence,
even although it be primal, it is nevertheless under
the necessity of adopting means in order to secure
its ends—or, in other words, of adjusting its
volitions (if they are to be practically efficient)
to the conditions which are imposed upon its
activity by the orderly system of the external
world. Which is merely another way of stating
the conclusion previously reached—viz. that the
only necessity which can be proved to govern our
volitions is the necessity which is imposed by
our own considerations of reason and morality.
Although we find that it is expedient to adapt our
own causal activity to that larger system of causal
activity by which we are surrounded—seeing that
we must do so necessarily if we are to act at all—
it by no means follows that we are bound to will
what is expedient. In other words, the necessity
laid upon us by the system of external causation
is a necessity to adopt means for the attainment
of ends; not a necessity to will the ends. And
although in many cases this distinction may appear
to be practically unmeaning—seeing that no man
wills what he knows to be impossible of execution,
and therefore that to say he is necessarily prevented
from doing a certain thing seems practically equi-
valent to saying that he is necessarily prevented
from willing that thing—in all cases where any
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question of moral responsibility can possibly obtain,
the distinction is one of fundamental importance.
For, as already shown, any question of moral
responsibility can only obtain where two or more
lines of action are alike possible, and therefore
- where no necessity is laid upon the man in respect
of carrying out his volitions, in whichever direction
they may eventually proceed. Although in any
event he is necessarily bound to adopt means in
order to secure his ends, the moral quality of his
choice has reference only to the ends which he
chooses; not at all to the fact that he has to
employ means for the purpose of attaining them.
And even though his choice be influenced by his
physical and social environment—as it must be
if it be either rational on the one hand or moral
on the other—it does not follow that this influence
is of a kind to neutralize or destroy the causal nature
of his own volition. For the influence which is thus
exerted cannot be exerted necessarily, unless we
suppose that the Will is not a first cause, which is
the possibility now under consideration. If the
Will is a first cause, the influences brought to bear
upon it by its relation to other causes—and in virtue
of which it is constituted, not only a cause primal,
but also a cause rational and moral—these influences
differ Zofo coelo from those which are exercised by
any members in a series of secondary causes upon
the next succeeding causes. And the difference
consists in the absence of necessary or uncon-
ditional sequence in the one case, and its presence
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in the other. However strong the determining
influence of a motive may be, if the Will is a first
cause, the motive must belong to a different order
of causal relation from a motor; for, no matter
how strong the determining influence may be, cx
hypothesi it can never attain to the strength
of necessity; the Will must ever remain free
to overcome such influence by an adequate
exercise of its own power of spontaneous action,
or of supplying de movo an additional access of
strength to some other motive. Of course, as
a general rule, the Will allows itself to be influ-
enced by motives supplied immediately by its
relations with the external world; but this is so
only because the thinking substance well knows
that it is expedient so to fall in with the general
stream of external causation. Hence, as a general
rule, it is only in cases where the stream of
external causation is drawing the will in different
directions that the causal activity of the Will
itself is called into play. Or rather, I should say,
it is only in such cases that we become conscious
of the fact. In the case of every voluntary
movement the primal activity of Will must be
concerned (and this even in the case of the lower
animals); but as the vast majority of such move-
ments are performed by way of response to
frequently recurring circumstances, the response
which experience has shown to be most expedient
is given. as it were, automatically, or without the
occurrence of any adverse motive. But in cases
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where motives are drawing in different directions,
we become conscious of an effort of Will in
choosing one or other line of conduct, and, accord-
ing to our present hypothesis, this consciousness of
effort is an expression of the work which the Will
is doing in the way of spontaneous causation.
Thus, upon the whole, if we identify the principle
of causation with the principle of mind—as we
are bound to do by the theory of Monism—we
thereby draw a great and fundamental distinction
between causation as this occurs in the external
world, and as it occurs within the limits of our
own subjectivity. And the distinction consists
in the unconditional nature of a causal sequence
in the external world, as against the conditional
nature of it in the other case; the condition to
the effective operation of a motive—as distin-
guished from a motor—is the acquiescence of the
first cause upon which that motive is operating.
To the foregoing argument it may be objected
that by expressly regarding the human mind as
a first cause of its own volitions, I imply that that
mind can itself have had no cause, which appears
to be self-evidently absurd. But here again the
absurdity only arises from our inveterate habit of
regarding the principle of causation as logically
prior to that of mind. If we expressly refuse to
do this, there is nothing absurd in supposing the
principle of mind wherever it occurs, as itself
uncaused. For if, as we are now supposing, this
principle is identical with that of causation, to say
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that any mind is caused would be to say that
a cause is the cause of itself, which would
be really absurd. Under the present point of
view, therefore, it would be a meaningless question
to ask for the cause of a human mind, since, ex
hypothesi, a human mind is a part of the self-
existing substance, although not on this account
self-existing as to its individual personality. As
argued in a previous chapter, the personality appears
to arise on account of circumscription, or the
isolation of a constituent part of the World-eject.
Therefore, although it may be reasonable to ask
for a cause of this circumscription—or of the per-
sonality—it is not reasonable to ask for a cause
of the substance which is thus circumscribed, or of
the quality of spontaneity which that substance
exhibits.

I will now state the whole case in another way.
When we regard the facts of volition from the
stand-point of psychology, the only theory of
them which is open to us is, as we have before
seen, that of determinism. Moreover, within these
limits that theory is perfectly true. Psychology,
as such, cannot recognize any principle more
ultimate than natural causation, seeing that, like
any other of her sisters in the family of sciences,
her whole work and duty are confined to the
investigation of this principle. But, just as in the
case of all the other sciences, when her investiga-
tions have been pushed to the point where they
encounter the problem of explaining this principle
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itself, her investigations must necessarily cease :
this principle is for all the sciences the ultimate
datum, behind which they cannot go without
ceasing to be sciences. But it does not follow
that because the area of science is limited by that
of causation, therefore we are precluded from
asking any questions as to the nature of this
ultimate datum. Of course any questions which
we may thus ask cannot possibly be answered
by science; they are questions of philosophy,
in the consideration of which science, from her
very nature and essential limitation of her office,
can have no voice. Now, if on taking up the
principle of causation where this is left by science
—viz. as the ultimate or unanalyzable datum of
experience, upon which all her investigations are
founded, and by which they are all limited—
philosophy finds any reason to surmise that it
is resolvable into the principle of mind, philosophy
is thus able to suggest that any distinction between
mental processes as determinate or free, is really
a meaningless distinction. For, according to this
suggestion, the issue is no longer as to whether
these processes are caused or uncaused ; the very
idea of cause has been abolished as one which
belongs only to that lower level of inquiry with
which science, or sensuous experience, is concerned.
Here, no doubt, the question is a thoroughly real
one, and, as shown in previous chapters, can only
be answered in the way of determinism. But so
soon as we ascend to the philosophical theory of
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Monism, and so transcend the conditions of
sensuous experience, the question whether volitions
are caused or uncaused becomes, as I have said,
a meaningless question, or a question the terms
of which are not correctly stated. If it be the
case that all causality is of a nature psychical,
volition and causation are one and the same thing,
differing only in relation to our modes of appre-
hension. It would therefore be equally meaningless
to say that either is the cause of the other—just
as it would be equally meaningless to say that
neurosis is the cause of psychosis, or that psychosis
is the cause of neurosis. Or thus, if volition and
causation are one and the same thing, the only
reason why they ever appear diverse is because the
one is known ontologically, while the other is
known phenomenally. Were it possible that the
orbit of my own personality could be widened so
as to include within my own subjectivity the whole
universe of causality, I should find—according to
Monism—that all causation would become trans-
formed into volition. Hence, the only reason why
there now appears to be so great an antithesis
between these two principles, is because the
volition which is going on outside of my own
consciousness can only be known to me objectively,
—or at most ejectively,—on which account the
principle of causality appears to me phenomenally
as the most ultimate, or most unanalyzable,
principle in the phenomenal universe.
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Upon the whole, then, I conclude that this is the
teaching of Monism. If we view the facts of human
volition relatively, or within the four corners of
psychological science, there is no escape from the
conclusion that they are determined with all the
rigour which belongs to natural causation in
general. For every sequence of mental changes
and every sequence of cerebral changes, although
phenomenally so diverse, are taken by this theory
to be ontologically identical; and therefore the
sequence of mental changes must be determined
with the same degree of * necessity’ as is that of
the cerebral changes. In short, mental causation
is taken to be but the obverse aspect of physical
causation, and, as previously remarked, it is im-
possible that the doctrine of determinism could be
taught in a manner more emphatic. But, on the
other hand, the theory of Monism is bound to go
further than this. From the very fact of its having
gone so far as to identify all physical processes
with psychical processes, it cannot refuse to take
the further and final step of identifying the most
ultimate known principle of the one with the most
ultimate known principle of the other; it is bound
to recognize in natural causation the phenomenal
aspect of that which is known ontologically as
volition. But if these two principles are thus re-
garded as identical, it clearly becomes as unmeaning
to ask whether the one is the cause of the other, as
it would be to ask whether the one wills the other.
For, ex hypothesi, the two things being one thing,
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or but different modes of viewing the same thing,
it becomes mere nonsense to speak of either
determining the other ; they are both but different
expressions of the same ultimate fact, namely the
fact of Being as Being.

If this result should be deemed unsatisfactory on
account of its vagueness, let it be remembered that
nothing is gained on the side of clearness by the
converse supposition—viz. that priority should be
assigned to the principle of causality. For, if we
say it is inconceivable that anything should come
into existence without a cause—not even excepting
the principle of mind itselff—then the question
immediately arises—If all volition is caused, what
is the cause of volition? What caused this cause ?
And so on till we arrive at the question, What
caused the principle of causality ? which is absurd.
So that whether we regard mind as prior to cause,
or cause as prior to mind, or neither as prior to the
other, we arrive at precisely the same difficulty.
And the difficulty is a hopeless one, because it con-
cerns the ultimate question of Deing as Being, or
the final mystery of things.

Or, to state the matter in another way. An
explanation means the reference of observed effects
to known causes. or the inclusion of previously
unknown causes among causesbetter known. Hence
it is obvious, from the very meaning of what we
call an explanation, that at the base of all possible
explanations there must lie a great Inexplicable,
which, just because more ultimate than any of our

M 3



166 Monism.

possible explanations, does not itself require to be
explained. To suppose that it does require to be
explained, would be to suppose, that there is
something still more ultimate into which, if known,
this Inexplicable could be merged. Hence, unless
we postulate an infinite series of possible explana-
tions, there must be a basal mystery somewhere,
which, in virtue of its constituting the ground
of all possible explanations, cannot be, and does not
require to be, itself explained. What is this basal
mystery ? Materialism supposes it to be lodged
in Matter to the exclusion of Mind, while
Idealism in its extreme forms takes the con-
verse view. Theism supposes that it is an intel-
ligent Person, who is held—and logically enough—
not to be able to give any explanation of his own
existence ; he is, as it is said, self-existent, and, if
asked to give any account of his being, would only
be able to re-state the fact of his being in the words,
‘I am that I am.” Lastly, Pantheism, or Monism,
supposes the ultimate mystery to be lodged in the
universe as a whole. Now, in the present con-
nexion the question before us is simply this—Are
we to regard the principle of causality or the
principle of mind as the ultimate mystery? And
to this question I answer that to me it appears
most reasonable to assign priority to mind. For,
on the one hand, our only knowledge of causation
is empirical, while even as such it is only possible
in the same way as our knowledge of objective
existence in general is possible—namely, by way of
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inference from our own mental modifications, which
therefore must necessarily have priority so far as
we are ourselves concerned. Next, on the other
hand, even if we were to grant that the principle of
causality is the prius, or the ultimate and inex-
plicable mystery, I cannot see that it is really
available to explain the fact of personality. To
me it appears that, within the range of human
observation, this is the fact that most wears the
appearance of finality, or of that unanalyzable and
inexplicable nature which we are bound to believe
must belong to the ultimate mystery of Being.
But, be this as it may, the speculative difficulty of
assigning priority to mind is certainly no greater
than that of assigning it to causality ; and this, as
above remarked, is a sufficient answer to the
question before us. According to Monism, how-
ever, there is no need to assign priority to either
principle, seeing that one is but a phenomenal ex-
pression of the other.

Only one further question remains to be con-
sidered. From what I have just said on the sub-
ject of Personality, it will be apparent that the
theory of Monism is in conflict with that of Theism
only in so far as personality appears to imply
limitation. This is a point which I have previously
considered in these pages (Chapter iv, p. 10g),
with the result of appearing to show that the
conflict is one which would probably vanish could
we rise above the necessary limitations of human
thought. Therefore, it here seems worth while to
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ask, What can be said by the philosophical theory
of Monism to the old theological dilemma touching
free-will and predestination? Or, even apart from
any question of Theism, what position does
Monism suppose the psychical activity of man to
hold in relation to that of the universe ? Of course
the latter statement of the question is included in
the former; and, therefore, we may present it
thus :—If the human will is free, and the theory
of Theism substantially true, how are we to
reconcile the fact with the theory ?

According to the theory of Theism as sanctioned
by Monism, what we apprehend as natural causa-
tion is the obverse of a part of a summum genus—
1.e. the part falling within human observation whose
whole is the Absolute Volition. This Volition,
being absolute, can nowhere meet with restraint :
it is therefore absolutely free, and can never con-
tradict itself. Thus, those circumscribed portions
of it which we know as human minds—and
which, on account of being so circumscribed, are
free within themselves—do not in their freedom
conflict with the Absolute Volition. The Absolute
Volition and the Relative Volition are always in
unison. It is not that the Absolute Volition
unconditionally determines the Relative Volition—
else the Relative Volition would not be free ; but it
is that the Absolute Volition invariably assents to
the Relative Volition as to the activity ofan integral
part of itself. This will be at once evident if we
consider that our only idea of determination—i. e.
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causation—is, upon the theistic theory, derived
from our observing the consistency of the Divine
Will, whether as revealed subjectively in the causal
operations of our own minds, or objectively in the
causal operations of Nature. Therefore, the idea
of causation as between the Absolute Volition and
the Relative Volition isan idea destitute of meaning.
One Relative Volition may act causally on another
Relative Volition, because each is wholly external to
each. But all Relative Volitions are constituent
parts of the Absolute Volition, which, therefore,
cannot act causally ez them, though it always acts
substantially zwétk them. Or, otherwise phrased, if
the subject is a constituent part of its own World-
eject—the volition of which is always self-consistent
—it follows that the volition of the subject must
always be coincident with that of its World-eject ;
and this without being determined in any other
sense than the smaller size of a part can be said to
be determined by the larger size of its whole : i.e. the
determination—if we choose so to call it—is not a
causal one, but arises immediately from the inherent
nature of the case. The Absolute Volition within
itself is free ; the Relative Volition within itself is
free ; but there can be no conflict between these two
freedoms. For, if there were a conflict, it must be
caused ; but where is the cause of this conflict to
come from? Not from the Absolute Volition, which
is everywhere self-consistent ; not from the Relative
Volition, which is wholly contained within the Abso-
lute. Thus, regarded from within its own system,
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MOUNTAINEERING. ByC. T. DENT,
Sir F. PoLLock, Bart., W. M. CONWAY,
DoucLAas FreEsHrIELD, C. E. Ma-
THEWS, &c. With 108 Illustrations.
Crown 8vo., 105 6d.

RACING AND STEEPLE-CHASING.
By the EARL OF SUFFOLK AND BERK-
SHIRE, W. G. CRAVEN, ARTHUR
CovENTRY, &c. With <8 lllustrations.
Crown Bvo., 1os. 6d.

RIDING AND POLO. By Captain
ROBERT WEIR, J. MORAY BROWN, the
Duke ofF BEavurorT, K.G., the EARL
of SUFFOLK AND BERKSHIRE, &c. With

_ f—? Illustrations. Cr. 8vo., ros. 6d.
|8

With Contribu- |

TING. By Lord WALSINGHAM and

Sir Ravrpil PAYNE-GALLWEY, Bart.

With Contributions by LorD LovaT,

Lorp C. L. KERR, the Hon. G. Las-

CELLES, and A, J. STUART-WORTLEY.

YVol. I. Field and Covert. With 1o
MMustrations. Crown B8vo., 10s. J

Vol. Il. Moor and Marsh. With 65
Illustrations. Cr. 8vo., 105 64d.

SKATING, CURLING, TOBOGA-
NING, AND OTHER ICE SPORTS.
By J. M. HeaTHCOTE, C. G. TEBBUTT,
T. MaxwiLL WiTHAM, the Rev. JoHN
Kerr, OrMOND HAKE, and Colonel
Buck With 284 Illustrations. Crown
8vo., 105 64,

SWIMMING. By ARCHIBALD SINCLAIR
and WiLLiaM HENRY., With 119 [llus-
trations. Cr. 8vo., 105 64,

TENNIS, LAWN TENNIS, RAC.-
QUETS, AND FIVES., By J. M. and
C. 5. HEAaTHCOTE, E. O. PLEYDELL-
BouveEriE and A. C. AINGER. With
Contributions by the Hon, A, LYTTEL-
TOoN, W, C, MARsHALL, Miss L. Dop,
&c. With 79 Illustrations. C.8vo., 1or. 64,

YACHTING.

Vol. ]. Cruising, Construction, Racing,
Rules, Fitting-Out, &c. BySir EDWARD
SULLIVAN, Bart., LORD BRASSEY,
K.C.B., C. E. SETH-SMITH, C.B., &c.
With 114 Illust. Cr. 8vo., 105 64

Vol. 1I. Yacht Clubs, Yachting in
America and the Colonies, Yacht Rac-
ing, &c. Eg R. T. PRITCHETT, the
EArRL oF OnxsrLow, G.C.M.G., &c.
With 195 Illus, Crown 8vo., 10564,
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Sport and Pastime—continued.
FUR AND FEATHER SERIES.

Edited by
THE PARTRIDGE. Natural History,
by the Rev. H. A. MACPHERSON;
Shooting, by A. J. STUART-WORTLEY ;
Cookery, by (GEORGE SAINTSBURY.
With 11 full-page Illustrations and
Vignette by A. ThHORBURN, A. J.
STUART-WORTLEY, and C. WHYMPER,
and 15 Diagrams in the Text by A. J.
STUART-WORTLEY. Crown 8va., 55

WILDFOWL. By the Hon. Jony Scott-
MonTAGU, M.P., &c. Illustrated by A.

J. S1UART WORTLEY, A, THORBURN,
and others.

[{n preparation. |

A. E. T. WATs0ON.

, THE GROUSE. Natural History by the
Rev. H. A. MACPHERSON; Shooting,
by A. J. STUART-WoORTLEY ; Cookery,
by GEORGE SAINTSBURY. With 13
Illustrations by J. STUART-WoORTLEY
and A. THORBURN, and wvarious Dia-
grams in the Text. Crown 8vo., ss.

THE HARE AND THE RABBIT.
the Hon. GERALD LASCELLES, &c.
| [In preparation.
| THE PHEASANT. By A. ]. STUART-
WorTLEY, the Rev. H. A MACPHERSON
| and A. J. INNES SHAND.
[/n preparation.

By

Campbell-Walker.——THE CORRECT
CARD: or, How to Play at Whist; a
Whist Catechism. By Major A. CAMP-
BELL-WALKER. Fcp. 8vo., 25 64.

DEAD SHOT (THE): or, Sportsman's
Complete Guide. Being a Treatise on
the Use of the Gun, with Rudimentary
and Finishing Lessons on the Art of

Shooting Game of all kinds, alsnl
Game Driving, Wild-Fowl and Pigeon
Shooting, Dog Breaking, etc. By

MARrKsMAN. Crown Bvo., 10v5. 6d.
Falkener.—GAMES, ANCIENT AND ORI-
ENTAL, AND How TO PrLay THEM.
By EDWARD FALKENER. With nume-
rous Photographs & Diagrams. 8vo., 21s.
Ford.—THE THEORY AND PRACTICE OF
ARCHERY. By Horace Forp. New
Edition, thoroughly Revised and Re-
written by W. Burt, M.A. Witha Pre-
faceby C. J. LoNcMAN, M.A. 8vo., 14s.
Fowler.—RrcoLLECcTIONS OF OLD
CouNTRY LIFE, Social, Political, Sport-

ing, and Agricultural. By J. K. FOWLER. |

With Illustrations. 8vo., 1os. 64.
Francis.—A Book oON ANGLING: or,
Treatise on the Art of Iishing in every
Branch; including full ustrated List
of Salmon Flies. Bv Francis FRANCIS.
With Portrait and Plates. Cr. 8vo., 155.
Gibson.—TopoGGANING ON CROOKED
Runs. By the Hon. HARRY GIBSON.
With Contributions by I. DE B. STRICK-
ranpand ‘Lapy-TosoGGANER'. With
40 Ilustrations. Crown 8vo., 6s.
Hawker.—TuE Diary oF COLONEL
PErcr HAWKER, author of ' Instruc-
tions to Young Sportsmen’, With an
Introduction by Sir RALPH PAYNE-
GALLWEY, Bart. 2z vols. 8vo. 325
Lang.—ANGLING SKETCHES. By A,
LLANG. With 2o Illus. Cr. 8vo., 35. 6d.

 Longman.—CHEss OPENINGS. By
| FRED. W, LonGgman. Fep. 8vo., 25. 6d.

Maskelyne.—SHARPS AND FLATS: a
Complete Revelation of the Secrets of

i Cheating at Games of Chance and Skill.

| By JoHN NEvi. MASKELYNE. With 62

- Illustrations. Crown 8vo., 6.

| Payne-Gallwey.— Works by

RALPH PAYNE-GALLWEY, Bart,

LETTERS TO YOUNG SHOOTERS (First
Series). On the Choiceand Useofa Gun.
With 41 Illustrations, Cr. 8vo,, 75. 64.

LETTERSTO YOUNG SHOOTERS, (Second
Series). On the Production, Preserva-
tion, and Killingof Game, With Direc-
tions in Shooting Wood-Pigeons and
Breaking-in Retrievers. With 104
IMustrations. Crown 8vo., 125 64,

| Pole.—Works by W, PoLg, F.R.5.

THE THEORY OF THE MODERN SCIEN-
TIFIC GAME oF WHIsT. Fcp. 8vo.,
25. 6d.

THE EvorLuTioNn oF WHIST ; a Study of
the Progressive Changes which the
Game has undergone from its Origin
to the Present Time. Cr. 8vo., 6&s.

Proctor.—Works by R. A, PROCTOR.
How To PLAY WHIST: WITH THE
LAaws AND ETIQUETTE OF WHIST.
Crown 8vo., 35. 64.
HoME WHIST : an LEasy Guide to Cor-
rect Play. 16mo., 15

Ronalds.—THE FLy-FisHERr's ENTO-
MOLOGY. By ALFRED RoxavLps. With
20 Coloured Plates. 8vo., 145,

Wilcocks. THE SEA FisHERMAN : Com-
Eriaing the Chief Methods of Hook and

ine Fishing in the British and other
Seas, and Remarks on Nets, Boats, and
| Boating, By J. C.WiLcocks. Illustrated.

" Crown 8vo., bs.

Sir
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Veterinary Medicine, &c.

Steel.—Works by Joun HENRY STEEL,
" A TREATISE ON THE DISEASES OF THE
oG, 88 Illustrations. Bvo., Tos. 6.

A TREATISE ON THE DISEASES OF
THE OX. With 119 Illustrations.
dva., 155.

A TREATISE ON THE DMISEASES OF THE
SHEEP. With 1co [llustrations. 8vo.,
I2i,

OUTLINES OF EQUINE ANATOMY: a
Manual for the use of Veterinary
Students in the Dissecting Room.
Crown 8vo, 7s. 6d.

Fitzwygram.--HORSES AND STABLES.
By Major-General Sir F. FITZWYGRAM,
Bart. With 56 pages of Illustrations.
Bvo., 25 64. ner.

“Stonehenge.”-THE DoGIN HEALTH
AND Disgase. By ‘' STONEHENGE *'.
With 84 lllustrations 8vo., 7s5. 6d.

Youatt.—Works by WILLIAM YOUATT.

THE Horse. With numerous Iilus-
trations. 8vo., 75. 6d.

THE Doc. With numerous Illustra-
tions. Bvo., 65

Mental, Moral and Political Philosophy.
LOGIC, RHETORIC, PSYCHOLOGY, ETC.

Abbott.—THE ELEMENTS OF LoGIC. By
T. K. AssotT, B.D. 12mo., 35

Aristotle.—~Works by.

THE PoriTics: G. Bekker's Greek Text
of Books L., III., IV, (VIL.), with an
English Translation by W, E. BoL-
LAND, M.A_; and short Introductory
Essays by A. Lang, M.A. Crown
8vo., 75, 64,

TaE Pourtics: Introductory Essays,
By ANDREW LANG (from Bolland and
Lang's * Politics’). Cr. 8vo., 2r. 6d.

THE EtHics: Greek Text, Illustrated
with Essayand Notes. By SirALEX-
ANDER GRANT, Bart. 2 vols. Bvo,, 3as.

THE NICOMACHEAN ETHICS: Newly
Translated into English. By ROBERT
WiLriams, Crown 8vo., 75 64,

AN INTRODUCTION TO ARISTOTLE'S
ETHICS. Books L-IV. (Book X. c.
vi.-ix. in an Appendix.) With a con-
tinuous Analysis and Notes. By the
Rev. E. Moorg,D.D. Cr. 8vo., 105 6d.

Bacon.—Works by FRANCIS BACON.

CoMPLETE WORKS. Edited by R. L.
Erris, J. SPEDDING, and D. D,
HEATH. 7 vols. 8vo., f3 135 64

LETTERS AND LIFE, including all his
cccasional Works, Edited by JAMES
SPEDDING. 7 vols. 8vo., {4 45

THe Essays: with Annotations. By
RicHARD WHATELY, D.D. 8vo.
105, 6.

TuE Essays. With Introduction, Notes,
and Index. By E. A. ApporT. D.D.
2 vols. Fep. Bvo., 65. The Text and
Index only, without Introduction and
Notes, in One Volume, Fep. 8vo.,
25, b, .

Bain.—Works by ALEXANDER BAIN,
LL.D.

MENTAL SCIENCE. Crown 8vo., 6r. 64,
MORAL SCIENCE., Crown 8vo,, 45 64.
Lhe two works as above can be had in one
volume, price 105, 64,

SENSES AND THE INTELLECT. 8vo., 15s.
EMOTIONS AND THE WILL. 8vo., 155
LoGic, DEDUCTIVE AND INDUCTIVE.
Part L., 5. Pan Il., 6s. 64.
PracricaL Essays, Crown 8vo., 3s.

Bray.—Works by CHARLES BrAY.

THE PHILOSOPHY OF NECESSITY: or
Lawin Mind as in Matter. Cr, 8vo., 55,

THE EDUCATION OF THE FEELINGS: a
Moral System for Schools. Crown
8vo., 25 6d.

Bray.—ELEMENTS OF MORALITY, in
Easy Lessons for Home and School
Teaching. By Mrs. CHARLEsS BrAy.
Cr. 8vo., 15 64,

Crozier.—CIVILISATION AND Pro-
GRESS, By JonnN BEATTIE CROZIER,
M.D. With New Preface, more fully
explaining the nature of the New Orga-
non used in the solution of its problems,
8vo., 145

Davidson.—THE Locic oF DEFINI-
TioN, Explained and Applied. By
WiLLiaMm L. Davipson, M.A. Crown
8vo., 6.

Green.—THE WoRrKs oF THoMAs HILL
GREEN. Edited by R. L. NETTLESHIP.
Vols. 1. and II. Philosophical Works.
8vo., 165, each.

Vol. 1II. Miscellanies. With Index to
the three Volumes, and Memoir. 8vo.,
215,
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Mental, Moral and Political Philosophy—continued.

Hodgson.—Works
HobDGson,

TIME AND SPACE:
Essay. 8vo,, 165

THE THEORY OF PRACTICE : an Ethical

by SHADWORTH H, |

a Metaphysical

Inquiry. 2 vols. 8vo., 245,
THE PHILOSOPHY OF REFLECTION, 2|
vols. 8vo., z1s.

Hume.—THE PHILOSOPHICAL WORKS
OF DAviD HuMme. Edited by T. H.
GREEN and T, H. GRrosE. 4vols, B8vo.,

565. Or separately, Essays. 2 vols,
28s. Treatise of Human Nature. 2
vols, =28s

Justinian.—THE INSTITUTES OF Jus-
TINIAN: Latin Text, chiefly that of
Huschke, with English Introduction,
Translation, Notes, and Summary, By |
THOMAS C. SANDARS, M.A. 8vo. 18,

Kant.—Works by IMMANUEL K ANT,

CRITIQUE OF PRACTICAL REASON, AND
OTHER WORKS ON THE THEORY OF
Ernics. Translated byT. K. ABEOTT, .
B.D. With Memoir. 8vo., 125, 64. |

INTRODUCTION TO LoGIC, AND HIS |
ESSAY ON THE MISTAKEN SUBTILTY
OF THE Four FIGURES. Translated

by T. K. ABBOTT, and with Notes by
S. T. COLERIDGE. 8vo., 6s.

Killick.—HanDroOK TOo MILL'S Sys-
TEM OF LoGic. By Rev, A, H. KIL-
LICK, M.A. Crown 8vo., 3s5. 64

Ladd.—Works by GEORGE TURMBULL
LADD,

ELEMENTS OF PHYSIOLOGICAL Psy-
CHOLOGY. Bvo., 215

QOUTLINES OF PHYSIOLOGICAL Psy-
CHOLOGY. A Text-Book of Mental
Science for Academies and Colleges, |
Bvo., 12, |

PsyCHOLOGY, DESCRIPTIVE AND Ex-

PLANATORY : a Treatise of the Pheno- |
mena, Laws, and Development of |
Human Mental Life. 8vo., 21s. |

PRIMER oF PsycHoLOGY. Crown 8vo.,
LT

Pan.osorny oF MIND: an Essay on
the Metaphysics of Physiology. 8vo,, |
164,

Lewes.—THE HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY,
from Thales to Comte. By GEorcE
HENRY LEWES, 2 vols. 8vo., 32f.

Max Miiller.—Waorks by F. Max MtiL-
LER.

THE SCIENCE oF THOUGHT. 8vo. , 21F,

THREE INTRODUCTORY LECTURES ON
THE SCIENCE OF THOUGHT. Bvo.,
ﬂ-’i &iﬁ

Mill.—ANALYSIS OF THE PHENOMENA
OF THE HUMAN MIND. By Jamzs
MiILL, 2 vols. 8vo., 285

Mill.—Works by Jous STUART MILL.
A SYSTEM OF LoGic. Cr. 8vo., 34 64,
ON LIBERTY. Cr. 8vo., 15, 4d.

ON REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNMENT.
Crown 8vo., as,

UTILITARIANISM, 8vo,, 54,

EXAMINATION OF SIk WILLIAM
HamiLTON'S PHILOSOPHY. 8vo, ; IG5

NATURE, THE UTILITY OF RELIGION,
AND THEISM. Three Essays. 8vo., gs.

Stock.—DepucTivE Locic.

By Srt.
GEORGE STOCK,

Fep. 8vo., 35. 6d.

Sully.—Works by James SuLLy.

THE HUMAN MIND: a Text-book of
Psychology. 2 vols. 8vo., 215,

OUTLINES OF PsycHOLOGY. 8vo., 5.

THE TEACHER'S HANDBOOK oF Psy-
CHOLOGY. Crown 8vo., 5.

Swinburne.—PicTUrRE LoGic: an
Attempt to Popularise the Science of
Reascning. By ALFRED JAMES Swin-
BURNE, M.A. With 23 Woodecuts.
Post 8vo., ss.

Thomson.—QUTLINES OF THE NECES-
SARY LAws oF THoOUGHT: a Treatise
on Pure and Applied Logic. By WiL-
L1AM THomsoN, D.D, ormerly Lord
Archbishop of York. Post 8vo., fs.

Webb.—THE VEIL oF Isis: a Series of
Essays on Idealism. By T. E. WEEB.
Bvo., 105 64,
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Mental, Moral and Political Philosophy-—continucd

WDth.tal.y.——Works by R. WHATELY,
Bicbn's Essays. With Annotation.
By R. WHATELY. 8vo., 105 6d.
ELEMENTS OF LoGic. Cr. 8vo., 45 6d.

ELEMENTS OoF RHETORIC. Cr. 8vo.,
45, 6d.

LESSONS ON REASONING. Fep. 8vo.,
5. 6.

Zeller.—Works by Dr. EDWARD ZELLER,
Professor in the University of Berlin.
THE STOIcs, EPICUREANS, AND SCEP-

Tics. Translated by the Rev, O. ].
REICHEL, M.A. Crown 8vo., 155

Zeller.—Worksby Dr. EDwaARD ZELLER.
——continued,
OUTLINES OF THE HISTORY OF GREEK
PHILOSOPHY. Translated by Saran
F. ALLEYNE and EVELYN ABLOTT.
Crown 8vo., 105 64,

PLATO AND THE OLDER ACADEMY.
Translated by SARAH F. ALLEYKE
and ALFRED Goopwin, B.A. Crown
8vo., 18s.

SOCRATES ANDTHE SOCRATICSCHOOLS.
Translated by the Rev. O. ]J. REICHEL,
M.A. Crown 8vo., 105 6d.

MANUALS OF CATHOLIC PHILOSOPHY.
( Stonyhurst Series. /

A ManNUAL ofF PoLiTicalL EcoxoMy.
By C.S. DEvas, MLA. Cr. 8vo., 6s, 6d.

FirsT PRINCIPLES OF KNOWLEDGE, By |
Jonn Rickasy, 5.). Crown 8vo., 5s.
GENERAL METAPHYSICS. By JOHN RICK- |
ARY, 5.]. Crown 8vo., 55

Locic. By RicHARD F. CLARKE, S.].
Crown 8vo., 55

MorAL PHILOSOPHY (ETHICS AND NATU-
RAL LAw). By JosEpH RicKasy, 5.].
Crown 8vo., g5

NATURAL THEoLOGY. By BERNARD
BoEDDER, 5.]. Crown 8vo., 6. 6d.

PsyCcHOLOGY.

By MiICHAEL MAHEK,
S.J.

Crown 8vo., 6s, 64,

History and Science of Language, &c.

Davidson.—LEADING AND IMPORTANT |
EnNGLISH WoRrDs: Explained and Ex- |
emplified. By WiLLiam L. DAviD- |
soM, M.A. Fcp. 8vo., 35 6d.

Farrar.—LANGUAGE AND LANGUAGES. |
By F. W. Farrag, D.D,, F.R.5,, Cr.
8vo., b5

Graham.—ExGLISH SYnoNyYMS, Classi-
fied and Lxplained : with Practical |

Exercises. By G. F. Granam. Fep.
8vo., 6.
Max Miiller.—Works by IF. Max|

MULLER.

THE SCIENCE OF LANGUAGE, Founded !
on Lectures .delivered at the Royal |
Institution in 1861 and 1863 =2 vols. |
Crown 8vo., 215

BlocrAraies oF WoRDS, AND THE
Houme oF THE ARyas. Crown 8vo.,
75. &d.

Max Miiller.—Works by F. Max
MULLER—confinued.

THREE LECTURES ON THE SCIENCE
oF LANGUAGE, AND ITS PLACE IN
GENERAL EDUCATION, delivered at
Oxford, 188g. Crown 8vo., 35

Ruget.—'l'HEEAURUS OoF ENGLISH
Worps AND PHrASES. Classified and
Arranged so as to Facilitate the Ex-
pression of ldeas and assist in Literary
Composition. By PETER MARK ROGET,
M.D,, F.R.5. Recomposed throughout,
enlarged and improved, partly from the
Author's Notes, and with a full Index,
by the Author’'s Son, JOHN LEWIS
RcGET. Crown 8vo,, 1os, 64.

Whately.—EXGLISH SYNONYMS.

By
E. JANE WHATELY. Fep. 8vo,, 34
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Political Economy and Economics.

Ashley.—ENGLISH Economic HISTORY

AND THEORY. By W, ASHLEY,
M.A. Crown 8vo., Part I., 55. Part
I1., 10s. 64.
Barnett.—PRACTICABLE SOCIALISM :
Essays on Social Reform. By the Rev.

S. A, and Mrs. BARNETT. Cr. Bvo., 6y,

Brassey.—PAPERS AND ADDRESSES ON
WOoORK AND WAGES. By Lord Brassey,
Edited by J. POTTER, and with Intro-
duction by GEorRGE HoweLL, M.P.
Crown 8vo., ss.

Devas.—A MANUAL OF POLITICAL
Economy. By C. 5. Devas, M.A.
Crown 8vo., 65, 6d. (Manualsof Catholic

. Philosophy.)

Dowell.—A HisTorY OF TAXATION
AND TAXES IN ENGLAND, from the
Earliest Times to the Year 188s. By
STEPHEN DOWELL (4 vols. 8vo.)” Vals,
I. and II. The History of Taxation,
215, Vols. 1I1. and IV. The History of
Taxes, 21s.

Leslie.—EssAys ¥ PoLiTiCAL Ecown-
oMy. By T. E. CLIFFE LESLIE. 8vo.,
105, &2,

Macleod.—Works by HENRY DUNNING

MacLEOD, M. A.

BIMETALISM. 8vo., §s. net,

THE ELEMENTS OF BANKING. Crown
8vo., gs. 6d.

THE THEORY AND PRACTICE OF BANK-
ING. Vol.I. 8vo., 125. Vol II. 14

THE THEORY oF CREDIT. 8vo. Vol
I. 10s. net. Vol. IL., Part 1., 10s. net.

Vol. II. Part II., 10s. 64.

Mill.—PoLiTicaL Ecoxomy.,
STUART MiILL,

Popular Edition.
Library Edition.

By JoHN

Crown 8vo., 35 6.
2vols. 8vo., 30s.

Symes.—PoriTicaL EcoNomy: a Short
Text-book of Political Economy. With
Problems for Solution, and Hints for
Supplementary Reading. By Prof. |. E.
SYMES, M.A., of University Coilege,
Nottingham. Crown 8vo,, 23, 64.

Toynbee.—LECTURES oON THE In-
DUSTRIAL REVOLUTION OF THE 18th
CENTURY IN ENGLAND. By ARNOLD
Toy~Neee,. With a Memoir of the
Author by B. JoWETT, B8vo., 105 64.

Webb.—THE History oF TRADE
UNioN1sSM. By SipNEY and BEATRICE
WegB. With Map and full Bibliography
of the Subject. 8vo., 18s.

Wilson.—Works by A. J. WiLsow,
Chiefly reprinted from 7The [muvestors
Review.

PRACTICAL
VESTORS,

HinTs To SMALL In-
Crown 8vo., 13,

PLAIN ADVICE ABOUT LIFEINSURANCE.
Crown 8vo., 1s.

Evolution, Anthropology, &ec.

Clodd.—Works by EDwARrD CLODD.
THE STORY OF CREATION : a Plain Ac-
count of Evolution. With 77 Illustra- |
tions. Crown 8vo., 35. 6d.
A PrIMER OF EvOLUTION: being a|
Popular Abridged Edition of ‘ The
Story of Creation’. With Illus-
trations. Fep. 8vo., 15. 6d.

Huth.—THE MARRIAGE OF NEAR KIN,
considered with Respect to the Law of
Nations, the Result of Experience, and
the Teachings of Biology. By ALFRED
HExRrY HUTH. Royaﬁvn., 5. 6. |

Lang.—CustoM AND MyTH: Studies |
of Early Usage and Belief. By ANDREW |
LanG, M.A. With 15 Illustrations.
Crown 8vo., 3s. 6d. !

Lubbock.—THE OriGin or CIVILISA-
TION and the Primitive Condition of
Man. By Sir]. Lussock, Bart., M.P.
With 5 Plates and 2o Illustrations in the
Text, 8vo. 18s.

Romanes.—Works by GEORGE JoHN
RoMANES, M.A., LL.D., F.R.S,

DARWIN, AND AFTER DARWIN : an Ex-
position of the Darwinian Theory,
and a Discussion on Post-Darwinian
Questions. Part 1. The Darwinian
Theory. With Portrait of Darwin
and 125 Illustrations. Crown 8vo.,
105 64

AN EXAMINATION OF WEISMANNISM,
Crown 8vo., 6s.
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Classical Literature and Translations, &c.

Abbott.—HELLENICA. A Collection of
Essays on Greek Poetry, Philosophy,
History, and Religion. Edited by
EVELYN ABBOTT, M.A.,LL.D. 8vo.,16s.

Alschylus.—EUMENIDES oOF /ESCHY-
LUs. With Metrical English Translation.
By ]. F. DAvIES. 8vo., 75

Aristophanes.—The ACHARNIANS OF |
ARISTOPHANES, translated into English
Verse. By R. Y. TYRReLL. Cr. 8vo,, 15, i‘

Becker.—Works by Professor BECKER.

GALLUS : or, Roman Scenes in the Time
of Augustus, [llustrated. Cr. 8vo.,
34, Od. i

CHARICLES : or, Illustrations of the
Private Life of the Ancient Greeks.
Ilustrated. Cr 8vo., 35 6d.

Cicero.—CICERO'S CORRESPONDENCE.
By R. ¥. TyrreLL. Vels. L., IL., IIL |
8vo., each 125.  Vol. IV, 155 i

Farnell—Greek Lyric POETRY: a
Complete Collection of the Surviving
Passages from the Greek Song-Writing.
By GEORGE S. FARNELL, MLA. With s
Plates. 8vo., 16s.

Lang.—HoMER AND THE Eric. By
AXDREW LANG. Crown 8vo., gs. net,

Mackail.—SELECT EPIGRAMS FROM
THE GREEK ANTHOLOGY. By J. W.
MACKAIL 8vo., 165,

Rich.—A DICTIONARY OF ROMAN AND
GREEK ANTIQUITIES. By A. RICH,
B.A. With 2000 Woodcuts, Crown
8vo., 75. 6d.

Sophocles.—Translated into E%ﬁsh
\Pers«E. By ROBERT WHITELAW, MLA,,

Assistant Master in Rugby School : late
Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge.
Crown 8vo., 8s5. 6d.

Theocritus.—THE IDYLLS 0F THEO-
crITUS. Translated into English Verse.
By James HeExrRY HALLARD, M.A.
Ozxon. Fep. 4to., 6s. 6d.

Tyrrell.—TRANSLATIONS INTO GREEK
AND LaTin VERrse. Edited by R. Y.
TYRRELL. B8vo., 65

Virgil.—THE ENEID OF VIRGIL. Trans-
lated into English Verse by JoHN CON-
INGTON, Crown-8vo., 6s.

THE PoEms oF VIRGIL. Translated
into English Prose by Joun CoNING- -
ToN. Crown Bvo., 6,

THE ENEID OF VIRGIL, freely translated
into English Blank Verse. By W. |.
THORNHILL. Crown 8vo., 7. 64.

THE JENEID OF VIRGIL. Books L to
VI, Translated into English Verse
by JaMEs RHoADES. Crown Bvo.,

5“'

Wilking.—THE GrowTH OF THE HoM-
ERIC PoEMS. By G. WILKINS. 8vo. 6.

Poetry and the Drama.

Acworth.—BALLADS OF THE MARAT-
HAS. Rendered into English Verse from
the Marathi Originals. By HARRY
ARBUTHNOT ACWORTH. 8vo., 5%

Allingham.—Works by
ALLINGHAM,

WILLIAM

IrisH SoNGs AND PoeMs. With F"mn-
tispicce of the Waterfall of Asaroce.
Fep. 8vo., 6s.

LAURENCE BLooMFIELD. With Por-
trait of the Author. Fcp. 8vo., 35 6d.

FLOWER PIECES; DAY AND NMNiGHT
SonGs; BaLLaps. With 2 Designs
by D. G. RossETTi. Fcp. Bvo,, 6. ;
large paper edition, 125,

LIFE AND PHANTASY : with Frontis-
piece by Sir J. E. MiLLAIS, Bart.,
and Design by ArRTHUR HUGHES.
Fep. 8vo., 6s. ; large paper edition, 12s.

THOUGHT AND ORD, AND ASHBY
MANOR:a Play. Fcp. 8vo., 6s. ; large
paper edition, 12r.

BLACKBERRIES. Imperial 16mo., 6s.

Sets of the above 6 wvols. may be had in
uniform half-parchment binding, frice 30s.
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Poetry and the Drama—continued.

Armstrong.—Waorksby G. F. SAVAGE-
ARMSTRONG.

PoEMs: Lyrical and Dramatic.
8vo., bs,

KiING SAUL. (The Tragedy of Israel,
Part 1.} Fep. 8vo. g5

KinG Davip. (The Tragedy of Israel,
Part 11.) Fcp. 8vo., 65

King SoromoN. (The Tragedy of
Israel, Part I11.) Fcp. Bvo., 6s.

UGONE : a Tragedy. Fcp. 8vo., 6s.

A GARLAND FROM GREECE: Poems.
Fep. 8vo., 75 6d.

SToriEs oF WICKLOW : Poems.
8vo., 75, 6d.

MF.PI-!ISTE!PHE].ES IN BROADCLOTH: a
Satire, Fep. 8vo., 45

ONE IN THE INFINITE: a Poem. Cr.
8vo., 7s. 64.

Armstrong.—THE PoETICAL WORKS
oF EpMUND J. ARMSTRONG. Fcp.
Bvo., 55

. Arnold.—Waorks by Sir EDWIN ARNOLD,

K.C.LE.

THE LIGHT oF THE WORLD: or, the
Great Consummation, Cr.8vo.,7s. 64d.
net.

Presentation Edition. With 14 Tllus-
trations by W. HoLMAN HUNT.
4to., 205 net.

PoTiPHAR'S WIFE, and other Poems.
Crown 8vo., 55 net,

ADZUMA : or, the Japanese Wife, A
Play. Crown 8vo., 6s. 64. net.

Fep.

Fep.

Beesly.—BALLADS, AND OTHER VERSE.
By A. H. BEEsLY. Fcp. 8vo., 55

Bell.—CHAMBER COMEDIES: a Collec-
tion of Plays and Monoclogues for the
Drawing Room. By Mrs. HuGH
BeLL. Crown 8vo., 6s.

ornsen.—Works by BJORNSTJERNE
JORNSEN.

PAsTOR SANG: a Play. Translated by
WiLLiAM WiLsoON. Cr. 8vo., gs.

A GAUNTLET: a Drama. Translated
into English by OsmaN EDwARDS.
With Portrait of the Author. Crown
8vo., 55

Cochrane.—THE KESTREL'S NEST,
and other Verses. By ALFRED COCH-
RANE. Fep. 8vo., gs. 64,

Goethe.
Faust, Part 1., the German Text, with
Introduction and Notes, By ALBERT
M. Sevss, Ph.D., M.A, Cr. 8vo., 55

Faust. Translated, with Notes. By
T. E. WEBB. 8vo., 125. 64.

Ingelow.—Works by JEAN INGELOW.

PoeETicAL WORKS. 2 wols. Fep. 8vo.,
125,

LYRICAL AND OTHER POEMS. Selected
from the Writings of JEAN INGELOW.
Fcp. Bvo., 25. 64.; cloth plain, 3s.
cloth gilt.

Kendall.—5S0NGS FROM DREAMLAND.
By MAy KENDALL. Fep. 8vo., 55 net.

Lang.—Works by ANDREW LANG.

Ban anD ArriERE Ban., A Rally of
Fugitive Rhymes. Fep. 8vo., ss
net.

Grass oF Parnassus, Fep. 8vo.,
25, 6d. net.

BaLLaps oF Boors. Edited by
ANDREW LANG. Fep. 8vo., 65

THE BLUE PoOETRY Book. Edited by

ANDREW LANG. With 12 Plates and
88 Illustrations in the Text by H. J.
Forp and LANCELOT SPEED. Crown
Bvo., Gs.
Special Edition, printed on Indian
. Witk Notes, bntl without
fllustrations. Crown 8vo., 7s5. 64d.

Lecky.—Pokms. By W. E. H. LECKY.
Fcp. 8vo., 55

Peek. — Works by HeDLEY PEEK
(FrRANK LEvVTON).

SKELETON LEAVES: Poems. Witha
Dedicatory Poem to the late Hon,
Roden Noel. Fep. 8vo., 25 64. net.

THE 5HADOWS OF THE LAKE, and
other Poems. Fcp. 8vo., 25, 64. net.

Lytton.—Works by The EarL oF¥
Lyrron (OWEN MEREDITH).
MARAH. Fcep. 8vo., 6s. 64.
Kixcg Porpy: a Fantasin. With 1

Plate and Design on Title-Page by

Sir Ep. BUuRNE-JONES, A.R.A. Crown

8vo., 105 6.
THE WANDERER.
LUCILE.
SELECTED POEMS.

Cr. Bvo., 105 Gd.
Crown 8vo., 105 64,
Cr. 8vo., 10s. 64.

k|
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Poetry and the Drama-—continued.

Maca —LAYs OF ANCIENT ROME,
&c. By MACAULAY.
Illustrated by G. ScHARF. Fep. 4to.,
105, 6d. _
Bijou Edition.
18mo., 25, 6d., gilt top.
Popular Edition.

Fep. 4to., 64, sewed, 1s. cloth.
INustrated Iz]. R. WEGUELIN. Crown
8vo., 31 64.
Annotated Edition.
sewed, 15 64. cloth.

Fep. 8vo., 1s

Murray.—(RoBerT F. ), Author of * The
Scarlet Gown’. His Poems, with a
Memoir by ANDREW LaAxG, Fcep. 8vo.,
&1, net.

Nesbit.—LAvys AND LEGENDS.
NEeseiT (Mrs. HUBERT BLAND), First
Series. Crown 8vo., 35 64. Second
Series, with Portrait. Crown 8vo., g

By E.

Piatt.—Works by SARAH PiaTT,
Poems. With portrait of the Author.
2 vols. Crown 8vo., 108

AN ENCHANTED CASTLE, AND OTHER
PoEMS : Pictures, Portraits and People
in Ireland. Crown 8vo., 35 6d.

Piatt.—Works by JouN James PraTT.

IDYLs AXD LYRICS OF
VALLEY.

THE OHIO
Crown 8vo., 3.

LiTTLE NEw WorLD IDyLs. Cr. Bvo.,
&4,

| Rhoades.—Teresa  AND  OTHER
|  Porwms, By JAMES RHOADES. Crown
8vo., 35 64.

| Riley.—Works by JaMES WHITCOME
|  RILEY.

OLp FasHIONED Roses : Poems.
I2mo., 55
PoEms HERE AT HoMmEe. Fcap. 8vo,,

, 5. net.
|

| Shakespeare.—BowbDLER's FAMILY
| SHAKESPEARE. With 36 Woodcuts.
| zvol. 8vo., 145. Or in 6 vols. Fep.
! 8vo., 211,

|  THE SHAKESPEARE BIRTHDAY BOOK.

| By MARY F. DUNBAR. 32mo., 15 64,

, Drawing-Room Edition, with Photo-

' graphs. Fep. 8vo., 105 64,

Sturgis.—A Boox oF SONG. By JuLlan
STURGIS. 16mo., 55.

Anstey.—Works by F. ANSTEY, Author
of ‘ Vice Versd ',

THE BLAacK PoonLE, and other Stories,
Crown Bvo., 2r. boards, 25, 6d. cloth.

VocEs POPULL Reprinted from
‘Punch'. First Series. With 20
IMustrations by J. BERNARD PART-
RIDGE. Cr. 8vo., 35 64.

THE TRAVELLING COMPANIONS.
printed from * Punch’'. With 23 llius-
trations by J. BERNARD PARTRIDGE.
Post 4to., 55

THE MAN FROM BLANKLEY'S: a Story
in Scenes, and other Sketches. With
24 Illustrations by J. BERNARD PART-
RIDGE. Fep. 4to., 6.

Astor.—A JOURNEY IN OTHER WORLDS,

a Romance of the Future. By Joux
Jacoe Astor. With 10 Illustrations.
Cr, 8vo., 6.

Re- |

Works of Fiction, Humour, &c.

 Baker.—By THE WESTERN SEA. By
| James BAKER, Author of * John Westa-
cott’. Crown 8vo., 35 64.

Beacousfield.—Works by the Earl of
|  BEACONSFIELD,

NOVELS AND TALES. Cheap Edition.
Complete in 1x vols. Cr. 8vo., 1s. 64.
each.

Vivian Grey, Henrietta Temple.
TheYoungDuke, &ec. | Venetia. Tancred.
(Alroy, Ixion, &c. | Coningsby. Sybil,

| Contarini  Fleming, | Lothair. Endymion.
&e. I

NovELS aND TALEs.
Edition. With 2 Portraits and 11
Vignettes. 11 vols. Cr. 8vo., 4as.

Clegg.—DaviD's LooM: a Story of
Rochdale life in the ecarly years of the
Nineteenth Century. By JouN Trap-
FORD CLEGG. Crown 8vo., 2r 6d.

The Hughenden
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Works of Fiction, Humour, &c.— continued.

Deland.—Works by MARGARET DE-
LAND, Author of * John Ward ',

Tue STORY OF A CHILD. Cr. 8vo., ss.

Me. Tommy Dove, and other Stories.
Crown 8vo.  As,

PHILIP AND HIS WIFE. Cr. 8vo., 6.

Dougall.—Works by L. DovGALL.
BEGGARS ALL., Crown 8vo., 3s. 6d.

WHAT NEeceEssiTY Knows. Crown
8vo., Gs,
Doyle.—Works by A. CoNAN DovLE.

MicAH CLARKE : a Tale of Monmouth's
Rebellion. 'With Frontispiece and
Vignette, Cr, 8vo., 35. 64.

THE CAPTAIN OF THE POLESTAR, and
other Tales. Cr. 8vo., 3s. 64.

THE REFUGEES: a Tale of Two Con-
tinents. Cr. 8vo,, 6s.

Farrar.—DARKNESS AND DawN: or,

Scenes in the Days of Nero. An His- |
toric Tale. By :{ichdeacon FARRAR.
Cr. 8vo., 71. 64.

Froude.—THE Two CHIEFS oF DUN-
BOY: an Irish Romance of the Last
Century. By]. A. FrouDe. Cr. 8vo.,
35 6d.

Gilkes. —Tue THING THAT HaTH |

BEEN: or, a Young Man’s Mistake, By
A. H, GILKES, M.A., Master of Dulwich
College, Author of * Boys and Masters ',
Crown 8vo., 6s.

Haggard.—Works by H. RipEr Hac-
GARD,

THE PEOPLE OF THE MIST.
Illustrations. Crown 8vo., 6s.

SHE. With 32 IDllustrations.
8vo., 35 6d4.

ALLAN QUATERMAIN. With 31 Illus-
trations. Crown 8vo., 3+ ff.

MaIiwA's REVENGE; or, The War of
tire Little Hand, Cr.8vo., 15. boards,
15. 64, cloth.

CoLoNEL QUARITCH, V.C.
35. 6d.

CLEOPATRA. With 29 Illustrations
Crown 8vo., 35. 64,

BEATRICE. Cr. 8vo., 35. 6d.

ERriCc BRIGHTEVES. With g1 [Nustra.
tions, Cr. 8vo., 3. 64.

With 16

Crown

Cr. 8vo.,

Haggard.—Works by H. RipEr HAG-
GARD—confinued. :

NaADpA THE LiLy.
tions. Cr. 8vo., 6s.

MONTEZUMA'S DAUGHrER., With 24
Illustrations. Crown 8vo., 6s.

ALLAN'S WIFE. With 34 [llustrations.
Crown 8vo., 3s. 64.

THeE Wrrcn's HEAD. With 16 Lllus-
trations. Crown 8vo., 3s. 64.

Mr. MEESON'S WiLL. With 16 1llus-
trations. Crown 8vo., 35. 64.

DAwx. With 16 Illustrations,

With 23 Illustra-

Crown

. 8vo., 35. 64.

| Haggard and Lang.—Tui WorLb's
i

DESIRE. By H. RipEr HAGGARD and
ANDREW LANG. With 27 [llustratings
by M. GREIFFENHAGEN. Cr. 8vo., 35. O

|H&rtra.—IN THE CARQUINEZ WooDns,
and other Stories. By BrRET HARTE
Cr. 8vo., 35. 64.

' Hornung.—THE UNBIDDEN GUEST.
By E. W. HorNUNG, Cr. 8vo., 35 64.

Lyall.—Works by EDNA LyALL, Author
of ‘Donovan,’ &c.

THE AUTOBIOGRAPHY OF A SLANDEE.
Fep. 8vo., 15 sewed.

Presentation Edition. With 20 1llus-
trations by LLANCELOT SPEED. Cr.
8vo., 25 64, net.

DOREEN : The Story of a Singer. Cr.
8vo., A1,

Melville—Works by G. ]. WhyTE
MELVILLE.

The Gladiators. Holmby House,

The Interpreter. | Kate Coventry,

Good for Nothing. | Digby Grand.

The Queen’s Maries. | General Bounce.
Cr. 8vo., 1s. 6d. each.

Oliphant.—Works by Mrs. OLIPHANT.
Mapaym. Cr. 8vo., 15, 64,
In TRusT. Cr. 8vo., 15. 64,
Parr.—Cax THIS BE Love? By Mrs.
PARR, Author of ‘ Dorothy Fox’. Cr.
8vo., bs,

Payn.—Works by James Pavyw.
THE LUCK OF THE DARRELLS. Cr.
8vo., 15 6.

THICKER THAN WATER.

Cr. 8vo,,
L5, 64,
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Works of Fiction, Humour, &c.—wontinued.

Phil.lipliﬂ-Wnllay.—Smp: a Legend

of the Lone Mountain. C. PHIL-
LipPs-WoOLLEY., With 13 Illustrations
by H. G. WILLINK. Cr. 8vo., 3. 6d.

Rhoscomyl.—THE JEWEL OF YNYS
GALON: being a hitherto unprinted
Chapter in the History of the Sea Rovers.
By OwEN RaoscomyL. Cr. 8vo., 6s.

Robertson.—NUGGETS INTHE DEVIL'S
PuncH DowL, and other Australian
Tales. By ANDREwW RoperTsoN. Cr.
8vo., 35. bd.

Sewell.-——Works by ELIZABETH M.,
SEWELL.

A Glimpse of the World. | Amy Herbert.

Laneton Parsonage. Cleve Hall.
Muargaret Percival. Gertrude.
Katharine Ashton. Home Life.
The Earl's Daughter. After Life.
The Experience of Life. | Ursula, Ivors.

Cr. 8vo., 15. 64. each cloth plain. 25 64.
each cloth extra, gilt edges,

Stevenson.—Works by RoBERT Louis
STEVENSON,

STRANGE CASE OF DR. JEKYLL AND
Mgr. HYpe. Fcp. Bvo., 1s. sewed.
15. 6. cloth.

THE DyNAMITER. Cr. 8vo., 35. 64.

Stevenson and Osbourne.—THE
WRrONG Box. By ROBERT LoOuis STE-
vENSON and LLoyD OSBOURNE, Cr.
8vo., 3r. 6d.

Suttner.—Lay DownN Your ARMS
Die Wagfen Nieder: The Autobiography
of Martha Tilling. By BERTHA VON
SuTTNER. Translated by T. HOLMES.
Cr. 8vo., 15 64,

Trollope.—Works by ANTHONY TROL-
LOPE.

THE WARDEN. Cr. Bvo., 15. 6d.

BARCHESTER ToOWERS. Cr. 8vo., 15 64,

TRUE, A, RELATION oF THE
TRAVELS AND PERILOUS ADVEN-
TURES OF MATHEW DUDGEON, Gentle-
man : Wherein is truly set down the
Manner of his Taking, the Long Time
of his Slavery in Algiers, and Means of
his Delivery. Written by Himself, and
now for the first time printed Cr. 8vo., 5s.

Walford.—Works by L. B. WALFORD.
Mr. SmrTH : a Part of his Life, Crown

Bvo., 25 6d.

THE BABY's GRANDMOTHER.
8va., =21 64

Cousins, Crown 8vo. 2y 64.

TrROUBLESOME DAUGHTERS.
Bvo., 25 64.

PAULINE. Crown 8vo. 25 64d.

Dick NETHERBY. Crown 8vo., 2s5. 6d.

THE HisTORY OF A WEEK. Crown
dvo. 25 6.

A STIFF-NECKED GENERATION, Crown
Bvo. 21 6.

N AN, and other Stories. Cr. Bvo., 2r. 64.

THE MiIscHIEF oF Monica, Crown
Bvo., 25 64,

THe ONE Goob GUEST. Cr. 8vo. 25, 6d.

‘ PLOUGHED," and other Stories. Crown
Bvo., A5,

THE MATCHMAKER, Cr. 8vo., 65

West.—Works by B. B. WESsT.
Havrr-Hours wWITH THE MILLION-

AIRES : Showing how much barder it
is to spend a mullion than to make it.
Cr. 8vo., 6s.

SIR SIMON VANDERPETTER, AND MIND-
ING HIS ANCESTORS. Two Reforma-
tions. Crown 8Bvo., 55

Weyman.—Works by S. J. WEYMAN,
Tue HouseE oF THE WoLF. Cr. 8vo..

Crown

Crown

ér, G,
A GENTLEMAN OF FRANCE. Cr. 8vo., 6s.

Popular Science (Natural History, &c.).

Butler.—Our HOUSEHOLD INSECTS. |
An Account of the Insect-Pests found
in Dwelling-Houses. By Epwarp A,
BuTLER, B.A., B.Se. (Lond.). With
113 lllustrations. Crown 8vo., 6s.

Furneaux.—Works by W, FURNEAUX.
THaE OUTDOOR WORLD: aor, The Young

Collector's Handbook. With 18
Plates, 16 of which are coloured,

and 549 Illustrations in the Text
Crown 8vo., 75 6.

BuTTERFLIES AND MoTHSs (British).
With 12 coloured Plates and 241
Ilustrations in the Text.
105 &, met,

Crown 8vo.,

Hartwig. GEORGE

HARTWIG.

THE SEA AND 1TS Living WONDERS.
With 12 Plates and 303 Woodcuts.
gvo., 75, net.

THE ‘ROPICAL WORLD. With 8 Plates
and 172 Woodcuts. 8vo., 7s5. net.
THE PorLar WorLD. With 3 Maps, 8
Plates and 85 Woodcuts. 8vo., 7s.

net.

THE SUBTERRANEAN WorLDp. With
4 Maps and 8c Woodcuts. 8vo., 7s.
net.

THE AERIAL WorLD., With Map, 8
Plates and 60 Woodcuts. 8vo., 75
net.

Works by Dr.
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Popular Science (Natural History, &c.).

Hartwig.—Works by Dr. Georce| NATURE STUDIES. By R. A. PROCTOR,

HARTWIG—continued, | GRANT ALLEN, A. WiLsoN, T.
HEROES OF THE PoLAR WORLD. 19| FosTer and E. Cropp. Crown
[llustrations. Crown 8vo., 2. ' 8vo., 55 Silver Library Edition.
WONDERS OF THE TROPICAL FORESTS. Crown 8vo., 3s. 64.
40 Illustrations. Crown 8vo., 2. LEISURE READINGS. By R. A. Proc-
WORKERS UNDER THE GROUND. 29 TOR, E. CrLopp, A." WiLsoN, T.
lllustrations. Crown 8vo., 2s. | FosTER, and A. C. RANYARD., Cr.
MarverLs OVER our HEADS., 29 I- 8vo., 5s.

lustrations. Crown 8vo., 2s.
SEA MONSTERS AND SEA BIRDS. 7g Btlgﬁthag‘ B? g""gﬂj;?m?h%r%“ fgr}-r

lllustrations. Crown 8vo., 2s5. 6d. g L ;
Dt~::’-‘T:¢EN5LDF THE DEEP. 117 Illustra- :?::Ema“h%‘—; ﬂ;\ri'- Gr;wl;:i With Illus-

tions. Crown 8vo., 25. 64. i ’ - 34 Dd.
VOLCANOES AND EARTHQUAKES. 30 Wo0od.—Worksby the Rev. J. G. Woon.

llustrations. Crown 8vo., 25. 64. | HoOMES wiTHOUT HANDS: a Descrip-
WILD ANIMALS OF THE TROPICS. 66 tion of the Habitation of Animals,
[ustrations. Crown 8vo., 35. 6d. classed according to the Principle of

¢ ion, i i
Hayward.—Birp Notes. By the late B\?ﬂnst;:m::;u With 140 [llustrations.

IANE MARY Havywarp. Edited by I
: : s NSECTS AT HOME : a Popular Account
LmmA HUBBARD. With Frontispiece of British Insects, their Structure,

Eﬂd BIS 1";:15“3‘50"3 by G. E. LopGe. Habits and Transformations. With
r. 8vo., 6s. 700 Illustrations. 8wvo., 7s. net.

*o" These notes were written by one whose quiet INSECTS ABROAD : a Popular Account

fife pave her exceptional opporiunities of watch- = T
ing ihe wnysanﬁnmmrfgﬂ.ha Birds tfhnt fre- of Foreign Insects, their Structure,

ll?ﬂ'ﬂﬂih-'d hlﬂ" g’ﬂfdﬁi ﬂﬂd W‘iﬂdﬂw S‘III.L and -il'!'H-"f HH‘.HIS and lTl‘ﬂ.nstI‘mEl.liﬂl'IS. “’ith
no pretension to scientific value. They are ac- 6oo Ilustrations, 8vo., 7s. net.

citrate acconnts, written fromtime to time durin BisLE ANIMALS: a Description of
many years, of the small incidents of bird hﬁ every Living Creature mentioned in
that passed before the eves of one gualified the ‘Scriptures. With 112 Iilustra-

artistic trasming and by inherited love of bir i
to watch narrowly and to understand sympa- lons. 8vo., 7s. net.

thetically, what was happening. PETLAND RE"IS\]ETED- With 33 Illus-
trations. Cr. 8vo., 3s. 6d.
Helmholtz,—POPULAR LECTURES ON OuT oF Doors; a Selection of Origi-

SCIENTIFIC SUBJECTS. HERMANN = ik e s Fouk

vOoN HELMHOLTZ. With%ya Woodeuts, ﬁlilqt ﬂ‘a‘rmdﬁ.i t?}“u]] lr;:ﬁstt-::l]iunhmuéﬂ

z vols. Crown 8vo., 35. 64. each. Evé-., Bi &d. T fies

Proctor.—Works by RICHARD A.| STRANGE DWELLINGS: a Description

PROCTOR. - of the Habitations of Animals,

[LIGHT SCIENCE FOR LEISURE HoOURS. | abridged from ‘Homes without
Familiar Essays on Scientific Subjects. | Hands'. With 6o Illustrations. Cr.
3 vols. Crown Bvo., 5s. each. ! gvo., 35 6d.

CHANCE AND LUCK: a Discussion of| BIRD LiFE oF THE BipLE. 32 Ilustra-
the Laws of Luck, Coincidence, tions. Cr. 8vo., 35 64.

Wagers, Lotteries and the Fallacies } WonDERFUL NESTS. 30 Ilustrations.

of Gambling, &c. Cr. 8vo., ar Cr. 8vo., 35 64,
boards, 2s. 6d. cloth. . HoMES UNDER THE GROUND. 28 Illus-
RoucH WAYS MADE SMooTH. Fami- | trations. Cr. 8vo., 3s. 64,
liar Essays on Scientific Subjects.| WILD ANIMALS OF THE BIBLE. 29
Silver Library Edition. Crown 8vo., IMustrations. Cr. 8vo., 35 64.
35 6d. ' DOMESTIC ANIMALS OF THE BIBLE. 23
PLEASANT WAYS IN ScIENCE. Cr. | IMlustrations. Cr. 8vo., 31 6d.
8vo., 55. Silver Library Edition.| THE BrANcH BUILDERS. 28 Illustra-
Crown 8vo., 35 64. ' tions. Cr. 8vo., as. 6d.
THE GREAT PYRAMID, OBSERVATORY, | SOCIAL HABITATIONS AND PARASITIC
ToMB AND TEMPLE. With I[llustra- NESTS. 18 [lustrations. Cr. 8vo,,

tions. Crown 8vo., 5r. 25,
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Works of Reference.

Maunder’s (S8amuel) Treasuries.

B1OGRAPHICAL TREASURY. With Su
plement brought down to 188g.
Rev. JamMESs Woop, Fcp. 8vo., 6s.

TREASURY OF NATURAL HISTORY : or,
Popular Dictionary of Zoology. With
goo Woodcuts. Fep. 8vo., 6s.

TREASURY OF GEOGRAPHY, Physical,
Historical, Deseriptive, and Political.
With 7 Maps and 16 Plates, Fep.
8vo., 6s,

THE TREASURY OF BIBLE KNOW-|
LEDGE. the Rev. |. AYre, M.A.
With 5 Maps, 15 Plates, and 300
Woodcuts. Fep. 8vo., 6.

HisToricAL TREASURY: OQutlines of |
Universal History, Separate Histories |
of all Nations. Fcp. 8vo., 6s.

TREASURY OF KNOWLEDGE AND
LiBrARY OF REFERENCE. Com- |

sing an English Diction and
PGr'ql'am:gnar. Umfmal i_:azetee:?:{}_r,lassn- -
cal Dictionary, Chmnﬂlug}r. Law |
Dictionary, &e. Fcp. 8vo., -

Maunder’s (Bamuel) Treasuries
—continued.

SCIENTIFIC AND LITERARY TREASURY.
Fep. 8vo., 6s.

THE TREASURY oF BOoTANY. Edited
by J. LiNDLEY, F.R.5.,, and T.
Moorge, F.L.5 With 274 Wood-
cuts and =zo Steel Plates. =z wvols.
Fep. 8vo., 125

Roget.--THESAURUS OF ENGLISHWORDS

AND PHRrRASES. Classified and Ar-

ranged so as to Facilitate the Expression

of ldeas and assist in Literary Com-
osition. By PETER MARK ROGET,
D, F.R.S., Recomposed through-
out, enlarged and improved, partly

from the Author's Notes, and with a

full Index, by the Author's Son, JOHN

Lewis ROGET. Crown 8vo., 105, 64.

 Willieh.—PoPULAR TABLES for giving
information for ascertaining the value of

Lifehold, Leasehold, and Church Pro-

perty, the Public Funds, &c. By

CHARLES M. WiLLicH, Edited by H.

BENCE JONES., Crown 8vo., ros 6d.

Children’s Books.

Crake.—Works by Rev. A. D. CrRAKE,

Epwy THE FaIr: or, the First Chro-
nicle of Ascendune. Crown Bvo.,
25, &d.

ALFGARTHE DANE: or,the Second Chro-
nicle of Ascendune, Cr. 8vo., 25, 64.

THE RivaL HEIRS: being the Third
and Last Chronicle of Aiscendune.
Cr. 8vo., 25, 64.

THE HousE oF WALDERNE. A Tale
of the Cloister and the Forest in the
Days of the Barons’ Wars. Crown
8vo., =25 64.

BriaN FiTz-COUNT. A Story of Wal-
lingford Castle and Dorchester Abbey,
Cr. 8vo., 25, 64,

Lang.—Workseditedby ANDREW LANG.

THE BLue Falry BookK. With 138
Hiustrations by H. J. Forp and
P. Jacome Hoon. Crown 8vo., 6s.
THE ReED Fairky Book., With 100
Iustrations by H, J. ForD and
LANCELOT SPEED. Cr. 8vo., 6s.
Tue GrEeN Fairy Book., With 101

Hlustrations by H. J. Forp and L.
BoGLE. Crown 8vo., 64

TrE YELLOW FAIRY BooK. With 104
[Mustrations by H. J. Forp. Crown

8vo., 6r.

Lang.—Works edited by ANDREW LANG
—continued.

THE BLUE PoOETRY Book. With 100
Ilustrations by H. C] Forp and
LANCELOT SPEED rown 8vo., Gs.

THE BLUE PoeETRY Book. School
Edition, without Illustrations. Fep.
8vo., 2r. 6d.

THE TrUE STory Book. With 66
Illustrations by H. J. Forp, Luciex
Davis, C. H. M. KEerRr, LANCE-
LOT SPEED, and LOCKHART BOGLE.
Crown 8vo., Gs.

Meade.—Works by L. T. MEADE,

Dappy's Boyv., [llustrated. Crown
DEr AND THE DuceHEss. Illustrated.

Crown 8vo., 3s. 6d.

Btevenson.—A CHILD'S (GARDEX OF
VERSES. By ROBERT Louis STEVENSOX.
Smali fcp. 8vo., 55

Molesworth.—Works by Mrs. MoLEs-
WORTH,

SILVERTHORNS, Illustrated, Cr. 8vo., 55,

THE PALACE 1IN THE GARDEN.
trated. Crown Bvo.,
NEIGHBOURS. Illus. Crown 8vo., 25, 64

Mlus-
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ATELIER (THE) DU Lys:

Longmans’ Series of Books for Girls.

Crown Bvo., price 25 64. each

Student in the Reign of Terror.
BY THE SAME AUTHOR.
MapeEMOISELLE MoRrli: a Tale of
Modern Rome.
TuaT CHILD, Illustrated by GORDON |
BROWNE. |
UNDER A CLOUD. |
THE FIDDLER oF Lucau.  With Illus- |
trations by W, RALSTON. |
A CHILD oF THE REvoLuTIiON, With |
[Nustrations by C. J. STANILAND. |
HESTER'S VENTURE. |
In THE OLDEN TIME: a Tale of the
Peasant War in Germany. :
THE YOUNGER SISTER.

or an Art,
I

ATHERSTONE PRIORY. By L. N, CoMYN.

TreE THIRD MIss ST. QUENTIN, By
Mrs. MOLESWORTH,

THE STORY OF A SPRING MoORNING, &c.
By Mrs. MoLESwoORTH. Illustrated.

NEIGHBOURS. By Mrs, MOLESWORTH.
IMustrated.

VERY YOUNG; and QUITE ANOTHER
Story. Two Stories. By JEAN INGE-
LOW.

Krrrn DERAMORE.
* Miss Molly".

SiDNEY. By MARGARET DELAND,

Last Worps To GIRLS ON LIFE AT
SCHOOL AND AFTER SCHOOL. By
Mrs. W. GREY,

By the Author of

The Silver Library.

CROWN 8vo.

Arnold’s (Bir Edwin) Seas and Lands.
With 71 [llustrations. 3s. 64,

Baker's (Bir 8. W.) Eight Years in
Ceylon. 'With 6 Illustrations. 3. 6d.

Baker's (8ir 5. W.) Rifle and Hound in
Ceylon. With 6 Illustrations. gr. 6d.

Baring-Gould*s (Rev. 8.) Curious Myths
of the Middle Ages. 35 6d.

Baring-Gould’s (Rev. 8.) Origin and
Development of Religious Delief. =2
vols. 3f. 64, each.

Becker's(Prof.)Gallus: or, Roman Scenes
in the Time of Augustus. Illus. 3s. 64.

Becker's (Prof.) Charicles: or, [llustra-
tions of the Private Life of the Ancient
Greeks. Illustrated. 3s. 6d.

Bent's (J. T.) The Ruined Cities of Ma-
shoanland: being a Record of Ex-
cavation and Exploration in 18g1.
With 117 Illustrations. 3s. 64.

Brassey's (Lady) A Yoyage in the* Sun-
beam *. With 66 Illustrations. 3s. 64.

Clodd’s (E.) S8tory of Creation: a Plain
Account of Evolution. With 77 1llus-
trations. 35 6d.

Conybeare (Rev. W. J.) and Howson’s
(Very Rev. J. 5.) Life and Epistles of
St. Paul. 46 Illustrations. 3s. 6d.

Dougall’s(L.)Beggars All; a Novel. 25.64.

Dovle's (A. Conan)Micah Clarke : a Tale
of Monmouth's Rebellion. 3s. 64.

Doyle’s (A. Conan) The Captain of the
Polestar, and other Tales. 35 6d.

Froude's (J. A.) Short Btudies on Great
Subjects. 4 vols. 35 6d. each.

Froude's (J. A.) Ceesar: a Sketch. 35 64d.

Froude's (J. A.) Thomas Carlyle: a

History of his Life,
71,

1795-1835. 2 vols.

1834-1881. =2 vols. 7

35, 6d. EACH VOLUME,

Froude's (J. A.) The Two Chiefs of Dun-
boy: an Irish Romance of the Last
Century. 3s5. 64.

Froude's (J. A.) The Histary of England,
from the Fall of Wolsey to the Defeat

of the Spanish Armada. 12 vols.
35, 6, each.

Froude's (J. A.) The English in Iraland.
3 vols. T1os. 6d.

Gleig's (Rev. G. R.) Life of the Duke of
Wellington. With Portrait. 35 64.
Haggard's (H. R.) She: A History of
Adventure. 32 Illustrations. 3s. 6.
Haggard's (H. R.] Allan Quatermszin.
With 20 lllustrations. 35 64.
Haggard’s (H. R.) Colonel Quariich,
V.C.: a Tale of Country Life, gs. 64,
Hagdard's (H. R.) Cleopatra. With 29
Full-page Illustrations. 35 6d.
Haggard's (H. E.] Eric Brighteyass.
With 51 Illustrations. 35 6d.
Haggard’s (H. R.) Beatrice. 3s5. 6d.

Haggard's (H. R.) Allan's Wife. With
34 Illustrations. 3s. 6d.
Haggard’s (H. R.) The Witch's Head.

With Illustrations. 35 64.
Haggard's (H. R.) Mr. Meezon's Will.
With Illustrations. 3s. 64.
Haggard's (H. R.) Dawn.
trations. 35 64.
Haggard’s (H. R.) and Lang's (A.) The
World's Desire. With 27 Illus. 3s5. 64,
Harte's (Bret) In the Carqguinez Woods,
and other Stories. gs. 64
Helmholiz's (Hermann won) Fopular
Lectures on Sclentific 8ubjects.
With 68 Woodcuts. 2 vols. 35 64.
each.
Hornung (E. W.) The Unbidden Cuest.
35, 6d.

--I.

With 16 Illus- -
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The Silver Libl'a_.l;}';a‘a::fz}::sea'.

Howitt's (W.) Visits to Remarkable
Places. 8o Illustrations. 3r. 6d.
Jefferies’ (R.) The Story of My Heart:
My Autobiography. With Portrait.

64,

35, 6.
Jefferies’ (R.) Field and Hedgerow. Last
Essays of. With Portrait. ‘% 6d.
Jefferies’ (R.) Red Deer. ith 17
INustrations by J. CHARLTON and H.

TURALY. 3s. 6d.

Jefferies’ (R.) Wood Magic: a IFable,
With Frontispiece and Vignette by E.
V.B. 3sn 64,

Jefferies’ (R.) The Tollers of the Field.
With Portrait from the Bust in Salis-
bury Cathedral. 3s. 64.

Knight's (E. F.) The Cruise of the|
¢ Alarte': the Narrative of a Search for
Treasure on the Desert Island of
Trinidad. With 2 Maps and 23’
IMustrations. 3s5. 64.

Knight (E. F.) Where Three Empiru
Maat : a Narrative of Recent Travel in
Kashmir, Western Tibet, Baltistan,
Gilgit, and the adjoining Countries,
With a Map and 54 Illust. 3s. 64.

Lang's (A.) Angling Sketches. 35 64,

Lang’s (A.) Custom and Myth: Studies
of Early Usage and Belief. 35 64.

Lees (J. A.)) and Clutterbuck's (W. J.)
B.C. 1887, A Ramble In British
Columbia. With Mapsand 75 Illustra- |
tions. 35 64, '

Macaulay's (Lord) Essays and Lays of
Ancient Rome. With Portrait and
[llustrations. g3s. 6d.

Macieod (H. D.) The Elements of Bank-
ing. 3s. 64.

Marshman's(J. C.) Memoirs of 8ir Henry |
Havelock. 3. 6d. |

Max Muller's (F.) India, what can it
teach us? 3+ 6d. '

Max Muller's (F.) Introduction to the
Science of Religion. 3s5. 6d.

Marivale's (Dean) History of the Eomans
under the Empire. 8 vols. 35 64. ea.

Miil's (J. 8.) Political Economy. 3s. 6.

Mill’s (J. 8.) System of Logle. 3s. 6.

Milner's (Geo.) Country Pleasures. 3+ 6.

Nansen's (F.) The First Crossing of
Greenland. With [llustrations and
a Map. 35 64.

Phillipps-Wolley's (C.) Snap: a Legend
of the Lone Mountain. With 13
Nlustrations. 3+, 64,

Proctor’s (R. A.) The Orbs Around Us.
Essays on the Moon and Planets,
Metors and Comets, the Sun and
Coloured Pairs of Suns. 35 64.

Proctor's(E. A.) The Expanse of Heaven.
Essays on the Wonders of the Furma-

ment. 3s. 6d.
Proctor's (R. A.) Other Worlds than
Ours. 3s5. 64.

Proctor's (R. A.) Rough Ways made
S8mooth. 35 64.

Proctor's (R. A.)
Science. 735 6d.

Proctor’'s (R. A.) Myths and Marvels
of Astronomy. ;

Progtor's (R. A.) Nature Studies. 35. 6d.,

Rosseiti’s (Maria F.) A Bhadow of Dants:
being an Essay towards studying Him-
self, his World and his Pilgrim-
age. 35 6d.

Smith’s (R. Besworth) Carthage and the
Carthaginians. 3s. 64,

Stanley's (Bishop) Familiar History of
Birds. 160 [llustrations. 3s. Gd.

Btevenson(Robert Louis)and Osbourne’s
(Lloyd) The Wrong Box. 3s5. 64d.

Stevenson (Roberi Louis) and Steven-
son (Fanny van de Grift) More New
Arablan Nights.—The Dynamiter.
35. 6d.

Weyman'’s (Stanley J.) The House of
the Wolf: a Romance. 35 64d.

Wood's (Rev. J. G.) Petland Revisited.
With 33 Illustrations. 35 64.

Wood's (Rev. J. G.) Strange Dwellings.
With 6o [llustrations. 3. 6d.

Wood's (Rev. J. G.) Out of Doors., 11
Illustrations. 3s. 6d.

Pleasant Ways in

Cookery, Domestic Managamant &e.

Acton.—MoDErRN CoOKERY. By Eniza

AcToN. With 150 Woodcuts. Fcp.

8va., 45 b4l

Bull.—Works by THomas BuLr, M.D.

HinTs TO MOTHERS ON THE MANAGE-
MENT OF THEIR HEALTH DURING THE

PEr1OD OF PREGNANCY. Fep. 8vo.,
15. Od.

THE MATERNAL MANAGEMENT OF|
CHILDREN IN HEALTH AND DISEASE. |
Fep. 8vo., -

13. b,

De SBalis.—Works by Mrs. DE SALis.

CAKES AND CONFECTIONS A LA MoDE.
Fep. 8vo., 15 6d.

Dogs: a Mﬂnual for Amateurs.
8vo., f

DRESSED GAME AND PoOULTEY A LA
Mope. Fep. 8vo., 15 6d.

DRESSED VEGETABLES A LA Mone
Fep. 8vo., 15 64d.
DrINKS A LA MoODE,
ENTREES A LA MoDE.

Fep.

Fep. 8vo., 15 64.
Fep. Bvo, 15 64,
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Cookery, Domestic Management, &c.—continued.

De Balis.—Works by Mrs. DE SALIS—

corbtinued,

FLoral DEcCOrATIONS. Suggestions
and Descriptions, . Fep. 8vo., 15. 64.

NATIONAL VIANDS A LA Mobk, Fep.
dvo., 15, bd.

NEw-LAID EcGs: Hints for Amateur
Poultry Rearers. Fep. 8vo., 15. 64.
OYSTERS A LAMODE. Fep. 8vo.. 15. 64.
PUDDINGS AND PASTRY A LA Monpg.

Fep. 8vo., 15. 64.
SAVOURIES A LA MobDE. Fcp. 8vo.,

1s. A4,
Souprs AND DRESSED F1sH A LA MODE.
Fep. 8vo., 14, 64d.
SWEETS AND SupPER DIsHES A LA
Mope. Fep. 8vo., 15, 64.
TEMPTING DISHES FOR SMALL IN-
COMES. Fcep. 8vo., 15, 64,
WRINKLES AND NoTlons ror EVEry
HouvseHoLp. Cr. Bvo., 1s. 64,

Lear.—MAIGRE COOKERY.

Poole.—CooOKERY FOR THE DIABETIC.

Walker.—A HANDBOOK FOR MOTHERS:

West.—THE MOTHER's MANUAL OF'

By H. L

SipNEY LEAR. 16mo., 25.

By W. H. and Mrs. PooLE. With)
Preface by Dr. PAvy. Fcp. 8vo., 25. 6d.

being Simple Hints to Women on the:
Management of their Health during:i
Pregnancy and Confinement, together

with Plain Directions as to the Care of !
Infants. By JANE H WALKER, L.R.C.P.
and L.M., L.R.C.S. and M.D. (Brux.).

Cr. Bvo., 25, 4,

CHILDREN'S DisEasEs. By CHARLES,
WesT, M.D. Fecp. 8vo., 2s. 64d. |

Miscellaneous and Critical Works,
Boyd (* A. K. H. B.").—Works by A.

Allingham.—VARIETIES IN PROSE.
By WILLIAM ALLINGHAM. 3 vols. Cr.
8vo, 185. (Vols. 1 and 2, Rambles, by
PaTtricius WALKER. Vol. 3, [rish
Sketches, etc.)

Armstrong.—EsSSAYS AND SKETCHES,
By EpMUND J. ARMSTRONG. Fep.
Bvo., 5.

Baring-Gould.—Curious MYTHS OF
THE IDDLE AGES. By Rev. S
BariNGg-GovLp. Crown 8vo., 35 64.

Battye.—Pictrures IN PROSE OF
NATURE, WILD SPORT, AND HUMBLE
Lire. By AuByYN TREVOR BATTYE,
B.A. Crown 8vo., 6r.

Baynes.—SHAKESPEARE STUDIES, AND
OTHER Essavs. DBy the late THOMAS
SpeNCER Bavwes, LL.B., LL.D.
With a biographical Preface by Prof.
LEwis CAMPBELL. Crown 8vo., 7s5. 6.

Boyd (‘A. K. H. B’).—Works by

A K. H. Borp, D.D.,, LL.D.

And see MISCELLANEQUS THEOLO-
GICAL WORKS, p. 24.

AuTuMN HoLiDAYS OF A COUNTRY
ParsoN. Crown 8vo., 35 6d.

COMMONPLACE PHILOSOPHER,
8vo., 3r. 6d.

CriTicAL EssAys oF A COUNTRY
PArsoN, Crown 8vo., 35. 64,

East CoasT DAYS AND MEMORIES.
Crown 8vo., 35 64,

Crown

Butler.—Works by SAMUEL BUTLER.

. H. Bovyp, D.D., LL.D. —continued. .

LANDSCAPES, CHURCHES AND MORA-
LITIES. Crown 8vo., 35 64.

Leisurk Hours v Townw.
8vo., 35. bd.

LESSONSOF MIDDLE AGE. Cr.8vo.,35.64. .

OuR LITTLE LiFE. Two Series. Cr. .
Bvo., 35. 6. each.

Ouk HOMELYCOMEDY : AND TRAGEDY.
Crown 8vo., 35. 64.

RECREATIONS OF A COUNTRY PARSON. .
Three Series. Cr. Bvo., 35 &4, each.
Also First Series. Popular Ed. 8vo., 6d. .

Crown |

ErgwHOK. Cr. Bvo., &5.

THE Faig HaAveEr., A Work in Defence -
of the Miraculous Element in ours
Lord's Ministry. Cr. 8vo., 75. 6d.

LiFE AND Hasrr. An Essay after a
Completer View of Evolution. Cr..
Bvo., 75. 64

EvoLuTion, OLD axp NEw. Cr. 8vo.,.
105, Od.

ALFS AND SANCTUARIES OF PIEDMONT -
AND CANTON TiciNOo. [luostrated..
Pott 4to., 1os.64d.

LUcg, or CUNNING, AS THE MAINI
MEANS OF OrGANIC MODIFICATIOND !
Cr. 8vo., 7s. 6d.

Ex Voro. An Account of the Sacros
Monte or New Jerusalem at Varallo- -
Sesia. Crown 8vo., 1os. 64.

N



LONGMANS & CO.'S STANDARD AND GENERAL WORKS.

23

Miscellaneous and Critical Works —consinucd.

Gwilt.—AN ENCYCLOPEDIA OF ARCHI-
TECTURE. By Josepn GwiILT, F.5. A
lustrated with more than 1100 Engrav-
ings on Wood. Revised (1888), with
Alterations and Considerable Additions
by WYATT PAPWORTH. 8vo., £z 125. 64.
Hullah.—Works by J. HuLLAl, LL.D. |
COURSE OF LECTURES oN THE His-|
TORY OF MODERN MUSIC. 8vo., Bs, 6d.

COURSE OF LECTURES ON THE TRANSI-
TiON PERIOD OF MUSICAL HISTORY.
8vo., 105 64,

James.— MINING RovarTiEs: their|
Practical Operation and Effect. By
CraaAs. ASHWORTH JAMES, of Lincoln's
Inn, Barrister-at-Law. Fep. 4to., 55

Jefferies.—Works by R. JEFFERIES.
FieL.D AND HEDGEROW : last Essays.

With Portrait. Crown 8vo., 35 6d.
THE StorYy oF My HEearT: With
Portrait and New Preface by C. ].
LoNGMAN. Crown 8vo., 35 64,
RED DeEER. 17 [llusts, Cr. 8vo., 3s. 6d.
THE TOILERS OF THE FIELD. With
Portrait. Crown 8vo., 35 6d.
Woobn Magic. With Frontispiece and
Vignette by E. V. B. Cr. 8vo., 35. 64,

Johnson.—THE PATENTEE'S MANUAL:
a Treatise on the Law and Practice of
Letters Patent. By J. & J. H. Jonn-
soN, Patent Agents, &c. 8vo., 105 64.

Lang.—Works by ANDREW LANG.
LETTERS TO DEAD AUTHORS. Fep.

. Bvo., 21 64. net

LETTERS ON LITERATURE. Fep. 8vo.,
25, 6d. net.
Books AND BOOKMEN. With 19

Illustrations. Fep. 8vo., 25 6d. net. |
OLD FrIENDS. Fep. 8vo,, 25, 64. net.
Cock LANE AND CoMMON SENSE.

Fep. 8vo., 6s. 64. net.

Leonard.—THE CAMEL: Its Uses and
Management. By Major ARTHUR GLYN

Mendelssohn.—TuE LETTERS OF
FELIX MENDELSSOHN. Translated by
Lady WALLACE. 2 vols. Cr, 8vo., 104

Milner.—Works by GEORGE MILNER.
CouNTRY PLEASURES : the Chronicle of
a Year chiefly in a Garden, Cr. 8vo.,
ar. Bd.
STUDIES OF NATURE ON THE COAST
OF ARRAN. With Illustrations by
W.NOEL JoHNSON. Cr.8vo.,65.64. net.

| Poore.—Essays oN RUrRAL HYGIENE.

By GEORGE ViviaNn Poorg, M.D.,
F.R.C.P. With 13 Illustrations. Cr.
8vo., 6s. 64d.

Proctor.—Works by R. A. PROCTOR.
STRENGTH AND HaPpPINESS. With g
Illustrations. Crown 8vo., 54
STRENGTH: How to get Strong and
keep Strong, with Chapters on Row-
i‘t'l‘g and Swimming, Fat, Age, and the
aist. With g Illus. Cr. 8vo, as.

Richardson.—NATIONAL HEALTH.
A Review of the Works of Sir Edwin
Chadwick, K.C.B. By Sir B. W.
RicHARDSON, M.D. Cr. 8vo., 4. 6d.

Rossetti.—A SHADOW OF DANTE : be-
ing an Essay towards studying Himself,
his World, and his Pilgrimage, By
Maria Francesca RosserTi. Cr,
8vo., 105, 64, Cheap Edition, 3+ 64.

Solovyoff.—A MoDERN PRIESTESS OF
Is1s (MADAME BLAVATSKY). Abridged
and Translated on Behalf of the Society
for Psychical Research from the Russian
of VSEVOLOD SERGYEEVICH SOLOVYFF,
By WaLTER LEAF, Litt, D, With
Appendices. Crown 8vo., 6.

| Btevens.—ON THE STOWAGE OF SHIPS

AND THEIR CARGOES. With Informa-
tion regarding Freights, Charter-Parties,

LEONARD. Royal 8vo., 215 net.
Macfarren.—LECTURESON HARMONY. |
By Sir GEO. A. MACFARREN. 8vo., 125, |
Max Miuller.—Works F. Max|
MULLER. Bvo., 34. 64, |
INDIA: WHAT CANIT TEACH US ? Cr.
CHips FROM A GERMAN WORKSHOP.
Vaol. 1., Recent Essays and Addresses.
Cr. 8vo., 6s. 6d. net.
Vaol. IL., Biographical Essays. Cr. 8vo.,
fis. 6. net.
Vol. III., Essays on Language and
Literature, ’r. Bvo., 6s. 6&d. met.
Vol. 1V., Essays on the Sciences of

&c. By ROBERT WHITE STEVENS,
Ascociate Member of the Institute of
Maval Architects. 8vo. =215

Bouthey.— CORRESPONDENCE  WITH
CAROLINE BowLEs. By R. SouTtHEy,
8vo,, 145,

Van Dyke.--A TEXT-Book oF THE His-
TORY OF PAINTING. By JouN C. VAN
DYKE, of Rutgers College, U.5. With
Frontispiece and 109 Illustrations in the
Text. Crown 8vo., 6s.

| West.—WiLLs, axp How Nor To
MAge THEM. With a Selection of

Language, of Thought, and of Mytho-
logy. [/n Preparation.

Leading Cases. By B. B. WEsT. Fep.
Bva., =5 64,
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‘ Miscellaneous Theological Works,
“o* For Church of England and Roman Catholic Works see M ESSRS. LONGMANsS & Co.'s
Special Catalogues,

Balfour.—THE FOoUNDATIONS OF BE-
LIEF: b-c:in% Notes Intooductory to the
Study of Theclogy. By the Right Hen,
ARTHUR J. BALFOUR, M. P. Bvo.,12s. 64.

Boyd.—Works by A. K. H. Boyp, D.D,,
First Minister of St. Andrews, author of
* Recreations of a Country Parson,’ .
COUNSEL AND COMFORT FROM A CITY
PuLpiT. Crown 8vo., 3. 6d.
SUNDAY AFTERNOONS IN THE PARISH
CHURCH OF A ScoTTIsH UNIVERSITY
City. Crown 8vo., 35 64
CHANGED ASPECTS OF UNCHANGED
TrUTHS. Crown 8vo., 3+ 6d.
GRAVER THOUGHTS OF A COUNTRY
PARSON. Three Series, Crown 8vo.,
g5 6d. each.
PRESENT DAY THOUGHTS. Crown 8vo.,
375 6d.
SEASIDE MusiNgs., Cr. 8vo., 35. 6d.
‘To MEET THE DAY’ through the
Christian Year ; being a Text of Scrip-
ture, with an Original Meditation and
a Short Selection in Verse for Every
Day. Crown Bvo., 45. 64.

De Lia Baussaye.—A MANUAL oF
THE SCIENCE OF RELIGION. By Prof.
CHANTEPIE DE LA SAUSSAYE. Crown
8vo.. 125 6d.

Kalisch.—Works by M. M. KALIsCH,
BIBLE STUDIES. I. The Pro-
hecies of Balaam. 8vo., 105 64, Part
1. The Book of Jonah. 8vo., 105, 64.
COMMENTARY ON THE OLD TESTAMENT:
with a new ‘Translation. Vel. I.
Genesis. 8vo., 185. Oradapted for the
General Reader. 125. Vol. I1. Exodus,
155. Or adapted for the General
Reader. 125, Vol. III. Leviticus, Part
I. 155, Or adapted for the General
Reader. 85, Vol. IV. Leviticus, Part
II. 155, Or adapted for the General
Reader. 8s.
Martineaun.—Works by JAMES MAR-

TINEAU, D.D,, LL.D,

Hours oF THOUGHT ON SACRED
THINGS. Two Volumes of Sermons,
Crown 8vo,, 75. 64.

ENDEAVOURS AFTEKR THE CHRISTIAN
Lire. Discourses. Cr. Bvo., 7. 64.

THE SEAT OF AUTHORITY IN RELIGION,
Bvo.. 145

Essays, REVIEWS, AND ADDRESSES, 4
Vols. Crown 8vo., 7s5. 64. each.

I. Personal ; Politieal,

1i. Ecclesiastical ; Historical.
I11. Theological; Philosophical.
IV. Academical ; Religious

HoME "AYERS, with Two Services for
Public Worship. Crown 8vo, 3s. 6d.

25.000—4/95.

Macdonald.—Works by GEORGE M aAc-

DONALD, LL.D,

UNSPOKEN SERMONS. Three Series.
Crown 8vo., 35, 64. each.

THE MIRACLES OF OUR LORD. Crown
8vo., 3s5, 64.

A Book oF STRIFE, IN THE FORM OF
THE DIARY OF AN OLD SouL: Ioems
8ma., Gz,

Max Mualler.—Works by F. Max

MULLER.

HIBBERT LECTURES ON THE ORIGIN
AND GROWTH OF RELIGION, as illus-
trated by the Religions of India.
Crown 8vo., 7s5. 64

INTRODUCTION TO THE SCIENCE OF
RELIGION : Four Lectures delivered at
the Royal Institution. Cr, 8vo.,3s. 64,

NATURAL RELIGION. The Gifford
Lectures, delivered before the Uni-

versity of Glasgow in 1888. Cr. 8vo.,
108, 6,
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