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FOREWORD

Ir, in considering association, one restricts oneself to the treat-
ment given by Mill and similar writers, and finds that association,
as thus considered, leads to atomism, one may then have sufficient
grounds apparently for denying association, and may go on one’s
way rejoicing; but one has done little more than show that the
psychology of association has been mishandled. Before, however,
being hasty in thus easily ridding oneself of association as funda-
mental in conscious continuity, one might perhaps gain more by
driving one's investigation nearer the actual facts to be considered.

I do not think it wise to say yea or nay to the guestion until
the faets in the case have been handed in and investigated. Before
discussing association proper and its development, I have tried to
nail hard and fast exactly what it is in which assoeiation, if existent,
must be discovered. First, I have attempted, perhaps with an un-
necessary show of foree, to restriet conseionsness to the present, and,
this done, to show that in every present moment consciousness is
oceupied with some object, filled with a content. This being so,
there seems to be no possibility of the existence of any selective prin-
ciple, any synthetic activity which may be called in over and above
the content to explain mental continuity.

With consciousness in all cases restrieted to the present moment,
and an active prineiple over and above conseiousness as concerned
with its objeet shut out, any unity of mental life possible must, if
existent, be found in this present moment, and any theory of asso-
ciation must be reconciled to the facts in the case. If any unity is
found, association must be so defined as to harmonize with the con-
ception of mental life as continuous, and must be considered in an
entirely new aspect. Assoeiation must be worked from within, out-
ward, instead of being projected into a lot of disconnected mental
states to explain their eonnection, if this latter be at all possible,

I have chosen to present association as it has been developed since
the time of Locke, emphasizing the contributions left on the way.
I have then tried to settle the much disecussed reduction of the laws
of association, and to show the fallacies involved in the various
schemes of reduction. After the treatment of mental unity and the
eriticism of the so-called reduetions, there seems to me to be no other
interpretation possible than that given. It is rather diffienlt to
formulate any theory of association because it and its laws seem
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2 PSYCHOLOGY OF ASSOCIATION

state which is conseious of something else, €. g., an object in the ex-
ternal world ; or of a mental state which is past? The former ques-
tion, i. ., ‘Can we view conseiousness as such directly and imme-
diately ¢’ involves the problem of will, self-activity and the self, later
to be discussed. The latter inguiry, i. é., ‘Can we view a past mental
state directly and immediately ?’ concerns the problem of introspee-
tion and all that this implies.

What is it we are conscious of in introspeetion? Of what does
eonsciousness of a past mental state consist? When we say we are
conscious of a past mental state, obviously the mental state past
is not the mental state present. It may seem proper to rest satis-
fied with saying that we introspectively observe consciousness, and
not to go further and inquire what it is which in reality is observed.
By saying we are conscious of a former mental state, we tend towards
the belief that we have a direct awareness of consciousness. Now
the object of conseiousness in introspection is the so-called past
mental state. But a past mental state 1s no mental state; it 15 a
myth; a past mental state has no existence; it has gone forever. In
introspection we are not eonseious of the conseiousness of some object;
for that is what is actually assumed in the expression, ‘introspection
of psychie life.” We can not be aware of the state as present, for it
is past, and as past it does not exist; it is not a mental state at all.
What we are aware of, therefore, must be something not mental, 1. e.,
something not wholly psyechie, but simply some object as in the case
of immediate perception. In introspection I may be conseious of
some object fo which I take an attitude as past; but I am not aware
of a mental state in the past. Consciousness of the past is not past
conscionusness. Inmner perception and outer perception, so-called, are
both alike, both are oecupied with a present objeet, whatever our
attitude be.

Leaving aside for the moment the question of a self aware of the
passing states, a possible objection to the view just presented is that
moments of consciousness are not time moments, but persisting; that
instead of a mathematical moment of time, we may have a ‘duration
bloek’ of consciousness, and as such we may become aware of it.

The moments in the schema of time may go on flowing, but the present
moment of consciousness may still remain unchanged; nay, it is even fully
conceivable that a present moment of conseionsness should fill a whole eternity.
The radieal difference of these two moments is well illustrated in the popular
story of the monk, who happened to listen to the song of a bird from paradise
for but a single moment and found that meanwhile a thousand years had passed
away. The present moment of consciousness does not change with the change
of the present time moment; the two moments are totally different in their
nature, Now the moment of econsciousness not being a time moment, not being






4 PEYCHOLOGY OF ASROCIATION

eonseious moments and time moments are the same or different. If
the fallacy does not consist in that of introspection, 1. e., awareness
of past mental states, then it consists in the supposition of a self
aware of its own activity.

Now, in examining whether or not we have a Selbstthitigkeits-
gefiihl, or consciousness feeling its own stream, some misunderstand-
ing arises from a eonfusion of the faets which are considered with
those which are not. The question is not whether or not there is
such a thing as self-activity, conation, will, or what not; but whether
we ean be immediately aware of this activity as such. No attempt
is made to reduce this aetivity to body sensations or association com-
plexes. Let the activity be what it will, The point at issue is, ‘Of
what are we conscious in moments of mental exertion other than the
so-called ecognitive or emotional elements?’

Against the hypothesis that we have a feeling of mental activity
per se, the ‘infinite regress’ argument will seareely hold. As usually
given, it runs somewhat as follows: Consciousness of mental activity
would necessitate a double process, (1) consciousness of the object,
and (2) another eonseiousness of the first consciousness present, and
concomitant with the first. But if this be so, we should have to have
also a conseionsness (3) aware of conseiousness (2) and then a eon-
seiousness (4) eognizant of conseiousness (3) and so on, giving us
an infinite regress, It may be answered that we need not go beyond
a second conseciousness, because we can take it as a faet, just as op-
ponents of the self-awareness theory stop at a first conseiousness.
If, moreover, one can use the argument of the infinite regress against
the Selbstihitfigkeitsgefiihl theory, the argument of an infinite prog-
ress is possible against the opponents of such theory. If a regress is
possible to infinity, it is just as consistent to suppose such regress to
turn back and go infinitely forward till we stop at the object and
wipe out conselousness as a faet altogether. We should then say,
not that we are conscious of an object, but simply, objeet. Between
the infinite regress and the infinite progress consciousness as such
would seem to have little chance of being. How far this is possible
I shall attempt later to show.

Arguments may be drawn from the so-called physiological sub-
strate of conseiousness. Supposing each psychic state to have a
physiological concomitant, eonsciousness of any object would neces-
sitate cerebral activity: awareness of such consciousness would also
presuppose another set of brain cells, active when the first are stim-
ulated and with a coneomitant awareness of the first conseiousness
of the object, which runs along with the other set of cerebral eells.
There would then coexist aetivities in two sets of brain ecells, one con-



ACTIVITY AND EMOTION b

comitant with an awareness of a psychic state, and this concomitant
with ecerebral activity resulting from stimulation from without.
Such a supposition would lead to all sorts of complications, and is,
moreover, unnecessary, the ‘parsimony of eonsciousness’ tending to
preclude any such hypothesis.

Again, if we are conscious of mental activity as such, we ought
to be conscious of it at all times. If awareness of it does not always
exist, there must be some transition; if so, where is the transition?
Now we are not always conscious of mental activity as it is usually
understood. Moreover, we may have great mental activity for a
time with small or no sense of effort, small mental activity with great
sense of effort, and there may also be great mental activity with cor-
respondingly intense feelings; likewise, in the case of little mental
activity. The mental activity as such does not seem to be any meas-
ure of the degree of our awareness of it, as it ought to be if we can
really be aware of it. Fechner's law should, with its limitations,
hold here as well as in other cases of stimulation.

The feelings of strain present in moments of concentrated con-
selousness have long ago been pointed out by Fechner and even be-
fore him by Tiedeman; and analysis was for some time satisfied to
consider such feelings of museular tension and strain as all that is
present in this so-called feeling of effort. Wundt, however, allows
all such Spannungsempfindungen, but adds his Thatigkeitsgefiihl in
moments of intense conseiousness. Wundt has been variously inter-
preted ; attacks against his theory have been directed chiefly from the
standpoint that the feeling of activity and the Innervationsem-
pfindung are feelings of pure aetivity per se. In his fifth edition of
the Grundziige, however, he expressly states (2: 31-36) that Innerva-
tionsempfindungen can hardly exist as such; that what are so called
are simply motor images, and he proposes to substitute for this much
misused term that of centrale Bewegungsempfindungen or centrale
Componenten der inneren Tastempfindungen. And his Thatigkeits-
gefiihl he deseribes as composed of a combination of Erregungs- und
Spannungsgefiihlen (3: 252). We should then have simply the
name; but the fact would be, according to Wundt’s interpretation,
that conscionsness of pure mental aetivity is not possible,

As components of the feeling of activity, there would then be
feelings of strain, tension, ete.,, whether existing in the skin, end-
* organs, musecles, joints or tendons, and whether peripherally or cen-
trally aroused. Another factor which must be considered is mental
fatigue. Granting a physiological basis, any great mental activity
would go along with a rapid discharge of cells, causing (1) an
inerease in the decomposition of cerebral matter, (2) a greater
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amount of heat, (3) a growing quantity of waste material and (4)
an increase in the flow of blood. Conditions thus existing would be
different from the normal, and the total result would be a certain
sensation of heaviness, which would be added to the above museular
feelings. 3

In whatever manner it is considered, the feeling by conseiousness
of its own stream is a myth. When we consider what we mean by
effort this becomes still more evident. Effort put forth presupposes
something to which the organism reaets and something to which a
proper adjustment has not yet been attained. A satisfactory atti-
tude is reached only after a number of trials. Effort is possible both
physically and mentally, and all possible variations can exist. The
popular superstition that the effort felt is a measure of the work done
still elings to the concept with many good people. ‘To work by the
sweat of one’s brow’ has become proverbial, yet the sweat and the
strain do not necessarily show that any special work has been accom-
plished. In all such cases the sense of effort shows simply that some
incompetency, transient or permanent, exists in the subjeet, that too
much has been undertaken or that the difficulties have been too great;
which simply means a lack of power in the subjeet for that special
task. Sense of effort means that energy has been wasted as far as
the accomplishment of the task is concerned; that the attitude aimed
at has not been realized or, if so, only after a number of unsuccessful
attempts.

In mental effort we have a similar alternation of attitudes, but in
a less degree. This agrees with the feeling in many who have put
forth physieal effort that the latter kind is mueh greater than mental
effort taken as such. To put it popularly, it is much harder to shovel
a ton of coal than to think out a scheme of passing it along without
shoveling. Some are inelined to place mental effort as greater than
physical, because they look at the effeets of the former and associate
these effects with the effort as actually felt. Mental effort is much
more likely to leave behind after-effeets which are injurious, but these
have nothing to do with the effort as felt, The view of effort as pre-
sented above also does away with the objection offered to James’
‘backstroke’ theory by Stout, viz., that if feeling of effort arises from
motor innervations, the actions themselves ought to give rise to a
more intense sense of effort. As a matter of fact they do.

Thus far I have endeavored to show that neither by introspection
nor by any hypothesis of a consciousness aware of its own stream
can we have any mental state in which eonsciousness does not have
an objeet, and that in the present. I shall now try to show that the
same holds for feeling and emotion,

The James-Lange theory is too well known to need any lengthy



ACTIVITY AND EMOTION 7

explanation. A brief presentation may be helpful, however, for
purposes of discussion. The theory can be set forth no better than
as given in James. In his original and striking manner, he says:!

My theory . . . is that the bodily changes follow direcily the perception
of the exciting fact, and that our feeling of the same changes as they ocour 18
the emotion. Common-sense says, we lose our fortune, are sorry and weep; we
meet & bear, are frightened and run; we are insulted by a rival, are angry and
strike. The hypothesizs here to be defended says that this order of sequence
is incorrect, that the one mental state is not immediately induced by the other,
that the bodily manifestations must first be interposed between, and that the
more rational statement is that we feel sorry because we ery, angry beeause we
strike, afraid because we tremble, and not that we ery, strike or tremble, because
we are sorry, angry, or fearful, as the case may be. Without the bodily states
following on the perception, the latter would be purely cognitive in form, pale,
colorless, destitute of emotional warmth. We might then see the bear, and
judge it best to rum, receive the insult and deem it right to strike, but we
should not actually feel afraid or angry.

I now proceed to urge the vital point of m;r,' whole theory, which is this:
If we fancy some strong emotion, and then try to abstract from our conscious.
ness of it all the feelings of ils bodily symptoms, we find we have nothing left
behind, no ‘ mind-stuff * out of which the emotion ean be constituted, and that a
cold and neutral state of intelleetual perception is all that remains. . . .

If such a theory is true, then each emotion is the resultant of a sum of
elements, and each element is caused by a physiological process of a sort already
well known.

Whatever the emotion be, we have a special form of conseiousness,
a feeling due to instinctive changes in our body. The statement as
given by James in the beginning of his discussion is, as he says, a
erude presentation of the matter, and one which has led to some eriti-
cism of the theory as a whole, When, upon seeing the bear, I feel
frightened, such fright may be due to internal changes and musecle
adjustments, giving rise to the emotion, and being then followed by
further movements, as flight, ete. Whatever these changes be,
whether in the glands, museles or internal organs, the emotion is due
to them. The visual pereeption of the bear, as such, ean not eaunse
fright. I see him in a cage, and feed him with peanuts; meet him
in the forest, and run. The organie changes, in the one case absent,
are present in the other.

Of what am I conscious in the latter case? Obviously not of
the bear alone. There is also present consciousness of my body in a
peculiar state, conseiousness of my body in a speeial way, which I feel
and call the emotion of fright. My body reacts in a certain manner;
acts as a go-between and determines my future course of action. It
is not usnal to look at the matter in this light. We say we see the
bear and feel frightened. But the feeling is conseiousness, and surely
not econseiousness of the hear per se; nor consciousness in the abstract,

1 Ree his Princ., 2: 440-453.
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as some would like to believe. It is consciousness of something, and
this something is the body or some part of it.

Our knowledge of an emotion as consciousness of our body in a
special way does not usually exist at the time the emotion takes place.
The emotion is not localized as here or there; it is simply felt and
eonnected with some outer object, the bear in the example taken.
We do not see it, we do not hear it, but, what is most important, we
do not localize it by means of the sense of touch. The emotion in
most cases is therefore felt without being felt as here or there.
Nevertheless it is conseiousness of an objeet, and this object is our
body or some part of it. ‘Attend to an emotion and it vanishes.’
When we try to disseet an emotion, to our mental state become added
factors other than those originally present. When I try to examine
an emotion, there is added the sense of touch, of localized tempera-
ture, pressure and the like. T then become distinetly aware of some
portion of my body with a tinge of the emotional state. It is not
true that the emotion disappears upon attention to it. There is
present the consciousness of the body in its disturbed state plus what-
ever is added through localization. The conseiousness of my body
is still accompanied by an emotional overtone. In an emotion,
what we are conseious of is simply our body as an objeet; we are
conscious of our body in a peenliar manner, not visually nor in the
usual manner in which we are said to be conscious of any objeet, but
conscious of it without the visual and taetile constituents which al-
most always are present in our eonseious states,

Objecting to the ‘erude’ statement of James, some have tried to
show that what is present is not simply conseiousness of the body in
a certain state. For example, if emotion is conseiousness of diffused
organic disturbances, why is not some emotion caused by a eold
shower-bath and so on. But surely the organic sensations are not
the same in both cases, nor are the constituents alike. Visual, tactile
and other elements enter in the latter ease, which are not present in
an emotion and which would have no place in a supposedly resulting
emotion. Nor are there present in the shower-bath the many instinet-
ive attitudes and tendencies present in the emotion. Similarly, the
motor elements resulting from, are not organie elements constitutive
of, the emotion, and must not be confused with them. Whether a
frightened moor-hen runs, or dives, or hides under a bank makes little
difference in its emotional state. The organic changes and attitudes
have oceurred before the actions sneceeding. The emotion need not
be econfined to consciousness of the leg museles, Any objections of
this kind do not touch the essential features of the theory that in an
emotion we have merely consciousness of the body in a special way.

An attempt is also made to carry emotion beyond the influence
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of body states by introducing ideational states and higher stages of
consciousness. In an emotion there must oceur disturbance of men-
tal equilibrium due to furtheranee or hindrance of preexisting
conative tendencies, or there may be present ideational excitement
in addition to the body changes, But what is disturbanee of mental
equilibrium if not just this conseiousness of body changes, sudden
and instinetive? Disturbance of mental equilibrium means some
echange in consciousness, and sueh change is brought about by in-
stinetive changes and adjustments in the body. Our conseiousness
when our mental equilibrium is disturbed is not consciousness of the
disturbing object per se. The other constituents helping to form the
total stimulation are the body changes above deseribed. Disturb-
ance of mental equilibrium is merely another name for conseiousness
of the body in certain conditions, 1. e., of an emotion. In conation,
too, there is present simply conseiousness of the body in a certain
attitude. Furtheranee or hindrance of a conative tendency would
mean nothing more than furtherance or hindrance of the body atti-
tude, eonscionsness of such attitude being ealled conation, and change
in it, disturbanee of mental equilibrium. In both cases there would
be present consciousness of the body in a speeial manner.

The ideational excitement mentioned as an addition to the body
changes refers especially to the revival of ideas of a pleasing kind.
One under the influence of opium, it is said, has not merely the body
states in his emotions, but also ideas of a pleasing and exhilarating
nature. Here again, however, we have the same thing masquerading
under a different name. The emotional quality of these ideas is due
solely to the innervations, tendenecies, changes, ete., brought about in
the body, and snch changes, added to the coarser effects produced in
the body by the opium, give the emotion, there being again present
nothing but eonsciousness of an objeet, 4. €., our body stimulated in
a special way. Whatever name we give to the whole mental state, or
to any part of it, all we have as the emotion is eonseiousness of our
body ; nothing else,
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need not drive us to the tautology ‘I hear a sound.” Rather, to be
consistent, I hear something, I hear an objeet. It might be expressed
in a more palatable way, perhaps, by saying, ‘I am consecious of an
objeet in a eertain manner, viz., I have an auditory impression,’ but
this would not change the state of affairs in the least. Of course, if
sound, as eommonly used, earries with it the implication of objee-
tivity, then ‘to hear a sound’ would be the same as ‘to hear an object’
or to have conseiousness of an object in a special manner; and we
should still have an object. In a similar manner the same may be
shown to be true with taste and smell and vision, per se; in each case
we have an object or, to put it as before, we have consciousness of
an object in a special manner.

Whenever I am conseious of any part of my body, this becomes
for me an object, just like anything else. I touch a piece of white
paper and become conseious of my finger, of the paper or of both.
If any visual impressions coexist with the tactile, the tendency is to
say there exists the objeet, paper. None the less there is also present
the object, finger, whether such be neglected or not. My attitude is
more frequently taken towards the object, ‘paper’, or what not, so
I neglect for the time the object, ‘finger’. If my attitude is taken
towards the finger, this becomes the predominating objeet. I am
wounded in the finger, for example, with a pin. I then become eon-
scions of the object, finger, whatever else be present. It seems here
that the tactile sensation does double serviee; that we have awareness
of two objects and only one impression. Closer examination will
show this is not exaetly so. If we had only the sense of touch, in the
case given, and nothing else, then there would be no possible means of
telling from the single impression whether or not there were two such
objeets as finger and paper. We should have simply the touch; there
would be for us but one object, and nothing more to which we should
have to adjust our attitude. But when there are coexisting visual
or other impressions, these come in to give us the disparateness of
the two objects, paper and finger, in the given example. While in
the given case the touch is one, and, alone, would give us simply
object, the visual or other impressions give us paper plus finger. In
the dark such concomitant impressions are revived to enable us to
take an attitude to the paper, as objeet. If not, we have simply the
object, finger, or only object. An inseet crawling across my back
will not give me consciousness of insect plus consciousness of back.
All I have is eonsciousness of back or, at the least, as with the child,
consciousness of object. I can not look at my back, I have not seen
anything erawl across, I am aware simply of ‘back’ or ‘object’ and
take my attitude accordingly. In the child it is highly probable that
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tinetly localized will enable one better to understand in what manner
so-called images are objects. The popular division considers objects
as belonging to a so-called ‘real world’, and images as constituting
mental creation ; the former pointing without, the latter within. But
my image is, in its way, just as much an object as is a sound. My
image at any moment exists somewhere outside of me in a more or
less dim and hazy manner; and, like a purely visual or auditory im-
pression, it is not definitely localized as here or there, So, too, an
image is an objeet in kind like the impression. Abstract from a
visual impression all motor and tactile constituents, and we have an
objeet ; so, too, with the image. It is now and present, and I take an
attitude towards it. By a eriss-cross system of impressions, I stamp
the one as real and the other as image. But in the so-called real
object I have constituent aids to the visunal impression, which are
important in determining the attitude taken. The visual image has
none such, or in a very weak degree, and exists more nearly as purely
visual. Another popular hypothesis prevails which operates against
calling images, objeets. An object is considered as being real, as hav-
ing some substratum, as being constituted by something which has
existence outside of conseiousness, as it were. Now in any moment,
in what is actually before me I have nothing of this; I have simply,
object. I may build up my system later and say, *This objeet is real,
that is not.” But this has nothing to do with the actual moment as
such. The image likewise ean be considered, if necessary, as having
some external and real substratum; only in this latter case the
‘thing’ supposed to influence consciousness has done so on a previous
oceasion, and its effeets are present still. A real thing, whatever it
be, if it exists in the former ease, can be said to exist in the latter;
the difference being that in the latter its stimulation has foree and
still is operating. I bring in this supposed Ding-an-sich simply to
enforee the view that what is called an image may be considered an
object, as are the objects of consciousness in immediate perception.

A cheap and easy argument against association is that conseions-
ness is teleological, strives towards an end, deals with the future as
well as with the past, while association deals only with the past.
As a matter of fact we have neither past nor future conseciousness.
All T am conscious of exists in the present; conseiousness of the past
is not past conseiousness, nor have we future consciousness in eon-
sciousness of the future. The pastness or futureness of the image
is simply the stamp it has, which enables us to take our attitude and
adjust ourselves properly. What we call the pastness of the image
is simply our attitude, strengthened sometimes by being eonpled with
some word. When I try to bring back the experience itself as past,
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simply a number of impressions, motor, auditory, ete.; but the mean-
ing given in the latter case makes the word something different from
what it is in the former. What we have in the word as such is, there-
fore, simply a number of impressions and images, which remain
about the same for the same word. And impressions and images I
have tried to show are consciousness of objects.

Words enable us greatly to facilitate our reactions by acting as
‘short cuts’, as it were. Instead of adjusting myself now to this
book, for example, and now to that, I reaet simply to ‘book,” which
covers all such eases in so far as the word ‘book’ is applicable. My
attitude is at once determined in its general outline by the word, and
naturally so, since it is only after repeated experiences that my atti-
tude towards book has been beaten out, partly by me, partly by the
external object. TUsually words are connected with certain attitudes
which constitute what we call meaning and, as such, are what we have
in thought. In words we are eonscious of more or less determinate
objects, and in the attitude we are aware of our body in a specifie
manner, or simply conscious of images of such attitudes or of tend-
encies to such attitudes, such images or tendencies being essentially
motor.

There is nothing more mysterious in the word than in the actual
object, thongh both are mysterious enough. In each ease we have
certain impressions, though in the former case our attitude is less
filled in and determinate. When I see a chair, I have in the main
a visual impression, to which I take a certain attitude. Now for this
visual impression I may substitute another, that of the correspond-
ing word, and take a eorresponding attitude. The word is an object
to which I react, just as in the case of the chair. I must make certain
allowances in the case of the word, but there is nothing to prevent
my attitude from being essentially the same. I may wish to make
my attitude more determinate by looking at a real chair, but the essen-
tial characteristics of the attitude are there. I read, for example,
‘The chair is broken,” and I can take my attitude just as well what-
ever visual impressions I have, whether of the word or of the corre-
sponding objeet. In the case of the word, moreover, I can pass it on,
tolerably sure that it will bring about a eertain attitude in my reader
or hearer, something I may not be able to do with the thing itself.
I suppose it 1s unnecessary to add that the word will do for the object
for purposes of thought, where meaning is necessary ; it ecould hardly
take its place in matters of direct experience.

As in sense impressions in which we pass by well-known objects
without any special reaction towards them, so, too, well-known com-
binations of words may be passed over. There is present in the atti-
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process of analysis I find that I am in a certain bodily and mental
condition when I have nothing to fear from the object, when no
further reaction is necessary, when the object is known. Such a
eondition I choose to call a feeling of quieseence. It is marked rather
by the absence of any special feeling, and is simply consciousness of
the body in a certain state. Where the word is one well known, I
have likewise an attitude of quiescence, as in the case of a well-known
objeet. I may do nothing in its presence, but I can do what is neces-
sary. 1 know that I can react properly, I feel I can, and therefore
do nothing, When such certainty is not absolute, this attitude be-
comes more explieit, as a succession either of images, of innervations
or of actual movements. If the words themselves ean not give rise to
the proper attitude, other words are substituted till a proper process
of reaction or tendency in this direetion be reached. But such proe-
ess of explication goes on only so far as is necessary to ensure a suffi-
ciently aceurate attitude, 4. e., till the meaning is well enough known
for the purposes in hand.

As regards thought, we may say that it is concerned wholly with
relations, and it becomes necessary to consider in what relational
conseiousness consists. Expressing symbolically the fact that one
object, a, stands in a certain relation to another, b, we have,

a B b

or, to be more exaet, sinee b might also be in relation to o by the fact
of a’s relation to it, we should have,

a & b R a

Considering ‘objeet’ in its wider signification, as inelnding image,
a and b may be both objeets or images, ¢ may be an image and b not,
b an image and @ not. Again, the two may be in conseiousness to-
gether or separately, or alternately and then together. The question
now is, ‘What is B? Does it depend upon the existence of @ and b?
Will it fall with the disappearance of the two?’ And from the
latter must be differentiated the question, ‘Must ¢ and b first be
before B and, if so, can B then exist alone?’

Thus far I have tried to show that conseiousness must have an
object; and I do not see how relational conseionsness ean be an excep-
tion. R is obviously not inherent either in a or in b. I may have a
alone or b alone, and likewise I may have some other relations, as
a B” b B a. ‘Alone’ here is taken in a relational and not in a per-
ceptual sense, the latter always having the object in a background,
and thus in a relation. But in perception we are not specially eon-
scious of any relation. When I think over the matter, the relation
stands out; but then consciousness is no longer perceptual, but rela-
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certain meaning because of its relation to the one preceding; the
final one sums up all the rest. The series above given would then

become,
a, bdm, em’, dm* em’, . . . et

The final mental state has implieit in it, as it were, all the preceding
states; its meaning constitutes whatever of the preceding states we
choose to eall a complete series. When the meaning is to be made
more explieit, the series is again revived as far as is necessary. All
there is is the present moment, and representing such moment, or
whatever in it relates to the series in question, by p, pm"™ would con-
stitute whatever serial unity exists; the series is implicit in the mean-
ing of p.

In the actual moments of its existence, the various members of
the series may be broken, for example, by sleep, by interruption from
external stimulation and the like. 'We might represent this by the
series,

a, bm, om, emd o . L Ble.

This interruption would not interfere with the unity of the series as
represented by pm®.  Serial unity would still remain intact. If the
interruption in no way interferes with or affects the meaning of p
as the present representative of the past moments, serial unity is
possible, The summation state might be simply consciousness of a
word or a sentence.

All the past mental states can not be adequately represented by
the one single series. Rather, a number of series exist, different
groups of which form different systems. The mere fact that inter-
ruption of any single series is possible implies the existence of a
single state or series of states different from these interrupted.
What we should then have would be, as thus far considered, a num-
ber of more or less unified systems or, to put it differently, a number
of potential unities of consciousness, these existing as dispositions.
As such, these unities may be, and in many cases are, distinet and
separate; but being experienced by one person, they necessarily are
considered as one totality, as belonging to one person. I shall return
to this later.

There now remains to be considered wherein consists the unity
of the present moment, whether in such moments we have impres-
sions or images. In what manner ean it be said that the various
impressions streaming in form one; and even in one kind of impres-
sion, e. ., visual, how far is unity possible? In any single visual
field there are perceived a number of objeets, distinet and separate;
and yet the whole field seems as one. I see the objects before me as























































































































































































