Psychological principles / by James Ward.

Contributors
Ward, James, 1843-1925.

Publication/Creation
Cambridge : The University Press, 1918.

Persistent URL
https://wellcomecollection.org/works/xfnctnwf

License and attribution

Conditions of use: it is possible this item is protected by copyright and/or
related rights. You are free to use this item in any way that is permitted by
the copyright and related rights legislation that applies to your use. For other
uses you need to obtain permission from the rights-holder(s).

Wellcome Collection

183 Euston Road

London NW1 2BE UK

T +44 (0)20 7611 8722

E library@wellcomecollection.org
https://wellcomecollection.org




» 7 ] i i
L W
: 4
5
g e i j
u i 1 Y A
-
‘ : ; SRR . a
)




'\QD 235985 '\F

THE
CHARLES MYERS
LIBRARY

Spearman
Collection

NATIONAL INSTITUTE
OF
INDUSTRIAL
PSYCHOLOGY

AARURATRR

25005927










TFhe Cambridge Psychological Library

PSYCHOLOGICAL
PRINCIPLES



CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY PRESS
C. F. CLAY, Manacer
LONDON : Ferrer Lang, E.C. 4

NEW YORK : G. P. PUTNAM'S SONS
BOMEBAY, CALCUTTA, MADRAS : MACMILLAN AND CO,, Lro.
TORONTO : J. M. DENT AND SONS, Lro.

TOKYO : THE MARUZEN-KABUSHIKI-KAISHA

All rights reserved



PSYCHOLOGICAL
PRINCIPLES

BY

JAMES WARD

= pr—

sC.D. (CANTAB.), HON. LL.D. (EDIN.), HON, D.sC. (OXON.)
FELLOW OF THE BRITISH ACADEMY
FOREIGN MEMEBER OF THE NEW YORK ACADEMY
AND OF THE DANISH ROYAL SOCIETY
CORRESPOMNDENT OF THE FRENCH INSTITUTE
AND
FROFE3S0OR OF MENTAL PHILOSOPHY, CAMBRIDGE

Cambridge :

at the Univf:rsit}f Press

1918






PREFACE

HERE are certain obvious defects in this book due to the

circumstances of its composition. The author trusts that
a brief account of those circumstances may therefore be at least
condoned.

Just forty vears ago, that is in 1878—when I began lecturing
on Psychology—the plan of the book was laid down. As the
lectures proceeded, abstracts of some of them were privately
printed for discussion at a Moral Sciences Club, in which some
other Cambridge books also took their rise. The first two of
these abstracts, written in 1880, were afterwards reproduced
without revision in the American feurnal of Specuiative Plilo-
sophy for 1882-3, one corresponding to the present chapter i,
and the other, entitled “ Objects and their Interaction,” to parts
of the present chapters iv—vii. A third on Space and Time,
written in 1881, was rejected by the late G. Croom Robertson
the editor of Mind, as too difficult and revolutionary for publica-
tion as it stood. But afterwards he accepted and published what
were to have been the two opening chapters of a book bearing
the same title as this., Other chapters were to follow, but cir-
cumstances diverted them elsewhere. In 1884 Croom Robertson,
who had engaged some years previously to write the article
“ Psychology™ for the ninth edition of the Encyclopacdia Britan-
nica, was prevented by failing health from proceeding further
with it. Professor Sully, who was next appealed to, having
declined the task, the editor of the Euncpclopaedia, at that time
T. Spencer Baynes, chancing to have made my acquaintance,
offered it to me. I rashly sacrificed my book to the offer and
so, as it has turned out, destroyed one of the dreams of my life.

The article was begun late in 1884 and completed in 1885;
then, in 1902, a supplementary article was prepared for the
tenth edition of the Encyclopaedia; and finally, in 1908, these
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with omissions and additions were hastily amalgamated into
the new article of the present or eleventh edition. For here
again circumstances were untoward. I had at first declined to
undertake this, pointing out the advisability of an entirely new
article, which at the time I was not disposed to attempt, and re-
commending a younger man well fitted to take my place. Some
two years later, however, the obdurate editor with many com-
pliments begged me to reconsider my decision, but telling me
plainly that—in default of a revised article from me—he meant
just to reprint the old ones as they were. Finding that his
threat could be legally upheld, I yielded to his importunity,
Thus the final article like the first one was done in a hurry.

The article of the ninth edition, published by A.and C. Black,
was procurable separately. What circulation it had in this form
I have never been able to ascertain; but once it was out of print
and copies fetched a fancy price. With the tenth edition, pub-
lished by the T¥mes, apparently this separate issue ceased. Since
then requests for a reprint or an expansion have been many and
continuous both from publishers and booksellers as well as from
private people. In view of this demand I stipulated, before at
last undertaking the final revision mentioned above, that [ should
be at liberty to use the articles as the basis for a new book. This
permission was readily granted by the proprietors of the copy-
right; but on the understanding that the book should be about
a third longer and not sold below a certain price.

Up to 1894 I had continued working systematically at psy-
chology as far as new duties allowed. A paper in Mind, N.S.
vols, ii.-iil. (1893—4), entitled “ Assimilation and Association,”
was one of these essays: portions of this were incorporated in
the article as it appeared in 1911 as well as portions of papers
hitherto unpublished. But in 1894 I became engrossed in other
subjects and the idea of an entirely new book on psychology was
thenceforth abandoned. Accordingly in the spring of 1913, when
arrangements for this book were made, my intention was to
meet the general wish for a reissue of the Encyclopaedia article
and at the same time to satisfy the demands of the proprietors
by enlarging it from material already more or less in shapel.
On the prescribed scale some three-quarters of the article were

! The first chapter, for example, had previously served as opening article in the
British _fournal of Prychology, 1. (1904).
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expanded within about a year, bringing the book down to the
end of chapter xi. Owing to the exigencies of space, the sec-
tions of the article dealing with experience at the self-conscious
and social level had been unduly compressed, Hence the re-
maining chapters (xii—xviii), forming almost a third of the book,
are, with the exception of a few pages, entirely new; and the
last two were no part of the original plan. On the other hand
the concluding sections of the article—on the Relation of Body
and Mind and on Comparative Psychology—which first appeared
in the supplement—are now omitted : perhaps I may have an
opportunity of dealing with these topics by and by.

* * * * * * * #

“A belated patchwork, mostly of antiquated rags”—such,
then, is the sort of censorious criticism the author may expect
to hear and must endeavour to anticipate.

From the charge of putting forth ‘a belated book’ I am at
any rate partly absolved by the general demand that has long
existed and still exists. Moreover I have done my best in
the text and still more in notes to place a studious reader ax
courant with the psychological literature of the present day.
But there is a psychology which arrogates to itself the title of
‘new!’ New it undoubtedly is, and there are signs that in its
present form it will not long survive. In any case it is not
psychology—save in so far as it occasionally furnishes the psy-
chologist with material of some value. As a method in the hands
of psychologists it has done some good: as a pretended sczence
in the hands of tyros whose psychological training has not even
begun, it has done infinite harm. This book, however, is not so
antiquated as to ignore altogether the character and claims of
this ‘modern’ psychology, as the reader may see.

As to the lack of originality which this charge may covertly
imply—perhaps the inaccessibility of a long article in a vast
work of general reference will make this charge seem more plaus-
ible than it is. For much of this article, I am proud to say, has
become the common property of students to whom the original
is unknown, A prapes of this I may be pardoned for referring
to the concluding words of a too laudatory review by the late

! Concerning this I may perhaps here refer to my ““*Modern’ Psychology: a Re-
fexion,” Mind, N.S. ii. (18g3), pp. 54 fI.
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Alexander Bain—all the more generous as on several points the
views put forward by me differed widely from his own'.

Finally, as to the charge of ‘patchwork '—this, I have ad-
mitted and lament; but the patches are my own and the plan is,
I hope, uniform. I have done my best to weld the old and the
new together, and I confess that what distress me most are not
the * patches’ but the ‘holes. In any case a book on psycho-
logical principles—that is, one aiming to be ‘ explanatory '—must
differ from one concerned chiefly in being ‘descriptive.” 1 never
contemplated more than an exposition of psychology as a whole:
merely subsidiary details, however interesting, were beyond my
purview®. But in writing the later chapters I have become pain-
fully aware of more serious gaps. Unfortunately the earlier
chapters were by that time printed off. Of course it would
have been better at the outset to have scrapped the whole,
as was my original intention, but in 1913 my day was too
far spent for that.

#* # * #* * * » -

An author may be expected to acknowledge his obligations.

Psychology was not taught in Cambridge in my day, and
what I owe to others I owe entirely to previous writers and to
my pupils. Among the former, besides our English psycholo-
gists, I may mention Herbart and some of the Herbartians,
Lotze, Wundt, Brentano and his Austrian connexions.

In the actual preparation of the book, I am indebted to
friends, too numerous to mention, for their help on special
points ; but three, who patiently waded through all the galley-
slips, furnishing me with detailed and valuable comments—to
say nothing of ‘counsels of perfection’ beyond my reach—I

1 Cf. * Mr James Ward’s Pryekofogy,” Mind, xii. (1886), p. 477-

? Chapter ix, it must be allowed, hardly conforms to the rule. The substance
of it appeared first in the supplementary or tenth edition of the Ewcpclopacdia.
The purpose of that edition was to bring the articles of the ninth ‘up to date’;
and as the supplementary article ** Psychology ™ began by stating that ** psychology
since 1885 had entered upon an experimental stage,” the experimental work * relating
to memory and association * was selected as © probably the most important” and a brief
account inserted later on * by way of illustrating the so-called new psychology.” And
after all it bears on some problems—the so-called * regressive’ and ‘ mediate’ forms
of association, for example, among others—that are of fondamental importance. Hence

it was retained ; but if there is one chapter more than ancther in the book that may
be ‘skipped,’ it is this.
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must name : they were Mr H. Barker of the University of Edin-
burgh, Professor G. F. Stout of the University of St Andrews—
former students of my own—and Dr G. Dawes Hicks, Professor
at University College, London. I shall always feel deeply grateful
to them for services that I can never repay.

I have also to thank Mr A. R. Waller, the Secretary of the
Press Syndicate, and the officials of the Press itself for their
kindly cooperation and long forbearance,

JAMES WARD.

TrINITY COLLEGE,
CAMBRIDGE.

Juedy, 1918,






TABLE OF CONTENTS

CHaPTER 1. THE DEFINITION OF PSYCHOLOGY

Aristotle’s Psychology of the living organism
Descartes’ Psychology of the thinking mind . -

The Cartesian Dualism and the Duality of Experience
The Cartesian Dualism and Intellectualism .
Consciousness and Experience

The form of Experience and questions ﬂf methc:d

The standpoint of Psychology as individualistic .

CHAPTER II. GENERAL ANALVSIS

Fsychology and Epistemology :

The Subject of Experience . 2 - ; -
Feeling .

Presentations .

Conation : . . ; ; : ; ; -

Summary of results

CHAPTER III. THEORY OF ATTENTION

§ L
§ 2.
¥ 3

! Consciousness’ or * Attention *? .
‘Attention’ and Presentations : Pr&ﬁ:ntatmmsm v
Attention and Acts of Attention

CHAPTER IV, THEORY OF PRESENTATIONS

§ L
§ 2
§3
§ 4
¥ 5
§ 6.
§ 7.

The Psychological Individual .
The Presentational Continuum : ﬂ{ﬁ?’em‘mﬂm@ :

Relentiveness . : . - .
Assimilation . ; .

Relativity

Subconsciousness (@) of Impmssmns

Subconsciousness (4) of Ideas

FAGE

12

19
21

24
e

29

41
46
5l
55

66
71



xil

Table of Contents

CHAPTER V. SENSATION AND MOVEMENT

$ I
%2
§ 3.

LT BDF RO D LD
N O

Definition of Sensation . :
Characteristics of Sensations . y : : .
Differentiation of Sensations .

Quantitative Continuity . . - . . .
Sensations of Sight

Sensations of Sound

The Lower Senses .

Movement

CHAPTER VI. PERCEPTION

§ 1.
§ 2.
§ 3
§ 4
§ 5
§ 6.
§ 7.

Integration: Meanings of Perception . . . .
Recognition of Impressions . - ; .
Localisation of Impressions : the factors involved
Tactual Perception of Space .

Visual Perception of Space

Intuition of Things 2 :

Perception as partly re- presentatwc . : .

CHAPTER VII. IMAGINATION OR IDEATION

§ L
§ 2.
§ 3
§ 4
§ 5.

Impressions and Ideas distinguished

Genesis and Development of Ideation .
Association and the Memory-Continuum :
The Formation of an Ideational Continuum . -

Conflict of Ideas . : : : Z . ; :

APPENDIX. § 6. Temporal Signs

CHAPTER VIII. REMINISCENCE, EXPECTATION AND TEMPORAL
PERCEPTION

Imagination and Memory . ‘
Expectation—Past, Present and Fu[um
Time : Succession and Simultaneity
Duration -

The Continuity of TII‘I‘I;IE:

CHarTER IX. MeMmorisivg, RHYTHMIZING AND READING

$ 1.
§ 2.
§ 3
§ 4.
§ 5

Span of Prehension and Repetition
Rhythmizing .

‘ Regressive Association’

* Mediate Association’ . i
Reading .

APPENDIX. §6. *Age’and ‘Strength’ of Associations

PAGE
1o2
105
108
115
120
126
133
135

139
142
144
151
153
161
167

169
178
191
198
201

203

212
216

219

222
227
230
235
238

240



Tuble of Contents

CHAPTER X. FEELING

§ 1. Imtreductery: . - . . : : 2 ; :
§ 2. Inquiry into its Causes .

§ 3. Summary and Result

$ 4. Does Pleasure differ qualitatively ? ?

Caapter XI. Errects oF FEELING : EMOTION AND ACTION

§ 1. The James-Lange Theory of Emotion . : :
§ 2. Emotional Expression and Purposive Action ’ J
§ 3. Desire

CHAPTER XII. INTELLECTION

§ 1. Acquisition of Language

§ 2. Distinction between Sense and Understa.ndmg
$ 3. Thought and Language . . . :
§ 4 Thought and Ideation . ; : .
§ 5. General Character and Growth of Intellaclmn
§ 6. Thought as analytic . fg Tyl S

APPENDIX. § 7. ‘Apperception’: Intellective Systems

CHaPTER XIII. ForMS OF SYNTHESIS

§ 1. The Bias towards Formal Logic in Psychology

§ 2. Objects of Higher Order : their Analysis and Genesis .
§ 3. Forms of Intuition . S AL SRR
§ 4. Formal Categories : (@) Mathematical . : ; -
5. Formal Categories: (#) Logical .

6. Real Categories . T T A -

CHAPTER XIV. BEeLIEF, CERTAINTY AND FAITH

§ 1. Psychological Topic defined . - : : 5
§ 2. Direct (Objective) Causes of Belief

§ 3. Effect of Belief g -

$ 4. Indirect (Subjective) Causes nf ]:'iehet'

§ 5. Faith and Moral Certainty : :
§ 6. The Genesis of Belief and Knowledge .

CHAPTER XV. PRESENTATION OF SELF, SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS,
SUBJECTIVE BEING
§ 1. The Empirical Self and the Pure Self .
§ 2. ‘Internal Perception’ or Self-Consciousness
§ 3. Subjective Being . . .

xiii

PAGE

243

245
261

266

270
276
281

286
292
296
28
302
305
308

313
316
318
320
325
334

347
348
353
354
358
359

361
371
376



Xiv Table of Contents

Cuaprer XVI. Conpuct: VALUE, CHOICE AND FREEDOM

% 1. General Survey . ket IR
$2. Value . ; : :

§ 3 Choice .

§ 4. Freedom

CuarTEr XVII. GENERAL SYNTHESIS OF MIND AND THE
CoNcrRETE INDIVIDUAL

$ 1. General Synthesis .

§ 2. The Subjective Factor R
§ 3. The Objective Factor . . - . : -
§ 4. The Concrete Individual and I-Ieredtty .

CHaPTER XVIII. THE CoNCrRETE INDIVIDUAL AND CHAR-
ACTEROLOGY

Questions of Method

Temperament : = : :

Instinct, Talent and Genius . : h : ; £

Intelligence, Sentiment and Character .

The Formation of Character as the Dtvelopm&nt ﬂf
Personality

RO LT LEN LOA O
tn e b o

INDEX . . - . . = 5

PAGE
383
386
)

404

409
412
417
420

430
434
443
453

461
471



CORRIGENDA
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i line 14, for to read far.
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CHAPTER 1
THE DEFINITION OF PSYCHOLOGY

Avristotles Psychology of the living organism,

§ 1. Everybody can tell in a general way what psychology is
about: in fact there is perhaps no science the subject-matter of
which can be more clearly and promptly set forth in popular
language and for practical purposes. For the student of history
or of biography, for the physician or the educationist, it is
enough to know that psychology will furnish him with a
description of normal mental processes—perceiving, believing,
reasoning, striving, &c.—and of their normal development, a
description incomplete, no doubt, but systematic as far as it
goes. The moment, however, that we attempt to pass beyond
approximate definitions and determine exactly what the term
‘mental process’ means or implies, we find ourselves beset with
serious difficulties; as the past history of psychology and also its
present controversies sufficiently shew. Just for these reasons,
then—because a rough and ready characterization of psychology
is easy, while any adequate determination of its standpoint
and scope would be a tedious and arduous undertaking—this
preliminary inquiry is often deliberately ignored even by writers
of high repute. And yet the problem is one of central import-
ance, especially for those who have any interest in philosophy.
Epistemology and ethics, the theory of knowledge and the theory
of conduct, raise questions which depend in large measure for
their solution on the conclusions we reach concerning this pro-
blem. In the history of British thought,in particular, the influence
of the conception of psychology on metaphysical and ethical
speculation is unusuvally striking. We may therefore assume
that such introductory discussion is not one that cultured and
thoughtful persons will care to leave altogether aside.

Ww. P. I
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We shall perhaps start best by means of a brief historical
retrospect. It is by knowledge of others that the child advances
to consciousness of itself: it is aware of third persons, even of
itself as one of these, before it realises its unique position as first
person. And when at length this unique position is first realised
it is very apt to be unduly predominant, as we frequently notice
in the excessive or morbid so-called self-consciousness of youth.
A like order and one-sidedness is evident in the growth of
psychology : it was first unduly ‘objective’ and then unduly
‘subjective’: it is only now beginning to shew signs of maturity
in a due balance of the two: the fundamental concept of the
first period was L#/e, that of the second, Mind, that of the third
is Expertence. To understand this last then we must consider
the other two in turn.

An intelligent person beginning to study de wove the broad
facts which here concern us, unaided and unimpeded by tra-
ditional or current theories, would almost certainly not do, what
according to Tristram Shandy Locke did, that is, write ‘a history
book of what passes in his own mind.’ He would in all pro-
bability fail to distinguish sharply between the facts of mind
and the facts of life which he observed on all sides: the close
connexion, that is to say, of living mind and living body would
conceal their duality. At any rate this was the case with primi-
tive thought, as philology and anthropology amply prove. But
it is needless to go back further than Aristotle, whose D¢ anima
marks the birth of Psychology as a separate science. Let us
note then that Aristotle—in sharp contrast to Descartes, whom,
rather than Locke, we may regard as inaugurating the second
period,—began his study of mind from the side of body. He
divided natural bodies into those that have, and those that have
not, life. The former in all cases consisted of organs mutually
adapted to a specific end : they were, as we now say, organisms,
or rather potential organisms. The conception of dpyaver, tool
or instrument, was fundamental with Aristotle. It led him to
his famous doctrine of the four causes. An axe, for example,
was (1) matter, (2) having a particular form, which (3) set in
motion by the woodman realised (4) his end, the felling of
timber. If we regarded an axe as an organism, we should say
that wood-cutting was its soul, the realisation of the meaning of
a body of that kind: in a timberless desert it might be called
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an axe, but it could never #¢one. Still an axe is not an organism,
for it does not possess within itself the cause of its movement
and rest ; and further, the end it realises is not for itself. DBut
in a living body the soul was at once its formal, moving and
final cause: the actualisation of the body’s mere potentiality
was its soul (Yrvyn). The soul however implied a material
cause. It must be embodied, just as the body to be anything
more than a body in name, a corpse in fact, must be—as the
German would say—besouled’ (éuyrvyor).

Body and soul were then inseparable correlatives, like the
matter and form in the concrete whole we call a seal. What
its function was to a particular organ—vision to the eye, for
example—that the soul was to the organism as a whole: it
was ‘the cause and principle’ of its life’, “ by which is meant,”
says Grote, “not an independent and pre-existing something
that brings the body into existence, but an immanent or in-
dwelling influence which sustains the unity and guides the
functions of the organism®” Of souls Aristotle recognised an
ascending series of kinds, falling into three chief classes—
plant-souls, animal-souls, and human souls, each higher kind
possessing all the functions of the lower in addition to its
own. Now in the case of plants and animals—and of man, so
far as he shares their characteristics—these functions could be
inferred from the corresponding organs. Thus the souls of
plants were nutritive and generative, those of animals were,
besides, sensitive, appetitive, and—usually—locomotive. Plants
did not need sensation, but all animals had to have the sense of
touch (and taste, which is a sort of touch) in order to avoid
obstacles and secure their appropriate nutriment. The other
senses, however, as directed to higher ends than mere existence,
belonged only to particular classes of animals?,

So far Aristotle’s point of view resembles that of modern
biologists, His conception of ‘soul’ has few of its present-day
associations, while it is closely related to the physiological con-
ception of function. Like this it implies not only the organism
—as vision, eg., implies the eye—but it implies also the environ-
ment, as actual vision implies light. Like this, again, it knows
nothing of the dualism of life and mind : mental processes have

L e Awinea, T1. 1v. 88 3 . ¥ Aristoile, p. 460.
4 De Anima, 111, xii. § 8.
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an organic basis as truly as vegetative, and where they exist
they are simply higher functions of the same soul that realises
these. But Aristotle differs from most modern biologists?, first,
in making the concept or category of final cause fundamental.
“ All natural bodies,” he says, “are instruments of the soul : and
just as it is with the bodies of animals so it is also with those of
plants, all being there simply for the sake of the soul.” The
self-preservation and well-being of the living individual and its
kind are the end of all organic processes, that is of all inter-
action between the organism and its environment. Aristotle
differs again from most modern biologists in regarding the soul as
the ‘ primary source of local movement,’ that is to say as the
directive principle in this interaction®. For these reasons it
would be inexact—in spite of the resemblance—to describe
Aristotle’s De Anima as biological. For the present we shall
do better to call it objective psychology: it contemplates
psychical facts inferentially from without, rather than intro-
spectively from within. As a result of this attitude, organic
life and psychical life may appear at first to be too much
identified. But from the opposite standpoint, the exclusively
subjective, to which we must presently turn, perhaps we may
find their complete separation to be equally extreme.

When however we reach Aristotle’s treatment of the human
soul as intellectual, we come upon a certain discontinuity. For
Aristotle found no organ of intellect: he even speaks of intellect
(votis) as ‘ separate, impassive, and uncompounded [with material
conditions]®.” But if intellect have no bodily organ, in what
sense is the soul of man the actualisation of his body, and how
can Aristotle compare the unity of soul and body in man to that
of the wax and the figure impressed upon it, or to that of the
axe and the material of which it is made? Before attempting
to deal with this difficulty we must take account of two very
different senses in which Aristotle speaks of reason or intellect.
His doctrine of active intellect (vois moTixos), the first of these,
is rather theological than psychological : it is in the main his
philosophical version of the widely held belief of man’s partici-
pation in the divine. This creative reason comes from without;
it is impersonal and immortal ; comparable to the sunlight by

! The rising school of Neo-vitalists is, however, an exception.
* De Anuima, 11. iv. § 6. 8 e Awima, 111 v. § 2.
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which we see and through which alone things become visible,
It is this phase of reason that ‘is separate, impassive, and
uncompounded.” The receptive or passive reason (vous wafnTikos)
on the other hand is a personal endowment and varies greatly
from individual to individual: this ‘is perishable and can really
think nothing apart from the creative reason®’ Here at any
rate we should find no breach of psyckelogical continuity if we
were to follow in detail Aristotle’s exposition of this individual
reason. The popular summary of it is perhaps sufficiently
exact: Nilal est in intellectu quod non prius fuerit in sensu
through sensation, phantasy, memory we advance to recollection,
conception, and intellection®. The higher processes presuppose
the lower, and these—sensation, imagination and memory (or
retentiveness)—depend directly on the organism. And but for
certain physiological errors into which he fell® Aristotle would
doubtless have found the connexion between the organism and
the soul as intellectual more direct and more definite than he
supposed ; though, even as it was, he made the intellectual part
of soul primarily dependent on the organism. For in man, the
active intellect operates only under the stimulus, as it were, of
the passive, and this again receives all its material from the
senses. In any case it was inevitable that in advancing to these
higher functions he should approach nearer to the subjective
standpoint. Even with our present knowledge we could learn
little more about intellectual processes if we attempted to begin
by studying the brain than if we began by studying the heart.
There is still however a wide difference between Aristotle’s expo-
sition of these processes and the exposition of an introspective
psychologist. It is not thinking as a process in the individual
mind so much as thought as a universal product that Aristotle
mainly considers; but when—upon occasion—the individual,

1 De Awima, 111, v, § 2.

2 No doubt Aristotle would concur in Leibniz’s addition of wisi imtellectus ipse,
meaning thereby the universal and creative reason that illumines and interprets the
data of experience. But this is a metaphysical tenet which carries us altogether
beyond psychological bounds. However by recognising the social environment, as
we may see later (cf. ch. xii), it is possible to advance much further than Aristotle
did without having recourse to such philosophical speculations.

# Unlike Plato, Aristotle held the heart, not the brain, to be the central organ
or seat of the soul. The fact that the cerebral hemispheres were insensitive to stimu-
lation confirmed him in this view.



6 The Definition of Psychology  [cH. 1, § 1

as distinct from the universal, aspect of thought is foremost with
him, then biological or physical analogies are apt to obtrude,
“The plant assimilates the material in a material manner, sense
assimilates the material in an immaterial manner and thought
assimilates the immaterial in an immaterial manner’.” What
we miss in Aristotle is a clear recognition of what we now call
consciousness as the central feature of all psychical facts. Re-
garding these facts as he did from the outside rather than from
within, from the circumference rather than from the centre, he
failed to find an adequate unity for the diverse functions which
he described ; he had to rest content with the biological concep-
tion of an organism, into which, however, he infused a strong
teleological colouring.

Descartes’ Psychology of the thinking mind.

§ 2. When we pass to the psychology of Descartes we are at
the opposite extreme. The connexion of body and mind, the
corner-stone of Aristotle’s construction, was the chief stumbling-
block in the way of Descartes’ advance, and has remained as a
perplexing problem even to our own day. The hazy materialism,
into which the Aristotelian psychology had developed in
mediaeval times, Descartes banished once for all by the new
definitions which he gave of matter and mind. Both were
substances and therefore essentially distinct: the essence of
matter was extension or the occupation of space, that of mind
was consciousness ; and between these there was no common
term and there was no natural connexion.

Cogito, ergo sum, Descartes began: ‘I think, therefore I
am.” This was for him the primal certainty, the starting-point
alike of his philosophy and of his psychology. “ By the word
thought (cogitatio),” he tells us, “ I understand all that which so
takes place in us that we of ourselves immediately apperceive it ;
and that is why, accordingly, not only understanding, willing,
imagining, but also sensing (sentire, sentir) are here the same
thing as thinking (cagitare, penser). For if I say, I see or I walk,
and therefrom infer that [ am; and if I understand by seeing or
walking the action of my eyes or my legs, which is the work of

I Binmker, Des Aristoteles Lelive u.st., quoted by Wallace, Aristorle’s Prychology,
p. Ivi.
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the body, the conclusion is not absolutely certain....Whereas if
I mean only the action of my consciousness or sensation itself,
that conclusion is so absolutely certain as to exclude all doubt,
because it is then referred to the mind, which alone has the
faculty of being conscious or sensing that I see or walk.”

Here then we are unmistakably inside the circle which
Aristotle regarded mainly from without, and the central unity
which we missed in his exposition is now clearly indicated.
Subjective psychology deals with whatever we are fmmediately
conscious of as something taking place within us: with the
biological aspects, the physical occasions, or the epistemological
interpretation of this something, it has no concern. All that it
essentially implies is a conscious individual (a res cogitans) and the
various actions and passions of which it is conscious—‘its diverse
modes of thinking,’ or ‘the contents of its consciousness,” as some
would say. So far from a body being necessary to the existence
of a conscious mind, as Aristotle from his objective standpoint
assumed—and naturally, for it was with the living body that he
began—the distinctness and independence of the two are, Des-
cartes maintained, at once evident so soon as we reflect on the
nature of consciousness. We then “ perceive clearly that neither
extension nor figure nor local motion......pertains to our nature,
and nothing save thought alone: it then becomes plain that I am
not the assemblage of members called the human body; I am
not a thin and penetrating air diffused through all these members,
or wind, or flame, or vapour, or breath ; for #ke notion we frave of
ouyr mind precedes that of any corporeal thing, and is more certain,
seeing we still doubt whether there is any body in existence,
while we already perceive that we think®”

This restriction of psychology to the immediate facts of
consciousness as these exist for the conscious subject was a
great advance on the confusion of psychology with bioclogy
which characterised the Aristotelian and scholastic doctrines,
As a result, the science made more progress in two centuries
than it had made in twenty centuries before. But as so often

Y Principles of Philosophy, pt. 1. § 9. In equating Descartes’ cogifatio to the
modern *consciousness,” which is on the whole the best rendering, we must not
forget the predominantly cognitive implication which it, even more than its present
equivalent, always retains.

2 Principles, 1. 8, and Meditation, 11. (Veitch’s ed. p. 108).
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happens, the reaction—as we have already hinted—was ex-
cessive ; this we shall see if we examine the Cartesian dualism
a little further. Whereas Aristotle on the whole kept to facts,
Descartes trusted to analytic distinctions. Aristotle found mind
and body invariably connected, and therefore he regarded them
as essentially inseparable. Descartes could conceive mind with-
out body and body without mind; therefore he concluded that
they were actually independent and could exist apart. But
what sort of mind was it that Descartes thus conceived?
Broadly speaking it was the human soul of Aristotle less the
senses, memory and imagination which—on Aristotle’s view—
man shared with the lower animals and required as indispensable
conditions of his own activity. The thought that essentially
belonged to this soul apart from a body excluded everything we
now call empirical : hence the dualism of pure thought and ex-
perience that reappeared in modern philosophy. This res cogitans
of Descartes then, as such, could only be occupied with eternal
truths or ‘innate ideas’ and with whatever other ideas it might
itself frame from these : ‘adventitious ideas’ it would not have
at all. But even at this point a little reflexion will convince us
that such a consciousness as this Cartesian cogzZatio is not really
conceivable. It lacks individuality and it lacks concreteness.
For the environment and the intercourse with other selves—
on which any consciousness of self depends—are so far wanting,
In other words, as yet the conditions of actual experience are
incomplete.

Let us now turn for a moment to material substance, the
second term in the Cartesian dualism. As sensations were not
to be attributed to mind as res cogitans, so here sensible qualities
are not to be attributed to matter as »es exfensa. Only so far as
matter was “the object of speculative geometry ™ was its nature
intelligible, and for this knowledge sensory experience was
superfluous; nay, worse—it was misleading. Descartes’ res
extensa was thus even more than his res cogitans a merely
analytical concept. There the concrete individual Cogifo was at
least a certainty; though one which the bare concept of mind-
substance did not explain. But here there is no corresponding
certainty and the matter-substance is only differentiated into
a plurality of concrete material things by a series of glaring
subreptions and incongruities. In both cases the fault lay in



cH. 1, § 2| The Psychology of Descartes 9

his rationalistic attempt to derive the concrete facts of experi-
ence from purely abstract notions. Dynamical concepts, such
as those of mass and force, which only experience could
warrant, were smuggled without clear definition or derivation
into a physics that professed to be ‘nothing but geometry.
Yet in spite of these initial defects the impetus that Descartes
gave to Natural Philosophy was even greater than that which
we have allowed is owed to him by Mental Philosophy; and the
achievement here again was due to his famous method. As he
cleared the conception of consciousness of hazy materialistic
implications so he cleared that of matter of the animism involved
in the mediaeval notions of occult qualities such as the natural
gravitation of earth, the natural levitation of air, nature’s abhor-
rence of a vacuum, and the like. But the details of his Natural
Philosophy do not now concern us: it is enough to recognise
that in it mechanical notions were supreme throughout. An
organism accordingly was for Descartes simply a mechanism,
an integral part of the one vast mechanism called the external
world. So far then from connecting biology with psychology,
as Aristotle had done, Descartes reduced biology to physics.

And now what of the connexion of body and mind? We
note first of all that Descartes inverted the Aristotelian position
that intellect presupposes sense!: according to him sense pre-
supposed intellect. “I find in myself,” he says, “the faculties
of imagination and sensation (sen#ir), without which [ can indeed
clearly and distinctly conceive myself entire, but not reciprocally
them without myself, that is to say, without an intelligent
substance in which they reside, for...in their formal concept,
they involve some sort of intellection®” Finding further * not
merely that brutes have less reason than man, but that they have
none at all®,” he concluded that they were nothing but automatic
machines, entirely comparable—save for their greater complexity
—to the contrivances of a skilful clockmaker, needing, as he
expressly said, “ neither a vegetative soul, nor a sensitive soul*.”
Even the human body, physically regarded, was only such a
machine.

I Sp far, that is, as Aristotle did assume it.

2 Meditation, V1., Veitch, p. 157, also p. 152.
¥ Discourse on Method, pt. v., Veitch, p. 57.
4 CL Traitd de I Homme, Cousin's ed. p. 428.
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Nevertheless the relation of man’s soul to his body was not
comparable to that of a pilot in a seaworthy boat : after all the
two become a single substantial unity :—* Me non tantum adesse
meo corpori, ut nauta adest navigio, sed illi arctissime esse con-
junctum et quasi permixtum, adeo, ut unzm quid cum illo com-
ponam’®” But how was such substantial unity possible? To
answer this question reason was helpless ; and even the criterion,
on which Descartes’ whole method of philosophising was founded,
proved at fault, This he frankly owned. “To me it seems im-
possible,” he writes, “ that the human mind should, distinctly and
at the same time, conceive the distinctness of body and soul
and likewise their union ; for so to do, it must conceive them as
a single thing while yet conceiving them as two, which is self-
repugnant®” Yet Descartes never denied that the unity was at
any rate a fact, however inexplicable, and a fact that rendered
human experience possible. Nay, strange to say and in spite of
his general rejection of final causes, Descartes concludes his
Meditations by pointing out—in the style of a Bridgewater
treatise—the mutual adaptability of body and mind manifested
in our daily experiences. He concludes by laying down the
maxim :—*I ought not in the least degree to doubt of the
truth of those presentations [‘of my body surrounded by many
other bodies’], if, after having called together all my senses, my
memory, and my understanding for the purpose of examining
them, no deliverance is given by any one of these faculties which
is repugnant to that of any other®” But on the senses ex-
clusively, as Descartes allowed, we depend for the knowledge
that material things acfually exist; and it is equally certain—
though this he did not explicitly allow—that but for memory
we should be without that knowledge of our own existence,
from which he started. Both sensation and memory, however,
belong to man only as a rational animal, not to man conceived
as utellectus purus. In other words, intellect alone is not the
source of our real experience. But it is the source of the con-
cepts of res cogitans and res extensa as disparate and mutually
independent substances, the concepts, that is to say, on which the

! Meditation, V1., Veitch, p. 160. But in view of the importance of this passage
it seems worth while to give the original.

2 Letter to the Princess Elizabeth, June, 1643.

3 Meditation, V1., Veitch, p. 168.
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Cartesian dualism is founded. For this dualism, then, our
concrete human nature is not merely a glaring exception—since
all other spirits are assumed to be incorporeal and all other
organisms merely machines ;—it is not merely a knot that an
omnipotent Deity might tie : it is a veritable Unding, a contra-
diction. Since, however, this human nature is a fact, it suffices
—even as a negative instance—to render that dualism untenable,
and we only need to begin where Descartes ends to be clear of
it. For in the end, as we have just seen, he has to admit that
it is not true of human nature, and he fails to find it in human
experience. Here, as he points out, our internal sensations
make us aware of what we need for the preservation of health,
and our external percepts enable us clearly and distinctly to
know which among surrounding objects are beneficial and which
are hurtful to us in so far as we are composed of body and
mind ; here memory enables us to connect together the whole
course of our waking life; and here judgment enables us to
discriminate practically between what is true and what is false,
so that “ all the doubts of those bygone days are to be rejected
as hyperbolical and ridiculous.”

Had Descartes started, as he ought to have done, from this
experience, and reflected seriously on all that it involved, he
might have realised that his notion of mind alone was not
adequate to cover it. Beginning with the organism and its en-
vironment— Aristotle saw that an informing ‘soul’ was necessary
in order that the organism should actually have life. Descartes,
who began with mind, ought in like manner to have seen that
objects distinct from it were necessary in order that the conscious
subject should actually have experience. But Descartes failed
to seize this duality. It is true that he admitted, and admitted
in so many words, that in human nature the res cogitans is not
a res comipleta’. But, after all, this admission was made from
the biological or psychophysical standpoint, the standpoint of
Aristotle, not from the psychological standpoint, to which
Descartes had himself attained. He therefore still held fast to
his dualism. The immediate objects, even of sensible experi-
ence, he maintained were only modes of consciousness, changes
“that take place in us.”

! Reply to Amauld’s ““Objections to the Meditations,” Philosephical Works,
edited by Haldane and Ross, vol. ii. p. gg.
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But how is this position to be made consistent with Descartes’
belief that his own body was surrounded by many other bodies,
and so forth? Were those presentations of his own body and
other bodies but modes of himself as »es cogitans? 1If they
were not, then his experience was not confined to such modes.
If they were, it was so confined and therefore cut off alto-
gether from body as a res extensa: the dualism of mind and
body is justified indeed, but only at the price of making all
experience of the latter impossible, or at least inexplicable.
Out of this second impasse Descartes only escaped as he escaped
from the first—by appealing to the Deity: only the Divine
omnipotence could combine body and mind in human nature,
and only the Divine veracity could guarantee the reality of the
material world in human experience. These two problems—the
relation of body and mind and the reality of external percep-
tion—have continued to vex philosophic thinkers from Descartes’

day to our own, nor will they cease to trouble us till dualism is
laid to rest,

The Cartesian Dualismn and the Duality of Expericnce.

§ 3. On these grounds alone we should be amply justified in
rejecting #n Jimine the perfunctory definition of psychology—
etymology notwithstanding—as the science of mind, over against
which there stands a totally distinct science of matter (which
might have been called hylology). It will repay us, however, to
continue our historical survey a little further, so as to note the
main features in the transition to the third concept of psychology
as the science of individual experience. In this the respective
merits both of the Aristotelian and the Cartesian doctrines are
retained, and their defects redressed. The chief merit of the
second of these lies, as already said, in its subjective, /e in-
dividualistic standpoint : this has not been, and is not likely to
be, abandoned. The defects consist partly in its metaphysical,
we might even say, its theological assumptions, and partly in
the predominantly ‘intellectualistic’ character it assigns to
individual experience. Though the dogmatic assumptions of
Descartes’ mental philosophy were seriously discredited by the
empirical psychology which Locke began, and a long line of
British workers carried forward; yet that philosophy continued
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to flourish on the Continent. It attained its zenith in the Psyelo-
logia rationalis of Wolff: in this the simplicity, immateriality
and immortality of the soul were evolved out of the bare con-
cept of consciousness., But such @ priori demonstrations of
the nature of mind were at length rudely shaken, along with the
rest of metaphysical dogmatism, by Kant. He maintained the
emptiness of all concepts save as they derive their ‘content’
from experience, and the invalidity of all concepts when ex-
tended bevond it. For us there were no noumena or thought-
given realities: all our knowledge was confined to plenomena or
sense-given realities. To experience, the duality of subject and
object was essential, and these factors in isolation were not res
completac but purely problematic concepts, about which there
might be faith or speculation, but certainly not knowledge. In
whatever way our practical interest in such problems as that of
immortality may be met, they have, at any rate since Kant's
day, ceased to be regarded as psychological problems!, and
psychology has now become entirely an empirical science,
divested alike of theological and of metaphysical assumptions.
The recognition of the inseparability of subject and object in
experience, which was a cardinal doctrine with Kant, has helped
too to bring the mind theory into line with the life theory ; but
in place of the life of body, organic life, we have now the life of
mind, psychical life. But mind here properly denotes the subject
of experience, the Ego—as we sometimes say—in contra-
distinction to the Non-Ego or object of experience ; and mental
life is tantamount to experience as the interaction of the two.
[t is with this mental life that Subjective Psychology, as con-
trasted with the Objective Psychology of Aristotle, is primarily
concerned?,

But Locke and his successors, Kant included, were still
hampered by the defective analysis of the facts of mental life,
which they took over from Descartes, while rejecting more or
less completely his metaphysical assumptions. That analysis,
it has just been said, was unduly intellectualistic: in other
words, as Descartes conceived the subject as essentially intel-
lectual, so he regarded its experience as fundamentally cog-
nitive. The only experience he recognised was experience at

! For Kant himsell immortality was a postulate of the practical reason.
* Cf. on this distinction, H. Spencer’s Principles of Psychology, pt. 1. ch. vIL.
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the self-conscious level ; and in this he tended first to identify
the experience with the self-consciousness, the whole with the
part, and next to identify the cognitions of self-consciousness
with the facts cognised. Each of these twin errors we must
examine in turn, i

In external perception the mind, Descartes conceived,
“turned towards the body,” but in self-consciousness “ it turned
in some way upon itself” In keeping with this Locke dis-
tinguishes sensation and reflexion as the two sources of simple
ideas, the one of the ideas of the sensible qualities of external
objects, the other of the ideas of the mind's own operations.
Reflexion, though not actually a sense, is yet, he says, “very
like one, and might properly enough be called #nternal sense'.”
And Kant proceeded without misgiving so to regard it and
placed external sense and internal sense on a par as distinct but
co-ordinate sources of experience, the one of the experience of
physical phenomena, the other of the experience of psychical
phenomena, So we get a new dualism, the dualism of pheno-
mena, which serves to keep the old dualism of substances in
countenance?; and with it we get also a new definition of psycho-
logy that is scarcely better than the old. Psychology becomes
the science of internal experience as observed through the inner
sense, and so is sharply contrasted, though otherwise co-ordinate,
with the sciences of external experience, which treat of the ob-
jects observed through the outer senses. One step more and the
subject and the object of our immediate experience seem again
to fall completely apart. This step was taken, for example, by
Bain, who distinguishes object-experience from subject-experi-
ence, and confines psychology to the latter. He further refers
to these as two worlds, “ the one circumscribed by one property,
extension,” the other definable “negatively by a single fact,
the absence of extension®” But it is certain that immediate

L Estay, 1. 1. 4

? Thus we find Hamilton saying: ** Mind and matter, as known and knowable,
are only two different series of phenomena or qualities ; mind and matter, as unknown
and unknowable, are the two substances in which these two different series of qualities
are supposed to inhere. The existence of an unknown substance is only an inference
we are compelled to make, from the existence of known phenomena; and the dis-
tinction of two substances is only inferred from the seeming incompatibility of the
two series of phenomena to coinhere in one.” Lectures on Metaphysics, vol. 1. p. 138.

8 Afental Science, pp. 1 1.
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experience is never thus sundered, and obvious, therefore, that in
all this there is some confusion which we must endeavour to
clear up.

We may note first of all that the phrase ‘internal sense’ is
a complete misnomer, save where reference is intended solely to
what is internal to the organism. But here ‘internal’ is meant
to distinguish what occurs ‘in the mind’ from what occurs out
of the body, and involves a correlation of ‘in” and ‘not in,’ ze.
“out of, which is as absurd as contrasting what occurs in a given
day with what occurs outside of a given door. And as to an
internal semse—even if it were allowable to speak with Locke
of sensory “impressions of odjects extrinsical to the mind "—what
could be the meaning of sensory impressions from “ powers
intrinsical and proper to [the sudject] itself'”? The physiologist
who recognises organs and ‘centres’ of the outer sense knows
nothing of any such in the case of this supposed * inner sense.’
Locke bids us “follow a child from its birth and observe the
alterations that time males,” and he then himself briefly describes
the child’s gradual advance till “in time it comes to reflect on
its own operations about the ideas got by sensation.” But
when this stage is reached Locke does not suppose that the child
passively receives impressions differing from all previous ones,
as the sensations of colour for one couched differ from all his
preceding sensations. In the earlier stage the child was con-
scious, but not self-conscious: “the constant solicitation of the
senses,” as Locke says, “then employed and directed [it] in
looking abroad.” But when at length “it turns its view inward
upon itself, and observes its own actions about those ideas it
has®” it becomes self-conscious; but it does not thereby acquire
a new mode of what Kant called sensibility, comparable to the
addition of a sixth sense to the five it had before. On the con-
trary it is only intellectually active “about the ideas it [already]
has®” Beforehand it could not hear that it tasted, or taste that
it heard ; nor can it now, for the external senses are severally

! This is the “paradox’ that Kant vainly attempted to explain. The havoc
wrought in psychology and philosophy by Locke’s doctrine is nowhere more appalling
than here and throughout the Critigre. CF 2nd ed. § 24.

2 Essay, 11. i. 8§ 22, 24, 8; vi- § I

# Thereby indeed it acquires other ideas, but these are not sensory and cannot

with any propriety be called impressions of reflexion, as they were by Hume, for
example.
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distinct. But beforehand when it tasted it was not conscious of
tasting, when it heard it was not conscious of hearing, as it may
be now. In short, on the new level of self-consciousness the
objects of the external senses are not only related to the self
but both they and it are recognised as thus related: in other
words, the so-called object-experience seems clearly implicated
in the so-called subject-experience. How, then, can psychology
be confined to the latter?

Nevertheless, must not psychology be so confined if it is
the science of individual experience : otherwise wherein lies the
one merit accorded to Descartes of making this subjective stand-
point once for all clear? Moreover, if psychology is to embrace
the experiences attained from the objective standpoint, will not
the whole of knowledge fall within its domain? Questions
such as these, which will naturally occur at this point, lead us
at once to the main source of the confusion we are discussing.

What we have first to ascertain is whether the disjunction
suggested is complete. Must the experience with which psy-
chology is concerned be either confined to what can be known
about the subject of experience, or be extended to include all
that is known about the objects of experience? In other words,
is the subject the only factor implicated when we occupy the
subjective standpoint, and the object the only factor implicated
when we occupy the objective, much as we might say that sound
alone concerns us when we study acoustics, and light alone when
we study optics? Certainly if we were all deaf the former
science would be non-existent, and the latter if we were all blind.
But we have just seen that this analogy does not apply to the
distinction of so-called ‘internal phenomena, the facts of the
‘inner sense,’ and external phenomena, the facts of the external
senses. These facts are nof co-ordinate and they are mutually
implicated. Of this the term phenomenon is evidence; for
when a phenomenon or appearance is actual, there must also be
someone to whom it appears, for whom it is a fact ; and nobody
will maintain that internal phenomena are exclusively perceived
by one subject, and external phenomena exclusively by another.
Thus we find Bain, who began by distinguishing subject-
experience from object-experience, presently admitting that
“ object-experience is also in a semse mentall” But in what

v Mental Science, p. 2.
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sense is it mental, that is to say, pertaining to psychology;
and in what sense, not? This is the question that ought to clear
up the confusion that Bain was content to leave alone.

We are agreed that psychology deals with individual ex-
perience, but we have found that in this experience both subject
and object are factors. We have to ask, then, wherein its sub-
jective standpoint differs from what we call the objective stand-
point, in which, apparently, the subject is not a factor. And we
can answer at once : the one is the standpoint of conscious Life
—or more fully the standpoint of the living subject in inter-
course with his special environment ; the other is the standpoint
of Science in which the characteristics of individual environments
are in general ignored. But if there were really no subject
whatever implied in the standpoint of science, how could we speak
of science as concerned with object-experience, or as dealing with
actual phenomena; and what would be the meaning of a ‘stand-
point” which was altogether unoccupied? The truth, however, is
not that for science no subject, but only that no single subject, is
implied, to whom as for psychology the experience is relative.
Science is concerned with knowledge only, knowledge as it is for
all ; and again with knowledge only as the product of many
co-operating minds, not as a process in one. Moreover the
process entails both feeling and conation with which science in
general is not concerned.

The failure of the pre-Kantian thinkers to apprehend the
bearing upon psychology of a distinction in itself so clear, was
due in the first place to their neglect of comparative psychology
and the consequent restriction of the science to the data of self-
consciousness which this neglect entailed. They recognised
indeed, as we have seen that Aristotle—and still more, Des-
cartes—did, the discontinuity that the possession of self-con-
sciousness and reason placed between man and the lower animals.
But they did not realise that both reflexion and reasoning are the
result of social intercourse, the gradual development of which
has produced this gulf between man and brute. Assuming
that each man by himself is rational instead of recognising
that humanity has achieved rationality, they then proceeded to
confound psychology with that division of philosophy which is
now called epistemology, or the theory of knowledge. In fact,
it was mainly for the sake of epistemological problems that they

W P. Z
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were led to take up psychological investigation at all’. It was
reserved for Kant first to discern the fundamental difference
between the two inquiries, thanks, however, to the philosophical
deadlock into which his predecessors were led by confusing
them.

But we can all now see that ‘subjective’ and ‘objective’ have
different meanings in psychology and in epistemology. In epi-
stemology, ‘objective,’ we might say, means so much of experience
as is common property, and ‘subjective’ so much as is private
property : in psychology, ‘ subjective’ refers to the owner and
‘objective’ to the property that he owns. But science regarded
what is common property as if it were not property at all, and
psychology assumed private ownership to be the only ownership.
Again the ‘subjective objects’ of psychology were not found
among the ‘objective objects’ of epistemology, and so were
regarded as only copies or symbols of these originals, which
science placed somehow within the man’s head and psychology
found within his consciousness. So the result was reached: a
subject without real objects, and real objects without an assign-
able subject, a non-extended subject-world and an extended
object-world without any satisfactory account of their connexion,
The Cartesian dualism still lingered on. This was the impasse
that led Kant to expose the ‘ transcendental realism’ of the latter
world, and Reid to protest against the ‘subjective idealism’ of
the former. What Reid meant to say was:—In perception we
are not conscious of ideas in us, but we affirm objects present to
us. What Kant said was:—The objects of science only become
objects for and through our common experience ; they are not,
for experience, at any rate, things in themselves and apart.
Combined, these statements amount to a recognition of the duality
of subject and object throughout all experience, individual as well
as universal. But still the psychological analysis of Kant and
Reid was inadequate to do justice to this duality of individual

! This was avowedly the case with Locke : his famous Zssay only professed to
deal with the human understanding, Hume's mature work had the same aim and an
almost identical title, and Berkeley called his one systematic treatize, A Freafise
concerning the Principles of Human Knowledge. Even writers as recent as Hamilton
and Mansel only treat of psychology under the name of Metaphysics. Indeed until
comparatively lately the interest in psychical facts rarely extended further than
seemed required by such problems as those concerning the criteria of knowledge,
the grounds of moral responsibility or the existence of a life beyond.
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experience as one of Ego and Non-Ego, Self and Other. This
point brings us to the second of the twin errors just now sig-
nalised?, the tendency to treat the facts cognised by the self-
conscious subject in reflexion as being themselves cognitions.

The Cartestan Dualism and [ntellectualism,

§4. This in one form or other is an inveterate error: I have
formerly described it as “ a confusion between the standpoint of
a given experience and the standpoint of its exposition,” and as
“ one to which no other science is liable except psychology and
the sciences dependent upon it.” Professor James afterwards
named this error ‘the psychologist’s fallacy,” and the name is
now commonly adopted®. As a consequence of this fallacy the
pure feelings of pleasure and pain, for example, which are
entirely subjective—in the psychological and not merely in the
epistemological sense—were described as psychologically ob-
jective, and classed among sensations or percepts, because we
come to have ‘ideas’ about them when we attain to the standpoint
of social intercourse and self-consciousness. And again because
at this level a general connexion was discernible between pleasure
and increased vitality on the one hand, and between pain and
diminished vitality on the other, the feelings themselves were
identified with the consciousness of some perfection or imper-
fection in ourselves, and finally defined by Wolff as “the
intuitive cognition of any perfection or imperfection whatever,
real or apparent®.” This failure to realise the purely subjective
and unique character of feeling is common to all our earlier
British psychologists from Locke to Reid. It was first corrected
by Tetens, who insisted on what is called the tripartite division
of faculties into cognitive, affective, and conative ; but this classi-
fication, now almost universally accepted, only obtained general
recognition through the advocacy of Kant, who was a pupil
of Tetens. As a further consequence of their intellectualistic

¥ Cf p. 14 above.

*Cf J. Ward, **A General Analysis of Mind,” article in the /fournal of
Speculative Philosophy, 18823 W. James, Principles of FPoychology, 1890, vol. i
p- 196.

% Cf. Descartes, Letter to the Princess Elisabeth, Sept. 1645 ; Wolft, Poyclologia
empivica, §§ 517, 518. It is a nice question how far this view is justly attributable to
Descartes, notwithstanding the unanimity that has hitherto prevailed on the point.

D}
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bias, the earlier psychologists strangely neglected the import-
ant »dle that bodily movements sustain in every stage of ex-
perience—a fact that even Aristotle had not failed to recognise,
Not till the beginning of the last century?’, and then thanks
mainly to the physiologists, were these movements seen to be
not only an indispensable factor in every act of perception—as
evidenced in listening, looking, sniffing, tactually exploring—
and a chief source of our knowledge of the primary properties
of things—extension and resistance—but to be also in the
various phases of reflex, sensori-motor and ideo-motor action,
so many steps in the development of volition. But the mature
volition alone was taken into account by the psychologists who
looked to self-conscious reflexion for all their data. And since
this mature volition is normally always determined by reasons,
the so-called active powers were regarded as throughout secondary
to the so-called intellectual.

But a decided reaction against intellectualism, which first
set in more than a century ago among philosophers? has since
been greatly extended and confirmed by the ascendancy of
evolutionary ideas and the consequent growth of genetic and
comparative psychology. The result is that in the present day
psychologists are beginning more and more generally to insist
that not intellect but will, not cognition but conation, not sen-
sitivity but activity, is the clue to a true understanding of the
character and development of experience. A winged cherub—
all head and no body—might suffice, as Schopenhauer suggested,
for the purely contemplative experience of Descartes’ res cogitans.
But the fact that the inlets to knowledge are primarily sub-
servient to the inlets to food and air, which they encircle, shews
unmistakably that experience, as the psychologist deals with it,

1 The part played by the so-called muscular sense in the appreciation of
‘weight’ or *resistance’ was pointed out by certain Italian physicians as early
as the 16th century (see Hamilton's Reid, p. 867 note), but their views failed to
gain attention and were forgotten.

2 It began with Kant's assertion of the primacy of the practical reason, which
Fichte reiterated with new emphasis : the effects of theory were there solely for the
sake of the projects of practice, the external world is nothing but a means for the
attainment of the moral end. Schopenhauver's The World as Will and [ldea
(indicating by its mere title the inversion of the old order), has, despite its disjointed
and ‘romantic’ speculation, exercised a profound influence by its forcible and
detailed defence of this topic, though many who have adopted his arguments have
not thought it proper to mention his name.
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is primarily and pre-eminently practical. Obvious as this must
appear to those who look at the facts of life in the light of the
theory of evolution, yet it is a truth that was for the most part
overlooked so long as psychology was studied mainly in its
bearing on philosophical problems. But the notion of an in-
dependent realm of truth existing sub specie aeternitatis has
literally no place within the purview of a psychology that knows
its business, Here we find no such thing as mere cognition: the
uninteresting is not known but ignored, and the interesting leads
at once to response, and sooner or later to adjustment—in the
race, at all events. Success is then completed experience or
expertness, and in general prepares the way for a new advance.
So far the true is the useful, and the criterion is not theoretical
but practical. Looking broadly at the progress of life, as it
ascends through the animal kingdom and onwards through the
history of man, it seems safe to say that knowledge is always a
means to ends, is never an end by itself—till at length it becomes
interesting and satisfying in itself. Psychologically regarded,
then, the sole function of perception and intellection is, it is
contended, to guide action and subserve volition—more generally
to promote self-conservation and betterment.

Consciousness and Experience.

§ 5. For psychical life so regarded, ‘experience’ is the obvious
term, and the term which in our ordinary affairs is the one
usually employed. But in psychology the far less appropriate
term ‘consciousness’ holds the field, and its manifold ambiguities
are something of a scandal. It is continually confused with
self-consciousness, which was its original meaning!; and thereby
the errors of intellectualism, which we have just discussed, are
apt to be perpetuated and a part of experience mistaken for the
whole. “Everybody knows what consciousness is,” we are told,
“for everybody is conscious.” But this is only true when it
becomes trivial : every experient is experient. A mouse, we
believe, feels and strives: feeling and striving are then factors
of its experience, but we have no reason to think that they
are objects of its knowledge. They may become such for

! Cf. e.s. Locke's definition :—** Consciousness is the perception of what passes
in a man's own mind,” Essay 11, i. § 19.
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a man, no doubt; but there is much, even in his experience,
of which we should say that he is conscious no longer or not
conscious as yet. For in ordinary language we tend to speak
of being ‘conscious of’ only what we specially attend to: in
this sense the adept is no longer conscious of the painstaking
efforts by which he first acquired his skill, and the tyro is
not yet conscious of the subtle differences to which, as a
connoisseur, he will come to attend. In psychology, however,
consciousness is regarded as admitting of indefinite gradations.
Indeed this is often given as “its capital and pervading idea.
...Consciousness is co-extensive with mental life” in so far as
“that life is considered to rise or to fall in degreel.” Variations
of intensity are certainly characteristic both of the psychical
and of the physical : this fact alone then will not serve to define
them, nor will it alone enable us to distinguish the one from the
other. But we hear not only of degrees of consciousness, but
also of operations of consciousness, states of consciousness,
contents of consciousness and form of consciousness; and here,
obviously something more than variations of intensity is implied.
As instances of operations—perceiving, remembering, comparing,
desiring, resolving, and the like would probably be cited. But,
though it does not strike us as strange to speak of consciousness
of remembering or ¢f desiring—since for a self-conscious subject
such reflective cognition is possible—it does seem forced to speak
of consciousness remembering or desiring; for the self-conscious
subject does not say: My consciousness remembers or desires,
but, I do so. If, then, it is the subject of experience that is
active, why should activity be attributed to consciousness, which
after all is but an abstract term; not a conscious being, but
the state of being conscious, which surely implies a conscious
being ?

The answer to this question is to be found not in the facts of
experience but in the history of psychological theories concerning

1 So Bain, who gives this as the first of thirteen meanings of consciousness, a
topic, which on account *‘of the subtleties and complications invelved in it™ he
reserves for a closing dissertation, Emotions and Will, 3rd ed., 1875, p. 545. Again,
Fleming : * The meaning of a word is sometimes best attained by means of the
word opposed to it. T/mconsciousness, that is, the want or absence of comscionsness,
denotes the suspension of all our faculties. Consciousness, then, is the state in which
we are when all or any of our faculties are in exercise.” Focaluwlary of Philosophy,

3rd ed., 1875, p. 105.
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them. It is to be found, that is to say, in the reaction against
the Cartesian doctrine, that experience is nothing but modes of
a res cogitans. The conscious substance, it was held, lay beyond
the pale of science, but the modes were supposed to remain
within it ; in other words, as we have already seen, the Cartesian
analysis of mind was retained, though its philosophy of mind
was rejected’. This was a very naive proceeding, for—as just
said—the so-called modes of consciousness are themselves neither
conscious nor active, and without the explicit recognition of
either subject or object are really unmeaning. Two alternatives
were then open. Having eliminated the subject of experience
along with the substance, some psychologists proceeded to hypo-
statize or personify consciousness, and assigned to it the »dle of
subject; these are the psychologists who talk freely of operations
of consciousness and states of consciousness, and tell us that
“everybody knows what consciousness is.”

Others have preferred to restore the missing reality from the
object side; and they first resolve all the ‘modes’ into ideas or
presentations, and then from such ‘mind-sz2ff’ and its inter-
actions they proceed to build up experience in a quasi-mechanical,
quasi-chemical fashion®. ‘Content of consciousness’ is the
favourite phrase of these psychologists. Often they allow that
such content of consciousness implies ‘the form of consciousness,’
implies, that amounts to saying, a conscious subject; but they
attempt, on methodological grounds, to justify the omission of
all recognition of this which is only ‘the gemeral/ condition’ of
the content’s existence and not a part of the content itself. Such
a plea rests upon a complete misapprehension of the psycho-
logical standpoint. The empirical psychologist, it is contended,
should imitate the procedure of the natural or objective sciences.
But this he cannot do; for the two standpoints, as we have just
seen, are entirely different. The language the physicist uses is
simply: there zs this or that—a, &4, ¢, or 4. But the psychologist
cannot by saying: there are such and such presentations or

1 Cf. above, p. 12.

2 For this doctrine I have suggested the name of Presentationism : it is often
called Sensationism or Associationism ; the first becaunse sensations are regarded as
the elements or atoms of which its * contents of consciousness’ ultimately consist :
the second because the combimation of these elements is supposed to be effected
by a sort of * cohesion’ among those that are contiguous and by an ‘attraction’ of
those that are similar.
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feelings or movements—as if they were independent entities
—bring out the characteristics of his own standpoint. To
this end his statements must (and always do), either explicitly
or implicitly, take the form: Zhke individual experient has
such and such presentations, feels thus or thus, and acts in
this wise or in that. And this is ‘the form of consciousness’:
to eliminate #¢ is to ignore the concrete experience of the in-
dividual subject altogether; and to abolish what is characteristic
of psychology. When its ‘absolute presupposition’ goes the
content is no longer content of consciousness in the psycho-
logical sense.

The form of Experience and questions of method,

§6. To deal adequately with experience we must combine
what is positive in both these alternative views. The so-called
operations and states of consciousness are not mere modes 7»
vacuo: they imply an active and affectible subject, and it can
only conduce to clearness to make this fact as explicit as
possible. The so-called contents of consciousness again, though
not necessarily actions or affections of the subject, are never
objects per se: to be contents of consciousness they must be
objects for a subject. The form of consciousness cannot, then,
be expressed by contrasting consciousness with unconsciousness
in respect of intensity ; nor by contrasting psychical phenomena
with physical, the inextended with the extended, nor indeed by
any single term which does not recognise the duality of subject
and object. The one term that does recognise this duality most
simply is experience. And experience we find is not merely
nor primarily cognitive ; neither does it always attain, nor is it
ever entirely confined, to that joint-knowledge which the term
con-sciousness originally denoted.

The most complex form of experience that we know is our
own., We find simpler and ever simpler forms of experience as
we pass backwards from man to the higher mammals, and from
these to the lower mammals and birds, and thence to reptiles
and fish. Long before we reach the end of the chain of animal
life however it becomes a moot question whether there is any
clear evidence of the presence of experience at all. Experience
appears, that is to say, to be a comparatively late result of
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organic evolution, and human experience to be the summit of a
long progressive series. Now this idea of gradual evolution has
certainly exerted a powerful influence upon modern psychology.
It is the less surprising therefore—especially when we remember
the defects of the older psychology—to find that the attempt is
now frequently made to treat psychology wholly according to
the historical, or as it is oftener called, the genetic, method. In
biology such a procedure is possible ; for the protozoan as well as
man, the paragon of animals, is equally accessible as an organism.
But the only experience immediately accessible to us is our own,
and this—in spite of its complexity—is the first we know and
the one we know best. Lower forms of experience, notwith-
standing their greater simplicity, we know later and know less.
Accordingly all attempts—regardless of this difference—to treat
of human experience as merely the culmination of a long but
entirely objective development, have so far been marked by
serious defects, The start is avowedly physiological—from
what is metaphorically described as ‘organic behaviour,” meaning
thereby such adaptability of organism to environment as seems
to be determined solely and completely by the organism’s
structure, and from its apparently automatic and invariable
character to require merely mechanical explanations. Later
on, psychological conceptions are gradually introduced to eke
out the shortcomings of the mechanical interpretation, when
the spontaneity of the behaviour and its varying adjustment
to varying conditions suggest that the machine is more or
less under guidance.

So, as we advance, we pass as it were insensibly from biology
proper to psychology proper, from the living protoplasm of
the Awmocba to the living experience of man. We began with
mechanism and we end with mind. But the psychology, when
we reach it, is apt to be of the Presentational or Sensational
type, since a psychology of this type can be most readily equated
to the physiology from which the exposition set out. We have,
that is to say, a ‘physiological psychology’ of the very worst
sort; where physiological and psychological conceptions are for
ever coquetting with each other, and where, as a result, unseemly
hybrids are not infrequent’. If it be a sound maxim to proceed

1 Cf. eg. Huxley's ‘ideagenous molecules’ as ‘a physical basis of memory,’
Collected Essays, 1. p. 230.
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from the known to the unknown, then Analytic Psychology,
starting from human experience should precede any attempt
to treat of the genesis of experience as a whole, or to correlate
psychology with physiology. And when psychology is regarded
not simply as ancillary to philosophy or theology, but is studied
throughout with scientific impartiality, there are happily facts in
plenty within the range of human experience, though long over-
looked as trivial or unimportant, which throw far more light
on, say the problem of instinct, than biology alone could ever
bring to bear. But in truth there is no question of a choice of
methods: in every case physiological and comparative psychology
must fall back on the facts and analogies of our own experience.

The standpoint of Psychology as individualistic,

§ 7. We conclude then that psychology cannot be defined
by reference to a special subject-matter as such concrete sciences,
for example, as mineralogy and botany can be; and yet, since it
deals in some sort with the whole of experience, it is obviously
not an abstract science in any ordinary sense of that term. To
be characterized at all, it must be characterized by the standpoint
from which this experience is viewed. This standpoint is some-
times termed ‘individualistic, that of the so-called object-
sciences being distinguished as ‘universalistic.” But both alike
are to be regarded as ‘objective’ in the sense of being true for
all—consisting of what Kant would call judgments of experience.
For psychology is not biography in any sense, least of all bio-
graphy as dealing with idiosyncrasies, and in an idiom having
an interest and a meaning for one subject only, and incommuni-
cable to any other. Locke, Berkeley and Hume have been
justly censured because they regarded the critical investigation
of knowledge as a psychological problem, and set to work to
study the individual mind simply for the sake of this problem.
But none the less their standpoint was the proper one for the
science of psychology itself; and, however surely their philosophy
was foredoomed to failure, there is no denying a steady psycho-
logical advance as we pass from Locke to Hume and his modern
representatives. By ‘idea’ Locke tells us he means “whatsoever
is the object of the understanding when a man thinks” (Ze. is
conscious). But shut in within such a circle of ideas he found
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himself powerless to explain his knowledge of a world assumed to
lie beyond it and to be independent of it. Though he was able
to give a very good account of some of those ideas themselves,
he could not justify his belief in the universal world of things
whence, as he supposed, certain of them ‘were conveyed’; any
more than Robinson Crusoe could have explored the continents
whose existence he inferred from the strange products that were
drifted to his island, though he might perhaps survey the island
itself well enough, Berkeley accordingly, as Professor Fraser
happily puts it, abolished Locke's hypothetical outer circle.
Thereby he made the psychological standpoint clearer than ever
—hence the truth of Hume's remark, that Berkeley’s arguments
“admit of no answer”; at the same time the epistemological
problem was as hopeless as before—hence again the truth of
Hume's remark that those arguments “produced no conviction.”
Of all the facts with which he deals, the psychologist may truly
say that their esse is percepi, in so far as such facts are facts of
presentation, are ideas in Locke’s sense, or objects which imply
a subject. Before we became conscious there was no world for
us; should our consciousness cease, the world for us ceases too;
had we been born blind, the world would for us have had no
colour; if deaf, it would have had no sounds ; if idiotic, it would
have had no meaning. Psychology, then, never transcends the
limits of the individual.

But now, though this Berkeleyan standpoint is its standpoint,
psychology in the first place is not pledged to the method em-
ployed by Berkeley and by Locke; and in the second place must
repudiate altogether the Cartesian confusion of presentations
with subjective modifications in which they shared. Psychology
may be individualistic without being confined exclusively to the
introspective method. There is nothing to hinder the psycho-
logist from employing materials furnished by his observations
of other men, of infants, of the lower animals, or of the insane;
nothing to hinder him taking counsel with the philologist
or even the physiologist, provided always he can show the
psychological bearings of those facts which are not directly
psychological. But by whatever methods, from whatever sources
its facts are ascertained, they must—to have a psychological
import—be regarded as having a place in, or as being a con-
stituent of, someone's experience. In this sense, ie. as presented
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to an individual, ‘the whole choir of heaven and furniture of
earth’ may belong to psychology, but otherwise they are beyond
its scope.

Psychology then we define as the science of individual
experience—understanding by experience not merely, not pri-
marily, cognition, but also, and above all, conative activity or
behaviour.



CHAPTER 11

GENERAL ANALYSIS

Psychology and Epistemology.

§ 1. We have just seen that in seeking to make a first
general analysis of experience, we must start from individual
human experience; for it is this alone that we immediately
know. From this standpoint we have now to endeavour to
determine the ‘irreducible minimum’ which all experience in-
volves; in other words, to reach a concept applicable to every
other form of experience as well as to our own. Etymologi-
cally experience connotes practical acquaintance, efficiency and
skill as the result of trial—usually repeated trial—and effort.
Many recent writers on comparative psychology propose to
make evidence of experience in this sense the criterion of
psychical life. The ox knoweth his owner and the ass his
master’s crib, and so would pass muster; but the ant and the
bee, since they are said to learn nothing, would, in spite of their
marvellous instinctive skill, be regarded as mere automata in
Descartes’s sense. That this criterion is decisive on the positive
side will hardly be denied; the question how far it is available
negatively we must examine later on. Experience is the process
of becoming expert by experiment, let us say meanwhile. It will
be well next briefly to note some of the implications of this
positive criterion. The chief implication, no doubt, is that which
in psychological language we express as the duality of subject
and object—already strenuously insisted on in the preceding
chapter, Looking at this relation as the comparative psycho-
logist has to do, we find that it tallies in the main with the
biological relation of organism and environment. The indi-
viduality of the organism corresponds to, though it is not
identical with, that of the psychological subject; while to the
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environment and its changes corresponds the continuously
changing objective continuum or fotum objectivum, as we shall
call it, though again the two are not identical. This double
correspondence helps us to see still more clearly the error of
regarding individual experience as wholly subjective, and at the
same time helps us to find some measure of truth in the naive
realism of Common Sense. As these points have an important
bearing on the connexion of psychology and epistemology, we
must attempt to elucidate them more fully.

Though it would be unwarrantable to resolve a #king, as
some have done, into a mere meeting-point of relations, yet it
is perhaps as great a mistake to assume that it can be anything
determinate in itself apart altogether from relations to other
things. By the physicist this mistake can hardly be made: for
him action and reaction are strictly correlative: a material
system can do no work on itself. For the biologist, again,
organism and environment are invariably complementary. But
in psychology, when presentations are regarded as subjective
modifications, we have this mistaken isolation in a glaring form,
and all the hopeless difficulties of what is called ‘subjective
idealism ' are the result. Subjective modifications no doubt are
always one constituent of individual experience, but always as
correlative—directly or remotely—to objective modifications or
changes—present or prospective—in the objective continum.
If experience were throughout subjective, not merely would the
term ‘subjective’ itself be meaningless, not merely would the
conception of the objective never arise, but the entirely im-
personal and intransitive process that remained, though it
might be described as ‘ absolute becoming?!,’ could not be called
even solipsism, least of all real experience. Wherever experi-
ence is inferred, Common Sense, then, is right in positing a
real agent answering to what we know as Self and interacting
with another reality answering to what each of us knows as
the World. It is further right in regarding the world which
each of us immediately knows as a coloured, sounding, tangible
world—more exactly as a world of sensible qualities. The
assumption of naive realism, that the world whick eack one
knows, exists as he knows it, independently of him, is ques-
tionable, to say the least. But this assumption goes beyond

v Cf. Herbart, Einleitung in die Philosophie, Hartenstein’s ed., 1850, § 120.
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individual experience, and does not, indeed could not, arise at
this standpoint.

Answering to the individuality and unity of the subjective
factor, there is a corresponding unity and individuality of the
objective. Every Ego has its own correlative Non-Ego. The
doctrine of Leibniz, that “each monad is a living mirror...
representative of the universe according to its point of view,”
will, with obvious reservations, occur to many as illustrative
here. In particular, Leibniz emphasized one point on which
the psychologist will do well to insist. “Since the world is
a plenum,” he begins, “all things are connected together
and every body acts upon every other, more or less, according
to their distance, and is affected by their reaction; hence each
monad is a living mirror!,” &c.—continuing as above. Subject
and Object, or (as it will be clearer in this connexion to say)
Ego and Non-Ego, are then not merely logically a universe, but
actually #ke universe, in so far as, as Leibniz put it, “ He who sees
all could read in each what is happening everywhere®” Though
every individual experience is unique, yet the more Ego, is
similar to Ego, the more their complementaries Non-Ego,, Non-
Ego, are likewise similar; much as two perspective projections
are more similar the more adjacent their points of sight; and
more similar as regards a given position the greater its distance
from both points. And thus beyond a certain finite limit the
universe will be indistinguishably the same for both. It was
only by including this outer region of ‘confused perception’
that Leibniz could call #ke universe the objective factor in each
and every individual's experience. But we too shall have
to allow that, besides the strictly limited ‘field’ within the
bounds of ‘clear perception,’ there is an indefinite ‘extension’
of the presentational continuum beyond it®. Again, the
Leibnizian Monadology helps us also to clear up a certain
confusion that besets terms such as ‘field of consciousness,
or ‘finite centre of experience’—a barbarous but intelligible
phrase that has recently appeared—their confusion, that is, with
a mosaic of mutually exclusive areas, or with a scheme of
mutually exclusive logical compartments. Consciousnesses,

U Principles of Nature and Grace, § 3.
2 Monadolagy, § 61.
! CL below, ch. iv, § 6.
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though in one respect mutually exclusive, do not limit each
other in this fashion. For, though relatively different as to
their point of view, it is the same absolute whole which is
sundered into subjective and objective factors for each.

This way of looking at the facts of mind helps too to
dispel the obscurity investing such terms as sudjective, objec-
tive, intersubjective and transsubjective, as these occur in psycho-
logical or epistemological discussions. The psychologist must
maintain that no experience is merely subjective. But epistemo-
logists who nevertheless, as we have already seen, describe
individual experience as subjective—because of its particularity
which pertains, like an idiosyncrasy, to the individual alone—
confine the term ‘objective’ to universal experience—the objects
in which are the same for every experient. And so has arisen
the time-honoured opposition of Sense-knowledge and Thought-
knowledge : so too has arisen the dualism of Empiricism and
Rationalism, which Kant sought to surmount by logical ana-
lysis, It is in the endeavour to supplement this analysis by
a psychological genesis that the terms ‘intersubjective’ and
‘transsubjective’ prove useful. The problem for psychology
is to ascertain the successive stages in the advance from the
one form of experience or knowledge to the other. “ When
ten men look at the sun or the moon,” said Reid, “they all
see the same individual object.” But according to Hamilton
this statement is not “philosophically correct...the truth is
that each of these persons sees a different object....It is not
by perception but by a process of reasoning that we connect
the objects of sense with existences beyond the sphere of im-
mediate knowledge'.” Now it is to this ‘beyond’ that the term
transsubjective is applied; and the question before us is: How
do individual subjects thus get &eyond the immanence or ‘im-
mediacy ' with which all experience begins? By a  process of
reasoning, says Hamilton, Yes, but psychologically there is a
prior process; for it is at least true in fact, whether necessarily
true or not, that such reasoning is the result of social intercourse,
which obviously presupposes and rests upon individual experi-
ence. Further, it will be generally allowed that Kant's Analytik
has made plain the insufficiency of merely formal reasoning
to yield the categories of Substance, Cause and End, by which

V Lectures on Metaphysics, ii. 153.
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we pass from mere perceptual experience to that wider ex-
perience which transcends it. And psychology, again, may
claim to have shewn that in fact these categories are the result
of that reflective self-consciousness to which social intercourse
first gives rise.

But such intercourse, it has been urged, presupposes the
common ground between subject and subject which it is meant
to explain. How, it is asked, if every subject is confined to his
own unique experience, does this intersubjective intercourse ever
arise? If no progress towards intellective synthesis were possible
before intersubjective intercourse began, such intercourse, as
presupposing something more than immediate sense-knowledge,
obviously never could begin’. Let us illustrate by an analogy
which Leibniz’s comparison of experience to a ‘ point of view’
at once suggests. If it were possible for the terrestrial astronomer
to obtain observations of the heavens from astronomers in the
neighbouring stars, he might be able to map in three dimensions
constellations which now he can only represent in two. But
unless he had ascertained unaided the heliocentric parallax of
these neighbouring stars, he would have no means of dis-
tinguishing them as near from the distant myriads besides, or of
understanding the data he might receive; and unless he had
first of all determined the still humbler geocentric parallax of
our sun, those heliocentric parallaxes would have been unattain-
able. 5o in like manner we may say: ‘any more general paral-
lax’ presupposes what may be called ‘ special parallax,” and even
this presupposes the primordial duality of object and subject.
Again such special parallax or acquaintance with others of its
own kind is the direct outcome of the extended range in time
which the individual's progress in perception and memory
secured ; and when in this way its (bodily) self has become an
object, the objects that resemble it become other selves or ‘ejects,’
to adopt with slight modification a term originated by the late
W. K. Clifford. We may be quite sure that his faithful dog is
as little of a solipsist as the noble savage whom it accompanies.
Indeed, in rudimentary form the social factor, if we may judge

! And it is precisely for want of this mediation that Kant’s ** two stems of human
knowledge, which perfaps may spring from a common but to us unknown root,”
leave epistemology still more or less hampered with the old dualism of sense and
understanding.

w. P. 3
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by biological evidence, is to be found very early. Sexual union
in the physiological sense occurs in all but the lowest Metazea,
pairing and courtship are frequent among insects, while “among
the cold-blooded fishes the battle of the stickleback with his
rivals, his captivating manceuvres to lead the female to the nest
which he has built, his mad dance of passion around her, and
his subsequent jealous guarding of the nest, have often been
observed and admired'.” Among birds and mammals we find
not merely that these psychological aspects of sexual life are
greatly extended, but we find also prolonged education of off-
spring by parents and imitation of the parents by offspring.
Even language, or, at any rate ‘the linguistic impulse,’ is not
wholly absent among brutes®. Thus as the sensori-motor adjust-
ments of the organism to its environment—generally—advance
in complexity and range, there is a concomitant advance in the
variety and intimacy of its relations—specialfy—with individuals
of its own kind. It is therefore reasonable to assume no dis-
continuity between phases of experience that for the individual
are merely objective and phases that are also ejective as well ;
and once the ejective level is attained, some interchange of
experience is possible. So disappears the great gulf fixed
betwixt subjective or individual and intersubjective or universal
experience by rival systems in philosophy.

The Subject of Experience.

§ 2. From this preliminary epistemological discussion we
may return to the psychological analysis of experience itself.
As to this, there is in the main substantial agreement; the
elementary facts of experience cannot be expressed in less than
three propositions—“1 feel somehow,” *I know something,”
“I do something.” But here at once there arises an important
question which claims consideration before we attempt to dis-
cuss the meaning or the merits of this analysis itself, the
question:—What after all are we to understand by the subject
of these propositions? The proposition “I feel somehow ” is
not equivalent to “I know that I feel somehow.” Though it

1 Ewolution of Sex, by Geddes and Thomson, 1st ed. p. 265.
2 Cf. Darwin, Descent of Man, 1871, i. pp. 53 .
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cannot actually be made without implying this knowledge, yet
to identify the two would be to confound consciousness with
self-consciousness. The point is that, whether seeking to analyse
one’s own consciousness or to infer that of a lobster, whether
discussing the association of ideas or the expression of emotions,
there is always an individual self or ‘subject’ in question. It
is not enough to talk of feelings or volitions: what we mean is
that some individual—man or worm—feels, strives, acts, thus or
thus. Obvious as this may seem, it has been frequently either
forgotten or gainsaid. It has been forgotten among details or
through the assumption of a medley of faculties, each of them
treated as an individual in turn, so that among them the real
individual was lost. Or it has been gainsaid, because to assert
that all psychological facts pertain to an experiencing subject or
experient was supposed to imply that they pertained to a parti-
cular spiritual substance, which was simple, indestructible, and so
forth; and it is manifestly desirable to exclude such assump-
tions from psychology as a science aiming only at a systematic
exposition of what can be known and verified.

But, however much assailed or disowned, the concept of a
“self * or conscious subject is to be found implicitly or explicitly
in all psychological writers whatever—not more in Berkeley, who
accepts it as a fact, than in Hume, who treats it as a fiction.
This being so, we are far more likely to reach the truth
eventually if we openly acknowledge this inexpugnable as-
sumption, if such it prove, instead of resorting to all sorts of
devious periphrases to hide it. Now wherever the word Sudject
and its derivatives occur in psychology we might substitute
the word Ego and analogous derivatives, did such exist. But
Subject is almost always the preferable term ; its impersonal
form is an advantage, and it readily recalls its modern cor-
relative Object. Moreover, Ego*has two senses, distinguished
by Kant as pure and empirical, the latter of which was, of
course, an object, the Me known, while the former was subject
always, the / knowing. By pure Ego or Subject it is proposed
to denote here the simple fact that everything experienced is
referred to a Self experiencing. This psychological concept of
a self or subject, then, is after all by no means identical with
the metaphysical concept of a soul: it may be kept as free
from metaphysical implications as the concept of the biological

3—2
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individual or organism with which it is so intimately con-
nected.

It would, however, be a mistake to seek to explain the
individuality of the psychological subject by reference to the
individuality of the organism. Yet this mistake has been
made by those who represent the individual ‘mind’ as a com-
plex of faculties which work consentiently like the organs of the
body, and are sometimes active and sometimes quiescent, As
an animal has legs whether it is walking or not, so they suppose
a mind has a memory, whether it is remembering or not. But
the analogy is false. If we find anything among the facts of
psychology corresponding to the parts or organs of the animal
body, these would rather be the ideas, objects or presentations
which constitute the ‘contents of consciousness. In the unity
of this content at any one moment and its continuity from
moment to moment we have indeed a certain counterpart to
the unity and continuity of the body. Still this unity and con-
tinuity of the contents of consciousness is not what we mean
by the psychological subject; on the contrary, we look to the
psychological subject for an explanation of that unity. And we
may have to look to it too for an explanation of the unity of
the organism. At any rate, as soon as the biologist regards
the organism as adapted to the end of living and surviving in
a struggle for life—thereby giving to life a meaning other than
that of a series of physical processes—he has changed his front.
Such teleological references imply feeling, and effort or im-
pulse, as the result of feeling: and it is just these purely
psychological facts of feeling and impulse that compel us to
recognise a conscious subject as well as a unity and continuity
of the so-called contents of consciousness,

Still the attempt, at least, has frequently been made to
resolve the former into the latter, and so to accord to mind only
such an individuality as has an obvious counterpart in the
individuality of the organism, ze. what we may call an objective
individuality., But such procedure owes all its plausibility to
the fact that it leaves out of sight the difference between the
physiological and the psychological standpoints. For the phy-
siologist a dog, say, is simply a certain wondrously complex
mechanism, whose working he essays to describe entirely in
terms of matter and motion. If this be all that he means by
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dog, then a dog is simply “the sum of the phenomena which
make up this corporeal existencel” And inasmuch as its pre-
sentation to anyone in particular is a matter of no importance,
the fact of presentation at all may be very well dropped out:
the biological dog is just that complex whole and no more.
But to say that this ‘sum of phenomena’ is only the dody of the
dog, implies that the dog itself has some distinct existence, is,
in fact, the soul or self or subject that has that body. Let us
now turn to the distinct whole, whose existence is thus implied.
“ Leaving aside the problem of the substance of the soul,” why
it is then asked, should we not here take “the word ‘soul’
simply as a name for the series of mental phenomena which
make up an individual mind, just as we took ‘body’ as the
name for the sum of material phenomena that make up an
organism "? Surely the moment we try distinctly to under-
stand this question, we realise that the cases are different.
‘Series of mental phenomena’ for whom? For any passer-by
such as might take stock of our biological dog? No, obviously
only for that ‘individual mind’ itself. But then that is sup-
posed to be made up of, to be nothing different from, the said
‘series of phenomena.’ Are we, then, (1)—using the words of
J. S. Mill—“to accept the paradox that something which ex
Rypothest is but a series of feelings, can be aware of itself as
a series®”? Or (2) shall we say that the several parts of the
series are mutually phenomenal, much as A may look at B,
who was just now looking at A? Or (3) finally, shall we say
that a large part of the so-called series, in fact every term but
one, is phenomenal for the rest—for that one?

As to the first, paradox is too mild a word for it; even
contradiction will hardly suffice. It is as impossible to express
‘being aware of’ by one term as it is to express an equation or
any other relation by one term: what knows can no more be
identical with what is known than a weight with what it weighs®.
If a series of ‘feelings’ is what is known or presented, then what
knows, what the series is presented to, cannot be itself that
series of feelings; and this without regard to the point Mill

! Cf. T. H. Huxley, Aume, * English Men of Letters Series" (1879), pp. 171 1.
Collected Essays, vi. p. 199.

* Examination of Sir W, Hamilton's Philosophy, ch. xii. fin.

# So far as our experience goes, at least : as to the Absolute we can here say nothing.
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mentions, viz. that the infinitely greater part of the series is
either past or future. The question is not in the first instance
one of time or substance at all: it turns simply upon the fact
that knowledge or consciousness is unmeaning except as it
implies something knowing, or conscious of, something. But
it may be replied : Granted that the formula for consciousness
is something doing something, to put it generally; still, if the
two somethings are the same when 1 touch myself or when
I see myself, why may not agent and object be the same
when the action is knowing or being aware of ; why may [ not
know myself—in fact, do I not know myself? Certainly not;
agent and object never are the same in the same act; such
terms as self-caused, self-moved, self-known, ¢z id genus omne,
either connote the incomprehensible or are abbreviated ex-
pressions—as e,2. when we talk of touching oneself when one’s
right hand touches one’s left.

And so we come to the alternative :—As one hand washes
the other, may not different members of ‘the series of feelings’
be subject and object in turn? Compare, for example, the state
of mind of a man succumbing to temptation (as he pictures
himself enjoying the coveted good and impatiently repudiates
scruples of conscience or dictates of prudence) with his state
when, filled with remorse, he sides with conscience and con-
demns this ‘former self’—the ‘better self’ having meanwhile
become supreme. Here that organized group of presentations and
their associated sentiments and motives, which together played
the »dle of self in the first situation, have—only momentarily it
may be true, but still have—for the time the place of not-self;
and under abnormal circumstances this partial alteration may
become complete alienation, as in what is called ‘double con-
sciousness.” Or again, the development of self-consciousness
might be loosely described as taking the subject or self of one
stage as an object in the next—self being, eg., first identified
with the body and afterwards distinguished from it. But all
this, however true, is beside the mark; and it is really a very
serious misnomer to speak, as eg. Herbert Spencer does,
of the development of self-consciousness as a ‘differentia-
tion of subject and object” It is rather a differentiation of
object and object, e in plainer words, it is a differentiation
among presentations—a differentiation every step of which
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implies just that relation to a subject which it is supposed to
supersedel,

There still remains the alternative, expressed in the words of
J. S. Mill, viz. “ the alternative of believing that the Mind or Ego
is something different from any series of feelings or possibilities
of them.” To admit this, of course, is to admit the necessity of
distinguishing between Mind or Ego, meaning the unity or con-
tinuity of consciousness as a complex of presentations,and Mind
or Ego, meaning the subject to which this complex is presented.
In dealing with the body from the ordinary biological standpoint
no such necessity arises. But, whereas there the individual
organism is spoken of unequivocally, among psychologists, on

the other hand, the individual mind may mean either (i) the |

series of ‘ feelings’ or * mental phenomena’ above referred to; or
(ii) the subject of these ‘ feelings’ for whom they are phenomena ;
or (iii) the subject of these ‘ feelings’ or phenomena plus the series
of ‘feelings’ or phenomena themselves, the two being in that
relation to each other in which alone the one is subject and the
other a series of ‘feelings’ or phenomena, 7., objects. It is in
this last sense that Mind is used in empirical psychology® Its
exclusive use in the first sense is favoured only by those who
shrink from the speculative associations connected with its
exclusive use in the second. But psychology is not called upon
to transcend the relation of subject to object or, as we may call
it, the fact of presentation. On the other hand, as has been
said, the attempt to ignore one term of the relation is hopeless ;

! Another variant of this second alternative was afterwards espoused and vigor-
ously defended by William James. “Each pulse of cognitive consciousness, each
thought,” he says, ‘““dies away and is replaced by another. The other, among the
things it knows, knows its own predecessor, and finding it *warm’...greels it, saying:
‘Thou art mine and part of the same self with me.” Each later Thought, knowing
and including thus the Thoughts which went before, is the final receptacle-——and
appropriating them is the final owner—of all that they contain and own. Each
Thought is thus born an owner and dies owned, transmitting whatever it realised in
its self to its own later proprietor....It is this trick which the nascent thought has of
immediately taking up the expiring thought and *adopting’ it, which is the foundation
of most of the remoter constituents of the self.” This *provisional solution” he de-
clares must be ‘the final word’ of psychology concerning the self or subject: ““the
thoughts themselves are the thinkers.” Fhe Principles of Fsychology, 1890, vol. i
pp- 3301, Textbook of FPsychology, 1892, p. 216, Special criticism of this extraor-
dinary position we must reserve till we come to deal in detail with the analysis of the
presentation of self and of the self-consciousness in which it is said to be presented.

¢ A meaning in general better expressed, as here maintained, by Experience.

—s
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and equally hopeless, even futile, is the attempt, by means of
phrases such as consciousness or the unity of consciousness, to
escape the implication of a conscious subject. This brings us
again to our main topic—the ultimate analysis of the experience
of such a subject.

What however are we to understand by such ultimate
analysis? Is it the resolution of all that can enter anyone’s
consciousness into hypothetical elements ; and analogous there-
fore to the physicist’s resolution of all the varieties of matter into
hypothetical ions? Or is it rather the determination of what
is always present wherever there is consciousness or psychical
life at all, and more analogous therefore to the inquiry of the
biologist concerning the invariable characteristics of animal life ?
In the one case the elements reached might exist apart, just as
nitrogen and nickel may ; in the other they would necessarily
coexist and together constitute one concrete ‘state of conscious-
ness.” There is yet a third view, also suggested by an analogous
biological inquiry, namely, that this consciousness is resolvable
into a cycle of events, the several phases of which psychological
analysis is to ascertain. Perfect clearness on these points does
not seem to exist among psychologists. While it is agreed—prac-
tically on all hands—that the ultimate facts of mind are cognition,
feeling, and conation, there is no corresponding unanimity either
as to the category to which these facts belong or as to how they
are related. They are spoken of as processes, states, affections,
actions, and so on: formerly they were for the most part dealt with
in separation as the ‘energies’ or ‘functions’ of corresponding
faculties. At other times we are told that “they are never
presented to us separately, but always in conjunction and that
it is only by an ideal analysis that they can be discriminated
and considered apartl.” Again feeling and cognition are some-
times represented as antithetical, ‘in inverse ratio’; sometimes
it is said feeling may be absent altogether: by some, ‘will’ is said
to be dependent throughout upon feeling, by others it is regarded
as a veritable primaum movens. In such a state of matters it is
obviously desirable to distinguish two different questions, even
though we work towards an answer to both simultaneously. The
questions are (1) What do we find invariably present when we
are conscious at all ?—the result of such an analysis being to

! Hamilton, Lectures on Metaphysics, vol. ii. p. g.
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determine the elements, factors or constituents of a concrete
state of consciousness or psyckosis, as it has been termed: (2) Is
there any definite cycle or order of succession among these, and
how are they causally related? Having determined these points
—more or less in course of so doing—it may become possible
to attain to a more exact terminology.

Feeling.

§3. Keeping as much as may be to the first question, we are
at once confronted by the doctrine that fee/ing alone is primordial
and invariably present wherever there is consciousness at all.
Every living creature, it is said, feels, though it may never do any-
thing more : only the higher animals, and these only after a time,
learn to discriminate and identify and to act with a purpose,
This doctrine, as might be expected, derives its plausibility
partly from the vagueness of the word feeling,” and partly from
the intimate connexion that undoubtedly exists between feeling
and cognition on the one hand and feeling and volition on the
other. As to the meaning of the term, it is plain that further
definition is requisite for a word that may denote (a) a touch,
as feeling of roughness; (#) an organic sensation, as feeling of
hunger; (¢) an emotion, as feeling of anger; (&) any purely
subjective state, as feeling of certainty or of activity ; () the one
subjective state that is purely ‘affective, as feeling of pleasure or
pain. Since we find precisely the same variety of usage in the
case of the equivalent German Ge¢fii/ and more or less of it in
the case of the French sentiment, it may well be asked if there
are no common traits connecting these various significations
together. There seem to be three. Feeling in the last sense
accompanies organic sensations and is present in emotions.
Passivity, which renders passion almost a synonym for emotion,
is but another aspect of feeling as affective and of sensation as
given. J[mmediacy, the common mark of all subjective states, is
applicable to sensations also and the more applicable the more
their so-called ‘feeling-tone’ predominates and the less they
have of any specific guale. In this respect the sensations of
touch have, after organic sensations, the best title to the name
feeling, and they are probably the first of all our specific sen-
sations to be clearly differentiated from the general sensibility
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or general feeling, as it is indifferently called®. But all three
characteristics apply to, and exhaust the meaning of, feeling
only in the last (¢), which we may therefore call its strictest sense,
In all the remaining meanings some of these characteristics
are lacking while others beside are present. And feeling is
taken in this sense, by those who maintain—with any show of
plausibility—that all the more complex forms of experience are
resolvable into, or at least have been developed from, feeling®.
The only proof of such position, since we cannot observe the
beginnings of conscious life, consists of considerations such as the
following. So far as we can judge, we find feeling everywhere ;
but, as we work downwards from higher to lower forms of life,
the possible variety and the definiteness of sense-impressions

! Cf. below, ch. v, § 3.

* This doctrine was a natural reaction from the one-sided * intellectualism’ which
culminated in the teaching of the Leibniz-Wolffians. A full and careful history of
this movement is still a desideratum. It seems to have been fostered by—if it did
not originate in—the ‘sentimentalism ’ of Rousseau and the Romanticists. From the
¢ faith and feeling philosophy’ of Herder and Jacobi it passed over to the psychology
of Beneke and Fortlage, to be finally worked out with great ingenuity and thorough-
ness by A. Horwicz in his Povchelegische Analysen anf physiologischer Grundiage
(1872-8). And here the reaction is complete : a position is reached which is perhaps
as indefensible as the opposite extreme that it was meant to supersede. But, in truth,
Horwicz, who had to recognise sensation and movement as distinet in his © physio-
logical basis,” is nevertheless driven to admit that feeling and conation are inseparable
on the psychological side. So likewise with his immediate predecessor, Fortlage.
The main difference between them was that Fortlage, following Schopenhauer, began
with conation (Z##ef) and Horwicz, influenced rather by Wundt, began with feeling
(Gefiihl).

There is another doctrine to be mentioned here that can hardly be called even
* plausible * and which had a very different source: the doctrine already referred to as
presentationism or sensationalism (ch. i, § 5: cf. also ch. iii, § 2). Where sensations
are called feelings—as they sometimes are even now, and still oftener were in the past
—there is a verbal resemblance between sensationalism and the doctrine just discussed.
And, thanks to the ambiguity in their leading term, the two doctrines tend to merge,
as, for exampie in the following :—** In the beginning there is_..nothing beyond pre-
sentation which has two sides, sensation and pleasure and pain.... All is feeling in
the sense, not of pleasure and pain, but of a whole given without relations, and given
thergfore as ome with its own pleasure and pain™ (F. H. Bradley, Miad, 0.5, 1887,
xii. p. 367). What Mr Bradley has said en passant of Horwice’s position (Mind, N.S.
1893, il. p. 212) will doubtless be regarded by many as applicable to this—it does not
‘seem worth discussing,” and it is questionable how far Mr Bradley would still uphold
it or indeed ever meant what it seems to mean (ef. his article ** On our Knowledge of
Immediate Experience,” Aind, 1909, pp. 40 fl.; Truth and Reality, 1914, ch. vi.).

Views more or less akin to the above were advocated by Spencer, Maudsley,
Ribot, Miinsterberg and Titchener. Cf. Villa, Comtemporary Psychology, 1903.
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both steadily diminish. Moreover, we can directly observe in
our own organic sensations—and these seem to come nearest to
the whole content of primitive or infantile experience—an almost
entire absence of any assignable guale. Finally, in our sense-
experience generally, we find the element of feeling at a maximum
in the lower senses and the cognitive element at a maximum in
the higher. But the so-called intellectual senses are the most
used, and use (we know) blunts feeling and favours intellection,
as we see in chemists, who sort out the most filthy mixtures by
smell and taste without discomfort. If, then, feeling predominates
more and more as we approach the beginning of conscious life,
may we not conclude that feeling is its only essential constituent?
On the contrary, such a conclusion would be rash in the extreme,
Two lines, eg., may get nearer and nearer and yet will never
meet, if the rate of approach is simply proportional to the
distance. A triangle may be diminished indefinitely, and yet
we cannot infer that it becomes eventually all angles, though
the angles get no less and the sides do. Before, then, we attempt
to decide whether pleasure or pain alone can ever constitute a
complete experience, it may be well to inquire into the connexion
between fecling and cognition, on the one hand, and between
feeling and conation on the other, so far as we can now observe
them at the stage where all these are present—an inquiry which
is tantamount to the second question raised above.

Broadly speaking, in many states of mind that we can now
directly observe, what we find is (1) that we are aware of a certain
change that has occurred either ‘in things without or in our
thoughts within,’ (2) that we are pleased or pained by the
change, and (3) that, being pleased or pained, we want
and strive for the continuance of what pleases us, and still
more urgently for the cessation of what pains us. But we
never find that feeling directly alters—iz.e. without the inter-
vention of the action to which it prompts—either our sensa-
tions or our situation, but that regularly these latter with
remarkable promptness and certainty alter it. We have not
first a change of feeling, and then a change in our sensations
perceptions and ideas; but, these changing, change of feeling
followws., In short, feeling appears to be an effect, which there-
fore cannot exist without its cause, though in different circum-
stances the same immediate cause may produce a different
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amount or even a different state of feeling. Turning from what
is often called the receptive phase of an experience to what is
called the active or appetitive phase?, we find in like manner that
feeling is certainly not—in such cases as we can clearly observe—
the whole of what we experience at any moment. True, in common
speech we talk of liking pleasure and disliking pain ; but this is
either tautology, equivalent to saying we are pleased when we
are pleased and pained when we are pained; or else it is an
allowable abbreviation, and means that we like pleasurable
objects and dislike painful objects, as when we say we like
feeling warm and dislike feeling hungry. But feeling warm
or feeling hungry, we must remember, is not pure feeling in
the stricter sense of the word. Within the limits of our ob-
servation, then, we find that feeling accompanies some more
or less definite presentation which, on account of it, becomes the
object of appetite or aversion; in other words, feeling implies
a relation to a pleasurable or painful presentation or situation,
that, as cause of feeling or as end of the action to which feeling
prompts, is doubly distinguished from it. Thus the very facts
that lead us to distinguish feeling from cognition and conation
make against the hypothesis that consciousness can ever be all
feeling.

But, as already said, the plausibility of this hypothesis is in
good part due to a laxity in the use of terms. Most psycho-
logists before Kant, and some even to the present day, speak
of pleasure and pain as sensations. It is plain however that
pleasure and pain are not ideas, as Locke called them, in the
sense in which touches and tastes, colours and sounds, are—that
is to say, they are never localised like the former or projected
like the latter, nor are they elaborated in conjunction with other
sensations and movements into percepts or intuitions of the
external. This confusion of feeling with sensations is largely
consequent on the use of one word pain both for certain organic
sensations and for the purely subjective state of being displeased.
Yet organic pains—which, of course, are subjectively displeasing
—are not only always more or less definitely localised—and this
of itself is so far cognition—but they may also be distinguished
as shooting, burning, gnawing, &c., all which symptoms indicate

! . 1] " . - &
Though, strictly speaking, there is rarely or never in actual experience any such
exclusive alternation. Cf. below, ch. v. fin.
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a certain objective quality. Accordingly psychologists have been
driven by one means or another to recognise two ‘aspects’ (Bain),
or ‘properties’ (Wundt), in what they call a sensation, the one a
‘sensible or intellectual’ or ‘ qualitative,’ the other an ‘affective’
or ‘ emotive,” aspect or property—the latter being also called the
‘feeling-tone’ (Gefiililston or Befonung) of the sensation. The
term ‘aspect’ is figurative and obviously inaccurate; and to
describe pleasure and pain, strictly understood, as ‘properties’
of sensation is a flagrant psychological barbarism.

The one point however which at present concerns us is simply
that when feeling is said to be the primordial element in con-
sciousness more is usually included under feeling than pure
pleasure and pain, 27z, some characteristic or quality by which one
pleasurable or painful sensation is distinguishable from another.
No doubt, as we go downwards in the chain of life the qualitative
characteristics of the so-called sensations become steadily less
and less definite; and at the same time organisms with well-
developed sense-organs give place to others without any clearly
differentiated organs at all. But we have no reason to suppose
even the Amoeda itself to be affected in all respects the same
whether by changes of temperature or of pressure or by changes
in its internal fluids; albeit all of these changes will further
or hinder its life and so presumably be in some sort pleasur-
able or painful. On the whole, therefore, there are grounds
for saying that the endeavour to represent all the various facts
of consciousness as evolved out of feeling is due to a hasty
striving after simplicity, and has been favoured by the ambiguity
of the term feeling itself. If by feeling we mean a certain
subjective state varying continuously in intensity and passing
from time to time from its positive phase (pleasure) to its
negative phase (pain) or wice versa, then this purely subjec-
tive state implies some agreeing or disagreeing object which
psychologically determines it. If, on the other hand, we let
feeling stand for both this state and that cause of it, then,
perhaps, a succession of such *feelings’ may make up a con-
sciousness; but in that case we are including two of our ele-
mentary facts under the name of one of them. T/e simplest
Sform of psychical life, therefore, involves not only a subject feel-
ing but a subject having qualitatively distinguishable objective
presentations which are the causes of its feeling.
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Presentations.

§ 4. We may now try to ascertain what is meant by cognition
as an essential element in this life, or, more exactly, what we are
to understand by the term presenfation. It was an important
step onwards for psychology when Locke introduced that ‘new
way of ideas’ which Stillingfleet found alternately so amusing
and so dangerous. By ideas Locke told him he meant ‘ nothing
but the immediate objects of our minds in thinking’; and it
was so far a retrograde step when Hume restricted the term to
certain only of these objects, or rather to these objects in a
certain state, viz. as reproduced ideas or ‘images’ And,
indeed, the history of psychology seems to shew that its most
important advances have been made by those who have kept
closely to this way of ideas; the establishment of ‘the laws’ of
association with their many fruitful applications and the whole
Herbartian psychology may suffice as instances. The truth is that
the use of such a term, while it helps to free us from the mytho-
logy and verbiage of the faculty-psychologists, is itself a mark
of the following important generalisation, vzs.:—All the various
constituents of experience spoken of as sensations, movements,
percepts, images, intuitions, concepts, notions, have two character-
istics in common : (1) they are more or less attended to, and
(2) they can be variously combined together and reproduced.
It is here proposed to denote them all by the general term
presentation, as being the best English equivalent for what
Locke meant by idea and what Kant and Herbart called
a Vorstellung?.

A presentation has then a twofold relation—first, directly to
the subject, and, secondly, to other presentations. The former
relation answers, as has just been said, to the fact that a pre-
sentation is attended to, that the subject is more or less aware
of it : in this sense it is ‘in his mind’ or presented. As presented
to a subject a presentation might with advantage be called an
object, or perhaps a ‘psychical’ object, to distinguish it from
what are commonly called ‘physical’ objects, objects apart

1 CL Kant's Critigue of the Pure Reason, Dialectic, bk. i. § 1 fin. This extended
meaning of presentation, though becoming increasingly common, is still not universal.
For an excellent discussion of the various meanings given to it by different authors

and a defence of that here adopted see an article by Benno Erdmann in the Fiersel-
Jakrsch. [, wissenschaftliche Phil., 1886, Bd. x. pp. 307—15.
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from immediate presentation, 7.e. conceived as independent of
any particular subject. Locke, as we have seen, did so call
it ; still, to avoid possible confusion, it may turn out best to
dispense with the frequent use of ‘object’ in this sense. But on
one account, at least, it is desirable not to lose sight altogether
of this, which is after all the stricter as well as the older sig-
nification of the term!; namely, that it enables us to express
definitely, without implicating any ontological theory, what we
have so far seen reason to think is the fundamental fact in
experience. Instead of depending mainly on that vague and
treacherous word ‘consciousness, or committing ourselves to
the position that presentations are to be regarded as modifica-
tions of the subject to whom they are presented, we may leave
all this on one side, and say that presentations are objects, and
that the relation of objects to subjects—that whereby the one
is object and the other subject—is presentation. It is because
only objects sustain this relation that we may safely speak of
them simply as presentations.

It will be convenient however to pause for a moment to take
account of an objection that is sure to be urged, in spite of all
that has been already said, vz that sensations ought not to be
called objects, that they are ‘states of the subject’ and that this
is a deliverance of common sense, if anything is. Now if by
this be meant (i) that sensations are metaphysicaliy and ultimately
subjective modifications of some sort, then the psychologist has
perhaps as little warrant for denying it as he has for asserting
it. But if the meaning be (ii) that sensations are presensed
as modes of the experiencing subject, then such a position—
it may be urged—is due to a confusion between the subject
proper or pure Ego and that complex presentation or ob-
ject, the empirical, or as we might call it the biotic, Ego.
A self-conscious subject may not only have a sensation but
may recognise it as his own, recognise, that is to say, a certain
connexion between the sensation and that presentation of the
empirical self which self-consciousness implies. But this, as a
connexion between one object and another, only renders more
obvious the objective nature of a sensation, in the psychological
sense of the term objective. Moreover such connexion, as
an ‘external ' or extrinsic relation, cannot be truly described

! Cf. for the history of this term, Hamilton’s edition of Reid’s Works, p. 806 a.
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as a ‘mode’ of either of the entities related. Or, again, the
meaning may be (iii) that a subject whose presentations were all
sensations would know nothing of the difference between subject
and object; and that, therefore, no such difference would be there.
In this objection there is a lurking confusion between the stand-
point of a given experience and the standpoint of its exposition
—‘the psychologist’s fallacy.” The infant who is delighted by
a bright colour does not of course conceive himself as face to
face with an object; but neither does he conceive the colour
as a subjective affection. We are bound to describe his state of
mind truthfully, but that is no reason for abandoning terms
which have no counterpart in his consciousness, when these
terms are only used to depict that consciousness to us,

As to the objection (iv) that, when all is said and done,
sensations are conceived by common sense as modifications of
self, whether so presented or not—it may be granted that it
appears so at first blush, but not when common sense is more
closely examined. The fact is we are here upon what has been
called ‘ the margin of psychology,’ where our ordinary thinking
brings into one view what science has to be at great pains to
keep distinct. Though it is scientifically a long way round from
a fact of mind to the corresponding fact of body, yet it is only
on careful reflexion that we can distinguish the two if our prac-
tical interests happen to have closely associated them. Such a
case we have in sensation. The ordinary concept of a sensation
coincides, no doubt, with the definition given by Hamilton and
Mansel :—* Sensation proper i1s the consciousness of certain
affections of our body as an animated organism”; and it is
because in ordinary thinking we reckon the body as part of self
that we come to think of sensations as subjective modifications.
But, when considerations of method compel us to eliminate the
physiological implications from the ordinary concept of a sensa-
tion, we are able here to distinguish the conscious subject and
the bodily *affections’ of which it is conscious as clearly as
we can distinguish subject and object in other cases of pre-
sentation. On the whole, then, we may conclude that there
is nothing either in the facts or in our necessary concept of
them to prevent us from representing whatever admits of psy-
chical reproduction and association, no matter how simple it
be, as an object presented to a subject.
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On the side of the subject this presentational relation implies
what, for want of a better word, may be called a#fention,
extending the denotation of this term so as to include even
what we ordinarily call inattention. Attention so used will
thus cover part of what is meant by consciousness—so much of
it, that is, as answers to being mentally active, active enough
at least to ‘receive impressions.” Attention on the side of the
subject implies intensity on the side of the object: we might
indeed almost call intensity the matfer of a presentation, without
which it is a nonentity,

The inter-relations of presentations, on which their second
characteristic—the possibility of combination and revival—de-
pends, though of the first importance in themselves, hardly call
for examination in a general analysis like the present. There
is, however, one point still more fundamental that we cannot
wholly pass by : it is—in part at any rate—what is commonly
termed the unity or continuity of consciousness, already noted
in a different connexion (§1). From the physical standpoint
and in ordinary life we can talk of objects that are isolated and
independent and in all respects distinct individuals. The screech
of the owl, for example, has physically nothing to do with the
brightness of the moon: sound and light, owl and moon—either
one may come or go without changing the order of things to
which the other belongs. But for me, the individual percipient,
these are parts of one whole, not merely because special attention
to one diminishes the intensity of the others, but also because as
attention passes from one to the other it passes over no void.
And not only are they parts of one whole, but such distinctness
as they have at present is the result of a gradual differentiation.

It is quite impossible for us now to imagine the effects of
years of experience removed, or to picture the character of our
infantile presentations before our interests had led us habitually
to concentrate attention on some and to ignore others. In place
of the many things which we can now see and hear, not merely
would there then be a confused presentation of the whole field
of vision and of a mass of undistinguished sounds, but even
the difference between sights and sounds themselves would be
without its present distinctness. Thus the further we go back

1 Cf. Kant's Principle of the Anticipations of Perception: ** In all phenomena the
real, which is the object of sensation, has intensive magnitude.”

w. P. f 4
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the nearer we approach to a total presentation having the
character of one general continuwm in which differences are latent.
There is, then, in psychology, as in biology, what may be called
a principle of ¢ progressive differentiation or specialisation’’
This, as well as the facts of reproduction and association,
forcibly suggests the conception of a certain objective continuum
forming the background or basis of the several relatively distinct
presentations eventually constructed upon it—the equivalent, in
fact, of that unity and continuity of consciousness which has
been supposed to supersede the need for a conscious subject.
There is one class of objects of special interest even in

a general survey, viz. movements or motor presentations,
These, like sensory presentations, admit of reproduction and
association, and seem also to attain to such distinctness as they
possess in adult human experience by a gradual differentiation
out of an original diffused mobility, which is little besides
emotional expression. (Of this, however, more presently.) It
is primarily to such dependence upon feeling that movements
owe their most distinctive character, the possession, that is, under
normal circumstances, of definite and assignable psychical
antecedents, in contrast to sensory presentations, which are
devoid of them. We cannot psychologically explain the order
in which particular sights and sounds occur; but the order in
which the movements that follow them occur, on the other hand,
can be adequately explained only by psychology. The twilight
that sends the hens to roost sets the fox to prowl, and the lion’s
roar which gathers the jackals scatters the sheep, Such diversity
in the movements, although the sensory presentations are similar,
is due, in fact, to what we may call the principle of ‘subjective
preference or selection’ in which the primarily practical character
of experience already referred to? is clearly manifested. By
this name, then, let us denote the fact that—out of all the
manifold changes of sensory presentation which a given individual
experiences—only a few are the occasion of such decided feeling
1 The biological principle referred to is that known as von Baer's law, viz. * that
the progress of development is from the general to the special.” In anticipation of
future exposition it is desirable to note from the first that ¢ progressive differentiation’

always means advance in function as well as advance in structare; and that, further,

it is the dynamic or functional that is normally the cause of the statical or structural,
not vice versa,

¢ CI. above, ch. i, § 4.
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as to become objects of possible appetite or aversion. It is thus
by means of movements that we are more than the creatures of
circumstances and that we can with propriety talk of subjective
selection. The representation of what interests us comes then
to be associated with the representation of such movements as
will secure its realisation, so that—although no concentration of
attention will secure the requisite intensity to a pleasurable object
present only in idea—we can, by what is strangely like a concen-
tration of attention, convert the idea of a movement into the
fact, and so, by means of the movement, attain the coveted
reality.

Conation.

§5. And this has brought us round naturally to the third of
the commonly accepted constituents of experience. What, we
now ask, is conation or rather conative action? For there are two
questions often more or less confused, the question of the motive
or spring of action, as it is sometimes called,—why is there action
at all? and the question of means—how do definite actions come
about? The former question relates primarily to the connexion
of conation and feeling®. It is only the latter question that we
now raise. In ordinary voluntary movement we have first of all
an idea or re-presentation of the movement, and last of all the
actual movement itself—a new presentation which may for the
present be described as the filling out of the re-presentation,
which thereby attains that intensity, distinctness and embodiment
we call reality. How does this change come about?

The attempt has often been made to explain it by a reference
to the more uniform, and apparently simpler, case of reflex
action, including under this term both what are called sensori-
motor and ideo-motor actions. In all these the action seems
to be the result of a mere transference of intensity from the
‘coherent’ sensation or idea. But if by some chance or mischance
the same sensory presentation thus excites two or more nascent
motor changes and these happen to conflict, a temporary block is
said to occur. And, when at length one of these nascent motor
changes finally prevails, then, it is said, “there is constituted a

= by

state of consciousness which displays what we term volition®

1 On this see below, p. 54, and also ch. xi.
2 Compare Spencer’'s Principles of Psychology, 1. 88 217, 218,

4—2
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It is, however, a pure assumption that definite sensory and motor
presentations are ‘coordinated’ or associated prior to any conation,
and that so volition begins only where automatic or reflex
action ends—an assumption due to that inveterate habit of
confounding the psychical and the physical which is the bane of
modern psychology. How did these particular sensory and
motor presentations ever come to be connected? The only
psychological evidence we have of any very intimate connexion
between sensory and motor re-presentations is that furnished by
our acquired dexterities, ze. by such movements as Hartley?
styled ‘secondarily automatic! But then all these have been
preceded by ‘voluntary’ or conscious movement: as Herbert
Spencer says, “ the child learning to walk wills®* each movement
before making it.” Surely, then, a psychologist should take this
as his typical case and prefer to assume that all automatic actions
that come within his ken at all are in this sense secondarily auto-
matic: that either in the experience of the individual or of his
ancestors, volition, that is to say, conscious action, preceded habit.

But, if we are thus compelled by a sound method to regard
sensori-motor actions as degraded or mechanical forms of
voluntary actions, instead of regarding voluntary actions as
gradually differentiated out of something physical, we have not
to ask : What happens when one of two alternative movements
is selected? but the more general question: What happens
when any movement is made in consequence of feeling? It
is obvious that on this view the simplest definitely purposive
movement must have been preceded by some movement simpler
still. For any distinct movement purposely made presupposes
the ideal presentation, before the actual realisation, of such move-
ment. But again such ideal presentation, being a re-presentation,
equally presupposes a previous actual movement as its origin.
There is then, it would seem, but one way left, viz. to regard
those movements which are immediately expressive of pleasure
or pain as primordial, and to regard voluntary movements as
elaborated out of these. The vague and diffusive character
of primitive emotional manifestations is really a point in
favour of this position. For such ‘diffusion’ is evidence of an
underlying continuity of motor presentations, parallel to that

1 D. Hartley, Odserpations on Man (6th ed., 1834), pp. 66 sgq.
* ‘Wills’ in the sense of attending to it and striving to make it.
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already discussed in connexion with sensory presentations, a
continuity which, in each case, becomes differentiated in the
course of experience into comparatively distinct and discrete
movements and sensations respectively.

But whereas we can only #fer, and that in a very round-
about fashion, that our sensations are not absolutely distinct, but
parts of one massive sensation, as it were, we are still liable,
under the influence of strong emotion, directly to experience the
corresponding continuity in the case of movement. Such motor-
continuum we may suppose is the psychical counterpart of that
permanent readiness to act, or rather that continual nascent
acting, which among the older physiologists was spoken of as
‘tonic action. This ‘skeletal tone,’ as it is now called, is
found to disappear more or less completely from a limb when
its sensory nerves are divided. “In the absence of the usual
stream of afferent impulses passing into it, the spinal cord
ceases to send forth the influences which maintain the tone2.”
And a like intimate connexion, we have every reason to
believe, obtains throughout—both between sensation and move-
ment as well as between movement and sensation. There
is, certainly, as every physiologist knows, a very close con-
nexion between sensation and such various organic move-
ments as those of circulation, respiration and secretion.
Ordinarily this connexion only tells on our conscious life as
it affects that ‘general sensibility’ that, so to say, helps to
keep us awake and going. But in strong emotions it rises
into distinct prominence as part of what is called ‘emotional

1 Tt may be well to call to mind here that Alexander Bain, who was the first to
recognise the fundamental position we have assigned to what G. H. Lewes called
diffusion, also regarded emotional expression as a possible commencement of action ;
but only eventually to reject it in favour of his own peculiar doctrine of * spontaneity.’
This, however, 15 open to the objection that it makes movement precede feeling instead
of following it—an objection that would be serious even if the arpuments advanced
to support his hypothesis were as cogent as only Bain supposed them to be. Against
the position maintained above he objects that ‘“the emotional wave almost invariably
affects a whole group of movements,” and therefore does not furnish the * fsolased
promptings that are desiderated in the case of the will " (Menial and Moral Science,
p. 323). Bat to make this objection is to let heredity count for nothing. In fact,
wherever a variety of isolated movements is physically possible there also we always
find corresponding instinets, *‘ that untaught ability to perform actions,” to use Bain's
own language, which a minimum of practice suffices to perfect. But then these

suggest gradual ancestral acquisition.

* Foster, Teat-book of Physiology, 5th ed., § 597.
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expression '—as, for example, in the palpitation, gasping, cold
sweat and dry mouth of fear. Though all such movements are
now for us purely reflex, yet the principle of continuity as well
as the facts of evolution justifies us in supposing that they were
originally due to the intervention of feeling. But we should
not be justified in supposing that feeling is ever determined
solely by sensation. For we cannot imagine the beginning of life
but only life begun. Psychology cannot start with a Zadula rasa.
The simplest picture, then, that we can form of a concrete state
of mind is not one in which there are movements before
there are any sensations or sensations before there are any
movements, but one in which change of sensation is followed by
change of movement, the link between the two being a change
of feeling. But the feeling again is what it is, because the subject
has already a determinate nature: hence such sayings as, What
is one man'’s food is another man’s poison, &c.,

Having thus simplified the question, we may now ask again:
How is this change of movement through feeling brought about?
The answer, as already hinted, appears to be: By a change of
attention. We learn from such observations as psychologists
describe under the head of fascination, imitation, hypnotism, &c.,
that the mere concentration of attention upon a movement to be
effected is often enough to bring the movement to pass. Of course,
in such cases neither emotion nor volition is necessarily implied ;
but none the less they shew the close connexion that exists
between attention and movements. Everybody, too, must often
have observed how the execution of any but mechanical move-
ments arrests attention to thoughts or sensations, and how, vice
versa, a striking impression or thought interrupts the performance
of skilled movements®. Let us suppose, then, that we have at
any given moment a certain distribution of attention between
sensory and motor presentations; a change in that distribution
then will mean a change in the effective intensity of some of
these, and, in the case of motor presentations, change of intensity
means, at any rate, a tendency to change of movement. Such
changes are, however, quite minimal in amount so long as the

given presentations are not conspicuously agreeable or disagree-
able.

1 Cf. above, p. 50, and ch. xi, § 2 on * subjective selection.’
* Cf. below, ch. iii, § 2, p. 67.



CH. 11, § 6] Conation 55

So soon, however, as this is the case, there is evidence of
a most intimate connexion also between attention and feeling.
But it is hardly possible to exhibit this evidence fully without
first attempting to ascertain what are the characteristics of the
presentations or groups of presentations that are respectively
pleasurable and painful—an attempt that must for the present
be deferred’. In general it may be said that we find pleasure to
lead at once to concentration of attention on the pleasurable
object, so that pleasure is not followed by movement as certainly
as we find pain to be; save of course when movements are
themselves the pleasurable objects and are executed, as we say,
for their own sakes. In fact, pleasure would seem rather to
repress movement, except so far as this is coincident either with
a more economic distribution, or with a positive augmentation,
of the available attention; then either of these, on the view
supposed, might lead to increased but indefinite (ze playful)
movement. Pain, on the other hand, is—at the outset, at all
events—much more closely connected with movement; and
movement too, which for obvious reasons much sooner acquires
a purposive character. Instead of voluntary concentration of
attention upon a painful presentation we find attention to such
an object always involuntary; in other words, attention is, as it
were, excentrated or withdrawn. If, therefore, the painful pre-
sentation is a movement, it is suspended: if it is a sensation,
movements are set up, which further distract attention, and
some of which may effect the removal of what we call the
physical source of the sensation. Such movement, of course,
the last of the series of apparent tentatives, may by and by
become ‘associated’ with the disturbing sensation, which thence-
forth suggests its own remedy.

Summary of resulls.

§6. We are now at the end of our analysis, and the results
may perhaps be most conveniently summarised by first throwing
them into a tabular form and then appending a few remarks
by way of indicating the main purport of the table. Taking
no account of the specific differences between one concrete
experience and another, and supposing that we are dealing

! Cf. below, ch. x.
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with presentations in their simplest form, 7e. as sensations and
movements, we have :—

= Presentation

to changes in the sensory-
of sensory

continuum!;
[Cognition]

( (1) non-voluntarily attending}

(z) being, in consequence,
either pleased or pained;

A SUBJECT -+ {Fecling] = OBJECTS.
and (3) by voluntary attention
or ‘innervation’ produc-| = Presentation
ing changes in the motor- | of molor
continuum 1, j
\ [ Conation] J

Of the three constituents, thus logically distinguishable but not
really separable, the first and the third correspond in the main
with the receptive and the active ‘ powers of mind’ described by
the older psychologists. The second, being more difficult to discri-
minate, was, as we have seen, long overlooked ; or, at all events,
its essential characteristics were not distinctly marked. It was
either confounded with the first, which is its cause; or with the
last, its effect. But perhaps the most important of all psychologi-
cal distinctions is that which traverses both the old bi-partite and
the prevailing tri-partite schemes, viz. that between the subject,
on the one hand, as acting and feeling, and the objects of this
activity on the other. This distinction lurks indeed under such
terms as faculty, power, consciousness; but none the less they
tend to keep it out of sight. What are here called objects or
presentations are not the products of a sort of creative activity
pertaining to the conscious self, which it is somehow mysteriously
stimulated to exert. They have properties and laws of their
own, in accordance with which indeed their interactions may
be modified, but that is all. It was perhaps a wild dream of
Herbart's that there could ever be a statics and dynamics of
presentations; but his attempt may at least serve to exhibit
more impressively the large amount of independence there is
between the subject of consciousness and its objects. Keeping
this distinction in view—instead of crediting the subject with an

! To cover more complex cases, we might here add ‘or in the train of ideas,’
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indefinite number of faculties or capacities, we must seek to explain
not only assimilation, differentiation, reproduction, association,
&c., but all varieties of thinking and acting, by laws pertaining
primarily to ideas or presentations, leaving to the subject only
the one power of variously distributing that attention upon which
the effective intensity of a presentation in part depends. Of this
single subjective activity, what we call activity in the narrower
sense (as ez, purposive movement and intellection) is but a special
case, although a very important one.

According to this view, then, Presentations, Attention,
Feeling are not to be regarded as three co-ordinate genera,
each of which is a complete ‘state of mind or consciousness,
ze. all alike and severally included under this one supreme
category!, There is, as Berkeley long ago urged, no resemblance
between activity and an idea; nor is it easy to see anything
common to pure feeling and an idea, unless it be that both
possess intensity. Classification seems, in fact, to be here out of
place. Instead, therefore, of the one swmmum genus, ‘state of
mind or consciousness' with its three co-ordinate subdivisions,
cognition, emotion, conation, our analysis seems to lead us to
recognise three distinct and irreducible components, Attention,
Feeling and Objects or Presentations, as together constituting
one concrete state of mind or psychesis. Of such concrete states
of mind or psychoses we may then say—so far agreeing with the
older, bi-partite psychology—that there are two distinguishable
—but normally inseparable—forms, corresponding to the two
ways in which attention may be determined and the two classes
of objects attended to in each, viz. (@) the sensory or receptive
attitude, when attention is non-voluntarily determined, z.e. where
feeling follows the act of attention ; and (&) the motor or active
attitude, where feeling precedes the act of attention, which is
thus determined voluntarily.

To assert that feeling and attention are not presentations
will seem to many an extravagant paradox. If all knowledge is

I Among German psychologists it has been common of late to use the term
Erlebris in a wide sense to cover what is common to cognitions, feelings and cona-

tions—uiz., that they are all events experienced or ‘lived through.” But the point,
then easily overlooked, is that each of these miscalled ‘elements’ is not itself an
Erlebnis, but each only a single function in one Erfebnis or experience: though,

analytically distinguishable, they never actually exist apart.
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concerned with presentations, how, it will be asked, come we to
know anything of feeling and attention, if they are not presented?
We know of them mediately through their effects; we do not
#now them immediately in themselves. This is, perhaps, but a
more concrete statement of what philosophers have very widely
acknowledged in a more abstract form since the days of Kant—
the impossibility of the subjective gra subjective being presented.
It is in the main clearly put in the following passage from
Hamilton, who, however, has not had the strength of his
convictions in all cases :—* The peculiarity of feeling, therefore,
is that there is nothing but what is subjectively subjective ;
there is no object different from self,—no objectification of any
mode of self. We are, indeed, able to constitute our states of
pain and pleasure into objects of reflection, but, in so far as they
are objects of reflection, they are not feelings but only reflex
cognitions of feelings.” But this last sentence is not, perhaps,
altogether satisfactory. The meaning seems to be that feeling
“can only be studied through its reminiscence,” which is what
Hamilton has said elsewhere of the ‘ phanomena of conscious-
ness’ generally. But this is a position hard to reconcile with
the other, w2z, that feeling and cognition are generically distinct.
How can that which was not originally a cognition become such
by being reproduced ? The statements that feeling is ‘subjec-
tively subjective’ and that in it “there is no object different from
self,” are surely tantamount to saying that it is not presented ;
and what is not presented cannot, of course, strictly speaking, be
re-presented. Instead, therefore, of the position that feeling and
attention as such are known by being made objects of reflexion,
it would seem we can only maintain that in this way we know
of them by their effects, by certain changes, z.¢., which they bring
about in the character and succession of our presentations. But,
while we cannot say that we perceive directly what attention and
feeling, as such, are, inasmuch as they are not presented; neither
can we with any propriety maintain that we are ignorant of them,
inasmuch as they are by their very nature unpresentable. As
Ferrier contended, “ we can be ignorant only of what can possibly
be known; in other words, there can be ignorance only of that
of which there can be knowledge?” The antithesis between the
L Lectures on Metaphysics, ii. p. 432
* Institutes of Metaphysics, § 11, Agnoiology, prop. iii. s¢.
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objective and the subjective factors in presentation is wider than
that between knowledge and ignorance. That is an antithesis
pertaining to the objective side alone; but this is the ontological
antithesis, so to say, between Self and Not-Self, the antithesis
which our experience—at any rate—presupposes and therefore
can never transcend.

We ought also to bear in mind that the effects of attention
and feeling cannot be known without attention and feeling :
to whatever stage we advance, therefore, we have always in
any given ‘state of mind’ attention and feeling on the one side,
and on the other a presentation of objects. Attention and
feeling seem thus to be ever present, and not to admit of the
continuous differentation into parts which gives to presentations
a certain individuality, and makes their association and repro-
duction possible. To assume such differentiation on the subjective
side is to lapse into the atomistic psychology of presentationism’.
It is to lose sight of the Leber implied in Erdebnisse,

' Cf. ch. §, § 5, p. 23

2 We shall have, of course, to return to this—perhaps the most difficult topic in
psychology—when we come to attempt the special analysis of self-consciousness.
What has been said above may suffice for this first general analysis.



CHAPTER III

THEORY OF ATTENTION

CConsciousness’ or “Attention’ ?

§1. It will be well to attempt here some further explication
of the theory of attention advanced in the preceding chapter
in place of the objectionable ‘faculty-psychology’ of the older
writers. Instead of a congeries of faculties we have assumed
a single subjective activity, and have proposed to call this
attention.

We started from the duality of subject and object as funda-
mental. Now we can often form a distinct conception of the
relation between two terms when we have no such distinct con-
ception of the two terms themselves. So here: without waiting
to examine ontological theories about them we can at once ask
how subject and object are related. We say of man, mouse or
monkey that it feels, remembers, percetves, infers, destres, strives
and so forth. Leaving aside the first term, it is obvious that all
the rest imply both an activity and an object. The question then
arises as to the possibility of res:}lx}ing these instances and others
like them into a form in which the assumed diversity of the act
appears as a diversity of its object. An obvious difficulty con-
fronts us at the outset. At first sight it looks rather as if the kind
of activity might vary while the object remained the same; that
e.g. having perceived an object, we later on remembered or desired
it. It would then be most natural to refer these several activi-
ties to corresponding faculties of perception, memory and desire.
This, indeed, is the view embodied in common speech, and for
practical purposes it is doubtless the simplest and the best.
Nevertheless, a more thorough analysis shews that when the
supposed faculty is different the object is never entirely and in
all respects the same. Thus in perception, e.g. we deal with
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‘impressions’ or primary presentations, and in memory and
imagination with ‘ideas’ (in the later sense) or secondary pre-
sentations. In desire the wanz of the object gives it an entirely
different setting, adding a new characteristic, that of zafue or
worth, so that the acquisition of the object becomes the end of
a series of efforts or movements.

The older psychology, accepting the Cartesian doctrine that
all the facts of immediate experience are really subjective modi-
fications, failed to distinguish adequately between the subject
as active and the objects of its activity. Hence the tendency
to rest content with the popular distinction of various faculties,
in spite of the underlying sameness implied in saying that we
are ‘conscious’ of them all. In fact, Locke’s definition of idea
(in the older and wider sense) as the immediate object of con-
sciousness or thinking was censured by Reid as “the greatest
blemish in the Essay on Human Understanding'.” But, admitting
this definition, since it is implied in the duality of subject and
object ; and admitting too the underlying sameness which the
active form ‘conscious’ undeniably implies, we have simply to
ask: Which is the better term to denote this common element—
consciousness or attention? The former is soon disposed of:
in spite of its properly active signification it is frequently used
in a passive sense; and when actively used its meaning is as
often too wide as too narrow, ranging between the whole extent
of the facts to be analysed and one of the most specialised of
these, what we otherwise call internal perception, reflexion, and
less accurately self-consciousness®.

Attention, on the other hand, has invariably an active sense,
and there is an appropriate verb, to attend. The obvious objection

! Works, Hamilton’s ed. p. 277. The real blemish lay rather in treating this object
as a subjective modification. Had Descartes’ resolution of psychical facts into con-
sciousness and ideas been as clear or as consistently maintained as his resolution of
physical phenomena into matter and motion, psychology might by now have attained
to a simplicity of treatment comparable with that which the doctrine of energy
and its transformations has secured for physics. Cf. below, p. jo.

2 Of course this is only a question of words, but questions of words are not always
unimportant, and in psychology especially a more definite terminology is a great
desideratum. Physieists pour scorn upon 2 man who cannot see the difference between
momentum and energy or between force and work, but analogous confusions abound
in the language of psychologists. Take for example some of Hamilton’s assertions
about this © very transparent matter,” Consciousness, over which, he tells us, philoso-
phers (.. other philosophers, of course) have spread obscurity by their attempts to
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to the term attention is that it seems too narrow: many things,
it may be said, are presented, but few are attended to. If
attention is to be made co-extensive with the activity implied
in consciousness, the vital distinction between attention and
inattention, it has been said, will be lost; and it is surely but
an ill way to advance knowledge to rob ‘the central word of
discipline' of its essential meaning. But on the other side it
may be urged that even in common parlance the drill serjeant’s
is not the only use of the word: there is a generic sense of
attention which is recognised as well. Attention ‘in the school
and the army’ is also known as concentrating attention, and its
absence as relaxing or remitfing attention, ‘standing at ease.
As ordinarily used, then, attention implies some selection or
preference ; in other words, implies at least two degrees of
attention in the wider sense that we are seeking to defend.
The first of these degrees is what we in everyday life distinguish
as attention, the second what we contrast with it as inattentionl.
What is preferred, selected or otherwise determined for special
define it, but which, though undefinable, ° we ourselves clearly apprehend.” Can a

man be said clearly to apprehend a fact about which he makes statements like the
following ?

It is the one necessary condition of all
mental phenomena (Metaphysics, 1.
p. 183).

It is an act (Met., 1. p. 192).

“ It is the recognition by the mind or ego
of its acts and affections™ (AL, i.

P- 193)-

“It may be compared to an internal
light, by means of which, and which
alone, what passes in the mind is
rendered visible ™ (Met., i. p. 183).

Among its special conditions are Discern-
ment, Memory, Judgment, Atten-
tion, &e. (MWe, 1. p. 201).

It has comfents: **The phenomena of
Feeling and Conation appear only
as they appear in consciousness”
{Mer., il p. 431)-

It *is not to be regarded as aught
different from the mental modes or
modifications themselves,” but is
just *“these above a certain degree
of intensity ” {Z.c., and Reid, p. 932).

# Tt is not to be viewed as an illominated
place, within which objects coming
are presented to . . . observation ”
(Keid, p. 932).

There is an unmistakable contraricty among these statements, and others almost
equally conflicting might be added both from Hamilton and other writers. Conscious-
ness, then, perhaps the most protean of psychological terms, will hardly serve our
purpose.

1 Of course, it hardly needs to be said, that the ®ipattention,’ for which the
school boy is punished—attention to something else—is not the inattention that we
are concerned with here.
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attention is, of course, something presented ; but what of that
which is not in this wise singled out and attended to? It also
is assuredly something presented, however much neglected or
ignored. We do not talk of inattention to what is going on in
Timbuctoo or on the other side of the moon ; though we might
quite well refer to our inattention to the ticking of the clock or
the pattering of the rain, while we were absorbed in thought.
But the sudden cessation of such uninteresting impressions will
often, as everyone knows, intercept the course of our thinking,
little as we heeded their continuance. Moreover this is more
likely to happen the less absorbed we were; and contrariwise, less
likely to happen, the more we were absorbed!. These familiar
experiences, then, surely point to a certain continuity between
the two degrees and so to justify us in regarding them as
degrees, degrees of one process. For, obviously, every con-
centration of attention in one direction involves, pse facte, an
equivalent excentration in another—if such a term is allowable :
in other words, concentration and diffusion of attention are but
inverse aspects of one act.

The proposal to use the one term attention absolutely or in
the wider sense for this one process is very much like the
proposal to use ‘magnitude’ or ‘heat’ (ze. temperature) in such
fashion. Many an unsophisticated old lady might demur to
a description of the minuteness of a snow crystal in terms of
‘magnitude’ or of its temperature as so many degrees of ‘ heat’
(reckoning from absolute zero). What has been found necessary
in these physical matters seems necessary here, for the two
cases seem perfectly parallel; and it will be as easy to get
accustomed to the absolute sense in the one case as in the other®.
And after all it is not nearly so violent a change as some
imagine. The recognition of all degrees of attention in everyday

! So far there is ground for the common recognition not merely of two but of
several degrees of attention, or—for those who prefer to say so—of several degrees
of attention and of inattention, as we may see later. CF ch. iv, §§ 6, 7.

* Even Bain in a notice of the £. 5. article (Mind, 1886, p. 476) fully allowed
*the need of a general word to express the reaction of the Subject upon presentation,
etc.” and suggested ““a still more general designation, such as * mental femsion’ or
conscious fnfensify’."  In both the root of attention is there; but it is obvious that
tension and intensity are, so to say, terms of different dimensions and cannot be
equated to each other; and also that neither of them clearly expresses * the reaction
of the Subject upon presentations.’
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life has been referred to already. The following from Locke is
also very much to the point:—

“ The various attention of the mind in thinking....That there
are ideas, some or other, always present in the mind of a waking
man, everyone's experience convinces him; though the mind
employs itself about them with several degrees of attention.
Sometimes the mind fixes itself with such intention!...that it
shuts out all other thoughts and takes no notice of the ordinary
impressions made on the senses;...at other times, it barely
observes the train of ideas that succeed in the understanding
without directing and pursuing any of them; and at other
times, it lets them pass almost quite unregarded, as faint
shadows that make no impression."—ZEssay concerning Human
Understanding, ii. 19, sec. 3.

The last sentences of the next paragraph (sec. 4) are also
interesting :—

“Since the mind can sensibly put on, at several times,
several degrees of thinking [obviously here equivalent to atten-
tion in the section above], and be sometimes, even in a waking
man, so remiss as to have thoughts dim and obscure to that
degree that they are very little removed from none at all, and
at last, in the dark retirement of sound sleep, loses the sight
perfectly of all ideas whatsoever...1 ask, whether it be not
probable that thinking is the action, and not the essence of the
soul?  Since the operation of agents will easily admit of inten-
tion and remission; but the essences of things are not conceived
capable of any such variation.”

Locke then came very near indeed to a full and explicit
recognition of attention in our sense. But Hamilton—though
in a somewhat bungling fashion—comes quite as near; and
could he but have freed himself from the trammels of the old
Scottish psychology the change of nomenclature which is here
defended might have been put forward under better auspices
and long ago. The following passages from his Lecfures on
Metaphysics may be cited in evidence :—

“But to view attention as a special act of intelligence, and

! In an earlier paragraph Locke distinguishes ‘intention or study’ from mere
attention: in the former the mind resists the solicitation of other ideas, in the latter
such ideas as offer themselves are taken notice of as they pass; in fact, it is attention
as it is in the school and the army, that Locke here calls intention.
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to distinguish it from consciousness, is utterly inept...we might,
with equal justice, distinguish in the eye the adjustment of the
pupil from the general organ of vision, as, in the mind, dis-
tinguish attention from consciousness as separate faculties”
(i. p- 238). “It therefore appears to me the more correct
doctrine to hold that there is no consciousness without atten-
tion—without concentration—but that attention is of three
degrees or kinds, The first, a mere vital and irresistible act; the
second, an act determined by desire, which, though involuntary,
may be resisted by our will; the third, an act determined by
a deliberate volition. An acf of attention,—that is, an act of
concentration,—seems thus necessary to every exerfion' of con-
sciousness...[but] the mere vital or automatic act of attention
has been refused the name ; and ‘attention,’ in contradistinction
to this mere automatic contraction, given to the two other
degrees, of which, however, Reid only recognises the third....
The faculty of attention is not, therefore, a special faculty, but
merely consciousness acting under the law of limitation to
which it is subjected. But whatever be its relations to the
special faculties, attention doubles all their efficiency and affords
them a power of which they would otherwise be destitute. It
is, in fact, as we are at present constituted, the primary condition
of their activity ” (i. 247 f.).

That a writer—for whom attention is only consciousness
contracted or limited, and consciousness absolutely without such
contraction or limitation 1s consciousness no longer—should
find it needful to talk both of acts of attention and exertions
of consciousness is but one more proof of the perturbing in-
fluence of a bad terminology. Locke, who wrote before this
word ‘consciousness’ had been allowed to run wild over the
whole field of psychology, found the one action of attending
or thinking sufficient. Between attentive consciousness and
inattentive or bare consciousness there is, it is maintained,
only a difference of degree. If we say that consciousness as
an activity must have some intensity, that the more it is
concentrated on some objects the more it is withdrawn from
others—then this difference of degree is to be traced to a dif-
ference in the distribution of attention, subject as that is to
Hamilton’s ‘law of limitation” The more we intensify our

I Ttalics mine.
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hold on A, the more we must relax our hold on B; but
between the intension and the remission there is perfect con-
tinuity, and not a difference of kind. The activity of attention,
we therefore conclude, is one. It is only in its relation to A and B
that we are tempted to resolve it into a plurality of faculties, as,
e.g., when the one is a sensation, the other a movement ; or the
one an ‘impression,’ the other an ‘idea’; or again the one a
relation of presentations zmfer se, the other their relation to the
subject as pleasurable or painful ; and so on.

C Attention’ and Presentations @ Presentationism.

§ 2. Of course—as we have had repeatedly to urge, in
disclaiming the Cartesian idealism—we do not attribute such
diversities among objects to subjective activity. That will not
account for the differences between sensation and movement,
between presentation and re-presentation, nor for the revivability
and associability of the latter ; nor yet for the relations of pre-
sentations to each other or their worth for the subject itself.
All objects—no matter what—must be ‘there,’ for, or be given
to, the subject; they cannot be ‘ posited’ by it—in other words
they must be ‘presented.” Such presentation affects the sub-
ject: herein lies its one primitive capacity—that of feeling.
Feeling again implies but one primitive faculty—that of being
conscious or attending. This is the subjective side of our
“irreducible minimum.” It is, however, not enough to stop here.

To produce conviction it is also desirable to shew directly
that all the other ‘faculties’ with which a subject may be
credited are resolvable into attention to as many classes or
states or relations of the objects which are presented. The
most striking difference that here confronts us is probably that
between sensory and motor objects, which we have already
noted as underlying the older, bi-partite division of mental
‘powers’ as respectively cognitive or receptive and conative
or reactive. It will be well, then, to consider first of all, how
far our position holds good here. This has been attempted
already in the course of the preceding analysis; but perhaps
a restatement in a somewhat different form may conduce to
clearness. In as far as conation implies not merely action,
overt or intended, but also motives, in so far also it contains an
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element not resolvable into attention to motor presentations.
This farther element, due to what is called ‘the volitional
character of feeling, we may here leave aside. Apart from
feeling as the direct spring of action, the question, then, is
simply whether action in process is anything more than
attention to a special class of objects.

To depart as little as may be from current usage and to
avoid, as far as possible, the charge of presumptuous meddling
with the sacred ark of words, the question may be put in this
fashion: Are ‘apperception’ and ‘innervation,” as they are some-
times called—in other words, are the receptive and reactive
factors in consciousness—reducible to one (attention)? First
of all, it is noteworthy that they have the same characteristics.
Thus what Hamilton has called the law of limitation holds of
each alike and of either with respect to the other; and it holds
too not only of the number of presentations but also of the
intensity. We can be absorbed in action just as much as in
perception or thought; also movements, unless mechanical,
inhibit ideas, and wvice versd ideas, other than associated trains,
arrest movements. [t is as impossible to lift a heavy weight
and go on thinking as it is to scrutinise the dot on an 7 and go
on thinking. Intoxication, hypnotism or insanity, rest or ex-
haustion, tell on apperception as well as on innervation. The
control of thoughts equally with the control of movements
requires ‘effort’; and, as there is a ‘ strain’ peculiar to intently
listening or gazing, which is known to have a muscular concomi-
tant, so too there is a strain equally characteristic of recollection
and intellection, which probably has what is functionally equiva-
lent to one. 'When movements have to be associated the same
continuous attention is called for as is found requisite to associate
sensory impressions: when such associations have become very
intimate, dissociation is about equally difficult in both cases. The
process of control is also, so far as we yet know, much the same:
it is a process of direct repression in one direction, of alternative
intensification in another, or a combination of both. One real
difference there is, no doubt: movement may ensue through a
concentration of attention on the idea of the movement. The
like, it need hardly be said, does not hold of sensations; though
in abnormal cases there is often a close approach to it. “If /s
and ans were pots and pans there’d be no trade for tinkers " —

f=—12
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nay, more, there'd be no trade for movements of any sort, except
so far as these were pleasurable in themselves. It is just this
difference in the objects that makes all the difference in our
attitude, but it is not a difference in the psychical activity
concerned with them.

There is one striking fact that brings to light the underlying
unity of apperception and innervation (z.e. of receptive and
reactive consciousness) which was cited by Wundt for this very
purpose. In what are called ‘simple reaction-time’ experiments
it is found that if a warning signal precedes by a suitable in-
terval the impression to be registered the reaction registering
the impression is often instantaneous: the reaction-time, in
other words, is #¢/. In such a case the subject is aware not of
three separate acts, (1) apperceiving the impression, (2) reacting
to it, (3) apperceiving the effect of the reaction : it is distinctly
conscious of one act and one only. The anticipatory idea of
the impression to be perceived and the idea of the movement
to be executed are so adjusted that, when the preliminary
signal is given, the impression is realised and the movement
actualised at once and together. Wundt called this relation of
the two ideas a ‘simultaneous association™: the expression is
scarcely a happy one, but at least the adjustment brought about
is like an association, in so far as the two ideas are attended
to as one complex. But that the two attitudes, the receptive
and the reactive, whatever their fundamental sameness, are—now
at any rate—normally distinct though still ultimately identical
is shewn by certain ‘complex reaction’ experiments, where,
that is to say, the subject has to discriminate between different
impressions and react in a prescribed but distinct manner to
each. The time of the entire process was found approximately
constant for the several persons reacting, but some discriminated
quickly and responded slowly while others discriminated slowly
and responded quickly. The expectant attitude in the one
being primarily sensory in the other primarily motor, so that
the one was less prepared for the second half of the trial and
the other for the first®

V Physivlogische Psychologie, 2nd edn., 1880, ii. p. 391. He now (cf. 6th edn.,
1911, iil. 3g1) calls it a ‘brain-reflex,” which is hardly an improvement.

= Cf. E. Tischer, Wundt's Philosephische Studien, i. (1883), pp. 5371 A. Pilzecker,
Die Lehre v. d. sinnlichen Aufmerdsamieit, Diss. 188¢, pp. 77 f.
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Sensory attention we have described as primarily non-
voluntary and so far passive : attention here is not subjectively
directed but objectively diverted. To be woticed or specially
attended to, an impression—when not expected—must then,
as we have already remarked, have more intensity the more
attention is concentrated elsewhere, and in any case more
intensity than would insure its recognition, if it were expected.
The minimal—or, as it is technically called, the liminal—in-
tensity that suffices in the latter case has to be exceeded, often
greatly exceeded, in the former. What we may call ‘the
effective intensity’ of a sensation then depends in part upon
the attention it receives, and is not wholly determined by what
we may perhaps call its ‘inherent intensity’ meaning by this
the psychical concomitant of the neural excitation which im-
mediately concerns the physiologist. This inherent intensity
however sets an upper limit beyond which the effective in-
tensity cannot increase!, And in this fact, that the effective
intensity is, so to say, a function of two variables, we have, by
the way, a further proof—if further proof were wanted—of the
inadequacy of the doctrine that presentations are nothing but
subjective modifications.

In like manner we have allowed that the retentiveness and
associability of ‘ideas’ in the narrower sense, or re-presentations,
pertain primarily to the objective factor in experience. Never-
theless in their actual, ‘effective,) revival and association,
attention, the subjective factor in experience, is all-essential :
to quote Hamilton again, “it doubles all their efficiency and
affords them a power of which they would otherwise be
destitute.” What we effectively retain and combine is just
what we have attended to and no more.

Such combination or ‘synthesis’ is, as Kant* was the first
clearly to see, ‘the indispensable condition, without which we
should have no experience whatever., Its recognition meant
—and has proved to be—the revolution of psychology® It

! Under the mistaken assumption that such increase is implied according to the

view here maintained, which the majority of psychologists in fact aceept, not a few
have been led to call it in question. We shall return to the question later on. Cf.
ch. v, § 4.

* Cf. Critigue, 15t edn., pp. 77 f.  Max Miiller’s trans., pp. 68 f.

* “The synthesizing principle, that for Hume had been the stone of stumbling
impressed Kant as the fundamental principle of all knowledge—from the perceptior
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dispenses us also at this stage from any further examination of
faculties in detail ; for synthesis underlies them all and attention
is essential to effective synthesis.

But it is a matter of quite secondary importance what name
we give to this common element of activity supposed to be
present wherever we find psychical life. Provided the fact be
recognised we shall not be long without an appropriate name
for it. Meanwhile to call it ‘attention’ seems to do least
violence to existing usage, and to have most precedents in its
favour. The really important question is whether the contrast
of Subject and Object is of such a fundamental character as
to justify the resolution of psychological facts into two entirely
distinct categories—the one subjective faculty or function of
Action-under-Feeling or Consciousness on the one side, and a
Field of Consciousness, consisting of Objects, Ideas or Pre-
sentations, on the other. The older psychologies, with their
legion of faculties, were no doubt unscientific, just as were the
older physics with their legion of forces or inherent powers.
But modern physicists have not abandoned the older concept
of ‘forces’ entirely : they have merely substituted in their stead
the exacter concept of energy. Some modern psychologists,
however, have not been equally guarded ; for they have rejected
the concept of subjective activity altogether. They hold the
doctrine here called Presentationism, and to this we must now
turn for a moment; for, if this doctrine be true, our theory of
attention will not hold.

The most important generalisations in psychology—as prob-
ably everybody will allow—are those included together as the
Laws of Association. Now it was the Associationist psychology
which in England gave the death-blow to the Scottish school
with its interminable faculties; and a like fate befel the ‘alte
Vermigenstheorie’ at the hands of the Herbartians in Germany.
In the new psychology of presentations—* Psychologie oline
Secle) as Lange called it'—thus brought into vogue, we are
asked to recognise only interaction of presentations ufer se.
Ideas, it was said, tend to attract or repel each other; they

of sense onwards up to the highest insight of the understanding.”” Hofiding,
Geschichie des neueren Fhilosophie, 1896, ii. p. 50. Cf also the same writer’s
FPiychologie, 3rd edn., 1go1, pp. go f.

\ Geschichte des Materialismus, 11. Absch. iii, 3rd edn., p. 381.
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associate and they conflict: in short, as Herbart roundly put it,
we have in them a psychical statics and dynamics, and these,
as he thought, admit of a mathematical treatment. The activity
underlying the old terms ‘faculty, ‘power, &c., which was
formerly referred to the subject, here reappears on the side of
the object. We find this interaction of presentations pushed
to the utmost—with that speculative thoroughness so charac-
teristic of the master minds among our Teutonic brethren—in
Herbart's own psychology. It would not be difficult to shew
that the metaphysical theory of ‘self-conservation,’ which
Herbart developed, makes no material difference to the general
character of his psychology as here described. In Bain and
in J. S. Mill the same tendency is apparent, but in them
systematic thoroughness is sacrificed to regard for facts, which
is said—for better, for worse—to be the peculiarly British
trait. Now comes the question:—Can we, provided we credit
presentations with certain mutual attractions, repulsions, asso-
ciations, complications, &c., &c.—dispense altogether with the
postulation of an active subject? Whatever our sentimental
preferences may be, it is hard to see any scientific objection to
such an attempt if only it could succeed. The one question
to be asked then is: Can it? The onus probandi lies with the
Presentationists; and it may fairly be said that as yet they
are very far from discharging itl, Meanwhile we must still
maintain the reality of that subjective activity implied in con-
sciousness, which Descartes and Locke called thinking, but
which we propose to call attention. To certain general
characteristics of this activity we may now turn.

Attention and Acts of Attention.

§ 3. We have already distinguished between non-voluntary
and voluntary changes, or ‘movements,’ of attention. But besides
these, its dynamic aspects, we must with the wider meaning
here given to the term, distinguish also the comparatively static
aspects, which this extended meaning includes. More definitely,
besides wmovements of attention, whether objectively or sub-
jectively initiated, we must assume there is always some degree

1 See further my articles, ** Psychological Principles,” Mind, 1887, pp. 62 fi., and
‘¢ ¢ Modern Psychology’: a Reflexion,” Mind, 1893, pp. 7off.



72 Theory of Attention [cH. 1, § 3

of continuous attention to the presentation-continuum as a whole.
Acts of attention are changes in the distribution of this attention
just as presentations are changes in the differentiation of the
continuum!, As the latter is not completely resolvable into
a discrete manifold so neither is the former wholly resolv-
able into discrete acts. But there is a difference between the
two cases answering to the difference between the central wnity
of the subject and what we shall call the primitive exfensity of
the objective continuum. Thus while there may be an indefinite
number of simultaneous changes in the so-called ‘field of con-
sciousness’ there can at one time be only one movement of
attention®. Hence it used to be argued that ‘we can only
attend to ome thing at once.” But this is only true, if it be
understood to mean that a plurality of presentations to which
attention is directed—or on which it is concentrated—thereby
tends to become a unity, to be more or less definitely ‘syn-
thesized’ or ‘integrated’ as one °‘situation’ or one complex
whole of some sort. How complex such a whole may be is
mainly a question of previous practice and the ‘ complications,’
‘associations’ or ‘secondary automatisms’ thereby acquired.
Every acquisition, whether cognitive or practical, presupposes
such acts of attention, and to these its retention, assimilation
and association—matters to be further dealt with presently—
are largely due. This is a principle of absolutely fundamental
importance, grievously overlooked by earlier British psychologists
and the occasion of much just censure from without. We cannot
be always insisting upon it, but it must never be forgotten.

1 The somewhat figurative term *movement of attention' perhaps needs a word
or two of explanation lest it perplex or mislead. Attention cannot be conceived as
itself moving : this would be to regard as concrete what is really abstract. Again
the subject in attending does not move, nor does the object move in being merely
attended to: there is, strictly speaking, no change of position in either. But any
object specially noticed is a more or less definitely discriminated part within the
presented whole; and further, the subject’s relation to that whole is different when
different parts of it are singled out. No wonder, then, that this varying relation of
the subject to the fofum objectizum should suggest an analogy between this relation
and the movements of the eye to and fre over the field of sight. (Cf. below, ch. iv,
§ 6.) But, as we have already remarked, it is probably more than an analogy (cf. the
last §): the visual movements are themselves a case of movements of attention, sub-
jectively or objectively determined acts.

* And such movements of attention have a good deal to do with what we call
‘one time.! Cf. below ch. viii, § 4.
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But what can be effectively comprised in one act of attention
has very narrow limits : hence Locke’s well-known references to
“the narrowness that human minds are confined to here” as
“not being capable of having many ideas under view and con-
sideration at once'” and as contrasted with the ‘larger views’
“which the several degrees of angels may probably have.”
The phrase ‘narrowness of consciousness’ (Herbart’s Enge des
Bewusstseins) in this sense has now passed into psychology as
a technical term.

1 Essay 11, x. §§ 0, 2.



CHAPTER 1V

THEORY OF PRESENTATIONS

The Psychological Individual.

§ 1. We come now to the exposition of the objects of
attention or consciousness, Ze to what we may call the objective
or presentational factor of psychical life. The treatment of this
will fall naturally into two divisions. In the first we shall have
to deal with its general characteristics and with the fundamental
processes which all presentation involves. In view of its general
and more or less hypothetical character we may call this the
theory of presentations. In the second division we shall then
pass on to the special forms of presentations, known as sensa-
tions, percepts, images, &c., and to the special processes to
which these forms lead up.

This exposition will be simplified if we start with a supposi-
tion that will enable us to leave aside, at least for the present,
the difficult question of heredity. We know that in the course
of every human life there has been more or less of progressive
differentiation or development. Further, it is believed that there
has been a succession of sentient individuals beginning at the
lowest level of life and advancing continuously up to the level
of man., Some trace of earlier stages may be seen in the be-
haviour of a human infant now—in its crawling before walking
for example—but for the most part such traces have been
obliterated. What was experience in the past has become
instinct in the present. The descendant has no consciousness
of his ancestor’s failures when performing at once by ‘an
untaught ability’ what they slowly and perhaps painfully
acquired. But, if we are to attempt to follow the genesis of
mind from its earliest dawn, it is the primary experience rather
than the eventual instinct that we have first of all to keep in



CH. 1V, § 2] The Presentational Continuum 75

view. To this end, then, it is proposed to assume that we
are dealing with one individual who has continuously advanced
from the beginning of psychical life, and not with a series of
individuals all of whom, save the first, ‘inherited’ certain capacities
from their progenitors, The life-history of such an imaginary
individual’, that is to say, would correspond with all that was
new in the experience of a certain typical series of individuals
each of whom advanced a certain stage in mental differentiation.
On the other hand, from this history would be omitted that
inherited reproduction of the net results of ancestral experience,
that innate tradition, so to say, by which alone, under the actual
conditions of existence, racial progress is possible.

The process of thus reproducing the old might differ as
widely from that of producing the new as electrotyping does
from engraving. However, the point is that as psychologists
we know nothing directly about it ; neither can we distinguish
precisely at any link in the chain of life what is old and
inherited, original in the sense of Locke and Leibniz, from
what is new or acquired, original in the modern sense. But
we are bound as a matter of method to suppose all discernible
complexity and differentiation among presentations to have
been originated, z.e. experimentally acquired, at some time or
other. So long, then, as we are concerned primarily with the
progress of this differentiation we may disregard the fact that it
has not actually been, as it were, the product of one hand dealin g
with one #abwla rasa to use locke's—originally Aristotle’'s—
ficure, but of many hands, each of which, starting with a re-
production of what had been wrought on the preceding fabulae,
put in more or fewer new touches before devising the whole to
a successor who would proceed in like manner.

The Presentational Continwnm: Differentiation,

§ 2. What is implied in this process of differentiation and
what is it that becomes differentiated ?—these are the questions
to which we must now attend. Psychologists have usually

1 He may be compared to Hegel's ‘general mind’: cf. Phaenomenclogie des Geistes,
1832, p. 23 Professor Baillie's trans. i, p. 36. Pascal had a similar idea :—** Toute
la suite des hommes, pendant le cours de tant de siecles, doit étre considerée comme
un méme homme qui subsiste toujours et qui apprend continuellement.”  Pewsées ef
Opuscules, edit. L. Brunschvicg, 1goo, p. So.
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represented mental advance as consisting fundamentally in the
combination and recombination of various elementary units, the
so-called sensations and primitive movements: in other words,
as consisting in a species of ‘mental chemistry.” If needful, we
might find in biology far better analogies to the progressive
differentiation of experience than in the physical upbuilding of
molecules. The process seems much more like a segmentation
of what is originally continuous than an aggregation of elements
at first independent and distinct. Comparing higher minds or
stages of mental development with lower,—by what means such
comparison is possible we need not now consider—we find in
the higher conspicuous differences between presentations which
in the lower are indistinguishable or absent altogether. The
worm seems to be aware only of the difference between light
and dark. The steel-worker sees half a dozen tints where others
see only a uniform glow. To the child, it is said, all faces
are alike; and throughout life we are apt to note the generic,
the points of resemblance, before the specific, the points of
difference. But even when most definite, what we call a pre-
sentation is still part of a larger whole. [t is not separated from
other presentations, whether simultaneous or successive, by
something which is not of the nature of presentation, as one
island is separated from another by the intervening sea, or one
note in a melody from the next by an interval of silence. In
our search for a theory of presentations, then, it is from this
‘continuity of consciousness’ that we must take our start.
Working backwards from this as we find it now, we are led
alike by particular facts and general considerations to the con-
ception of a fotwum objectivum or objective continuum which is
gradually differentiated. This continuum then gives rise to what
we call distinct presentations, just as—later on—some particular
presentation, clear as a whole, as Leibniz would say, becomes
with mental growth a complex of distinguishable parts. Of the
very beginning of this continuum we can say nothing; absolute
beginnings, we must repeat, are beyond the pale of science.
Experience advances as this continuum is differentiated, every
differentiation being a change of presentation. Hence the com-
monplace of psychologists—We are only conscious as we are
conscious of change,

But ‘ change of consciousness’ is too loose an expression to
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take the place of the unwieldy phrase ‘differentiation of a
presentation-continuum, to which we have been driven. For
not only does the term ‘ consciousness’ confuse what exactness
requires us to keep distinct, an activity and its object, but also
the term ‘change’ fails to express the characteristics which
distinguish new presentations from other changes. Differentia-
tion implies that the seemingly simple becomes complex or the
complex more complex. It implies also that this increased
complexity is due to the persistence of former changes: we may
even say that such persistence is essential to the very idea of
growth or development. In trying, then, to conceive our psy-
chological individual in the earliest stages of development we
must not picture him as experiencing a succession of absolutely
new sensations, which, coming out of nothingness, admit of being
strung upon the ‘thread of consciousness’ like beads picked up
at random, or of being cemented into a mass like the bits of
stick and sand with which the young caddis covers its nakedness,
The notion—which Hume and Kant did so much to encourage—
that psychical life begins with a confused manifold of sensations,
devoid not only of logical but even of psychological unity, is one
that becomes more inconceivable the more closely we consider
it. An absolutely new presentation, having no sort of connexion
with former presentations till the subject has synthesized it with
them, is a concept for which it would be hard to find a warrant
either by direct observation, by inference from biclogy, or in
considerations of a general kind. At any given moment we
have a certain whole of presentations, a ‘ field of consciousness,’
psychologically one and continuous; at the next we have not
an entirely new field but a partial change within the old field.
Many who would allow this in the case bf re-presentations, z.e.
where idea succeeds idea by the workings of association, would
demur to it in the case of primary presentations or sensations.
“For,” they would say, “ may not silence be broken by a clap of
thunder, and have not the blind been made to see?” To urge
such objections is to miss the drift of our discussion, and to
answer them may serve to make it clearer. Where silence can
be broken there are residua of preceding sounds and in all prob-
ability even so-called ‘subjective’ presentations of sound as well;
silence as experienced by one who has heard is very different
from the deafness of Condillac’s statue before it had ever heard,
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The question is rather whether such a conception as that of
Condillac’s is possible at all: supposing a sound to be abso-
lutely distinct from a smell, could a field of consciousness
consisting of smells be followed at once by one in which sounds
had part? And, as regards the blind coming to see, we must
remember not only that the blind have eyes but that they are
descended from ancestors who could see. What nascent presen-
tations of sight are thus involved it would be hard to say; and
the problem of heredity is one that we have for the present left
aside.

The view here taken is (1) that at its first appearance in
psychical life a new sensation or so-called elementary presentation
is really a partial modification of some pre-existing and persist-
ing presentational whole, which thereby becomes more complex
than it was before; and (2) that this increasing complexity and
differentiation never gives rise to a plurality of discontinuous pre-
sentations, having a distinctness and individuality such as the
atoms or elementary particles of the physical world are supposed
to have., Beginners in psychology, and some who are not be-
oinners, are apt to be led astray by expositions which set out from
the sensations of the special senses as we now know them : as if
presentation began with these! The fact is we never now ex-
perience a mere sensation of colour, sound, and the like; and
what the young student mistakes for such is really a case of per-
ception, where, that is to say, a sensory presentation is combined
with various sensory and motor presentations and with re-pre-
sentations, thus entailing a definiteness and completeness only
possible to complex presentations. Moreover, if we could attend
to a pure sensation of sound or colour by itself, there is much to
justify the suspicion that even this is complex and not simple,
and owes to such complexity its clearly marked specific quality.
In certain of our vaguest and most diffused organic sensations
there is probably a much nearer approach to the character of the
really primitive presentations.

In such sensations we can distinguish three variations, viz.
variations of quality, of intensity, and of what Bain called
massiveness, or, as we shall say, extensity. This last charac-
teristic, which everybody knows who knows the difference
between the ache of a big bruise and the ache of a little one,
between total and partial immersion in a bath, is, as we shall
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see later on, an essential element in our perception of space.
But it is certainly not the whole of it; for in this experience of
massive sensation alone it is impossible to find other elements
which an analysis of spatial intuition unmistakably yields.
Extensity and extension, then, are not to be confounded. Now
we note, even at our level of mental evolution, that an increase
in the intensity of a sensation is apt to entail an increase in its
extensity too. In like manner we note too a greater extent of
movement in emotional expression when the intensity of the
emotion increases. Even the higher region of imagination is no
exception; as is shewn by the whirl and confusion of ideas
incident to delirium, and, indeed, to all strong excitement. But
this ‘ diffusion’ or ‘irradiation, as it has been called, diminishes
as we pass from the class of organic sensations to the sensations
of the five senses, from movements expressive of feeling to
movements definitely purposive, and from the tumult of ideas
excited by passion to the steadier sequences determined by
efforts to think. Increased differentiation seems, then, to be
intimately connected with increased ‘restriction. Probably
there may be found certain initial differentiations which for
psychology are ultimate facts that it can only accept but cannot
explain. As already said, the very beginning of experience is
beyond us, though it is our business—working from within—to
push back our analysis as far as we can. But some differentia-
tions being given, then it may be safely said that, in accordance
with what we have called the principle of subjective selection?,
attention would be voluntarily concentrated upon certain of these
and upon the voluntary movements specially connected with
them. To such subjectively initiated modifications of the pre-
sentation-continuum, moreover, we may reasonably suppose
‘restriction’ to be in large measure due. But increased restric-
tion would render further differentiation of the given whole of
presentation possible, and so the two processes might supplement
each other.

These processes have now proceeded so far that at the level
of human consciousness we find it hard to form any tolerably
clear conception of a field of consciousness in which an intense
sensation, no matter what, might—so to say—diffuse over the
whole, Colours, ¢¢. are with us so distinct from sounds that—

1 Cf. above, p. 50.
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except as regards the excitement of attention or the drain upon
it—there is nothing in the intensest colour to affect the
simultaneous presentation of a sound. But, at the beginning,
whatever we regard as the earliest differentiation of sound might
have been incopresentable with the earliest differentiation of
colour, if sufficiently diffused ; much as a field of sight all blue
is now incopresentable with one all red. Or, if the stimuli
appropriate to both were active together, the resulting sensation
might have been not a blending of two qualities, as purple is
said to be a blending of red and violet, but rather a neutral—
so-called ‘general '—sensation without the specific qualities of
either. Now, on the other hand, colours and sounds are so far
localised that we may be directly aware that the eye is concerned
with the one and the ear with the other. Thus we have brought
to our notice a fact so ridiculously obvious that it has never been
deemed worthy of mention, although it has undeniably important
bearings—the fact, vz, that certain sensations or movements are
an absolute bar to the simultaneous presentation of other sensa-
tions or movements. We cannot see an orange as at once
vellow and green, though we can feel it at once as both smooth
and cool ; we cannot open and close the same hand at the same
moment, but we can open one hand while closing the other.
Such incopresentability or contrariety is thus more than mere
difference, and occurs only between presentations belonging
to the same sense or to the same group of movements. Strictly
speaking, it does not always occur even then ; for red and yellow,
hot and cold, are presentable together provided they have
certain other differences which we shall meet again presently as
differences of ‘local signl’

Retentiveness,

§ 3. In the preceding paragraphs we have had occasion to
distinguish between the presentation-continuum or whole field
of consciousness, as we may for the present call it? and those
several differentiations within this field which are ordinarily
spoken of as presentations, and to which—now that their true
character as parts is clear—we too may confine the term® But

! Cf. below, ch. vi, § 3. 2 Bat cf. below, § 6.

* Without risk, in view of what has been said, of eonfounding them either with

subjective modifications, as the so-called mentalists do, or with some independent
‘ mind-stuff” or presentational elements, as the materialist and the presentationist do,
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it will be well in the next place, before inquiring more closely
into their characteristics, to consider for a moment that per-
sistence of preceding modifications which the principle of pro-
gressive differentiation implies. Such persistence is best spoken
of as due to refentiveness. This is often confused with memory,
though memory is something much more complex and special ;
for in that there is necessarily some contrast of past and present,
whereas here there is simply the persistence of the old. But
what is it that persists? On our theory we must answer, the
continuum as differentiated, not the particular differentiation as
an isolated unit. If psychologists have erred in regarding the
presentations of one moment as merely a plurality of units, they
have erred in like manner concerning the so-called *residua’ of
such presentations. As we see a certain colour or a certain
figure again and again, we do not go on accumulating images
or representations of it, which are somewhere crowded together
like shades on the banks of the Styx, Nor is such colour, or
whatever it be, the same at the hundredth time of presentation
as at the first, as the hundredth impression of a seal on wax
might be. There is no such lifeless fixity in mind. The ex-
planations of perception most in vogue are far too mechanical
and, so to say, atomistic; but we must fall back upon the con-
tinuity of our presentation-continuum, to get a better.

Suppose, then, that in the course of a few minutes we take
half a dozen glances at a strange and curious flower. We have
not as many complex presentations, which we might symbolize
as F,, F,, .../, But rather, at first only the general outline is
noted, next the disposition of petals, stamens, &c., then the _'
attachment of the anthers, position of the ovary, and so on; that |
is to say, symbolizing the whole flower as [p' (@) 5" (cd) o' (f2))],
we first apprehend say [p'...s"...0'], then [p'(ad)s ...0"] or
[#' (a...)s" (¢...) ¢ (f...)], and so forth. It is because the traits
first attended to persist that those noticed later form an addition
to them so that the complex at length may be complete. There
is nothing in this instance properly answering to what are known
as the reproduction and association of ideas; in the last and
complete apprehension as much as in the first vague and inchoate
one the flower is there as a primary presentation. There is a limit,
of course, to such a procedure, but the instance taken, we may
safely say, is not such as to exceed the bounds of a simultaneous

Ww. P. 6
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field of consciousness. We assume, then, that such increase of
differentiation through the persistence of preceding differentia-
tions holds of the presentation-continuum as a whole. Next, we
conclude that, in those circumstances in which we now have a
specific sensation of, say, red or sweet, there would be for some
more primitive experience nothing but a vague, almost ‘ organic,
sensation, which, however, on every repetition of the circum-
stances, would become somewhat further differentiated. The
earlier differentiations, in short, do not disappear like the waves
of yesterday in the calm of to-day, nor yet last on like old scars
beside new ones; but rather the two are combined, so that the
whole field of consciousness, like a continually growing picture,
increases indefinitely in complexity of pattern.

Assimilation.

§ 4. This process, in which later differentiations seem to
‘blend with’ and thereby further restrict and specialise what is
retained of earlier and less definite presentations, is thus a further
implication of the principle of the progressive development of
the presentational continuum. When not ignored altogether, this
further process has been commonly regarded as merely a simple
form of ‘association, its peculiarity being, as it was supposed,
that the presentations associated—though numerically distinct—
were in quality perfectly identical. In point of fact, both these
assumptions seem to be erroneous and due to the so-called
psychologist’s fallacy’. For the experiencing subject there is
apparently at this stage—as we have already urged—neither the
numerical distinctness nor the qualitative identity which the
words ‘past impression (A,)’ and ‘present impression (A,)’
suggest. Still the connexion between the process of association
proper and the process of mere ‘ blending or fusion'—as it is fre-
quently termed, though we shall call it assimilation—is so close,
and the detailed analysis called for so complex, that we must
needs defer further discussion till we come to treat of associa-
tion as a whole® It may then be possible to shew that we have

here to do with a process much simpler and more fundamental
! As, eg., in interpreting the conduct of children as if they were already
‘ grown-up’ persons.
# Cf. below, ch. vii, § 2.
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than association. But it is at least clear at once that, if the
term association is to be correctly used, it must imply that the
presentations associated were from the first distinct, were
attended to as distinct, became associated solely in consequence
of such attention, and remain to the last distinguishable.
Herbert Spencer seems to have been the first psychologist to
appreciate the elementary character of this process, which—so
far from being a form of true association—is presupposed in all
association properly so called. He names it ‘automatic associa-
tion. “This association,” he says, “is not an act of thought
[better to have said ‘a result of an act of attention'] that may
or may not take place, but constitutes the very recognition of
each feeling [=sensation]. A feeling cannot form an element
of mind at all, save on condition of being associated with pre-
decessors more or less the same in nature....All other phenomena
of association of feelings are consequent on the union of this
process with a parallel and simultaneous process to be described
later.” In the course of his exposition Mr Spencer frequently
uses ‘ assimilation’ as a variant for his technical term ‘automatic
association’; and assimilation is the term here adopted for the
process’,

In wview of the intimate connexion between differentiation,
retentiveness and assimilation it will sometimes be convenient
to refer to all three together as constituting what we may call
the plasticity of the presentational continuum.

Relativity.

§ 5. This will be the most convenient place to take note of
certain psychological doctrines which, though differing in some
material respects, are usually included under the term Law of
Relativity,

U Principles of Psyckology, 8§ 115 fi.  In ignorance of Mr Spencer's usage I myself
proposed this term and expressed the hope that it might find general acceptance (Zncy.
Brif. gth ed. art. Psychology, p. 52). I first became aware of Spencer’s priority in
reading Benno Erdmann’s paper, ** Zur Theorie der Apperception,” already referred
to (p. 46). Ie contends that Herbart’s term ‘apperception’ is the more appropriate
and also that to Herbart, as the discoverer of the process, and not to Spencer, the
right to coin a name for it must be conceded. But unfortunately we shall find it
needful to restrict the Herbartian term equally with the term association to much
narrower limits. As to ‘assimilation’—I have since come across it in Drobisch’s
Empirische Poyehologte, 1842, p. 142, fin.

6—:2
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a. Hobbes's Sentire semper idem et non sentirve ad idem
recidunt’ is often cited as one of the first formulations of this
law, If we take this to apply to the whole field of conscious-
ness it becomes at once true and trite; for a field of consciousness
unaltered either by change of impression or of idea would
certainly be a blank and a contradiction. The Law of Relativity
in this sense is in fact what Hamilton called the Law of
Variety: “that we are conscious only as we are conscious of
difference®*”—i.e. of variety or change. But, though consciousness
involves change, it is still possible that particular presentations
may continue in the field of consciousness indefinitely. When
it is said that “a constant impression is the same as a blank,”
what is meant sometimes turns out to be something not
psychological at all, as, e, our insensibility to the motion
of the earth or to the pressure of the air—cases in which there
is obviously no presentation, nor even any evidence of nervous
change®. Sometimes this paradox proves to be but an awkward
way of expressing what we may call accommodation, whether
physiological or psychological. Thus the skin soon adapts itself
to certain seasonal alterations of temperature, so that heat or
cold ceases to be felt: the sensation ceases because the nervous
change, its proximate physical counterpart, has ceased. Again,
there is what James Mill called ‘an acquired incapacity of
attention,” such that a constant noise, for example, like the
clatter of a weaver's loom, in which one has no interest, is soon
unnoticed. As a rule, no doubt, impressions do not continue
constant for more than a very short time ; still there are sad
instances enough in the history of disease, bodily and mental, to
shew that such a thing can quite well happen, and that such
constant impressions (and ‘fixed ideas,’ which are in effect
tantamount to them), instead of becoming blanks, may dominate
the entire consciousness, colouring or bewildering everything.

b. From the fact that the field of consciousness is continually
changing it has been supposed to follow that every presentation
is essentially nothing but a transition or difference. “All feeling,”
says Bain, the leading exponent of this view, “is two-sided....

L Elementa philosophic, 1v. x3v. 5.

* The Works of Thos, Keid, Supplementary note, p. g32.

 Yet these were given as ‘notable examples® of this law by Bain (Senwses and
Iintellect, 3rd ed., p. g) but afterwards suppressed in view of the criticism in the text.
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We may attend more to one member of the couple than to the
other....We are more conscious of heat when passing to a higher
temperature, and of cold when passing to a lower. The state
we have passed Zo is our explicit consciousness, the state we have
passed from is our implicit consciousness’.” But the transition
need not be from heat to cold, or vice versa : it can equally well
take place from a neutral state, which is indeed the normal
state, of neither heat nor cold; a new-born mammal, ¢g., must
experience cold, having never experienced heat. Again, suppose
a sailor becalmed gazing for a whole morning upon a stretch of
sea and sky, what sensations are implicit here? Shall we say
vellow as the greatest contrast to blue, or darkness as the
contrary of light, or both? What, again, is the implicit con-
sciousness when the explicit is sweet; is it bitter or sour, and
from what is the transition in such a case? For one thing it
seems clear that the transition of attention from one presentation
to another and the differences between the presentations them-
selves are distinct facts. It is strange that Bain, the psychologist
who has laid such stress on neutral states of surprise as being
akin to feeling and so distinct from special presentations, should
in any way confound the two, The mistake is perhaps accounted
for by the fact that, in common with the rest of his school, Bain
failed adequately to distinguish between attention and the pre-
sentations that are attended to. If ‘change of impression’ and
being conscious or mentally alive are the same thing, it is then
manifestly tautologous to say that one is the indispensable
condition of the other. If they are not the same thing, then the
succession of shocks or surprises cannot wholly determine the
impressions which successively determine them.

But we have still to consider whether the impressions them-
selves are nothing but differences or contrasts. “We do not
know any one thing of itself but only the difference between it
and another thing*” said Bain. But it is plain we cannot speak
of contrast or difference between two states or things as a
contrast or difference, if the states or things are not themselves
presented ; the so-called contrast or difference would then be
itself a single presentation, and its supposed ‘relativity * but an
inference. Difference is not more necessary to the presentation

1 Logic, 1. 1870, p. 3.
2 Senses and Intellect, 3rd ed., p. 321.
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of two objects than two objects to the presentation of difference,
And, what is more, a difference between presentations is not at
all the same thing as the presentation of that difference as such’.
The former must precede the latter; the latter, which requires
an act of comparison, need not follow. There is an ambiguity
in the words *know’ and ‘ knowledge,” which Bain seems not to
have considered : to know may mean to perceive or apprehend,
it may also mean to understand or comprehend® Knowledge in
the first sense is only what we shall have presently to discuss as
the recognition of an object and is embodied in an existential
proposition? ; knowledge in the latter sense is the result of in-
tellectual comparison and is embodied in a logical proposition.
Thus a blind man who cannot know light in the first sense can
know about light in the second if he studies a treatise on optics.
Now in simple perception or recognition we cannot with any
exactness say that two things are perceived : straight is a thing,
z.¢. a definite object presented; not so not-straight, which answers
to no definite object at all. Only when we rise to intellectual
knowledge is it true to say: “No one could understand the
meaning of a straight line without being shown a line not
straight, a bent or crooked line'” Two distinct presentations
are necessary to the comparison that is here implied; but we
must first recognise our objects before it is possible to compare
them, and this further step we may never take. We need, then,
to distinguish between the ‘comparativity ’ of intellectual know-
ledge, which we must admit—for it rests at bottom on a purely
analytical proposition—and the * differential theory of presenta-
tions,” which, however plausible at first sight, must be wrong
somewhere, since it commits us to absurdities. Thus, if we
cannot have a presentation X" but only the presentation of the
difference between ¥ and ., it would seem that in like manner

' Cf. especially Lotze’s Logik, § 11.

* Other languages give more prominence to this distinction; compare yrévar and
tidévar, noscere and scive, kennen and wissen, connaltre and savoir, On this subject
there are some acute remarks in a little-known book, J. Grote, Exploratio philoso-
Phica (1863, p. 6o). Hobbes, too, was well awake to this difference, as e.g. when he
says, ** There are two kinds of knowledge; the one, sense or knowledge original and
remembrance of the same; the other, science or knowledge of the truth of propositions,
derived from understanding.”

+ See below, ch. vi, § 2.

4 Bain, Legi, i. 3.
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we cannot have the presentation of ¥ or £, nor therefore of
their difference X, till we have had the presentation of A and
B say, which differ by ¥, and of C and [, which we may
suppose differ by Z£.

The lurking error in this doctrine, that all presentations
are but differences, may perhaps emerge if we examine more
closely what may be meant by difference. We may speak of
(@) differences in intensity between sensations supposed to be
qualitatively identical, as eg. between the taste of strong and
weak tea; or of (&) differences in quality between presentations
of the same sense, as eg. between red and green; or of (¢)
differences between presentations of distinct senses, as eg.
between blue and bitter. Now as regards (@) and (&), it will be
found that the difference between two intensities of the same
quality, or between two qualities of the same order, may be
itself a distinct presentation ; that is to say, in passing from a
load of 10 lb. to one of 20 b, for example, or from the sound of
a note to that of its octave, it is possible to experience the
change continuously, and to estimate it as one might the distance
between two places on the same road!, But nothing of this kind
holds of (¢)® In passing from the scent of a rose to the sound
of a gong or a sting from a bee we have wo suck means® of
bringing the two into relation—scarcely more than we might
have of measuring the length of a journey made partly on the
common earth and partly through the looking-glass. In (o),
then, we have only a diversity of presentations, but not a special
presentation of difference; and we only have more than this in
(@) or (&) provided the selected presentations occur together,
We say that we know the ‘difference’ (i.e. the diversity) between
a sound and a taste; but what we mean is simply that we know
what it is to pass from attending to the one to attending to the

1 Difference has here a quasi-mathematical meaning like x = & and is quite distinct
from the diversity referred to under ¢. Experimental psychology is largely concerned
with such sensory estimation of ‘difference.”

# Common language seems to recognise some connexion even here or we should
not speak of harsh tastes and harsh sounds, or of dull sounds and dull colours and so
forth. All these, however, are epithets applied to diverse special sensations, probably
on the ground of similarities in the organic sensations accompanying them.

* I have been forced to use italics here by way of rebutting a criticism of Professor
Ladd, which has no point unless these words and their context are ignored. Cf. his
Fsychology, Descriptive and Explanatory, 1894, p. 663.
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other. It is simply an experience of definite change. Change,
however, implies continuity, and there is continuity here in the
movement of attention and the affective state consequent on
that, but not directly in the qualities themselves.

¢. If red follows green we may be aware of a greater
difference than if red followed orange; and we should ordi-
narily call a 10lb. load heavy after one of 5 Ib. and light after
one of 20 lb. Facts like these it is which make the differential
theory of presentations plausible. On the strength of such facts
Wundt formulated a law of relativity, free, apparently, from
the objections just urged against Bain's doctrine. It ran thus:
“QOur sensations afford no absolute but only a relative measure
of external impressions. The intensities of stimuli, the pitch of
tones, the qualities of light, we apprehend (emipfinden) in general
only according to their mutual relation, not according to any
unalterably fixed unit given along with or before the impression
itself,”

But if true, this law would make it quite immaterial what the
impressions themselves were: provided the relation continued
the same, the sensation would be the same too, just as the ratio
of 2 to 1 is the same whether our unit be miles or millimetres.
But in the case of intensities, e.g. there is a mingmum sensibile and
a maximum sensibile. The existence of such extremes is alone
sufficient to turn the flank of the thorough-going relativists ; but
besides these there are instances enough of intermediate intensi-
ties that are directly recognised. A letter-sorter, for example,
who identifies an ounce or two ounces with remarkable exactness
identifies each for itself and not the first as half the second ; of
an ounce and a half or of three ounces he might have a compara-
tively vague idea. And so generally within certain limits of error,
indirectly ascertained, we can identify intensities, each for itself,
neither referring to a common standard nor yet to one that varies
from time to time—to any intensity, that is to say, that chances
to be simultaneously presented; just as an enlisting sergeant
will recognise a man fit for the Guards without a yard measure
and whether the man’s comrades are tall or short. As regards
the qualities of sensations the outlook of the relativists is, if
anything, worse. In what is called ‘ Meyer's experiment’ a tint

! Physiologische Psychologie, 15t ed., p. 421; the doctrine reappears in later
editions, but no equally general statement of it is given.
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that appears greenish on a red ground will acquire an orange
shade on a ground of blue. But this contrast is only possible
within certain very narrow limits. In fact, the phenomena of
colour-contrast, so far from proving, distinctly disprove that we
apprehend the qualities of light only according to their mutual
relation. In the case of tones it is very questionable whether
such contrasts exist at all.

Summing up on this particular doctrine of relativity, of which
Wundt is the most distinguished exponent, the truth seems to
be that in some cases where two presentations, whose difference
is itself presentable, occur in close connexion, this difference—as
we indirectly learn—exerts a certain bias on our estimate of one
or other of the two presentations. There is no ‘unalterably fixed
unit’ certainly ; but, on the other hand, ‘the mutual relations of
impressions’ are not everything. “Alles in der Weit steht in
Verhaltnissen, besteht aber nickt daraus,” as Stumpf has happily
said. In this sense, to be sure, the psychologist must recognise
a ‘principle of relativity'; but this seems already sufficiently
implied in what has been said of the presentational continuum
and its differentiation.

d. Relativity is often used to denote what we have called
the duality of experience and various epistemological con-
sequences that it is supposed to involve as in the distinction of
phenomenon and noumenon, for example. But there are two
results of this relation that are psychologically important.
Whether the nature of the subject in any way affects the guality
of its objects is very doubtful, but it certainly entirely deter-
mines what is called their algedonic character, their painfulness
or pleasantness. It also affects their quantitative characteristics
in such wise that a stimulus that is minimal for one subject may
be quite otherwise for another: a particle too light for a man to
feel might break the back of a gnat!; and again while the man
experienced but one change the gnat—with its quicker fempo—
might experience many. But this very relativity in giving a
meaning to ‘minimal’ presentation, for example, introduces a
certain absoluteness—as we have already noticed—into imme-
diate experience, which contrasts with the thorough-going re-
lativity of science. Without this indeed it would be hard to see

I This relativity was the basiz of Aristotle’s famous doctrine of “the mean.” Cf
Nie, Ethics, 1L vi. 7.
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how we could ever come by any conceptual knowledge of time
or space at all.

Subconscionusness: (a) of Impressions.

§6. The term field of consciousness® has occurred sundry
times in the course of this exposition: it is one of several
employed in describing what have been incidentally referred to
as ‘degrees or grades of consciousness’'—a difficult and per-
plexing topic that we must now endeavour further to elucidate.
Sailors steering by night are said to look at the pole-star, ‘the
cynosure of every eye, but this does not prevent them from
seeing the rest of the starry vault. At a conversazione we may
listen to some one speaker while still hearing the murmur of
other voices, and while listening we may also see the speaker
and thereby identify him the better. What in these instances
is looked at or listened to has been called the focus of conscious-
ness, the rest of what is heard or seen or otherwise presented
being called the fie/d, within which attention is thus concentrated
or brought to a point®. Of these objects beyond the focus we
have then only a lower degree of consciousness, and the more
‘distant’ they are from the centre of interest the fainter and
obscurer they are supposed to be or to become. Now, it is
obvious that the continuity here implied, if strictly taken,
logically commits us to a field of consciousness ‘extending’ with
ever diminishing intensity ad indefinitum : in other words the
continuity of our presentational continuum will be thorough-
going, as it was with Leibniz®,

But we have next to notice certain new features that have
led psychologists to give to the term field of consciousness a more
restricted meaning. A meteor flashing across the sky would
certainly divert the helmsman’s attention, and for the nonce he
would look at that and not at the star in the Little Bear's tail ;
a voice at our elbow accosting us, we should turn to the new

! Professor Wundt is commonly credited with the introduction of this terminology ;
but Professor Titchener (Prpchology of Attention and Feeling, 1908, pp. 125, 308)
gives many earlier instances of its use, going back as far as Abraham Tucker ; it is,
however, to be found already in Chr. Wolf and again in Baumgarten (see Eisler's
Wortertuck. s.v. Biickflache).

# According to Wundt the whole field is said to be perceived, the focus within it
to be apperceived (cf. his P.P., 6th ed., iii. p. 307).

3 Cf. above, p. 31.
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speaker and listen to him, still hearing it may be, but no longer
‘following,’ the discourse thus for us interrupted. In these cases
a change in the field of consciousness brings about a non-
voluntary change in the focus, But it only does so provided it
is sufficiently intense and abrupt; and—as already remarked—
the more attention is already concentrated the less effective a
given disturbance will be!. A whole swarm of meteors might
have streaked the sky unheeded while Ulysses, life in hand,
steered between Scylla and Charybdis, just as all the din of the
siege failed to distract Archimedes bent over his figures in the
sand. On the other hand, we can voluntarily transfer the focus
of consciousness to any object within the field, provided again
this is sufficiently differentiated from the rest. But, more than
that, we can not only of our own motion turn to look at or to listen
to what we have only seen or heard—but not noticed—before;
we can also look out or listen for something not as yet distin-
guishable, perhaps not as yet existing at all. And here again
the concentration of attention may be maximal; as when a
shipwrecked crew scan the horizon for a sail, or a beleaguered
troop hearken for the oncoming of rescue. Now, such anticipated
presentations as soon as they are clearly discernible have already
a certain finite intensity, and so they are said to have passed
over ‘the threshold '—to use Herbart's now classic phrase—and
to have entered the field of consciousness. Afterwards, any further
increase in their intensity is certainly gradual ; are we then to
suppose that, before this, their intensity changed instantly from
zero to a finite quantity; and not rather that there was an
ultra-liminal or sub-liminal phase where too it only changed
continuously ? The latter alternative constitutes the hypothesis
of subconscionsness.

According to this hypothesis the total field with which we
began is divided into two parts by what Fechner emphatically
called ‘the fact of the threshold and the term field of con-
sciousness is henceforth restricted to that part within which
the focus of consciousness always lies, the outlying part being
the region of subconsciousness. Difficulties now begin to be
apparent. The intensity or vivacity of a presentation within
the field of consciousness depends—we have seen reason to
think—partly on what we may call its inherent or absolute

! Cf. above, ch. iii, p. 63.
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intensity, partly on the attention that it receives. But this
does not hold of presentations in subconsciousness. These
sub-presentations, as we ought perhaps to call them, cannot be
severally and selectively attended to, cannot be singled out as
direct objects of special attention. Many psychologists have
accordingly maintained not only that they cannot with pro-
priety be called presentations, but that they have no strictly
psychical existence at all. This, however, seems too extreme
a view.

In the first place, if nothing of a presentational character can
exist, save in the field of consciousness as thus circumscribed
by a definite boundary or threshold, a breach of continuity is
implied such as we nowhere else experience: even the field of
sight, from which the metaphor of a field of consciousness is
derived, has no such definite margin. The threshold then is not
comparable to a mathematical line on opposite sides of which
there is an intensive discontinuity. And experience shews that
even where it is narrowest—where we are all eyes or ears,
intently expecting some signal—it still has an appreciable
breadth. This has been amply proved, for example, by the
psychophysical investigations of Fechner and others. We listen,
say, to a certain sound as it steadily diminishes; at length we
cease to hear it. Again, we listen for this same sound as it
steadily increases and presently just barely hear it. In general
it is found that its intensity in the former case is less than it is
in the latter, and there is also in both cases a certain margin of
doubt between clear presence and clear absence; the presentation
seems to flicker in and out, now there and now gone. Further,
in comparing differences in sensations—of weight, brightness,
temperature, &c.—we may fail wholly to detect the difference
between @ and &, & and ¢, and yet the difference between a and
¢ may be clearly perceived. We have thus to recognise the
existence of a difference between sensations, in cases where there
is no so-called  sensation of difference’” But if this much con-
tinuity must be admitted we can hardly fail to admit more.
If differences of presentation exist within the field of conscious-
ness but beyond the utmost verge of the ‘ threshold of difference,
we cannot consistently deny the existence of any presentations
at all beyond the threshold of comsciousness. Finally, since the

! Such difference is then said to be beyond the ° difference threshold.’
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field of consciousness varies greatly and often suddenly with the
amount and distribution of attention, we must, as already said,
either admit that such subconscious presentations exist, or sup-
pose that clearly differentiated presentations, presentations that
is to say of finite intensity, pass abruptly into or out of existence
with every such variation of the field. It is obviously impossible
to ascertain directly whether this does or does not happen. But
if it did, the intensity of a presentation, so far from being deter-
mined from two sides—the objective and the subjective—would
be a function of attention simply. Non-voluntary attention, which
we have regarded as primary, would disappear altogether: a man
asleep might awake proprio motn, but to awaken him would be
impossible.

The hypothesis of subconsciousness, then, is in the main
nothing more than the application to the facts of presentation of
the law of continuity., Its introduction into psychology was in
fact due to Leibniz, who first formulated that law. Half the
difficulties in the way of its acceptance are due to defective
terminology. With Leibniz consciousness was not coextensive
with all psychical life, but only with certain higher phases of it
Of late, however, the tendency has been to make consciousness
cover all stages of mental development, and all grades of presen-
tation, so that a presentation of which there is no consciousness

resolves itself into the manifest contradiction of an unpresented |

presentation—a contradiction not really involved in Leibniz’s
‘unapperceived perception®’ Moreover, the active form of the
word ‘conscious’ almost unavoidably suggests that an ‘uncon-
scious mental modification —Hamilton’s phrase—must be one
in which that subjective activity, variously called consciousness,
thinking, or attention, has no part at all. But such is not the

1 The following brief passage from his Principes de la nature et de la grace (§ 4)
shews his meaning: “ Il est bon de faire distinction entre la Perception, qui est I'état
intérieur de la Monade représentant les choses externes, et FAdpperception, qui est la
Conscience, ou la connaissance réflexive de cet état intérieur, laguelle n’est point
donnée & toutes les Ames, nf fowjorrs i la méme dme. Et c'est faute de cette
distinction que les Cartésiens ont manqué, en comptant pour rien les perceptions
dont on ne s'appergoit pas, comme le peuple compte pour rien les corps insensibles ™
{Op. Phil. Erdmann’s ed., p. 715). A like distinction was made far earlier by
Plotinus (Zn. 4, ili. 30), a writer to whom Leibniz sometimes refers,

? Provided, of course, there is continuity between the two, as Leibniz doubtless
intended. Cf. Latta, Leibniz, The Monadology, efc., 1898, p. 127; Rabier, FPsyehio-
logie, 3rd ed., 1888, p. 54.
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meaning intended when it is said, for example, that a soldier in
battle is often unconscious of his wounds or a scholar unconscious
at any one time of most of the knowledge ‘hidden in the obscure
recesses of his mind. There would be no point in saying that a
subject is not conscious of what is not presented at all; but to say
that what is presented lacks the intensity requisite in the given
distribution of attention to change that distribution appreciably
is pertinent enough. Subconscious presentations may tell on
conscious life—as sunshine or mist tells on a landscape, or the
underlying writing on a palimpsest—although lacking either
the intensity or the individual distinctness requisite to make
them definite features. Even were there no facts to warrant
this concept of an ultra-liminal presentation of impressions
it might still claim a priori justification. For to assume that
there are no presentations beyond those within the field of con-
sciousness is as arbitrary and improbable as it would be to
suppose—in the absence of direct evidence to the contrary—that
there was no vision or audition save such as is mediated by
human eyes and ears. Psychical magnification or diminution
is not more absurd than physical, though neither is possible
without limit. We cannot fix the limit at which the subconscious
becomes the absolutely unconscious. The probability is certainly
against the assumption that the profoundest sleep carries us
beyond this limit, and Leibniz may have been right in main-
taining that even death does not. Still such speculation does
not much concern empirical psychology. But what that does
seem to warrant is the existence, beyond the discriminated
differentiations of our continuum, of other possible differentia-
tions that form the ‘confused’ background of the field of
consciousness. And we may fairly assume that the nearer we
approach to the beginning of experience the more this background
predominates, the less there would be of a field of consciousness
within it and of a focus of consciousness within that.

Subconsciousness: (0) of ldeas.

§ 7. The subconscious presentation of ideas as distinct from
impressions is a still more perplexing as well as a more impor-
tant topic, which calls for special consideration. As we can
turn our attention to the sensory threshold and await the
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entrance of an expected impression, so we may await the
emergence of a ‘ memory-image’; and again the threshold turns
out to be not a mathematically exact boundary but a region of
varying depth. What we are trying to recollect seems first to
waver, now at the tip of our tongue and the next moment
completely gone, then perhaps a moment afterwards rising into
clear consciousness. Sometimes when asked, say, for the name
of a certain college contemporary we reply: [ cannot tell, but
I should know his name if I heard it. We are aware that we
could ‘recognise,’ though we cannot ‘reproduce.” At other times
we are confident that even recognition is no longer possible; and
still, if we met the man himself in the old scenes and heard his
voice, his name might yet return. The sad memories of a great
loss may continue as a chill substratum to check the springs of
life like a wintry frost, long after the blight of it has disappeared
from the surface. Even the imagery of a troubled dream will
sometimes vaguely haunt us throughout the day or an odd
fancy of the day, forgotten in a moment, resumes its place and
further unfold itself as soon as we sleep. And as years increase
upon us, we are led to contrast the shallowness and rashness of
yvouth with the depth and stability that age brings : “still waters
run deep.” The field of consciousness is different because of the
greater volume of subconscious experience on which it is super-
posed, and with which it is vitally continuous. There is less
hopefulness but also often less fear, less sensitiveness, but more
sagacity, in a word, more ‘ presence of mind.’

Nevertheless, it may be urged, it is surely incredible that all
the incidents of a long lifetime and all the items of knowledge
of a well-stored mind, that may possibly recur—‘the infinitely
greater part of our spiritual treasures,’ as Hamilton said—are
severally retained and continuously presented in the form and
order in which they were originally experienced or acquired,
This, however, is not tmplied. ldeas, in contrast to impressions,
have always a certain generality. The same image may figure
in very various connexions, as may the same letter, for example,

1 Herbart and Fechner describe subconscious presentations generically as existing
felow the threshold.  On the other hand, we have spoken of subconscious impressions
as existing deyond it. In view of the important differences between the two forms of
presentations, primary and secondary, it seems convenient and justifiable to distinguish
ultra-liminal impressions from sub-liminal ideas.
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in many words, the same word in many sentences. We cannot
measure the literature of a language by its vocabulary, nor may
we equate the extent of our ‘spiritual treasures’ when these are
successively unfolded with the psychical apparatus, so to say, in
which they are subconsciously involved!. Take the first book
of the Aeneid, which, as Macaulay would say, every schoolboy
knows: as subconsciously involved, when the boy is not thinking
of it, his knowledge is more comparable to a concordance than
to the text itself, which nevertheless can be reproduced from it.
In the text the word Aeneas occurs many times, in the concor-
dance as a heading but once. But give him the cue Aeneas
seopulum, and the boy reels off from the 18oth line; or Praecipue
pius Aeneas, and he starts with the 22o0th. Ask him, however,
for the 58oth line; he is probably helpless, while a dunce with
the book in his hand can straightway read it out. Say instead
Et pater Aeneas, and the boy can at once complete the line
while the dunce is now helpless. It is a mistake, then, to suppose
that all the experiences that have successively occupied our
attention are still present, item for item just as at first, in this
multum in parve apparatus that we sometimes call our ‘idea-
tional mechanism.” Though its explicit revival is successional,
occurs, so to say, in single file, a whole scheme—what Herbart
called ‘an apperception-mass’*—inwhich many ideas are involved,
may rise fowards the threshold together®, When our schoolboy,
for example, turns from classics to geography, the mention of
Atlas, which might then have recalled a Titan, now leads him
to think only of his book of maps. And there is a like sudden

! This doctrine of the involution and evolution of ideas we probably owe to Leibniz,
Herbart attempted in a very arbitrary and @ pgriori fashion to develop it in his
psychical staties and dynamics with the result—usual to extreme views—that later
psvchologists neglected it altogether. There are now signs of a fresh reaction, and
we shall continually come across evidence of the wide range and great importance of
the doctrine as we proceed. Professor Stout’s important distinction between ‘implicit’
and “explicit’ apprehension may be cited as an instance. Analytic Poychology, 1896,
vol. i, p. g5f. Cf below, ch. xii, § 3, fin.

¢ Cf. below, ch. xii, § 5.

¥ Hume was already aware of such subconscious ideas, when in his account of
abstraction he says:—*‘The word not being able to revive the idea of all these
individuals only touches the soul,..and revives that custom which we have acquired
by surveying them. They are not really and in fact present to the mind, but only in
power; nor do we draw them all out distinctly in the imagination, but keep ourselves
in a readiness to survey any of them, as we may be prompted by a present design or
necessity.”  Treatise, pt. 1, § 7, Green and Grove's ed., vol. i. p. 328. Italics mine.
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shifting of the substratum of our thoughts, when, taking up the
morning paper, we glance first at the foreign telegrams, then at
the money market, and then at the doings of our political
friends. Yet more remote than all, obscurer but more pervasive,
like the clouds of cherubs or imps vaguely limned in mediaeval
pictures, are the indefinite constituents of our emotional atmo-
sphere, “ gay motes that people the sunbeams ” of our cheerfulness
and make all coulenr de rose, or * horrid shapes and sights unholy’
that overcast the outlook when we ‘have the blues’ And as
attention relaxes, these advance into the foreground and become
the nucleus of more or less palpable hopes or fears.

Because of the manifold forms into which they may evolve,
subconscious images, while still fmvofved, are sometimes called
* psychical " or more definitely * presentational dispositions.” The
word dispesition means primarily an arrangement, as when we
talk of the disposition of troops in a battle or of cards in a game ;
the dispostta, that is to say, are always something actual.
Which of several potential dispositions will become actual,
will depend upon circumstances ; but at least, as Leibniz long
ago maintained, “les puissances véritables ne sont jamais des
simples possibilités.” What is requisite to the realisation of
a given potentiality is sometimes a condition to be added,
sometimes it is one to be taken away. A lazy horse needs the
spur to keep him going, a restive horse the reins to keep him
still. Now presentational dispositions we assume to be always
of the latter sort: as Leibniz went on to say, “il y a toujours
de la tendance et de l'action’.” These dispositions are processes
or functions more or less inhibited, and the inhibition is deter-
mined by their relation to other psychical processes or functions?,
The analysis and genesis of such presentational interactions will
occupy us at length by and by. It may then be possible to
explain the gradual involution of what was successively unfolded
in explicit consciousness into those combinations which Herbart
called ‘apperception-masses,’ combinations devoid of the con-
crete hints of date and place which are essential to memory,
Meanwhile the evidence adduced—decidedly cogent though
admittedly indirect—together with the difficulties besetting the

1 Mowveaux FEssais, 11 1. § g.
# This is the truth underlying Herbart's psychological dynamies which Leibniz
had already adumbrated.

Ww. P rd
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extreme view that beyond or below the threshold of conscious-
ness there is nothing presentational, seems here again clearly to
justify the hypothesis of subconsciousness. At the same time
the principle of continuity, everywhere of fundamental import-
ance when we are dealing with reality, also forbids the attempt
arbitrarily to assign any limits to the subconscious,

Many psychologists have proposed to explain subconscious
retention by habit. But it is obvious that habit itself implies
retention and is practically synonymous with disposition’. It
must therefore presuppose disposita, if we are to escape the
absurdities of puissances on facultés nues, with which in this very
connexion Leibniz twitted Locke® Yet, obvious as all this
may be, it is frequently ignored even by those who are fond of
exposing the pretended explanations of the ‘faculty-psycho-
logists* and quoting Moliere to confute them. Thus we find
J. 5. Mill arguing: “I have the power to walk across the room
though I am sitting in my chair ; but we should hardly call this
power a latent act of walking®” Neither should we call it a
power if Mill had shared the fate of Widrington and ‘both his
legs been chopped off " or had become paralysed, or if, instead of
sitting in his chair, he had been lying in his cradle. What we
want is the simplest psychological description of the situation
after the ‘power’ has been acquired by practice and is still
retained. Well, at any rate, it may be said, he was, as a matter
of fact, sitting still and neither walking nor dancing. True, but
let us suppose that Mrs Mill enters with a piece of good news
and suggests a waltz or a pas sew/ by way of giving vent to the
exuberant emotion evoked. The familiar steps would at once
rise in idea above the threshold of consciousness, and might in
less balanced minds straightway ‘break into action,’ though
inhibited, it may be, in this instance, by a sense of philosophic
decorum. The situation, in brief, would be the familiar one
described by psychologists as ‘ideo-motor action.” In such a
case we can be conscious of the ‘idea’ of the movement without
the movement actually ensuing; vet only in such wise that the

! Thus we find Locke saying the *‘power or ability in man of doing anything,
when it has been acquired by frequent doing the same thing, is that idea we name
Aabit; when it is forward and ready upon every occasion to break into action, we call
it desposition.” Essay, 11. xxii. 10.

S0 eff. 10, %, 8 2.

¥ Examination of Sir W. Hamilton's Philosophy, 3rd ed., p. 320.
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idea is more apt to pass over into action the intenser it is, and
often actually passes over in spite of us. As there must be
some functional activity answering to this conscious presentation ;
why may not a much less amount of it be conceived possible in
subconscious presentation ?

But Mill, though he talked of ‘the power to walk, was not
thinking of functional activity at all. For him, as for some
psychologists in our own day, dispositions were structural not
functional. The only * distinct meaning to be attached to them,’
he contended, was not that of a subliminal presentation of ideas
but that of ‘an unconscious modification of nerves.” They answer
then, strictly speaking, not to physiological processes having
psychological concomitants but to physical structures having,
as such, none. What Mill meant has been set forth with more
detail by Wundt. Presentations, says Wundt, are not substances
but functions: their physiological counterparts also are functional,
z¢. are the activities of certain arrangements of nerve-cells.
Further, consciousness of the presentation and the nervous
activity cease together. So far then Wundt recognises con-
comitant functions and so far we agree, including under con-
sciousness all degrees of subconsciousness but not, of course,
unconsciousness or the utter absence of consciousness altogether.
But continuing his exposition, Wundt goes on to say that the
nervous activity leaves behind it a molecular modification of
the nervous structure, which becomes more and more permanent
with exercise, and 1s such as to facilitate the recurrence of the
same functional activity. In other words Wundt next recognises
the structural side of what we have called plasticity; and again
we shall agree:—Wherever there is psychical plasticity there is
also neural plasticity. Wundt however seems to overlook one
obvious but all-important point: plasticity implies life, implies
function. If then a given functional activity entirely ceases, it
does not ‘leave bekind it’ a structural plasticity that survives
independently. On the contrary when the function has com-
pletely lapsed the molecular structure has no longer any ‘power’
to facilitate its recurrence. The naturalistic attempt to account
for function by structure, though it is as old as Lucretius, has
hitherto always broken down, and Wundt certainly never meant
to defend it. Biologically the two are inseparable; but the
functional activity must surely be the formative principle. For

=
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to assign this priority to structure—meaning thereby molecular
configuration—is to accept the materialists’ generatio equivoca,
as Kant happily termed it, of life and mind from inert ‘stuff.’

Again, the attempt to get behind the psychical by talking
about a physical arrangement of molecules predisposing, is to
allow oneself to be misled by a metaphor, as if inert matter
could ape the living mind. There is no predisposition in nitric
chloride to explode if slightly disturbed—to take Wundt’s illus-
tration—analogous to an irascible man’s outburst when slightly
provoked. Along with the explosion of the chloride there is no
plasticity such as will facilitate its recurrence as there always is
in the after-effects of exercise by living things.

Finally Wundt seems to go too far when he contends that,
whereas we may some day know the nature of his so-called
‘ physical’ disposition, that of the psychical disposition, which
he nevertheless recognises, must of necessity be for ever un-
known, since the threshold of consciousness is also the limit
of internal experience. The existence of psychical dispositions
is without immediate evidence, certainly : the very nature of
subconsciousness implies that. But it surely cannot be main-
tained that the only evidence of existence is that of direct
acquaintance or distinct presentation? To assert that in this
case is plainly to beg the whole question. The distinction
already pointed out between explicit and implicit, evolved and
involved, presentation cannot be simply ignored. Presentations
are not substances or atoms, Wundt has truly said ; but just for
that reason the continuity of the presentational whole can never
be left out of account?,

In conclusion :—We may take it as conceded that wherever
there is psychical process there is also concomitant neural pro-
cess. So far it is unreasonable to assume discontinuity between
the two* Also it is now generally conceded that neural process
cannot be transformed into psychical process, as even Spencer
and Lewes, in common with the older materialists, supposed. In
short, against the attempt to supersede psychical dispositions by

! Cf. Wundt, Physiologische Poychologie, 2nd ed., 188e, ii. p. 203 ; 6th ed., 1911,
lii. pp. 304 f.

* There are indeed certain neural processes, those, ¢.g. of the sympathetic system
of nerves, which normally tell on conscious life only as determining the characters of
the generally sensibility or coenaesthesss.  But these do not concern us here.
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physical, we find three fatal objections :—(1) It simply ignores
the indirect evidence in favour of subconscious presentations and
violates the principle of continuity. (2) It implicitly sets aside
plasticity as a psychological and not merely a bioclogical fact.
In other words, it is the logical outcome of a psychophysical—or
rather, a physicopsychical—theory, which, working primarily
from the physical side, regards mind as simply an epipheno-
menal and collateral product of matter. (3) In conformity with
this theory, it accords to voluntary attention no more initiative
in the grouping of ideas than belonged to non-voluntary atten-
tion in the reception of the original impressions: as the one
admits of only a physical explanation, so, it is held, does the
other. Such a physicopsychical theory is appropriate only to
presentationism, a doctrine that, as we proceed, we shall find to
be more and more at variance with facts. If the so-called ‘in-
teraction of presentations’ is never altogether independent of
voluntary attention it can never be accounted for by physiology
alone, and consequently the dispositions that only arise through
such interaction cannot be so accounted for either.



CHAPTER V

SENSATION AND MOVEMENT
Definition of Sensation.

§ 1. On the view of experience here maintained, we are
bound to challenge the physiological method, still widely current,
of describing sensations .as due to physical stimuli. The
following definition, given by Bain, may be taken as a type:—
“ By sensations, in the strict meaning, we understand the mental
impressions, feelings, or states of consciousness following on the
action of external things on some part of the body, called on
that account, sensitivel.” It is true, no doubt, that what the
psychologist calls sensibility has as its invariable concomitant
what physiologists call sensibility, or what the more careful of
them call irritability ; and, true again, that this irritability is
invariably preceded by a physical process called stimulation.
But the converse statements are not necessarily true: there
may be stimulation and no consequent irritation, irritation and
no concomitant sensation. The three processes are then certainly
distinct, and it is equally certain that the last alone enters into
immediate experience. Nevertheless, it is urged, why not
recognise a connexion that actually obtains; since otherwise
sensation must remain unexplained? Well, in the first place,
such ‘psychophysical’ connexion is not a psychological explana-
tion: it cannot be turned directly to account in psychology,
either analytic or genetic. Next, the psychological fact called
sensation always is, and at bottom always must be, independently
ascertained ; for, as said, the physiological ‘neurosis’ or irritation
has not necessarily a concomitant * psychosis’ or sensation, and,

1 Senses and Intellect, 4th ed., 1894, p. 101. In his shorter work, Mestal and

Moral Science (1868, p. 27), Bain said not ‘following on,” but ‘ resulting from’ the
action of external things, &e.
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strictly dealt with, affords no hint of such. Finally, this psycho-
logical inexplicability of sensation is a fact of the utmost moment:
it answers to what we call reality in the primary sense of the
term. The psychophysicist, in setting out to explain sensation,
has—unawares to himself—left this fundamental reality behind
him. For it belongs essentially to individual experience, and
this—in assuming the physical standpoint—he has of course
transcended.

Nevertheless the mistake of method that here reveals itself
was perhaps inevitable ; for the facts of another’s sense-organs
and their physical excitants must have obtruded themselves on
observation long before the reflective attitude was advanced
enough to make strictly psychological analysis possible, The
psychophysical standpoint, that is to say, was attained before
the purely psychological®; and the consequent bias is only now
in process of correction. A series of physical processes, first
without and then within the organism—of ethereal or aérial
vibrations, of neural and cerebral excitations, for example,—was
the starting-point. What comes first, immediately, and alone, in
the individual’s experience, and is there simply and positively
real, was then misinterpreted as subjective modification, mental
impression, species senstbilis, or the like. For from the days
of Democritus down to our own the same crude metaphor
has prevailed without essential wvariation. And here the
saying holds: Nulla westigia retrorswm. Into the man’s
head the whole world goes, including the head itself. Such
thorough-going ‘introjection’ affords no ground for subsequent
‘ projection.’

Thus the endeavour to explain sensation has clearly over-
reached itself: the external object or thing that was supposed
to cause sensations, and to be therefore distinct from them, was
in the end wholly resolved into these and regarded as built up
out of them by association (Mill) or by apperceptive synthesis
(Kant). But no ‘mental chemistry,’ no initial alchemy of
‘forms,” can generate objective reality from ‘feelings’ or sense-
impressions as psycho-physically defined® A's experience as it
is for B is not real, immediately known, but inferential. If now

I Cf. above, ch. i, § 1.
? Nothing shews this more plainly than the newly-coined term, epiphenomenon,
now applied in this connexion.
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the grounds of B’s inference, which are the only immediate
realities for him, are to be regarded as the causes of which A's
immediate experiences are merely effects, then B’s experience
and A’s are on a wholly different footing. When A treats B's
experience in the same fashion we get the world in duplicate:
(1) as original and outside, ze. as cause, and (2) as copied within
each percipient’s head, 7e. as distinct ¢ffect.  But when B inter-
prets his own experience as he had interpreted A’s, we seem
to have lost the one real world altogether. In presence of
this dilemma, the philosophers of our time, as already said,
are feeling it needful to revise their psychology. The question
of method is vital. If the psychophysical standpoint were the
more fundamental, psychology would be based on physiology,
and the old concept of sensation might stand. But what in
that event would become of epistemology it is not easy to say.
If, on the other hand, it is the exclusive business of psychology
to analyse and trace the development of individual experience
as it is for the experiencing individual, then—however much
neurological evidence may be employed as a means of ascertain-
ing psychological facts—the facts themselves must be scrupu-
lously divested of all physical implications. The psychophysical
method then takes a secondary place, and the objective reality of
‘sensory’ presentations stands unimpeached.

The duality of subject and object in experience compels us
also to protest against the description of sensations as ‘states of
consciousness.” Since it is the subject, not the object that is
conscious, the term state of consciousness implies strictly a
subjective reference; and so is inapplicable to sensations, unless
they are regarded as subjective modifications, either affective or
active. The former view would identify sensation with feeling,
and this—for reasons already given—we must disallow. But
it is true that a sensation, like other presentations, implies the
subjective activity we call attention; it is not, howewver, a
modification or state of this activity, but the object of it. This
relation is expressed in German by means of the distinction
generally of Vorstellen and Verstellung and in the present case
of Empfinden and Empfindung; and German psychology has
gained in clearness in consequence. The distinction of con-
ception and concept (conceit) is to be found in older English
writers and was revived by Sir W. Hamilton, who suggested
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also the parallel distinction of perception and percept. It
would be a great gain if there were a corresponding pair of
terms to distinguish between ‘the sensing act’ and the object
‘sensed, as some have been driven to say. Reception and
recept at once occur and seem unexceptionable—apart, of course,
from their novelty!. At any rate, if we are to rest content
with our present untechnical terminology we must understand
sensations to mean objective changes as they first break in upon
the experience of our psychological individual; in this respect
Locke's figurative term ‘impression’ has a certain appropriate-
ness. So regarded, we may call them also simple presentations,
Whether any of our sensations now are actually simple as sensa-
tions is questionable, Certainly many that are commonly taken
to be such prove to be complex. But we shall best prepare for the
discussion of this question by considering first the characteristics
that what we ordinarily call a sensation is found to possess.

Characteristics of Sensations.

§2. A single sensation we find has not only a determinate
quality but it is also quaﬁtftativcly determined in respect of
intensity, protensity (or duration) and extensity®. A plurality
of properties, it may be said, straightway implies complexity of
some sort. This is obvious and undeniable : psychological—as
distinct from psychical *—analysis of simple sensations is possible,
and the description just given is reached by means of it. Such
analysis, however, presupposes the comparison of many sensations;

1 Reception does not in English suggest the taking dack of the Latin recipere ; it
expresses only the comparative passivity of sense. In contrast to percipere (to take
entire possession of) it implies the absence of that assimilation which is essential to
perception ; and finally it contrasts appropriately with retention. Romanes proposed
to use the term ‘ recept’ to distingnish what are often called ¢ generie images’ from
concepts proper; but in view of the English meaning of reception there is no special
fitness in this suggestion. I cannot but hope that some day this term may obtain
currency in the sense here proposed, and am pleased to note that Professor Sherrington
is leading the way from the physiological side.

* It is interesting to find Kant using these three terms together in a like sense.
Cf. Critigue of the Pure Reason, Max Miller’s trans., i. p. 69 fin.

# This distinction, though continually overlooked, is vitally important. By
psyekological analysis we mean such analysis as the psychological observer can
reflectively make, by pspchical analysis only such analysis as is possible in the
immediate experience of the subject observed.
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but to the complexity it discloses there is no answering plurality
discernible in the immediate experience of a single sensa-
tion. To make this clearer let us start from a case in which such
plurality can be directly verified. In a handful of rose petals
we are aware at once of a definite colour, a definite odour and
a definite ‘feel” Here there is a plurality (@ 4 4 + ¢), any item of
which can be withdrawn from our immediate experience without
prejudice to the others; for we can close the eyes, hold the nose,
or drop the petals on the table. Let us now turn to the colour
alone; this we say has a certain quality, intensity, extensity, &c.
But not only have we not one sense for quality, another for
intensity, another for extensity: we cannot reduce the intensity
to zero and yet have the quality remaining ; nor can we suppress
the quality and still retain the extensity. In this case then
what we have is not a plurality of presentations (a + &+ ¢), but
a single presentation having a plurality of attributes (aéc) so
related that the absence of any one annihilates the whole. But
though, as already said, such single presentation gives, as it
stands, no evidence of this plurality, yet it is to be remembered
that in actual experience we do not deal with sensations in
isolation ; here, accordingly, we find evidence in plenty to
justify our psychological analysis. In innumerable cases we
experience varieties of intensity with little or no apparent
change of quality, as happens, for example, when a sounding
pitch-pipe is moved towards or away from the ear; and con-
tinuous changes of quality without any change of intensity, as
happens when the pipe is shortened or lengthened without any
alteration of position. We may have tactual or visual sensations
which vary greatly in extensity without any striking change of
quality, and we may have such sensations in every possible
variety of quality without any changes of extensity. Sudden
and intense sensations of whatever quality tend to startle us into
attending ; whereas liminal sensations, even when sudden, are
only discernible when attention is definitely concentrated upon
them.

But such experiences besides revealing the diverse character-
istics of a sensation may serve also to bring out the mutual
relations of these characteristics. In contrast with its quality, the
intensity, extensity, and protensity of a sensation might be classed
together as quantitative. Again,in contrast to the indefinite and
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seemingly irreducible variety in the qualities of specific sensations,
their quantitative characteristics have severally a homogeneity
and generality which led Kant to treat them as epistemologically
a priori. All percepts, he said in effect, have extensive (spatial
and temporal) and intensive magnitude. Space and time, though
not indeed the same as extensity and protensity, nevertheless
presuppose them as simpler and more fundamental facts. To the
psychological analysis of Kant's day this however was unknown:
in substituting the one pair for the other then we are only
bringing Kant's epistemological principles, his so-called ‘ Axioms
of Intuition’ into line with our present knowledge. The first of
these axioms is for us tantamount to saying that every sensation
as a differentiation of the presentational continuum partakes of
the extensity which belongs to it; and the second means for us
simply that such differentiation as a change of process involves
duration. The title of Kant's next epistemological principle is
suggestive : he calls it * Anticipations of Perception.” He says,
in effect: “That every sensation and the phenomenal reality
corresponding to it must have intensive magnitude or degree
—this is a point we can (epistemologically) anticipate; what
specific qualities there will be we cannot (in any way) anticipate.”
Of qualities therefore in our sense Kant says nothing. But, in
bringing the intensity of sensations into close relation with reality
or what he calls “the transcendental matfer of all objects'’ as
‘things by themselves,’ he seems unwittingly to suggest that,
though experience alone can disclose w/hat qualities sensations
will have, we can at least ‘anticipate’ #af they will have qualities.
In other words, their * matter’ or intensity will have particular
‘forms " like the species intentionales of the scholastics or ‘sensible
ideas ' of Locke? though we cannot tell @ priosi what. Over and
above the quantitative or ‘mathematical’ constituents of ex-
perience, which Kant’s epistemological exposition explicitly
recognised, qualitative constituents are, then, also implied—a
position entirely in accord with psychological facts. But at this

I Cf. in the Critigue the section on Schematism, Miller's trans. p. 126 fin.; and
also ch. ii, § 4, p- 40 above.

2 Cf. “* Anticipations of Perception,” Max Miiller’s trans. p. 149. At an earlier
period Kant was more explicit: “In allen Erkenntnissen ist am Object: (1) die
Materie und die Form derselben, d. i. die Qualitit...zu bemerken "—that is to say,
Quality was recognised as a category. (Keflexionen Kants zur Kritik der reinen
Vernunft, edited by B. Erdmann, p. 173.)
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point a number of debateable questions arise to which we must
now turn. And first, the one already raised :—

Differentiation of Sensations.

§ 3. Canwe regard the sharply differentiated qualities of our
present sensations as primordial, or must we not rather seek for
evidence of their gradual elaboration, possibly from a single
primitive sensation ? Some psychologists have not only adopted
the latter alternative but have pushed it to such lengths as to
assume the existence of absolute ‘units of sensibility, all
identically the same. They then explain the unlikenesses in
our existing sensations as resulting “from unlike modes of
integration of these absolute units.” This is psychological
atomism of the extremest type: its physical analogue is to
be found not in the several chemical elements with which we
are familiar but in the single pristine element out of which
these are thought to be compounded. The sole evidence
advanced for such simple primordial sensation is physiological,
the supposed existence of a single nerve shock or ‘neural tremor,’
And it is true that in an extirpated nerve what is known as the
‘negative variation’ is approximately such an isolated event
of uniform quality. But the same cannot be said of what
happens during the stimulation of a nerve in situ, with its
peripheral and central connexions still intact. We have then
to deal with an event which varies with the character of the
nerve-terminals and with the state of the whole organism at
the time. And psychologically in such a case we should be
dealing with a differentiation of our presentational continuum,
no two of which differentiations are ever entirely the same

The only evidence apparently to which we can safely appeal
in this inquiry is that furnished by biology., Protoplasm, the
so-called ‘ physical basis of life, is amenable to stimulation by
every form of physical agency—mechanical, chemical, thermal,

L Cf G. H. Lewes, Problems of Life and Mind, vol. iii. (1879), pp- 250 5¢¢.;
H. Spencer, Principies of Prychology, vol. i. (1870), § Go.

* In agreement with this a brilliant advocate of psychological atomism, after
eflectively exposing in Leibnizian fashion the latent absurdities of a purely quantitative
atomism, decides for the opposite extreme, maintaining that the psychical Urelemente,
unlike the physical, are all qualitatively different. And of the two, this seems cer-
tainly the more philosophical position. Cf. Miinsterberg, Grundsige der Prychologie,
19oo, pp. 206 ff., 360 if.
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photical, electrical —with the single exception of magnetism; and
in keeping with this fact it is found that unicellular organisms
respond, and respond in ways more or less peculiar, to each of
these possible modes of excitation. Since, so far as is known,
there is no morphological separation of function in these lowest
forms of life, it is reasonably assumed that the single cell acts
the part of ‘universal sense-organ.’ Again, it is reasonably
assumed that the advance to such complete differentiation of
sense-organs as we find among the higher vertebrates has been
a gradual advance. Numerous facts can now be adduced of
the occurrence of ‘transitional’ or ‘alternating’ sense-organs
among the lower forms of multicellular animals; organs, that
is to say, which are normally responsive to two or more kinds
of stimuli, and thus hold an intermediate position between the
universal sense-organ of the Profosoa and the special sense-
organs of the Mammalia’. For example, a group of cells
which would respond towards all stimuli impartially, were they
independent unicellular organisms, become, as an organ in a
multicellular organism, amenable only to mechanical or only to
chemical stimuli—become, that is to say, an organ of touch
and of hearing, or an organ of taste and of smell. Finally,
when differentiation is sufficiently advanced, the group ends
by becoming exclusively the organ of one specific sense, touch
or hearing in the one case, taste or smell in the other®. Of

1 Cf. W. A. Nagel, “Die Phylogenese specifischer Sinnesorgane,” Ribliotheca
soologica (1894), pp. 1—42.

2 And when at length this stage of sensory differentiation is reached, then, any
stimulus of whatever kind, if effective at all, may occasion sensations of the same
fuality: e.g. whether the visual apparatus is affected by light, by mechanical pressure,
or by electric shock, visual sensations equally result. Facts of this kind have led to
the doctrine of the *specific energy of nerves’ which was first propounded by Johannes
Miiller and is still sud judice. Were we to accept this doctrine without reservation and
therefore to apply it to the lowest forms of life, where the organism functions as *universal
sense-organ,” we should have to conclude that primitive sensations are entirely without
qualitative diversity. But the variety in the reactions to stimulation even among the
Protosoa—and these furnish all the evidence of sensation we have in this case—makes
against such a conclusion. Moreover it would be very difficult to explain the diversity
we now experience through our several senses collectively, if primordial sensations
were absolutely homogeneous. On the other hand it would be equally difficult to
explain our supposed knowledge of the existence of diverse stimuli if sensory quali-
ties were entirely independent of this diversity—if, for example, one and the same
stimulus by affecting different sense-organs could give rise to all the sensory qualities
that we experience. [t seems obvious then that the doctrine of *specific energies’
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course the imperfectly specialised sensations, say of the leech,
and still more the wholly unspecialised sensations of the amoeba,
cannot be regarded as blends of some or all of those which we
are said to receive through our five senses. Differentiation is
not, either biologically or psychologically, the same as separation ;
nor, as has been already said, is the objective continuum, which
it presupposes, the same as a confused aggregation. On the
contrary, there is always objective (as well as subjective) con-
tinuity even in the most advanced experience. At the same
time, we must admit also that, even in the most elementary
experience there is always some differentiation’.

Keeping both these points in view, we are led to suppose that
sensations at the outset corresponded very closely with what is
called the general vital action of contact, light, heat, &c. as
distinct from the action of these stimuli on specially differentiated
sensory apparatus. The genial light, warmth and freshness
which we seek as exhilarating, or the sultry glare and stifling
heat which we avoid as depressing, furnish us with sensations of
this kind, and we can readily imagine them to exist—nay we
can actually experience them—without any apprehension of
the specific qualities we may now discern along with them.
The same may be said of the relish or nausea that we now
know as accompanied by definite tastes or smells, and of the
shudders now produced by scratching a pencil, or rubbing a dry
sponge, over a slate. In many cases we are still only aware
of some change of ‘symptom, more or less invigorating or de-
pressing, but too vague and unlocalised to justify the psycho-
logical use of the term ‘organic.’ This remark may be extended

requires limitation. And looking closer we find that the facts on which the doctrine
is based at once suggests one limitation of importance. We find, that is to say, that
stimuli are divided into two classes, adequate and inadequate. Thus light-waves are
the adequate stimuli for visual sensations and sound-waves for auditory sensations ;
electrical stimulation and mechanical pressure are inadequate, though effective stimuli
for both; and =0 on for all the other senses. In other words every sense normally
functions, and has assuredly been developed, solely en rapport with its natural or
‘adequate’ form of stimulus: the effects now found to result from inadequate stimuli
presuppose this adaptation and development, which they do nothing to explain and
could never have produced, though they are impossible without them. In short the
range of this doctrine is entirely physiological: it has no apparent relevance either
in biology or psychology. And even in physiology it is not true that any inadequate
stimulus will produce any sensation : it may be ineffective altogether.
1 Cf. above, ch. iv, § 2, p. 79.
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to the use even of ‘somatic,’ if somatic be taken to imply any
experience of the distinction of the organism from external bodies,
On the other hand those who prefer to speak of general feeling
(Gemeingefiiil) rather than of general sensation (Gemeinempfin-
dung) or to use the two terms indifferently are in the opposite
extreme, as has been already said?, if they assume that experience
consists primarily of purely affective states (Zustdnde) without
objective antecedents or consequents or if they regard the two as
originally identical. What is obviously lacking at the outset,
when differentiation is still inchoate, is not sensation as objective
in distinction from feeling as subjective, but rather the specific
objective diversity which advancing differentiation brings. But
the vagueness and generality of the experience described is no
reason for confusing the concepts used in its description. Again,
though less definitely discriminated, the earlier, and what we
call the lower, sensations are not any less concrete than the
later and higher. They have been called general rather than
specific; not because psychologically they lack any essential
characteristic of sensation which those acquired later possess;
but simply because physiologically they are not, like these,
correlated to special sense-organs.

Short, however, of resolving such sensations into combinations
of one primordial modification of consciousness, if we could con-
ceive such, there are many interesting facts which point clearly
to a complexity that we can seldom directly detect. Several of
our supposed sensations of taste, eg., are complicated with
sensations of touch and smell: thus the pungency of pepper
and the dryness of wine are tactual sensations, and their spicy
flavours are really smells. How largely smells mingle with
what we ordinarily take to be simply tastes is effectively brought
home to us by a severe cold in the head, as this temporarily
prevents the access of exhalations to the olfactory surfaces,
The difference between the smooth feel of a polished surface
and the roughness of one that is unpolished, though to direct
introspection an irresolvable difference of quality, probably
answers to the fact that several nerve-terminations are excited
in each case: where the sensation is one of smoothness all are
stimulated equally ; but where it is one of roughness the ridges
compress the nerve-ends more, and the hollows compress them

1 Cf. ch. ii, § 3, pp. 44 1.
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less, than the level parts do. Hence we infer that such sensations
are really compounds of several.

The most striking instance in point, however, is furnished
by the differences in musical sounds, to which the name zimbre
is given. To the inattentive or uninstructed ear notes or ‘com-
pound tones’ appear to be only qualitatively diverse and not to
be complexes of simple tones. Yet it is possible with attention and
practice to distinguish these, as ‘partial tones,’ in a note produced
on one instrument, a horn, say, and to recognise that they are
different from those of the same note produced on a different
instrument, for example, a violin. In like manner many persons
believe that they can discriminate in certain colours, hence
called ‘mixed,’ the elementary colours of which they are held
to be composed ; red and yellow, for example, in orange, or blue
and red in violet; and the vocabularies of most languages
seem to bear them out in the frequency of terms such as bluish
oreen, yellowish green, and the like. It is at any rate certain
that orange resembles red on the one hand and yellow on the
other ; it very naturally therefore reminds us of these colours,
between which in the colour spectrum it invariably stands.
But it is also certain that we cannot distinguish two colours in
orange or purple in the sense in which we distinguish partial tones
in a note or notes in a chord. Yes, it may be replied, but that
only amounts to saying that the complex colour is not a plurality :
it does not prove that it is not a blend or mixture of simple
or primary colours—which is all that is maintained. In other
words the note, like the chord, is a sensation-complex, the
secondary colour is a complex sensation. If now from the fact
that such a secondary colour resembles the primary colours on
either side of it we could straightway infer that it mus? consist
of both, the question would be positively settled. To many this
has seemed a valid argument ; nevertheless, as we shall see later
on’, in the particular case of sensory continua this argument fails
to apply. But we may see at once that if this argument were
generally valid it would force us to conclude that a tone, since
this also resembles the two between which it is intermediate,
ought to be a blend of both; whereas, in fact, as Ebbinghaus
pointed out? the tone &, though as regards pitch having a certain

1 Cf. below, ch. xiii, § 2.
* H. Ebbinghaus, Grundziige der Piychologie, gte Auf., 1911, i. p. 201 fin.
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resemblance to ¢ and ¢, its neighbours on either side, differs
widely from the chord ¢—e, which is made up of these. Nay
further, so far as bare resemblance is concerned, the argument in
question ought to lead us to conclude that red is complex, for
it resembles purple on the one side and orange on the other.
Thus even if we could argue from mutual resemblance to com-
plexity we should still have to determine where the complexity
lay ; in the orange or in the red. It is not, however, enough to
know that there may be two physical or two physiological pro-
cesses, or both, concerned in the sensation of orange, whereas in
the sensation of (saturated) red, these processes are always
single. The one thing essential after all is that in the sensation
of orange its components—if it be a compound—should be in
some sort distinguishable. ‘Mixture’ in any literal sense of the
word is not a term appropriate to psychology ; and hence—so
far as immediate experience is concerned—we seem driven to
deny the existence of complex sensations and to recognise only
sensation-complexes.

In all cases where the presence of such sensation-complexes
is beyond dispute the partial sensations can be distinguished
by discernible differences of extensity (and often of intensity).
Thus if the skin be touched by the point of a hot or cold
bradawl, the temperature sensation has not the punctual character
of the touch, but seems rather to surround this as a sort of
penumbra. Similarly the ground-tone of a clang-complex has
not only a greater intensity but also a greater extensity than
any of the over-tones’. There is too in such cases a certain
rivalry or antagonism between the complex as an unanalysed
whole and the complex as analysed, and even between the
several partial sensations after such analysis. Such differences
are no doubt often due to differences in the distribution of atten-
tion brought about by practice, expectation, interest, and the
like ; but they are sometimes due to physiological variations in
stimulation consequent on partial exhaustion or recuperation?:
both alike however point to the underlying presentational com-
plexity. In the absence of such evidence it is unwarrantable to
infer psychical complexity from complexity in the physical
stimuli or in the processes which they immediately set up.

1 Cf. Stumpf, Teugsychologie, ii. pp. 58 f.
2 Cf. Stumpf, ep. cif., i. pp. 360 .
w. P 8
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White light, for example, is physically the most complex of all
light, whereas the sensation of white is not only simple but
probably the most primitive of our visual sensations. It is
difficult to give any clear meaning to the statement that two
sensations become one sensation or that one sensation has two
qualities. It seems best therefore to define a sensation as the
simplest element in our analysis of the objective factor in ex-
perience. It is complex, indeed, inasmuch as it has a plurality
of characteristics, but any further complexity would seem to be
most appropriately described as due to a plurality of sensations,
since the only evidence of such further complexity that is psy-
chologically admissible is a discrimination of qualities.

We find, however, some indirect evidence of the complexity of
our existing sensations in the variations in quality that in certain
special cases accompany variations in intensity, extensity, and
duration. With the exception of (saturated) red, all spectral
colours! give place, sooner or later, to a mere colourless grey as
the intensity of the light diminishes, and all in like manner
become indistinguishably white after a certain increase of inten-
sity. A longer time is also in most cases necessary to produce
a sensation of colour than to produce a sensation merely of light
or brightness : the solar spectrum seen for a moment appears
not of seven colours but of two only—faintly red towards one
end and blue towards the other. Very small objects, again, such
as coloured specks on a white ground, though still distinctly seen,
appear as colourless if of less than a certain size : the relation
between their intensity and extensity being such that within
certain limits the intenser they are the smaller they may be
without losing colour, and the larger they are the fainter in like
manner. Similar facts are observable in the case of other senses,
so that generally we seem justified in regarding what we now
distinguish as a sensation as probably complicated in several
respects. In other words, if psychical magnification were possible,
we might be directly aware that sensations which we now regard
as simple were really complexes—that they consisted, that is, of
two or more sensational elements or changes, different in quality,
of uniform or variable intensity, and occurring either simultane-
ously or in regular or irregular succession. So much for the

! The light is supposed to be thrown on a perfectly black ground. CI. v. Kries,
Lhe Gestehts-empfindungen wund ihrer Analyse, 1882, pp. 81, 8a.
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general nature of sensations; we have next to consider (1) their
quantitative and (2) their qualitative properties in more detail.

Quantitative Continuily.

§ 4. Every sensation within the fields of consciousness has
sensibly some continuous duration and seems sensibly to admit
of some continuous variation in intensity and extensity. But
whether this quantitative continuity of presentational change is
more than apparent has been questioned. Sensations of almost
liminal intensity are found to fluctuate every few seconds, and,
as already remarked, when the threshold of intensity is actually
reached, they seem intermittently to appear and disappear, a
fact which Hume long ago did not fail to notice!. The results
of numerous experiments, however, justify the conclusion that
these variations are due primarily to oscillation of attention,
and furnish so far no ground for the assumption that even the
liminal sensation is discontinuous. Again, we can only detect a
difference of intensity when this is of finite amount and bears
a certain constant ratio to the initial intensity with which it is
compared—a fact commonly known as Weber's Law—so that,
although the stimulus may be augmenting continuously, incre-
ments in the intensity are only apprehended per salfum. This
imperfection in our power of discrimination is, however, no proof
that our sensations vary discontinuously ; and not only is there
no positive evidence in favour of such discontinuity, but it is
aitogether improbable on general grounds. Lastly, there isalways
more or less distinctness in the several nerve-endings as well as
isolation of the nerve-fibres and neurons themselves. The skin,
for example, when carefully explored, turns out to be a complex
mosaic of so-called ‘spots,’ severally responding to stimulation
by sensations of pressure, heat, cold, and pain. But from this to
argue that the extensity of a sensation is really a mere aggregate
without any continuity is on a par with calling a lake a collection
of pools because it is fed by separate streams. If it could be
shewn that in the brain as a whole there is no functional con-
tinuity a formidable psychophysical problem would no doubt
arise. Meanwhile, however, whatever the number of nerve-
endings or of neurons with which it is correlated, there is nothing

U Tyeatise of Human Nature, Green and Grose's edn., i. p. 347 fin
&—z
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to hinder us from now regarding as one, a sensation that seems
extensively and intensively continuous as well as qualitatively
simple.

The so-called quantitative characteristics of sensations—
intensity, protensity, extensity—is a difficult topic. Of all three
alike it must be noted that none of them—not even extensity,
as actually experienced —is a pure quantity, in the sense, that is,
of being divisible into homogeneous and interchangeable parts.
But the right of extensity to be regarded as an attribute of all
sensations whatever has been often disputed. Many are willing
to recognise its presence in sight and touch but nowhere else.
The difficulty commonly felt in distinguishing between extensity
and space has probably been in most cases the chief ground for
insisting on this restriction. It is indeed true that the only
space we perceive is either tactual or visual; we cannot make
lines or figures out of auditory or olfactory ‘positions’: the
positions to which we may at length refer other sensations are
always directly perceived either through sight or touch. But
these facts, since they really do nothing to prove that other
sensations have not extensity, are after all beside the mark.
Why sight and touch have such preeminence in respect of
spatial perception we shall see later on

Meanwhile the question is not whether other sensations are
localised but simply whether in them we find anything analogous
to that quantitative variation that distinguishes the bare ‘ feel’ of
a penny from that of a pin-point or the mere sight of a glow-
worm in the darkness from that of a forest on fire. The clearest
case is that of organic sensations, for they may all differ unques-
tionably in respect of massiveness or voluminousness while re-
maining qualitatively unchanged. The importance of this fact
can hardly be underrated, if it be true—as we have seen reason
to suppose—that specific sensations are due to the differentiation
or development of a primitive general sensibility or coenacst/iesis®.
For differentiation implies the advent of new characteristics, not
the lapse of old ones. If then extensity pertains to the general
sensibility it is not likely to be wanting in any of the special

! Cf. below, ch. vi, 8§ 3-3.

* Cf. above, § 3. The influence on the extensity of various specific sensations
both of drugs and of cerebral diseases that affect the peneral coenaesthesis is well
known. Cf. Carpenter, Mental FPhysiology, 1874, pp. 642 .
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sensations differentiated from it. But much of the evidence
supposed to prove the extensity of sensations of taste and
smell and even of sound is more or less faulty. Tastes and
smells, for example, are often regarded as localised when they
are in fact only complicated with touches that are localised ;
and smells may even be confused with tastes as in eating
confections of cinnamon or vanilla, which yield all three kinds
of sensation together. But that a sensation of taste may be
more or less extense one may readily experience by first apply-
ing a spot of eau sucrée to the tongue and then filling the mouth
with it. A similar experience with smell is hardly possible;
because the normal stimulus here is always gaseous and so
is at once diffused over the whole olfactory surface, at any
rate of one nostril. But there are some who think they dis-
cern slightly more massiveness when the stimulation is binasal
than when it is not. Human beings, however, for the most
part have little or no power of discriminating the excitation
of one olfactory surface from that of the other. Nevertheless
‘there is every reason to believe that dogs possess this power to
a remarkable extent’. In their case to all appearance binasal
(olfactory) sensations and movements are complicated much as
binocular sensations and movements in our own?®: they seem
to perceive by smell somewhat as we perceive by sight. The
point of this is that although we cannot infer localisation from
extensity we can infer extensity from localisation®,

Reference has already been made* to the fact that the
quantitative characteristics of presentations are all as Aristotle
said, ‘relative to us.” But it is just the peculiarity of this rela-
tivity that makes it difficult to describe them clearly ; for we
have no direct means of equating the standards of one subject’s
immediate experience with those of another : in every immediate
experience there is, as we have said, a certain absoluteness.
Proceeding indirectly however the way is easier. The extensity
of a given sensation as a continuous quantity is relative to the
presentational continuum as a whole, but this as Zofum objectivum

1 Cf. Romanes, Mental Evolution in Animals, 1883, p. 93

2 Cf. L. Edinger, Forlesungern iiber den Ban der nerveisen Centralorgane, gte Aufl,
1893, pp. 55860, for anatomical evidence.

# As regards the extensity of auditory sensations, see below, § 6.

¥ ch. iv, § =.
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is for the subject, so to say all there is, is the universe. Never-
theless we have come to know that it is immediately correlative
to the organism as the concomitant of the primitive coenaesthesis,
in which we find specific sensations to be grounded. Shall we
then say, for example, that when a beetle is immersed in the bath
(with Bain) the extensity of their ‘body-sense’ varies in some
sort with the size of their bodies? Must we not rather say

The poor beetle that we tread upon

In corporal sufferance finds a pang as great

As when a giant dies?
So doing we should recognise what we may call the subjective
factor in extensity.

As regards the intensity of sensations—or, indeed, of all
presentations whatever'—there is a close connexion between
the objective intensity for a given subject and the distribution
of his attention at the time of presentation. If a sensation is
out of the focus of attention, it has effectively and actually for
the experient himself not only less clearness—stands out less from
the general field—but it has also less intensity than when
attention is concentrated upon it. Though seemingly a matter
of everyday experience yet this is a question about which psycho-
logists have long differed and differ still. But the disagreement
is probably to be explained partly by a bias that even the
psychologist and especially the ‘physiological psychologist’
cannot readily overcome, and partly by a misapprehension as to
what is here maintained. As to the first point, we are all aware
in ordinary life that the intensity of any given sensation depends
primarily upon certain physical quantities and varies directly in
some proportion as these vary. Hence, since our habitual
standpoint is the physical, not the psychological, we conceive
sensory objects as having an intensity of their own regardless of
the attention—whether more or less—that their presentation
may secure : in other words we conceive them as objects per se
apart from presentation altogether. Even if he disowns such
transcendental realism the physicist must still assume that
subjective sources of variation are eliminated. In the ‘objective
mind’ to which he implicitly appeals there are no subjective
grounds for variation, and attention is therefore regarded as
constant, as only objectively determined. But psychologically

1 CF. above, ch. iv, § &.
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we cannot, of course, assume this: here we find feeling and
subjective selection necessarily entail variations in an attention
that is always limited. But, as to the second point, we do not
and could not assume that variations in what I have termed
‘the effective intensity’ of a sensation—and this alone imme-
diately concerns us—produce any variation in the physical
stimulus, to which what we might call ‘the inherent intensity’
of a sensation corresponds. All that we maintain is a certain
connexion between this ‘epistemologically objective’ intensity
and that intensity which is only ‘psychologically objective” We
learn (1) that concentration of attention increases and its diver-
sion diminishes the latter (effective) intensity, in circumstances
where physically there is nothing to prevent the former (inherent)
intensity from remaining uniform; and (2) that, in circumstances
where we are aware of no previous change in the distribution of
attention, the effective intensity of a presentation is nevertheless
increased or diminished when certain physical concomitants are
increased or diminished. Also when we talk of ##¢ intensity of a
sensation we mean its maximal intensity, that intensity which it
has when we concentrate attention upon it. We conclude then
that concentration of attention upon some presentations lowers
the intensity of others in the same field, whether the concentra-
tion be voluntary or non-voluntary; and also that—though only
within limits—increasing attention voluntarily has an effect on
the intensity of a presentation similar to that of increasing its
intensity from the physical side. It would not perhaps be
difficult to account for our inability to concentrate attention
beyond a certain point, though we might have to call the
physiologist to our aid. But at any rate it seems on the whole
certain that there is a subjective as well as an objective factor in
what we speak of psychologically as the intensity of a presenta-
tion.

The protensity ascribed to a sensation is—in a sense—the
equivalent of the duration of the stimulus upon which its pre-
sentation primarily depends. But of this duration as immediately
experienced, the subject, and not the stimulation as an external
change, furnishes the measure, a measure that varies widely from
subject to subject—according to the Zempe of each—and even
somewhat for the same subject from time to time—according to
circumstances—independently of ‘objective’ duration. Here
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again, then, there is a subjective factor involved. The further
consideration of all this however we must for a while deferk

Sensations of Sight,

§ 5. Turning to the quality of sensations—there is a vast
literature devoted to sensations of sight in relation to the con-
comitant physiological processes and the physical stimuli, on
which these processes depend. But psychology is directly con-
cerned with neither; and it is specially important in the interests
of psychophysical investigation itself that the psychologist as
such should most scrupulously avoid any risk of confusion here.
Confining ourselves then strictly to what is of purely psycho-
logical import, we have to note first that the primitive sensation
of sight consists only of the single quality we call ‘light,) a
quality which ranges in intensity from the zero of complete
darkness—for us an ideal limit*—up to a dazzling brightness
that becomes painful and blinding.

The first responses to light stimulation seem to be very
much on a par with our own to diffused heat or cold: some
creatures seek the light and others avoid it; the worm, for
example, on a sudden flash of light withdrawing into its hole,
and the bee sallying forth from its hive only in the sunshine.
As little as our temperature-sense at present yields us a
perception of form just as little does their light-sense yield
these creatures any. Not until the stage of visual spatial
perception is reached, and some discrimination of form is pos-
sible, do black and white attain the meaning they have for
us. In ordinary language—primarily at any rate—we apply
these terms only to shapes or ‘things’: to use Helmholtz's
terminology, they are ‘body-colours®’ A coloured object can
be perceived only when its colour differs from that of the
surrounding visual field: so far black as a ‘secondary quality’
is on a par with other colours, and for practical purposes would
be equally entitled to the name, even if there were black
objects devoid of all lustre and absolutely absorbent of light.

' Cf. below, ch. viii, § 4.

* A limit actually never attained, inasmuch as intra-organic excitations are
invariably present even in perfectly healthy persons and these give rise to what is
popularly ealled *light-dust,” ‘the retina’s own light’ (Eigenlicht der Netzhaut) as
Helmholtz named it.

3 Physiologische Optik, ate Ausg. 5. 322.
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But there is still an important difference: in a light field many
colours may be distinguished but in a dark field none. Though
it is correct to speak of percerving a black object, must we not
then maintain that, so far as it is really black, the object yields
us directly no semsation? Its so-called ‘black’ colour answers
only to a dark portion of the visual field, and with this causa
deficiens on the sensation level—to adopt an apt comparison of
Meinong’s—there corresponds a positive percept; but only because
some form or other is demarcated by the rest of the field, which
does yield positive sensations. Similarly the piper is said to
“feel’ the holes in his whistle when actually he only touches the
solid metal in which they are pierced ; or the soldier is said to
hear the tattoo though he has no auditory sensation of the
silence intervening between successive taps on the drum. An
obvious means of differentiating between ° positive’ and ‘nega-
tive' sensations here suggests itself :—The order in which the
first occur is immaterial ; but the second—that is the absence of
certain sensations—can only be experienced, when preceded by
their presence. We can begin with, say, rough or smooth, ¢ or ¢,
red or blue ; but we cannot begin by experiencing the impalpable,
the inaudible, or the invisible.

A distinctly probable hypothesis, held to apply to all the
senses, is sometimes appealed to here. It assumes that our
sense-organs, even when free from all external stimulation, still
retain their functional ‘tone’ in virtue of the trophic processes
that restore their efficiency when they are seemingly at rest.
Such ‘tonal sensations’ (Stimmungsempfindungen)' distinguish
the normal man’s state when seeing nothing from the state of
the congenitally blind man, who has never seen at all. There
is something positive in the one case that is absent in the other.
Moreover this ‘tonal sensation’ or positive awareness of some-
thing is one experience in connexion with seeing and another in
connexion with hearing: the first is an optical rather than a
visual sensation, the second an aural rather than an auditory
one. It was on these lines that Helmholtz dealt with black.
He began by restricting black to a certain property perceived as
pertaining to bodies; but then, almost immediately, he pro-
ceeds :—* Black is an actual sensation, ze a perception of a
definite state of our organ, even though it is brought about

! Volkmann, Lehrbuch der Fsychologie, 1873, 1. §§ 33, 30, pp. 226, 247.
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through lack of all light.” The perception of a certain body-
colour and the perception of a certain *state of our organ’ are
then both to be called black. Now a black state may be pro-
duced in a body, say, lunar caustic, by the presence of light ; can
it be maintained that it is to the same black state that our organ
is brought by the abdsence of light and that the perception of both
these blacks is the same? A specific sensation is never a sensa-
tion—still less a perception—of the state of its sense-organ as
such. We have ‘tonal sensations, it may be, but they are
organte sensations simply. They give however what point there
is to the indisputable contention of Helmholtz and others that
we do not refer the darkness we are aware of to our hands or our
ears. But on this ground to contend that darkness equally with
licht is a positive sensation, is to confound the difference between
positive and privative. Hering, who also identifies darkness with
tonal sensations, is the chief champion of its specific and positive
character. The facts which he has marshalled in support of this
position are prima jfacte so striking that most people are at once
convinced® Nevertheless, when critically examined this doctrine
has been found to be hampered with serious objections that,
whether answerable or not, have so far only been ignored. “ But
what is the use of attending to people who reject the plain
testimony of their senses?” it is said. It is precisely here that
the weakness of the whole case lies. What is observation and
what is inference is proverbially a difficult matter to determine.
The mere enumeration of the errors thus occasioned would be a
very long task and most of them pertain to the sense of sight,
And that is the case simply because sight, ‘ the most intellectual
sense,’ is the most overlaid with perceptual interpretations of its
bare ‘sense-data®’ The perception of black as a secondary quality
of bodies nobody will question, but to maintain, as Hering does,
that as a sensation it is the polar opposite of white and admitting
of an equally dazzling intensity is an affront to common sense,
What, in that case, would be the use of eye-lids? But this need-
less paradox has involved other blemishes in an otherwise
admirable theory.

1 Op. cit. p. 334.
% T have to confess that I was long among the number. Mr W. M*Dougall, who'
also now dissents, has made a like admission. Mind, 1901, p. 52 fin.

¥ CI. von Kries, Nagel's Handbuch der Physivlogie, Bd. 111. 1905, pp. 239 ff.
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Is there any justification for speaking of visual sensations
without luminosity : must we not rather maintain that in absolute
darkness we should not see black, since we should not see at
all'? No doubt we are prone to identify the two concepts,
darkness and blackness, for what we may call their sensory
content is the same—wiz, the absence of visual sensation?

Whereas the only diffused light we need consider is that
emitted by the sun? the light transmitted by the things about
us is of different wave-lengths and the photochemical effects of
these waves on protoplasm are likewise different. As soon as
visual forms can be distinguished a qualitative differentiation
among light sensations over and above the guantitative differ-
ences of lighter and darker, that might suffice for their recog-
nition as forms, would become advantageous: sour grapes
could then be known from ripe ones and nauseous caterpillars
detected among wholesome ones, without continual tasting.
The first colours to be differentiated, it has been supposed, were
probably yellow and blue*, or—perhaps it would be truer to
say—‘warm’ colour and ‘cold’ colour; upon which there

1 Again the cessation of light entails no change for the stone-blind, who cannot
see, just as the cessation of sound makes none to the stone-deaf, who cannot hear;
whereas for the normal man it is quite otherwise; for he, since he can see and hear,
experiences the change; and we say he then sees or hears ‘nothing.” We may call
this ‘nothing’ darkness or stillness, but we may not call it a positive sensation.

* T bave tried to deal with this troublesome question more fully in an article
entitled : **Is ‘Black® a Sensation,” Brit. fi. of FPsychology, 1903, vol. 1. pp. 407-27.
Cf. especially A. Fick, Sitsungsber. d. phys.-med Gesellschaft. 5. Wiirsburg, 1900, pp.
g-15; von Kries, of. cit. p. 273 ; W. McDougall, Mind, 1901, pp. 94 ff.

¥ The experiments of Paul Bert, Lord Avebury and others shew that where
environments illuminated by light of different wave-lengths are provided, some of the
lower forms of life (Daphnia pulex, &c.) select the brightest. But this is so far no
evidence of colour discrimination; and in fact these creatures shew no preference in
respect of the colour of objects. Cf. V. Graber, Helligheits- und Farbensinnes der
Tdeve, 1884, Abschn. i.

¥ It is assumed that the physiological differentiation of the retina has advanced
from the centre, where vision is most distinct, towards the margin where it is least so;
and it is found that stimulation of the margin in all cases yields only achromatic
sensations, stimulation of a certain intermediate zone only sensations of yellow and
blue, and central stimulation alone sensations of every hue. Further, total colour-
blindness is extremely rare and usually accompanied by other defects; they can
hardly therefore be regarded as cases of reversion. Two forms of red-green colour-
blindness are however comparatively common and might be so regarded: the last
acquisition, as often happens, being the first to fail. On the other band there are
very few recorded cases of so-called blue-yellow colour-blindness and the right inter-
pretation of these is uncertain.
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followed a further differentiation of the warm colour into red
and green. The four colours, red, yellow, green and blue are
called psychologically principal colours: in numerous languages
too they have distinctive names, whereas the so-called sudsidiary
colours are either denoted by combining these names, as greenish
yellow, bluish green, or by using the name of some object
possessing the colour, as orange, violet, &c. There are facts to
justify this nomenclature. Starting from the red at one end of
the solar spectrum we can pass continuously to violet at the
other and on through (non-spectral) purple and carmine back
to the red again. Yellow marks a distinct turning-point in this
progress. For, as we advance, the intervening colours—scarlet
and orange for example—resemble red less and less and yellow
more and more (just as in travelling along a straight road the
distance from our starting-point steadily increases as that from
our goal diminishes); but in passing through and beyond the
yellow itself we lose the old indication of getting further from
red: the colours which we now meet, on the other hand,
resemble yellow less and green more the further we advance,
till green itself is reached. In other words, in passing through
yvellow we have, so to say, changed our direction. From green
onwards the yellow milestones cease, like the red ones, when
yellow was reached: our direction, in other words, has again
changed. The same happens once more when we get to blue,
whence by a last change of direction we return to our starting-
point in red. The course we have traversed then may be repre-
sented by the boundary of a quadrilateral, the four colours at the
angles, where its direction changes, being on this account entitled
to the name of principal colours. It is within the competence
of experimental psychology to determine the form of this
boundary; but for merely descriptive purposes it will be simplest
and sufficient to regard it as a square. But the whole surface
of our square—as well as its boundary—can be shewn to
represent colours as soon as we take account of new differences
among them, commonly known as degrees of saturation. The
colours in the boundary are said to have the maximum of
saturation and are often called pure colours or colour-tones in
contradistinction to those lying within the boundary. These,
appearing as if more or less diluted with white-——as we may
for the present call it—or as this white more or less tinged
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with colour, are called tints; while the white itself as the
common starting-point of the series of tints becomes the
‘neutral tint’ For our qualitative account of the facts of
colour-sensation again it will suffice to place this neutral tint
at the intersection of the two diagonals of our square and to
regard the surface as a plane. Proceeding outwards from this
central and neutral point along any straight line in the plane
we shall then have a series of tints of one colour, but paler
or less saturated the nearer they are to the centre and deeper
or more saturated the nearer they are to the boundary. It is
reasonable to suppose that as the colour-sense developed the
length of these lines increased, that the earliest blue or yellow
tones, for example, were less rich and full than those of which
we now have experience ; and, as we certainly have no grounds
for assuming that this development is complete, we can only
apply such terms as pure and saturated to the colours on the
boundary of our square in a relative sense. They are the purest
we now experience, but others still purer are perfectly con-
ceivable ; in other words the area of our square cannot be
regarded as absolutel.

So far we have found our visual sensation advancing from
the single quality represented by our central point of neutral
tint to a continuum of one dimension, as in the blue-yellow
vision of ordinary colour-blindness; and finally to a continuum
of two dimensions, as in normal sight. But when we also take
into account the continuous variations of intensity or differences
of ‘light’ and ‘shade’ that may occur, we have need of a third
dimension to represent these. Through the centre of our colour
square (answering to a shade which we may now call medium
grey) a straight line may be drawn, making certain angles with its
diagonals—of which angles more presently. This neutral axis
will terminate on the lower side in a point representing the zero
intensity we call pure black and in the upper in a point answering
to the maximum intensity we call pure white. Lines parallel to
this central axis will then represent a series of coloured shades.
But now it is, we might say, a priori evident, and at any rate
certainly the fact, that all colour-tones and tints alike will, as

! In point of fact the saturation of any of the spectral colour-tones is increased by
looking steadily for a few seconds at its so-called complementary colour (green in the
case of red, yellow in that of blue) immediately before looking at the colour itself.
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their intensity diminishes, approximate towards the dark pole,
and will all alike end there when their intensity is ##/: in the
night when, as Hegel used to say, all cows are black. It is also
a fact, though one we could scarcely have anticipated, that all
alike, as their intensity approaches the maximal, converge
towards the light pole. We may give expression to these facts
then by drawing lines—which for descriptive purposes we may
take as straight—from the angles of our square to the two
extremities or poles of our colourless axis. And so we obtain
what is called the colour octahedron, a figure
that is to say consisting of two pyramids having
a common base in the colour square ; the apex
of the one which contains the lighter shades
corresponding with the maximal intensity or
white and that of the other, containing the
darker shades, corresponding with zero intensity
or absolute black. The intensity of the most
saturated yellow, which forms one angle of the
colour square, is decidedly greater, while on
the other hand the intensity of the most satu-
rated blue, occupying the opposite angle, is decidedly less, than
that of the median grey situated at the square’s centre. Thus
in the light pyramid the side connecting the white and yellow
will be proportionately shorter than that connecting the white
and the blue; and wice versa in the dark pyramid: in other
words the base of the double pyramid will be tilted upwards on
the yellow side and downwards on the blue, as shewn in the
figure annexed.

Sensations of Seund.

§6. In dealing with the quality of auditory sensations it
will be best to begin with the simple sensations called tones:
the tone-complexes or clangs, which result from their combina-
tion, may then follow; and finally the moot question of noises.

Simple tones constitute a qualitative continuum of one
dimension, their so-called “pitch’: this may be represented by
a straight line ranging between two more or less indefinite
extremes. If intensity, that is to say ‘loudness,’ be taken into
account we have, of course, a continuum of two dimensions.
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The two extremes are more or less metaphorically distinguished
by terms which indicate further quantitative or qualitative dif-
ferences or rather qualitative accompaniments and associations.
Thus we contrast deep, dull and grave as one extreme, with
high, bright and acute as the other. As we approach the
lower limit the tones become less ‘even’ and continuous; at
length distinct, more or less pervasive, tremors are ‘felt’ rather
than heard ; till finally these alone persist as distinct impulses
(on the ear-drum) after the limit of audible tones is passed.
The highest tones again if at all loud or near are accom-
panied by tactual, often more or less painful sensations, as if
the ear were pierced by a fine needle'; and this characteristic
increases much more quickly than the perceptible difference of
tone, as the upper limit of audibility is neared. This connexion
of auditory with tactual sensations confirms the independent
evidence of biclogy pointing to an original differentiation of
sound from touch. In keeping with these facts, though doubt-
less not wholly in consequence of them, the tone-continuum is
also universally regarded as steadily diminishing in massiveness
or extensity as the pitch increases.

The special characteristics of tone-complexes or clangs, as
distinct from other sensation-complexes, are due to the re-
markable analytic power which belongs to the sense of hearing
—in man at least. Two colours cannot be simultaneously
presented unless they are differently localised, but several
tones may form one complex whole within which they, as
‘partial tones,’ are distinguishable though spatially undiffer-
entiated. The simplest case is that of the single clang or
‘note.” It consists of a ground tone—always the strongest—
from the pitch of which the note is named, and of a discrete
series of over-tones, increasing in pitch but diminishing in
intensity, and corresponding to the series of partial vibrations
in the source of the sound. The periods of these partial vibra-
tions may form an ascending order of multiples (2, 3, 4, ...) of the
period of the ground-tone, and the partial tones are then called
harmonic: when this relation does not hold they are called
inharmonic. The clangs produced by musical instruments or
by human song belong to the former class, which is the only one

L Cf. W. Preyer, Usber die Grenzen der Tonwakrnchmung, 1876, pp. 21 ff.; Hensen,
FPhysiolopie des Gehors, Hermann's Handbuck (1880), 111 ii. p. 112
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we need specially to consider here. The same note sounded
by different instruments or voices has in each case a distinctive
character, to which the name clang-tint or #imére is given. This
peculiarity is the result partly of attendant noises due to friction,
the mode of producing the sound, &c,, but chiefly to the number
and intensity of the constituent tones, the clang-tint or timbre
in the narrower, musical sense. The resulting diversities are
innumerable ; every kind of instrument, nay every single instru-
ment, like every single voice, has its distinctive individuality.
A continuum of timbres, as of noises, is thus out of the question;
though each particular voice or instrument will have its own
note-continuum. But the timbre will be apt to alter gradually
with the pitch, and the range to be less than that of simple
tones. In fact even a continuum of simple tones is rather an
ideal to which we can approximate than a reality which we
actually experience; and we may thus regard the simple tone
as the limit of the single clang, as a clang, 7e of one tone.

The terminology by which varieties of timbre are ordinarily
characterized is largely metaphorical: nevertheless it bears
evidence not only to the complexity of clangs but also to the
nature of their constituents, although the untrained hearer does
not—if we may so say—verify the analysis which the ear has
already made. Thus clangs that are called rich or full are those
in which a predominant ground-tone is accompanied with pro-
nounced over-tones ; while in those called thin, empty, aethereal,
the over-tones are scarcely audible. Again the clangs described
as hollow are those in which only the odd (1, 3, 5, ...) partial
tones are perceptible, as in the clarionet or in closed pipes, for
example; smooth clangs, such as those of the piano, open pipes,
&c., lack the higher over-tones (from the sixth onwards), while
in rough, sharp and piercing clangs, like those of ‘string’ or
brass instruments, these predominate. Roughness is an effect
of what are called beats: these are especially distinct in the
upper region of over-tones, and consist in the rapid waxing
and waning of intensity resulting from the summations and
interferences of the sound waves. Since smoothness depends
upon the uniform, roughness upon the irregular, stimulation of
a group of cutaneous nerves, the analogy of clangs with touches
is in this respect complete, and is so far an indication of their
extensity as well as of their complexity. This is further shewn
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by the differences underlying the contrasts of full, hollow, empty,
dull, sharp, penetrating and the like.

When two tones are sounded together they are said to be
either dissonant or consonant. The familiar facts so named
underlie thewhole structure of music!,and have engaged attention
for ages; though it cannot even now be said that they are satis-
factorily explained. As to the facts themselves, it is found in
the first place that dissonance is the rule and consonance the
exception ; for when the pitch of one of two distinguishable
tones is gradually altered while both are sounded together, they
remain dissonant save at a few isolated ‘intervals,’ which are
consonant in various degrees. So long as they are positively
dissonant they can be readily distinguished; but in perfect
consonance they are distinguished only by trained ears and
with more or less difficulty. The untrained hear only one tone,
and that of the same pitch as the lower (unless this is markedly
different in intensity). Taken alone, all this would naturally
lead us to account for the one case by some difference, and for
the other by some resemblance, to be found between the two
tones. But in point of fact difference, and the only qualitative
difference there can be, viz. difference of pitch, is present in boz/
cases. Moreover—within the ‘interval®’ of an octave—this dif-
ference may be less though the dissonance is greater; and it is
always greatest where the consonance is more perfect.

However agreement and difference in another sense are
present when, as is normally the case, both two tones are complex,
and so accompanied by over-tones. Then in the octave, the most
perfect consonance, there is no interference either between the
ground tones or their over-tones, and therefore no beats—in other
words the two notes accord or agree. But when we pass to the
less perfect forms of consonance, such interferences enter, and in-
crease as the degree of consonance decreases till the extreme of
dissonance or discord between the two is reached. Even with
simple tones such active agreement or disagreement may still

! As commonly understood, that is to say: cf. Helmholtz, Die Lehre von dew
Tonemppindrngen, 1877, pp. 385 0. The so-called music of the Veddas or the
Torres Straits islanders is quite another matter.

*# It is hardly necessary to point out that this familiar technical term is not itself
a difference or distance of the kind just mentioned. It corresponds rather to a ratio

between the differing pairs, a fact which had still further to distinguish between
‘-sonance ’ and pitch.

W. P. g
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be present; for though there are no over-tones, there are
still so-called ‘difference-tones,” one or more according as the
dissonance is more or less pronounced: these give rise to
beats and inter-tones, which aggravate the discord or conflict.
But still, it is said, they only aggravate it; for the imperfect
consonance or the actual dissonance remains when they are
eliminated. Such elimination may, it is supposed, be effected
either by increasing the interval, in which case the difference-
tones disappear; or by moderating the intensity of the primary
tones and presenting one to each ear. From such crucial in-
stances (?) it is inferred that the essence of consonance and
dissonance must lie in some relation of the primary tones
themselves to each other. And now how, when thus stript of
all accessories, are we to describe this essential relation?
What we have 1s two simple tones presented together. When
they are dissonant, there is a certain diversity—though the two
may be closely alike in pitch—such that, notwithstanding this
resemblance, they are always distinguished. When they are
consonant, though the two may differ widely in pitch, there is
always a certain affinity, such that, notwithstanding their differ-
ence, they are often not distinguished, though still distinguishable.
All which, it has been supposed, may be concisely summed up
by saying that in the latter case the tones are blended more
or less completely, while in the former case they have not
blended, and will not blend, at all. Moreover two notes may be
sounded one after the other—when blending is excluded by this
difference of time-order—and yet they may be consonant, and
that though the ‘interval’ between them is more distinctly
perceived. But consonance cannot depend on a literal blending,
for its constituent tones in that case could not be distinguished ;
and—when actually not distinguished—would, we should sup-
pose, sound like an intermediate tone and not like the lower of
the two'. We may however say that in cozsonance we are aware

U Cf. Stumpf, Tompsychologie, ii. 1890, §§ 19, 20. For Stumpf the blend is psy-
chologically as final as sensation itself. [ts physiological concomitant, he thinks, may
be a central ‘specific synergy’ or synthesis of the specific energies of the nerves con-
cerned (cf. above, p. 109, n. 2). But such central synthesis surely suggests psychical
assimilation at least. That the process is central Stumpf infers partly from the fact
that blending is possible in imagination. But again surely this poinis to some previous
psychical process. Finally he sketches very tentatively a possible genetic theory
which seems to bring his views very near to that advocated below.
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of a whole, which we may or may not fail to analyse, whereas in
dissonance we are aware of a disconnected plurality which we
cannot combine. Can this difference be explained ?

Analytical psychology at all events seems to furnish no clue,
but genetic psychology, based upon it, perhaps may do so. In
the first place it is to be remembered that normal experience is
and always has been confined to clangs or complex tones: the
approximately simple tones that are now artificially produced in
our laboratories and elsewhere lie altogether beyond it. We
may, then, reasonably suspect the earlier and commoner ex-
perience—that of the consonance or dissonance of complex
tones—to be the clue we are seeking to this consonance or
dissonance of simple tones, which is so nearly akin to an
ideal. Suppose it were possible to cure a man born stone-
deaf and to restrict his first experiences of sound to simple
tones, would he distinguish between consonance and disson-
ance as we do? This crucial question we have no means of
definitely answering. But, as Hensen has well said’, we should
expect that he would have to learn to hear just as if born blind
and cured he would have to learn to see. Bearing in mind the
actual course of our auditory experience, we have, in the second
place, to note the similarity in structure between a single har-
monic clang and two consonant tones or clangs: the partial
tones of the one may exhibit all the degrees of consonance
possible to the other two; and the more perfect the consonance
the closer the resemblance. Here then is an adequate basis for
the assimilation of the latter, whether they be simple or complex,
to the former®. An inharmonic clang—which is characterized
by its obtrusive beats—approximates more or less to a medley
of tones; and so, here again a basis is provided for the assimila-
tion of two dissonant clangs to such a complex tone. But if it
be verily true that simple tones sounded together can be per-
ceived not merely as diverse but as dissonant, even when beats
are altogether excluded, it is difficult to see how genetic psy-
chology can account for this. If however it be true that such
dissonance is only detected by musical experts, it may be argued

! Hensen, FPhysiologie des Gedfrs, Hermann's Sandbuch, 1L . p. 27.

2 Cf. Max Meyer, Zeitschr. f. Fiyek. xvii. (1898), p. 413; Krueger, Meumann's
Archiv f. d. gesammie FPsych. ii. (1904), pp. 42 fL; Wundt's Piyek. Studien, iv.
(1909), pp. 226 ff.; C. 5. Myers, Textbook of Experimental Fsychology, 1911, p. 55.

g—2
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that their judgment in this case is mediate or inferential, not
immediate or sensory: the difficulty would then disappear. And
on the whole facts seem to bear out this supposition?.

The psychological connexion between noises and tones has
long been a keenly controverted topic. The physical relation
of the two is clear enough: noises here, it is allowed, are com-
plexes of pendular vibrations and so presuppose these. But to
assume that the like holds good psychologically, that noises, like
clangs, must be true complexes, is certainly a mistake. Fish
and frogs have no ‘ear for music’ yet they are not deaf. The
biological evidence for the differentiation of tones from sound
is quite as conclusive as that for the differentiation of sounds
from touch. In the higher vertebrates the auditory apparatus
is more complicated, but certain elementary structures compar-
able to rattles and found even among the invertebrates, still
persist. What function have these? Among others the per-
ception of sound, it is maintained, but not the discrimination
of tone, for which they are not adapted. If cases were forth-
coming in which the discrimination of tones was lost while the
perception of noise was retained, or wice versa, such positive
evidence would be conclusive. Throughout an immense record,
however, not a single clear case of this sort is to be found. But
this negative evidence is not equally conclusive, especially not
in view of repeated instances of serious defects on the one side
without corresponding defects on the other®> And when the
continuity of the organ of hearing is taken into account this is
perhaps all that we ought to expect; save that a defective sense
for tones might be looked for more frequently if such sense is
later in development and correlated to a more complex and
differentiated structure, as is here maintained. It is true that
numerous gradations between noises and clangs are perceptible
to human beings. This however is scarcely to the point, the
physiologist could reply, for we have the requisite resonatory
apparatus. But even a so-called ‘momentary noise,’ such as
that of an electric spark or the thud of a steam hammer, still has
some pitch: so it is said, but the statement is very questionable.

1 Cf. Helmholtz, Tonempfindungen, 4th edn., pp. 328f. Helmholtz's statements
have been questioned, but it is doubtful whether they have been satisfactorily an-
swered.,

* Cf. Stumpl, Tonpsychologie, i. p. 402.
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So far as the impression is verily momentary and single,
so far the difference of ‘high’ or ‘low’ seems far more like a
difference of extensity than a difference of pitch. Again the
physiologist could reply that a single impulse could not, and in
fact does not, give rise to a tone. If now it be objected that there
are no instantaneous, single, and simple noises, it is enough to
remark that the nearer we approach to such a limit the more
the explosive character predominates. That most of our auditory
sensations are complexes of noises and tones is unquestioned?.
One such complex of special interest is human speech. In
this the consonants are almost pure noises whereas the vowels
approximate to tones, so much so indeed as to lead some recent
writers to identify the two. In that case however the vowels
should form a linear continuum as the tones do. On the
contrary, as it is in many ways interesting to notice, the vowels
are pretty definitely correlated only to certain fixed points in
the tone-continuum, points moreover which together form a
series of octaves—their order being #, o, a, ¢, # (as pronounced
on the continent)®. This is exemplified in many onomatopceic
names for sounds or for the creatures producing them. It is
also generally, perhaps always, true that the creatures volun-
tarily producing the most varied sounds have the most com-
plicated organs of hearing—a fact which confirms the biological
evidence for the differentiation of tonal sensations from noises®

The Lower Senses.

§ 7. Unlike the higher senses of sight and hearing, the lower
senses of touch, taste, smell, warmth, &c., do not constitute quali-
tative continua. ‘ Temperatures’ may indeed be represented as

U Cf. v. Hensen, Arch. f. Obrenhedli. xiii. (1886), pp. 60 f.; Stumpf, Tonpsychol.
ii. § 28.

* CI. the investigations carried out in Stumpf’s laboratory by Kohler, Zeitschr. f.
Psych. liv. (1910), pp. 241 ff,, viii. (1911}, pp. 59 f.

8 A propos of this connexion between the production and the perception of tone a
sugoestion of Kiilpe's is worth mentioning. Notwithstanding the greater difference
in pitch between the two tones of a given interval in a higher octave as compared
with a lower one, musical people—unlike the unmusical—regard the equality of both
cases as a matter of course, and that it by no means is. It becomes however more
comprehensible if we suppose that difference in the adjustment of the voeal chords in
singing the said interval is in both cases the same. CI Killpe, Grandriss der Psycho-
Jogrie, 1893, p. 110; also Stumpf, Tenpsychologie, i, pp. 339 ff.
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ranging in opposite directions between a zero of no sensation
and the organic sensations due to the destructive action at
both extremes of heat and cold alike. But the continuity in
each direction in this case is intensive rather than qualitative.
Tastes fall into the four distinct qualities known as sweet, sour,
bitter, saline ; but smells hardly admit of classification at all.
Unlike the higher senses again, these lower senses frequently
yield sensation-complexes from two or more of them: in a
draught of mulled claret, for example, we can discriminate
various ‘flavours’ as well as ‘aroma,’ astringence, and warmth,
Their treatment in detail, however, is for the most part mainly
of interest to the physiologist; though there are one or two
points calling for our notice in the case of touch and ‘tem-
perature Noteworthy first of all is their close connexion with,
we might almost say their primary inclusion within, the general
sensibility—as we have already remarked a propos of the ambi-
guity of the term ‘feeling’.’ So when differentiated as specific
senses, even in perception they are still beset with a certain
ambiguity because of the peculiar share of the body itself in
‘the physical basis’ of their stimuli. Thus when I say I feel
warm or cold, I refer to a certain state of my body, with which
I so far identify myself. But when we talk of specific sensations
of temperature such language has not the passable accuracy
there is in talking of a specific sensation of red. What is meant
15 neither a state of the body alone nor a state of the environ-
ment alone, but a varying relation between the two. As Locke
and Berkeley remarked—and indeed the ancient sceptics long
before them—water of a given temperature ‘sensed’ as warm
by one hand may be ‘sensed’ as cool by the other. For the
stimulus is not a temperature at all but a loss or gain of heat,
and the intensity of the sensation depends on the rate of such
loss or gain. But there is a further relativity still. The zero or
indifference point at which there is neither loss nor gain of heat,
or—to be more accurate—where the temperature is steady, varies
considerably for different parts of the body® A like local

I Cf. above, ch. ii, § 3, p. 41.

? The temperature of exposed parts of the body is usually considerably lower than
that of the rest, but there is still no sense of heat or cold unless it is raised or lowered ;
and after a fall of temperature there is a sensation of cold till the indifference point is
regained though all the while the temperature is rising, and #vce zersa afier a rise of
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relativity, as we might call it, pertains in a far higher degree to
the sense of touch and is peculiar to these two senses, since they
alone have an organ, the skin, coextensive with the whole super-
ficies of the body: we shall have presently to consider it further
under the title of ‘local signs’ Again the imperfect differentia-
tion that makes it inaccurate to describe the one sense as pre-
senting temperature also makes it inaccurate to speak of the
other as presenting pressure. The ‘adequate stimulus,’ to put
the matter physiologically and here most simply, is not neces-
sarily mechanical pressure: the same sensation may be the
concomitant of either pressure or tensionl

Still less sharply differentiated from the general sensibility
or coenaesthests are the many very various sensations which are
classed together as ‘organic,’ because we come later to refer
most of them to states of one or other of the internal organs,
as with hunger, thirst, dyspnoea, for example; though some, as
exhilaration or depression, are referred rather to the bodily
state as a whole. But the two are in fact inseparable, in so
far as the healthy working or otherwise of any organ tends to
increase or decrease the general sense of bodily comfort. In
other respects too these so-called organic sensations are ex-
tremely complex and difficult to analyse: they seem usually
to be not only complexes of simpler sensations but to involve
reflex actions as well>. They are nevertheless very important,
and we shall have to deal with them again in other connexions
later on.

Movement.

§ 8. Closely allied to organic sensations are the sensations
that we at first normally experience only when we react to such
sensations as are given: they belong to the active as distinct
from the passive or receptive side of experience, but are none
the less in themselves sensory. Like organic sensations they
are usually complexes, but are more readily analysed—so to
temperature. But, il the change persists, a new indifference point ensues in consequence
of adaptation. The “subjective’ relativity is thus altogether very great.

! Ci. T. Thunberg's article, Nagel's Handbuckh der Phystologie, 1907, iii. p. 658.

# Experimental psychology has already begun to throw some light on this intricate
subject. The following are worth consulting :—Articles by E. Meumann, Archiv f
die ges. Pychol. ix. (1907), pp- 26 fi.; xiv. (1909), pp. 279 fi.; and by F. E. O. Schultze,
xi. (1908), pp. 147 fI.
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say, experimentally—first by anaesthesia or paralysis, which
may suspend some of them, and secondly by movements of our
limbs or body, so-called * passive movements,’ effected externally.
Unlike many organic sensations, of which we are scarcely
conscious save when the organs are out of gear, these motor
presentations pertain exclusively to the normal working of such
organs as we directly control. These have their own strictly
‘organic sensations’ as in fatigue from excessive exercise, or
its opposite, that want of exercise which might be called
‘muscular hunger” In describing such complexes as motor
presentations, we need carefully to guard against importing
spatial implications into the term. As ‘sensed’ but not per-
ceived, they have extensity and protensity, but imply neither
time nor space nor motion.

But as normally experienced they have always one charac-
teristic of physical movement that does not belong to the mere
geometry of motion: though they do not directly and alone
suffice to make us acquainted with position or direction or velo-
city, certain of them do make us acquainted with *force’ both
as freely exerted and as more or less completely resisted. In
other words, though none of them as such are kinematic, there is
one constituent always present in ‘active movement’ that is
kinetic, or dynamic, using this term, as physicists do, to cover
both momentum and pressure. It may be thought that in * free’
unimpeded movements there is no sense of effort. But that
some effort is present, however unobtrusive, may be inferred
from the fact that even such movements, if continued long
enough, lead to fatigue. But the experience of force would be
of no practical avail without the other constituents which help
to prepare the way for spatial perception. It seems well there-
fore to confine the useful term ‘kinaesthetic sensations,’ which
was proposed as a name for the whole group/, to its last-mentioned
constituents exclusively. They might be more significantly called
“dirigo-motor’ if Spencer had not unfortunately misapplied this
term to the kinetic factor itself. I have suggested ‘auxilio-
motor’; but, so far as [ know, it has not been adopted. It is
because of the absence of these sensations that the anaesthetic

! Bastian, The Brain as an organ of Mind, 1380, p. 543. The term is useful as

avoiding the confusion of psychology and physiology which the term * muscular sense’
involves.
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patient cannot directly tell whether his efforts have been effectual
or not, nor in what position his limbs have been placed by move-
ments from without, but has to fall back on the indirect evidence
afforded him by sight’. Movements, we must suppose, originally
belonged to one undifferentiated, or rather imperfectly differen-
tiated continuum ; but, as development advanced, tended more
and more to become like sensations, a collection of special
continua, ie. groups of distinct movements separately possible
and admitting of definite combinations in various ways.
Whereas kinaesthetic presentations were commonly allowed
to be purely sensory—the concomitants of various centripetal
excitations® from skin, tendons, muscles, &c.—a very different
view® long prevailed concerning motor presentations proper,
a view, however, now generally discredited. if not completely
overthrown®. ~ According to this view, “the characteristic
feeling of exerted force” must be regarded, Bain maintained,
“not as arising from an inward transmission...but as the con-
comitant of the owfgoing current by which the muscles are
stimulated to act” (Op. cit. p. 79). The necessity for this as-
sumption has certainly not been established on physiological
grounds, nor apparently did Bain rely primarily on these; for at
the very outset of his discussion we find him saying “that action
is a more intimate and inseparable property of our constitution
than any of our sensations, and enters as a component part into
every one of our senses®” (0p. cit. p. 50). But this important
psychological truth is affirmed as strenuously by some, at any
rate of Bain's opponents (e, William James) as it was by Bain
himself. Unhappily many, under the same psychophysical bias
and so induced, like the upholders of this innervation theory, to
look for evidence of subjective activity in the wrong place, have
been led to doubt or to deny the reality of this activity altogether.

1 The stock instance is that of an unfortunate woman who was liable to drop her
baby if she took her eyes off it.

2 Hence the older name of ‘muscular or sixth sense’ applied to them by Sir Charles
Bell, Weber, Sir William Hamilton and others.

® First tentatively advanced by the great physiologist Johannes Miiller, and
adopted by Helmheoltz, Ludwig, Wundt, and especially by Bain.

4 Cf. Bastian, Op. cif. pp. Og1 sgg.; Ferrier, The Functions of the Brain (1886),
znd ed., pp. 382 sgg.; James, Principles of Psyckology (1890), ch. xxvi.

 Precisely for this reason activity is not to be regarded as presentational at all.
Cf. above, ch. 1ii, § 2.
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In fact, this theory, while it lasted, tended to sustain an undue
separation of so-called ‘sensory’ from so-called ‘motor’ pre-
sentations, as if living experience were literally an alternation of
two independent states, one wholly passive and the other wholly
active, corresponding to the anatomical distinction of organs of
sense and organs of movement. The subject of experience or
Ego does not pass to and fro between a semsorium commiune or
intelligence department and a mweforium commune or executive,
1s not in successive intervals merely receptive or merely active,
still less always passive ; but is rather always actively en ragport
with an active Non-Ego, commonly called the External World.



CHAPTER VI
PERCEPTION

Integration: Meanings of Perceplion,

§ 1. IN treating apart of the differentiation of our sensory
and motor continua, as resulting merely in a number of dis-
tinguishable sensations and movements, we have been compelled
by the exigencies of exposition to leave out of sight another
process which really advances pari passu with this differentiation,
viz. the integration or synthesis of these proximately elementary
presentations into those complex presentations which are called
percepts, intuitions, sensori-motor reactions and the like. It is,
of course, not to be supposed that in the evolution of mind
any creature attained to such variety of distinct sensations and
movements, as a human being possesses, without making even
the first step towards building up this material into the most
rudimentary knowledge and action. On the contrary, there
is every reason to think, as has been said already incidentally,
that further differentiation was helped by previous integration,
that perception prepared the way for distincter sensations, and
purposive action for more varied movements’. This process
of synthesis, which is in the truest sense a psychical process,
deserves some general consideration before we proceed to the
several complexes that result from it.

Certainly the most important—if not all—of these complexes
are consequences of that principle of subjective selection whereby
interesting sensations lead through the intervention of feeling
to movements; and whereby the movements that turn out to
subserve such interest come to have a share in it. In this
way—which we need not stay to examine more closely now—
it happens that a certain sensation, comparatively intense, and

! Cf. ch. iv, § 3, p. BI1.
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a certain movement, definite enough to control that sensation,
engage attention, to the more or less complete exclusion of
the other less intense sensations and more diffused movements
that accompany them. Apart from this intervention of con-
trolling movements, the presentation-continuum—no matter how
much it became differentiated—would still remain, for all purposes
of knowledge, little better than the disconnected manifold for
which Kant took it. At the same time it is to be remembered
that the subject obtains command of particular movements out
of the general mass involved in emotional expression only because
such movements, when they occur, are found to control certain
sensations. Before experience, and apart from heredity, there
seems not only no scientific warrant for assuming any sort of
practical prescience but also none for the hypothesis of a priori
forms of knowledge. Nor is there any evidence of a pre-
established harmony between the active and affective states of
the subject, or—it may be safer to say—there is indefinitely
little : painful reactions are aversive and pleasurable reactions
become appetitive. A sentient creature moves first of all, as we
have already seen, because it feels, not because it intends. A
long process of trial and error must have been necessary to secure
as much purposive movement as even a worm displays. In this
process natural selection probably played the chief part at the
outset, subjective selection becoming more prominent as the pro-
cess advanced. It seems impossible to except from this process
the movements of the special sense-organs. Here too subjective
interest will explain, so far as psychological explanation is
possible, those syntheses of motor and sensory presentations
which we shall call spatial percepts and intuitions of material
things. For example, some of the earliest lessons of this kind
seem to be acquired, as we may presently see, in the process of
exploring the body by means of the limbs,—a process for which
grounds in subjective interest can obviously never be wanting.
All such syntheses or integrations depend primarily on what
we have called ‘movements of attention’ (cf. ch. iii, § 3), which
movements in turn depend very largely upon the pleasure or
pain that presentations occasion. To some extent, however,
there is no doubt that attention may pass non-voluntarily from
one indifferent presentation to another, each being sufficiently
intense to give what has been called a ‘shock of surprise,” but
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not so intense as to awaken feeling to move for their detention
or dismissal. But throughout the process of mental develop-
ment, where we are concerned with what is new, the range of
such indifference is probably small: indifferent presentations
there will be, but that does not matter while there are others
that are interesting to take the lead.

Perception as a psychological term has various, though related,
meanings with different writers. It sometimes means only the
recognition of a sensation or movement as distinct from its original
I':":u'rcs'entatinn. But more frequently it is used as the equivalent of
what has been otherwise called the ‘localisation and projection’
of sensations—that is to say, of sensations apprehended either
as affections of some part of our own body regarded as extended
—a pin prick, for example—or as qualities of it or of some foreign
body beyond it—for example, the colour of one's hand or of the
pen in it. According to the former usage strictly taken, there
might be perception without any spatial presentation at all; a
sensation that had been attended to a few times being perceived
as familiar. Such percept as a ‘presentative-representative’
complex and wholly sensory, we might symbolize, so far, as
S + 5, indicating by 5 the present sensation and by s the ground
in past experience of its familiarity’. According to the latter
usage, an entirely new sensation—if such were possible—pro-
vided it were complicated with motor experiences in the way
required for its localisation or projection, would become a
percept. Such a percept again might be roughly symbolized as
X + (M + m), or as X +m simply, M standing for actual move-
ments, as in ocular adjustment, which in some cases might be
only former movements represented or 7. But as a matter of fact
actual perception probably invariably includes both meanings:
impressions which we recognise we also localise or project, and
impressions which are localised or projected are never entirely
new—they are, at least, perceived as sounds or colours or aches,
&c. It will, however, frequently happen that we are specially
concerned with only one side of the whole process, as is the
case with a tea-taster or a colour-mixer on the one hand; or,
on the other, with the patient who is perplexed to decide whether
what he sees is ‘subjective, like the spectral dagger that be-
wildered Macbeth, or whether it is ‘real’

1 Cf, below, ch. vii, § 2.
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But there is still a distinction called for: perception, as we
now know it, involves not only recognition (or assimilation) and
“spatial reference,’ as it is not very happily termed, but it usually
involves ‘reference’ to a thing as well. We may perceive a
sound or a light without any presentation of that which sounds
or shines; but none the less we regard such sound or light as
the quality or change or state of a semething that is distinct
not only from the subject attending but from all the impressions
to which he is attending. Here again actual separation is
impossible, because this ‘objective reference’ has been so inter-
twined throughout our mental development with the other two.
Still a careful psychological analysis will shew that such
‘reification, as we might almost call it, has depended on special
circumstances, which we can at any rate conceive absent. These
special circumstances are briefly the constant conjunctions and
successions of impressions, for which psychology can give no
reason, and the constant movements to which they prompt.
Thus we receive together, eg. those impressions we now recognise
as severally the scent, colour, and ‘feel’ of the rose we pluck and
handle. We might call each a ‘percept,” and the whole a ‘complex
percept.” But there is more in such a complex than a sum of
partial percepts; there is the apprehension or intuition of the
rose as a thing having this scent, colour and texture’. We have,
then, under perception to consider (&) the recognition, and (4) the
localisation, of impressions, and (¢) the ‘intuition’ of things.

Recognition of Impressions.

§2. The range of the terms recognition or assimilation of
impressions is wide: between the simplest mental process they
may be supposed to denote and the most complex there is a
oreat difference. The penguin that watched unmoved the first
landing of man upon its lonely rock becomes as wild and wary
as more civilised fowl after two or three visits from its molester:
it then recognises that featherless biped. His friends at home

! Intuition is used here to denote a complex of simple percepts synthesized as
a unity in space and time. But to speak instead of a complex or of an acquired
percept does not adequately indicate either the unity or the ‘ideal construction’
that ‘thinghood’ implies. The German Amschawnng is frequently used in a like
Sense.
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also recognise him though altered by years of peril and exposure.
In the latter case some trick of voice or manner, some  striking’
feature, calls up and sustains a crowd of memories of the traveller
in the past—events leading on to the present scene. The two
recognitions are widely different, and it is from states of mind
more like the latter than the former that psychologists have
usually drawn their description of such simple perception. At
the outset, they say, we have a primary presentation or impression
P, and after sundry repetitions there remains a mass or a series
of P residua, p, #,0;...; perception ensues when, sooner or later,
£, ‘calls up’ and associates itself with these representations or
ideas. Much of our later perception awakens, no doubt, both
distinct memories and distinct expectations, But, since these
imply previous perceptions, it is obvious that the earliest form
of recognition must be free from such associations, and so is not
equivalent to the logical judgment, Z, is a P. Assimilation
involves retentiveness and differentiation, as we have seen, and
prepares the way for re-presentation; but in itself there is no
confronting the new with the old, no determination of likeness,
and no subsequent classification!. The pure sensation we may
regard as a psychological myth ; and the simple image, or such
sensation revived, seems equally mythical, as we may see later
on. The #th sensation is not like the first: it is a change in a
presentation-continuum that has itself been changed by those
preceding ; and it cannot with any propriety be said to repro-
duce these past sensations, for they never had the individuality
which such reproduction implies. Nor does it associate with
images like itself, since where there is association there must
first have been distinctness, and what can be associated can
also, for some good time at least, be dissociated.

So far for expository convenience we have regarded recog-
nition or simple perception as if it were an isolated process: in
point of fact, like all other psychical processes, it is always an
integral part of the larger whole, living experience. Hence in
becoming familiar an impression acquires what has been well
called ‘primary meaning’®; for it has only become familiar
through attention and it has only been attended to because it
interested the subject—affecting it pleasantly or painfully—

L Cf. below, ch. vii, § 2.
¢ Stout, Manual of Fsychology, 3rd edn. (1913), pp. 182 f.
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and so has acquired practical significance—merely cognitive
significance has no place at this levell.

Localisation of Impressions: the factors involved.

§ 3. To treat of the localisation of impressions is really to
give an account of the steps by which the psychological
individual comes to a knowledge of space. At the outset of
such an inquiry it seems desirable first of all to make plain
what lies within our purview, and what does not, lest we
disturb the peace of those who, confounding philosophy and
psychology, are ever eager to fight for or against the a priori
character of this element of knowledge. That the knowledge of
space is @ priort in the epistemological sense it is no concern of
the psychologist either to assert or to deny. Psychologically
a priori, it certainly is not: not, that is to say, in the sense of
being from the very beginning either implicitly or explicitly
a factor in all presentation whatever. It will help to make
this matter clearer if we distinguish what philosophers
frequently confuse, viz. the concrefe spatial experiences, consti-
tuting actual localisation for the individual, and the concept
of space, at once adstract and ideal, based on what is found to
be common in such experiences. A gannet's mind ‘ possessed
of’ a philosopher, if such a conceit may be allowed, would
certainly afford its tenant very different spatial experiences from
those he might share if he took up his quarters in a mole. So,
any one who has revisited in after years a place from which he
had been absent since childhood knows how largely a ‘ personal
equation,’ as it were, enters into his spatial perceptions. Or the
same truth may be brought home to him if, walking with a
friend more athletic than himself, they come upon a ditch, which
both know to be twelve feet wide, but which the one feels he can
clear by a jump and the other feels he cannot. In the concrete
‘up’ is much more than a different direction from ‘along.” The
hen-harrier, which cannot soar, is indifferent to a quarry a
hundred feet above it, to which the peregrine, built for soaring,
would at once give chase ; but the hen-harrier is on the alert as
soon as it descries prey that is on or near the ground.

In the concrete, the body is the origin or datum to which

! Cf. ch. i, § 4, pp- 201.
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all positions are referred, and thus ‘here’ for the individual
percipient is an absolute position, one that has no counterpart in
the thoroughgoing relativity of pure space. Also ‘the body-
sense’ in contrast with what may be called ‘the projecting
senses’ yields the further absolute distinction of internal and
external, marking off the bodily self from its environment. The
environing space, again, for the percipient, varies in character,
intimacy, and even dimensions as perception recedes from the
foreground towards the background, from objects to which we
can adjust by changes of posture to objects only to be reached
by locomotion. Moreover, our various bodily movements and
their combinations constitute a network of co-ordinates, quali-
tatively distinguishable but geometrically, so to put it, both
redundant and incomplete. It is a long way from these facts
of perception, which the brutes share with us, to that scientific
concept of space, as having three dimensions and no qualitative
differences, which we have elaborated by the aid of thought and
language ; and which reason may see to be the logical presup-
position of what in the order of mental development has
chronologically preceded it. That the experience of space is
not psychologically original seems obvious—quite apart from
any successful explanation of its origin—from the mere con-
sideration of its complexity. Thus we must have a plurality
of objects—A out of B, B beside C, distant from [, between it
and A, and so on; and all these relations of externality, juxta-
position, distance and internality imply further specialisation ;
for with a mere plurality of objects we have not straightway
spatial relations. Juxtaposition, eg. is, strictly speaking, only
possible when the related objects form a sensible continuum ;
but, again, not any continuity is extensive. Now how has the
perception of this complexity come about? We shall find that
it depends on three factors, each of which is indispensable.

(@) The first condition of spatial experience seems to lie in
what has been noted above as the extensity of sensation®. This
much we may allow is original; for the longer we reflect the
more clearly we see that no combination or association of
sensations varying only in intensity and quality, not even if
motor presentations were among them, will account for this
element in our spatial perception. A succession of touches a, &,

! Cf. ch. iv, § 2, p. 78 ; ch. v, § 4, p. 116.
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¢, d may be combined with a continuous series of movements
My, Mg, My, #i;; both series may be repeatedly reversed; and
finally the touches may be presented simultaneously. In this
way we might attain to a knowledge of coexisting objects having
a certain quasi-distance between them. Such knowledge is an
important element in our perception of space; but it is not
the whole of it. For, as has been already remarked by critics
of the associationist psychology, we have an experience very
similar to this in singing and hearing musical notes or the
chromatic scale—where also we talk fguratively of ‘distance,
‘compass, &c. The most elaborate attempt to get extensity
out of succession and coexistence in this way is that of Herbert
Spencer. He has done, perhaps, all that can be done, and only
to make it the more plain that the entire procedure is a JoTepor
mpotepor. We do not first experience a succession of (active)
touches by means of movements, and then, when these im-
pressions are simultaneously presented, regard them as extensive,
because they are now associated with or symbolize the original
series of movements. But, before and apart from movement
altogether, we experience that massiveness or extensity of
impressions within which, whken f s differentiated, movements
enable us to find positions, and to determine distances’.

But, it may be impatiently objected, this surely amounts
to the monstrous absurdity of making the contents of con-
sciousness extended. The edge of this objection will best be
turned by rendering the concept of extensity more precise.
Thus, suppose a postage stamp pasted on the back of the
hand ; we have in consequence a certain sensation. If another
be added beside it, the new experience would not be adequately
described by merely saying we have a greater quantity of
sensation ; for intensity also involves quantity, and increased

1 We are ever in danger of exaggerating the competence of a new discovery; and
the associationists scem to have fallen into this mistake, not only in the use they have
made of the concept of association in psychology generally, but also in the stress
they have laid upon the fact of movement when explaining our space-perception in
particular. Indeed, both ideas have here conspired against them : association, in
keeping up the notion that we have only to deal with a plurality of discrete
impressions; and movement, in keeping to the front the idea of sequence. Mill's
Examination of Hamilton (3rd ed., pp. 266 seg.) surely ought to convince us that,
unless we are prepared to regard, as Mill does, * the idea of space as at bottom one

of time” (p. 276), we must admit the inadequacy of our experience of movement alone
to explain the origin of it
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intensity is not what we have got. A sensation of a certain
intensity, say a sensation of ‘warm, cannot be changed into
one having two qualities, warm and cold, leaving the intensity
unchanged; but with extensity the corresponding change is
possible. For one of the postage stamps a piece of wet cloth
of the same size might be substituted and the massiveness of
the compound sensation would still remain very much the
same. Intensity belongs to what may be called graded quantity:
it admits of increment or decrement, but is not a sum of parts.
Nor is extensity, as such, a sum of parts; though it turns out to
imply plurality, since it can be differentiated. We might describe
it as latent or merged plurality, or better still as a ‘ground’ of
plurality. In other words, to say that a single presentation has
massiveness is the same as saying that a portion of the presen-
tation continuum, at the moment undifferentiated, is capable of
differentiation—as happens, if for one of the two stamps the
wet cloth is substituted.

&.  Attributing this property of extensity to the presentation-
continuum as a whole, we have now to consider the relation of
any particular sensation to this larger whole. So long as the
extensity of such sensation admits of diminution without the
sensation becoming »¢/, so long the sensation either has or may
have two or more so-called ‘local signs’ For what is gone—
one of the stamps eg. being removed—though identical in quality
and intensity, with what remains, will obviously &¢ a different part
of the whole. But such difference of relations to the whole can
only be regarded as affording a ground or possibility of local dis-
tinction, not as being from the beginning such an overt difference
as the term ‘local sign,” when used by Lotze, is meant to imply.
But we can say that more partial presentations are concerned in
the sensation where there are two stamps than where there is
only one. The local differentiation of such compound sensation is
what we have next to consider or, in other words, the development
of what Weber called O##sinn, local or topical sense. To illus-
trate what is meant it will be enough to refer to the psychological
implications of the fact that scarcely two portions of the sensitive
surface of the human body are anatomically alike. Not only in
the distribution and character of the nerve-endings but in the
variety of the underlying parts—in one place bone, in another
fatty tissue, in others tendons or muscles variously arranged—we

10—2
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find ample ground for diversity in  the local colouring’ of sensa-
tions. And comparative zoology helps us to see how such
diversity has been developed as external impressions and the
answering movements have gradually differentiated an organism
originally almost homogeneous and symmetrical. Between one
point and another on the surface of a sphere there is no such
ground of difference; but this would no longer be true if the
sphere revolved, still less if it also moved to and fro in the
direction of its axis. Assuming then that to every immediately
distinguishable part of the body there corresponds a local sign,
we may allow that at any moment only a certain portion of this
continuum is definitely within the field of consciousness ; but no
one will maintain that a part of one hand is ever felt as con-
tinuous with part of the other or with part of the face!, Local
signs have thus an invariable relation to each other: two
continuous signs, for example, are not one day quite indis-
tinguishable and quite distinct the next® The possibility of
such distinctness is implied in the mere massiveness of a sensation
only in so far as this admits of gradual differentiation into local
signs?. |

We have, then, so far as such differentiation is accomplished,
a plurality of presentations mutually excludent?, constituting an
extensive continuum, presented simultaneously, and having
certain fixed and invariable relations to each other. Of such
experience the typical case is that of passive touch. It must be

! It does however happen in certain pathological cases of so-called ‘allocheiria’
that the patient localises a sensation on the opposite side to, but in a position symme-
trical with, that of the exciting stimulus. Also it is often found that ambidextrous
persons have more than usual difficulty in distinguishing between right and left. With
internal sensations these mistakes are never made.  Such facts may be fairly regarded
as evidence of the existence of local signs.

2 The improvements of our so-called * spatial sense’ consequent on practice are
obviously no real contradiction to this; on the contrary, these facts are all in favour of
making the differentiation of extensity a distinct factor in our space experience. And
the more so inasmuch as the improvements in question are also very marked for
symmetrical positions even though the practice has been only unilateral.

# The heroic and interesting ** Human Experiment in Nerve Division carried out
by Dr Rivers and Dr Head ™ tends to confirm this view of the genesis of local signs
from an originally undifferentiated extensity, although their novel terminology—
protopathic and epicritic sensibility—is not very felicitous. Cf. Srain, xxxi. (1go8),
PP- 323-450; also for later experiments, Trotier and Davies, *‘ Experimental Studies
in the Innervation of the Skin,” Jeurnal of Physiology, xxxviii. (1909), pp. 134-246.

4 As to this *incopresentability ' ¢f. above, ch. iv, § 2, p. 8o.



cH. v1, § 3]  Extensity and Local Signs 149

allowed that space in like manner involves a fixed continuity of
positions; but then it involves, further, the possibility of move-
ment. Now in the continuum of local signs alone there is
nothing whatever of this. A plenum we might call it; but the
presentation of eccupied space it can only yield after its several
local signs have been complicated in an orderly way with active
touches ; when, that is, we have frequently experienced the con-
trast of movements with contact and movements without, or 7
vacuo. It is quite true that we cannot now imagine this plenum
except as a space, because we cannot now divest ourselves of the
motor experiences by which we have explored it. We can, how-
ever, form some idea of the difference between the perception
of space and this one element in the perception by contrasting
massive internal sensations with massive superficial ones, or the
general sensation of the body as ‘an animated organism’ with
our perception of it as extended. Or we may express the differ-
ence by observing that extension implies the distinction of here
and there, while extensity suggests rather a certain ubiquity—
Lubiété définitive of the Schoolmen of which Leibniz speaks in
his Nowwveauxr Essais and to which Clarke too referred in his
correspondence with him®.

It must seem strange, if this conception of extensity is
essential to a psychological theory of space, that it has escaped
notice so long. The reason may be that in investigations into
the origin of our knowledge of space it was always the concept of
space and not our concrete space percepls that came up for
examination. Now in space as we conceive it one position is
distinguishable from another solely by its co-ordinates, ie. by
the magnitude and signs of certain lines and angles, as referred
to a certain datum, fundamental position or origin; and these
elements our motor experiences seem fully to explain. But on
reflexion we ought, surely, to be puzzled by the question, how
these coexistent positions could be distinguished as ‘ places’ be-
fore those movements were made which constitute them different
positions; and how, if they were not distinguished the move-
ments could be interpreted spatially. So we are led naturally to
take note of local signs. That is to say, the link we suspected
to be missing is supplied by the more concrete experiences
we obtain from our own body, in which two positions have a

1 Cf. Leibnitii Opera philosophica emnia, Erdmann’s edn., pp. 273, 750.
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qualitative difference or ‘local sign’' independently of movement.
True, such positions would not be known as spatial without
movement ; but neither would the movement be known as
spatial had those positions no other difference than such as
arises from movement. In a balloon drifting steadily in a fog
we should have no more experience of change of position than
if it hung becalmed and still. Again, if we were magically
spirited from place to place we might become familiar with
them as Tomo: and be competent to write a topography about
them, but we should be altogether unable to produce an itinerary
to guide others in reaching them in a natural way.

¢. We may now consider the part which movement plays in
furnishing this information, that is to say, in elaborating the
presentations of the originally dimensionless continuum?® into
percepts of space. In so doing we must bear in mind that
while this continuum implies the incopresentability of two
impressions having the same local sign, it allows not only of the
presentation of sensations of varying massiveness, but also of a
sensation involving the whole continuum simultancously, as in
Bain's classic example of the warm bath, answering to the
“definitive ubiquity’ just now mentioned. As regards the motor
element itself, on the other hand, the first point of importance
is the incopresentability and invariability of a successive series of
auxilio-motor or kinaesthetic presentations, Py, P,, P, ... P,. P,
cannot be presented along with /7, and from £, it is impossible
to reach 7, again save through Z; and P,. Such a series, taken
alone, could afford us, it is evident, nothing but the knowledge
of an invariable sequence of impressions which it was in our
own power to produce. Calling the series of /s ‘positional
signs, the contrast between them and local signs is obvious.
Both are invariable, but succession characterises the one, simul-
taneity the other; the one yields potential position without
place, the other potential place (romos) without position ; hence
we call them both merely signs®. But in the course of the
movements necessary to the exploration of the body—probably

1 ¢Primitively amorphous’ as Poincaré calls it. To identify it explicitly with
three-dimensional space is to anticipate our spatial concepts before the level even of
our spatial percepts is reached. To identify it with two-dimensional space is to
mistake the meaning of extensity altogether.

2 Thus, as we have seen, a place may be known topographically without its
position being known geographically, and zice mersa.
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our earliest lesson in spatial perception—these positional signs
receive a new significance from the active and passive touches
that accompany them, just as they impart to these last a sig-
nificance they could never have alone.

Tactual Perception of Space.

§4. It is only in the resulting complex that we have the pre-
sentations of actual position and of spatial relation. For space,
though conceived as a coexistent continuum, excludes the notion
of omnipresence or ubiquity : two positions /z and /;, must co-
exist, but they are not strictly distinct positions so long as we
conceive ourselves present in the same sense in both. But, if
Fg and Fy are, e.g. two impressions produced by compass points
touching two different spots as /; and /; on the hand or arm,
and we place a finger upon /; and move it to /,, experiencing
thereby the series P,, 7., #,, £,, this series constitutes /; and /,
into positions and also invests /; and F, with a relation not of
mere distinctness as Tomor but of definite distance. The result-
ing complex perhaps admits of symbolization as follows:

..... FaFp Bl gF FrfyFaFr . o . . .

Vi 1 i 4

Pripapspu
Here the first line represents a portion of the tactual continuum,
Fy and F, being distinct ‘feels, if we may so say, or passive
touches presented along with the fainter sensations of the con-
tinuum as a whole, which the general ‘body-sense’ involves ;
7" stands for the active touch of the exploring finger and P, for
the corresponding kinaesthetic sensation regarded as ‘ positional
sign’; the rest of the succession, as not actually present at this
stage but capable of revival from past explorations, is symbolized
by ¢ ¢ ¢ and p.p,p..

When the series of movements is accompanied by active
touches without passive there arises the distinction between
one's own body and foreign bodies. When the initial movement
of a series is accompanied by both active and passive touches,
the final movement by active touches only, and the intermediate
movements are unaccompanied by either, we get the further
presentation of empty space lying between us and them—but
not until, by frequent experience of contacts along with those
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intermediate movements, we have come to know e/ movement
not merely as a succession but as a change of position. Thus
active touches come at length to be ‘projected,” passive touches
alone being ‘localised ' in the stricter sense. But in actual fact, of
course, the localisation of one impression is not perfected before
that of another is begun. We must take care lest our neces-
sarily meagre exposition give rise to the mistaken notion that
localising an impression consists wholly and solely in performing
or imaging the particular movements necessary to add active
touches to a group of passive impressions. That this cannot
suffice is evident ; for a single position out of relation to all other
positions would be a contradiction. Localisation, then, though
it depends on many special experiences of the kind described, is
not like an artificial product which is completed a part at a
time. [t is essentially a growth, and such that its several con-
stituents advance together in definiteness and interconnexion.
So far has this development now advanced that we do not even
imagine the special movements which the localisation of an
impression implies ; that is to say, they are no longer distinctly
represented as they would be if we definitely intended to make
them: the past experiences are ‘retained,” but too much ‘com-
plicated’ in the mere perception to be appropriately spoken of
as remembered or imaged.

A propos of this almost instinctive character of even our
earliest spatial percepts it will be appropriate to animadvert on
another misleading implication in the current use of such terms
as ‘localisation,” ‘projection,’ ‘bodily reference,” ‘spatial reference’
and the like. The implication is that the body as extended, or
more generally that external space, is in some sort presented or
supposed apart from the localisation, projection or reference of
impressions to such space. That it may be possible to put a
book in its place on a shelf there must be (1) the book, and (2),
distinct and apart from it, the place on the shelf, and (3) a
ticket or mark on the book indicating this place’. But in the

1 It was in this sense that Lotze used the term *local sign.” But this is just the
meaning we have to avoid and the use of the term sign is so far misleading. *Topical
factor’ would be a safer term, if we could begin framing our terminology afresh.
Anyhow it must be borne in mind that *local sign® is used proleptically not indica-
tively. It is not meant to refer to ‘a clue by means of which sensations can he
localised in our percept of space’ (Lotze, Metaphysik, § 279). 1t is our name for
one of the factors whereby that percept is obtained. This, of course, applies also to
the term °‘positional sign.’
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evolution of our spatial experience impressions and positions
are not thus presented apart. We can have, or at least we can
suppose, an impression which is recognised without being localised
as has been already said. But if it # localised this means that
a more complex presentation is formed by the synthesis of new
elements, not that a second distinct object is presented and then
some indescribable connexion established between the impression
and it, still less that the impression is referred to something not
strictly presented at all. The truth is that the body as extended
is from the psychological point of view not perceived apart from
localised impressions. In like manner impressions projected (or
the absence of projected impressions) will constitute all that is
perceived as the occupied (or unoccupied) space beyond. It is
not till a much later stage, after many varying experiences of
different impressions similarly localised or projected, that even
the mere materials are present for the formation of such an
abstract concept of space as ‘spatial reference’ implies'. Psycho-
logists, being themselves at this later stage, are apt to commit
the oversight of introducing it into the earlier stage, the genesis
of which they are seeking to ascertain.

Visual Perception of Space.

§ 5. To ascertain the genesis of the tactual perception of
space is all that we have yet attempted. The visual perception
—so far as it is metrical—presupposes this; as the common
names for linear magnitudes, hand, foot, ell, step, &c., at once
suggest. It is only by reference to tangible or ‘real’ magnitude,
that, as Berkeley shewed long ago, the various visual or ‘apparent’
magnitudes of an object have any sense or meaning : “otherwise
there can be nothing steady and free from ambiguity spoken of
it2” “But, as has been often remarked, this is true, though to a
less degree, of tangible as well as of visible objects " : such is the
comment on this passage of Berkeley’s editor, Dr Campbell
Fraser. There is a certain relativity besetting our tactual as
well as our visual perception of magnitude, it is true; but it is
not true that the difference between the two is one of degree; it
is rather a difference of kind. For in vision the apparent size of

1 Cf. on this point Poincaré, La Science et I Hypothdse, pp. 74, 75.
* CI. Essay towards a New Theory of Vision, §§ 55-61.
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an object is relative to its distance from the eye; in touch, which
—necessarily implying contact—excludes distance, it is relative
to the part touched or touching : compare, ¢g. a corn-plaster
applied to the back and then to the thumb or a dental cavity
explored by the tongue and afterwards by the finger-tip. But for
the parts severally, Berkeley’s assertion holds : for each any given
object has a constant determinate magnitude, though such mag-
nitudes differ widely #nter se. For the eye, on the other hand,
any given magnitude may appear as that of an object that is
really either very large or very small, if the object be sufficiently
distant in the one case and sufficiently near in the other. But
“distance of itself, and immediately cannot be seen. For
distance, being a line directed endwise to the eye, it projects
only one point on the fund of the eye—which point remains
invariably the same, whether the distance be longer or shorter.”
That is to say, till we know the distance we cannot judge the
size: distance is in the last resort entirely a tangible or locomotor
magnitude. If, then, visual magnitude can only be interpreted
by means of tangible magnitude, and if the tangible magnitudes
of an object differ widely from each other according to the parts
exploring or affected, what determines which is to be the
standard? Nothing but convenience: experience very soon
singles out and perfects the best, that for which the local signs
of passive touch and the positional signs of active touch are in
themselves the most finely graduated and together the most
easily combined. That one is the hand®. The most mobile
parts have the keenest ‘spatial sense’ and the least mobile the
bluntest of all, as Vierordt® has shewn. In these facts we have,
by the way, further confirmation of the mutual co-operation of
the two factors, extensity and motility, in producing and perfect-
ing our tactual perception of space.

But though Berkeley was right in his contention that ocular
perception cannot be the primary source of (metrical) geometry,

! Berkeley, op. cit. § 2. In the last clause Berkeley went too fast, as he might
have learnt if it had occurred to him to put his a priori statement to the test of ex-
periment (cf. below, p. 16e).

* For “the space inside the mouth, which is so intimately known and accurately
measured by its inhabitant the tongue, can hardly be said to have its internal
directions and dimensions known in any exact relation to those of the larger world
outside. It forms almost a little world by itself.” W. James, Pryckology, ii. 181,

3 Physiologie des Menschen, 5% Auf. 1877, pp. 342-9.
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he nevertheless overlooked what Reid afterwards made clear,
viz. that it does give rise to a geometry altogether independent
of ‘tactual perception’; such is the ‘geometry of visibles,’ as
Reid called it, projective geometry as we now say. It would be
strange if it were not so, since to the eye pertains an extensity
and motility peculiar to it, which are most minutely differentiated
inter se and most intimately correlated together, The differ-
entiation into local signs of the retinal extensity is but a further
stage in the development which began in the differentiation
within the general dermal sensibility of a specific light sense.
[t seems to consist in an increased specialisation of the more
central portions of the retina as compared with the rest. The
most central portion which answers to the functioning of what,
from its colour, is called ‘ the yellow spot,’ is trichromatic under
conditions (as to amount of light, size of object, &c.), such that its
marginal zones are only dichromatic, and the peripheral zone
only monochromatic. Also—and still more important—along
with this comparative lack of sensory differentiation, there is a
marked diminution in exact definition as we pass from centre to
periphery : thus, the ace of diamonds, say, which in the first case
is distinct both in shape and colour becomes in the last only
a colourless blur and is soon lost to sight altogether if it remains
at rest. Again, as with touch, the question arises : which of these
conflicting deliverances are we to prefer? And again we may
answer that practice selects and perfects that which works best.
The vellow spot, or rather a central hollow within this, called the
Jovea centralis, thus comes to be the finger of the eye, if we may
so say. And surely we may; for though there is not much
resemblance between a dimple and a finger, still the functions of
the finger in active touch and that of the fovea centralis in active
vision are practically identical> The whole extensity of the
field of sight, the somatic field as it should be called to distin-
guish it from its objective projection, is simultaneously presented
and its content passively received, but what we actively fixate
and look at—the contour or the motion of the object, for example
—forms a swuecessive series and each item of it is brought in turn
by the movements® of the eye to occupy the yellow spot. The

1 Cf. the German Seken and Blicken, Fiklen and Fasten.
? These movements as ‘ positional signs’ again, as in the tactual perception of
space, are not objective movements already implying space, but the serial kinaesthetic



156 Perception [cu. vi, § 5

analogy of such *macular’ or active vision with active touch is
then so far very complete’,

In the case of the visual perception of the Invertebrates
however it is much less so. Here there are in general no eye-
movements, and we must look elsewhere for our positional signs.
The reactions of the lowliest organisms to changes of light
consist simply of more or less random efforts to move the whole
body into or out of it—positive or negative ‘phototaxis'—
according to habit. But we can hardly call translatory move-
ments of the body as a whole positional signs; for, though
they have altered the body’s place in space, yet since the body
itself is the point de repére, which all spatial perception implies,
things are so far just where they were. Movement is determined
solely by the general bodily discomfort, the organic sensations
due to changes of illumination. Such sensations have extensity;
but at this early stage, they have no local signs and therefore
nothing for positional signs to relate. The first requisite for
spatial perception then is still wanting. When however this is
forthcoming in the form of retinal differentiations visual percep-
tion of space becomes possible, provided any movements whether
of the body or its limbs can be correlated with them.

But their behaviour and the structure of their eyes alike shew
that the higher invertebrates still lack the visual perception of
definite forms and of the environment as a perspective whole,
which most vertebrates possess. What the said invertebrates
shew signs of perceiving and what their eyes are specially con-
structed to disclose are movements, In this respect their sight is
comparable to that which the extreme margin of the retina affords
to us. Images from objects at rest are not discriminated in either
case ; but the moment the objects move—relatively to the body
—attention is arrested in both. But for the invertebrate there is
no yellow spot to bring images into, and even if there were, there
are no eye-movements to bring them into it®

Even among mammals—to say nothing of the lower classes
of the Vertebrata—there is an enormous development of visual
sensations that we afterwards learn from the physiologist to be the psychical con-
comitants of the lengthening and shortening of the eye-muscles and the consequent
intra-ocular pressures, straining of tendons, &e.

1 Cf. above, § 4, p. 151.

* Cf. F. Plateau, Recherches expérimentales sur la vision chex les Avthropodes,
5™ partie, 1888.
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perception. It is marked by a gradual advance from (a) pre-
dominantly ‘ periscopic or panoramic vision as in the hare and
the rabbit, for example—where the eyes are so laterally placed
that practically little or no binocular vision of the same object
is possible—to (¢) ‘ the stereoscopic vision’ of man and the apes,
where the axes of the eyes at rest are parallel and all but the
margins of the two wvisual fields can be perceptually united
into a single ‘solid’ or projective field. Intermediate between
these extremes are varying degrees of (#) merely ‘binocular
vision,” becoming more perfect as the lateral position of the eyes
gives place to one more frontal, so that the divergence of the
optical axes continuously diminishes. To these three types of
vision correspond roughly three very different modes of life—
that of defenceless herbivora whose food is stationary, and most
of whom need! only to be aware at once of the presence of their
enemies anywhere round the whole horizon in order to make
a timely flight in whatever direction is most convenient ; that of
their enemies, the carnivora, who need, on the other hand,
accurately to adjust their movements to those of their prey in
front of them ; that of the primates, whose arboreal habits and
use of the hands as a prehensile organ calls for exact perspective
or ‘ plastic” vision. Without such vision our manual skill would
be very imperfect and much of it impossible®. Though all stereo-
scopic vision is binocular, we cannot assume that the converse is
true. The two eyes may yield the perception of one form just as
the two ears yield the perception of one note—without the form
being perceived to be geometrically solid as it is in human vision.

The psychological outcome of this gradual development is
remarkable®, It is tantamount, as Helmholtz put it, to the

1 Those that climb—as the goat and the chamois—have more prominent and more
mobile eyes, and these set widely apart.

? The very great dexterity sometimes acquired by the blind we may reasonably
attribute to long and patient training by those who can see.

# So too is the physiological result. In the first place the movements of the two
eyes are perfectly co-ordinated and simultaneously conjugate for all directions (cf. W.
Harris, * Binocular and Stereoscopic Vision in Man and other Vertebrates, &c.," Bradn,
Vol. xxvii. 19og, pp. 107-47) : the independent movements so striking in the case
of the cameleon’s eyes and still observable in many mammals, the Ungulates for
example, have altogether ceased. Again, the wide retinal area of tolerable definition,
that sufficed 0 long as the function of sight was mainly that of a sentinel, is
replaced by a restricted area of exact definition—the sentry flunction being however
still discharged by the rest of the retinae. And this higher, so-called ‘macular,’
vision is attained pari passu with that of the exact synergizing of all the eye-muscles
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acquisition of a single median or Cyclopean eye, combining
the retinal fields and the conjoint movements of the two eyes.
A central functional eye, that is to say, is attained and sustained
by the joint action of the two peripheral anatomical eyes. Any
object that we look at is never seen as double nor yet as it
appears to either eye singly, unless it is so far off that the images
on both eyes are the same : otherwise it is seen as a stereoscopic
image to which each eye contributes a complementary *half-
image.’ Again any object that we look at is not located on the
line of sight of either eye singly; but when it is so distant that
these lines are parallel, the object is located on the line midway
between them, ze. in the median plane of the body. When the
object is nearer, so that the fixation-lines converge, it is located
on the line that bisects the angle between them and normally
terminates in the so-called ‘orientation point’ situated midway
between the so-called ‘rotation-points’ of the two eyes!. Thus
cuided by both eyes together, Ze. by what is called ‘binocular
parallax,” a man, as we say, ‘follows his nose.’

When an object indirectly and so more or less imperfectly seen,
attracts attention, its half-images are not at first combined and
in some positions of the object can be readily observed apart,
in many others they can be so observed with a little practice.
They then appear as double images either on opposite sides of
the object at the moment fixated—when they are seen most
easily—or, if on the same side, one appears nearer to that object
than the other. If now the intruding object is more distant the
double image to the right will be found to disappear when the
right eye is closed, that to the left when the left eye is closed :
thereby we learn to which eyes the half-images respectively
belong. When the new object is nearer than that at the moment

as one organ. Finally the optic nerves are no longer completely *decussate’ as at first
—the right optic nerve, that is to say, ending entirely in the left cerebral hemisphere,
and the left entirely in the right hemisphere. There is now only *semi-decussation '—
the outer or temporal halfl of szek retina being represented in both hemispheres, and
only the inner or nasal half of each, alone in the opposite hemisphere. This change
also is a gradual one advancing pard passu with the others. What alone accounts for
the unity of the whole complex structure, it is worth noting in passing, is just the
function that it subserves-—accurate stereoscopic vision: in this we have a striking
instance of the biological principle that function dominates structure.

! Practically we may regard the human eyes as solid spheres enclosed in a firm

socket, incapable therefore of any but rotary movements round certain axes passing
through its centre.
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fixated these relations are reversed : the right double image dis-
appears with the closing of the left eye, and the left with the
closing of the right eye: the images are then said to be ‘ crossed.’
In the first case the eyes automatically diverge till the double
images give place to single and distinct vision: in the second
case they converge till the same result is attained. At the same
time the focus of the optic lenses, which varies with the distance,
15 adjusted by an appropriate reflex controlling their curvature,
And so the originally periscopic vision predominant among the
lower mammals—yielding a wide field merely imperfectly defined
—gives place to the wonderful orientation in three dimensions,
which enables us either to thread a needle or to gaze into the
depths of space’.

1 The accompanying diagram may serve to make these results clearer. F is the
object fixated. D a more distant and
D N, a nearer, object: all three being
isolated and in the plane of the paper.
The half-images of F, =¢z. £ and £,
fall within the small depressions re-
presenting the foveae centrales. F is
accordingly seen, singly and stereo-
scopically, in the direction of the
thickened line—here lying in the
median  plane of the body—joining
F and O, the so-called ‘orientation’
point, and seen at a distance indicated
by the mutual inclination of Ff and
Ff" brought about by conjugate move-
ments of the eyes. D/ and Dr are the
uncrossed double images of D answering
respectively to the half-images 4 and
d" ‘ projected.” To fixate D each eye
rotates on an axis perpendicular to the
plane of the paper and passing through
ST the rotation point K. These rotations
s \Fa £ continue in the directions indicated
Teft Eight by the arrows marked comnw. for the
left eye, and a¥z. for the right—the
eyes fogether converging less and less—until the half-images come to be within the
Joveae centrales, When accordingly the double images coalesce in I, the * orientation’
line OD bisects the angle at O formed by the two new fixation-lines, which, for
simplicity's sake, are here not shewn. N# and N7 are the crossed double images
answering respectively to »' and » ‘projected.” In fixating N instead of F both
eyes converge more and more, as indicated by the arrows marked con. till the double
images coalesce in M. Again the orientation line, here ON, gives the direction in
which the complete image is seen, the convergence of the new fixation lines being an
index of its distance.
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Nevertheless it would be a mistake to suppose that monocular
vision apart from experiences gleaned by the use of both eyes
would yield zeo perception of distance. Ewven a person who had
never had but one eye would still find some indication of varying
depth in the varying ‘accommodation’ requisite for distinct
vision between distances ranging from a few inches to a few
feet. Beyond these even this imperfect means of discrimination
would be of no avail®. But when either the object or the eye was
moved, the rate at which the image of the object changed its
position on the retina would vary inversely as the distance of the
object and so would furnish a comparative index of this distance
as long as any change of rate was appreciable, Among the
lower vertebrates, where owing to the lateral insertion of the eyes
periscopic vision predominates, these means appear to furnish a
sort of stereoscopic vision, which within narrow limits is ex-
tremely precise, as the familiar pecking of the hen—after slightly
raising its head—or that of the thrush—after turning its head
aside—sufficiently shew. But it is noteworthy that both lose
sight of their object before reaching it, as their own beak comes
in the way. There is also considerable evidence of the existence
of a fovea lateralis in the eyes of these vertebrates®.

As the final outcome of this long development, the eye-
movements, which we have supposed to have been the primary
means of perfecting macular and stereoscopic vision, come to
assume a secondary place. Thus we now become aware by
means of retinal images of eye-movements *that we had not
directly noticed®. Again, a momentary flash of lightning or an
electric spark may now be sufficient for stereoscopic vision,
though eye-movements are then out of the question®. It is

1 In birds howewver it is by no means imperfecl. The bird’s eye has been called
‘the accommodation eye xar' éfoxir,” inasmuch as it is furnished with an intrascular
organ, the °peclen,” very sensitive to changes in the adjustment of the lens.

2 Cf. A, von Tschermak, °°Stodien u. d. Binocularsehen der Wirbelthiere,”
Phiigers Archiz, xci. (1g02), pp- 1-20; **U. d. Sehen der Wirbeltiere,” Tierdrztliches
Zentralbiott, 1910.

* As, for example, in looking for a moment at the setting sun or an electric light
and then closing the eyes, we see a whole crowd of after-images due to defective
fixation, which we had neither obiserved nor intended.

4 As said, this may be the case, but it is not necessarily so. Certain experiments
by v. Karpinska (Zeitschr f. Fsychol. 1908, Bd. Ixvii. pp. 1-88) bring out the
frequent existence of a series of phases in, and the consequently gradual oncoming, of
the stereoscopic interpretation even when the exposure is instantaneous. In other



CH. VI, § 6] Intuztion of Things 161

however most illogical to appeal to these results in order to
discredit the genetic or empirical theory of visual perception
which alone accounts for them',

Intuition of Things.

§6. We come now to the intuition of things or, as it is more
often called, ‘ the perception of the external world” In a com-
plex percept, such as that of an orange or a piece of wax, may
be distinguished the following items concerning which psychology
may be expected to give an account: (@) the object’s reality,
(&) its solidity or occupation of space, (¢) its unity and com-
plexity, (&) its permanence, or rather its continuity in time and
(¢) its substantiality and the connexion of its attributes and
powers, Though, in fact, these items are most intimately
blended, our exposition will be clearer if we consider each for
a moment apart.

a. The terms acfuwality and reality have each more than
one meaning. Thus what is real, in the sense of material, is
opposed to what is mental; as the existent or actual it is
opposed to the non-existent ; and again, what is actual is distin-
guished from what is merely possible. But here, by real or actual
is meant, with a certain shade of difference—in so far as actual
is more appropriate to movements and events—whatever is
sense-given or presented in antithesis to whatever is ideal or
represented. This seems at least their primary psychological
meaning : it is, at any rate, the one most in vogue in English
philosophy, over-tinged as that is with psychology® Any
words there are psychological factors present: as v. Kries puts it, the observer
has to understand the object, and for this a very noticeable time is often requisite.
Cf. Helmholtz’s Phys. Optik, 31d ed. 1911, I11. p. 470.

! Nevartheless, if that theory is to work it must accept extensity as an ultimale
fact. To overlook this was Helmholtz's imitial mistake and o recognise it Hering's
great merit. Unhappily he—like Willam James—goes too far in the opposite
extreme. He attributes a length, breadth and depth value to each retinal point as
such, in fact treats space as perceptually on a par with light, heat or sound. Such a
position is psychologically indefensible. Without localisation, as we have already
said, we have not space but only extensity: with localisation we have not only extensity
but relations that imply movement and are only brought to our knowledge Ly means
of it. See the very able criticism by von Kries, ap. ci. pp. 522-34.

2 Thus Locke says, ““Our simple ideas [f.e. presentations or impressions, as we
should now say] are all real...and not fictions at pleasare; for the mind...can make to

itself no simple idea more than what it has received™ (Essay, ii. 30, 2). And Berkeley
says, *“The ideas imprinted on the senses by the Author of Nature are called real

W. P 11
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examination of this characteristic will be best deferred till we
come to deal with ideation generally!. Meanwhile it will suffice
to shew that reality or actuality is not a single distinct element
added to the others which enter into the complex presentation
of what we call a #king, as colour or solidity may be. Nor is
it a special relation among these elements, like that of substance
and attribute, for example. For in both these respects the real
and the ideal, the actual and the possible, are alike. All the
elements or qualities within the complex, and all the relations
of those elements to each other, are the same in the rose repre-
sented as in the presented rose. The difference turns, not upon
what these elements are, regarded as qualities or relations whether
presented or represented : it turns solely upon whatever it is that
distinguishes the presentation from the representation of the
thing's qualities or their relations. Now this distinction, as we
shall presently see, depends partly upon the relation of the pre-
sentation of the thing to other presentations in consciousness
with it!, partly upon the relation to it, the attitude (Einstellung)
which it evokes in the subject whose presentation itis®. In these
respects we find a difference, not only between the simple
qualities, such as cold, hard, and sweet in strawberry ice, eg.,
as presented and as represented; but also, though less con-
spicuously, in the spatial, and even the temporal, relations which
enter into our intuition as distinct from our imagination of it
So then, reality or actuality is not strictly an item by itself, but
a characteristic of all the items that follow. Epistemologically
expressed it answers to the existential judgment : /7 is or There
z5, and a judgment of this kind all perception implies.

6. In the so-called physical solidity or impenetrability of
things our properly dynamic presentations or ‘feelings of effort’
come specially into play®. They are not entirely absent In those
movements of exploration by which we attain a knowledge of
space. But it is when these movements are definitely resisted,
or are only possible by increased effort, that we reach the full
meaning of body as that which occupies space. What we come
to call heat and cold, light and sound, the natural man regards

things; and those excited in the imagination, being less regular, vivid and constant,
are more properly termed fdeas or images of things, which they copy or represent”
(Prin. of Hiem, Kuow. pt. i. § 33).

! See next chapter, §1. * CL below, p. 173. 3 CI. above, ch. v, § 8, p. 137.
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as real ; and by and by he perhaps regards them as due to cer-
tain ‘ powers’ of things, known or unknown. But he does not
regard them as themselves things. At the outset things for him
are all corporeal like his own body, the first and archetypal thing;
and they are clearly intuited only when active touch is accom-
plished with effort. At a later stage passive touch without such
effort may suffice, but only because pressures, depending on a
subjective initiative, ze. on voluntary muscular exertion, have
been previously experienced. It is of more than psychological
interest to remark that the primordial factor in external reality
or ‘materiality,” as we may now call it, is thus due to the pro-
jection of a subjectively determined exertion which meets with
resistance, thereby making us acquainted with the occupation
of space—autantitypy as it has been called®.

It is further of interest to remark that to yield such acquain-
tance the passive displacement of our own body by another would
not suffice: that alone would only be a new case of incopresent-
ability : active resistance is essential to the nature of an oppo-
nent. Still we must remember that the accompanying sense-
impressions are also an essential condition. Muscular effort
without simultaneous sensations of contact would not yield the
distinct presentation of something resistant occupying the space
from which we have been obtruded and to which we would return.
Nay more, it is in the highest degree an essential circumstance
in this experience that the muscular effort, though subjectively
initiated, is still only possible when there is contact with some-
thing that, as it seems, is making an effort the counterpart of
our own. Especially important is the case where this counter-
part effort also is our own, as when we press the hands together
or pull with one against the other—" an experience,” as Herbert
Spencer has truly said, “ which, perhaps more than any other,
aids in developing the consciousness of objective power®” But
the ‘something’ is otherwise, so far, no more than thing-stuff:
without the factors here already implied and now to be con-
sidered in more detail our psychological individual would fall
short of distinct intuition of other things.

e. Of these remaining factors concerned in the intuition or
perception of external things we have first of all to note the

! Cf. Hamilton, ed. of Xeid's Works, p. 847.
E FPrinciples of Prycholopy, 2nd ed. ii. § 468, p. 483.
11—2
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temporal and spatial relations of the sense-data composing them.
Such relations are themselves in no way psychologically deter-
mined : they are primarily and in the main quite independent
of the subject’s interest or of any psychological principles of
synthesis or association whatsoever. But it is essential that
impressions should recur, and recur more or less as they have
previously occurred, if knowledge is ever to begin; for out of a
continual chaos of sensation, all matter and no form, such as
some philosophers describe, nothing but chaos could result.
Even a flux of impressions having this real or sense-given order
will not suffice; there must be also attention to, and retention
of, the order itself as well. These indispensable processes at
least are psychological.

But for its familiarity we should marvel at the fact that out
of the variety of impressions simultaneously presented we do
not instantly group together all the sounds and all the colours,
all the touches and all the smells. But, dividing what is given
together, we single out a certain sound or smell and regard that
along with a certain colour and feel, similarly singled out, as
belonging to what we call one thing. We might wonder, too
—those at least who have made so much of association by
similarity ought to wonder—that, say, the white of snow calls
up directly, not other shades of white or other colours, but the
expectation of cold or of powdery softness. The first step in
this process has been the simultaneous projection into the same
occupied space of the several impressions which we thus come
to regard as the qualities of the body flling it. Yet such
projection would avail but little—indeed could hardly arise—
unless the constituent impressions were again and again repeated
in like order, so as to prompt anew the same grouping; nor un-
less, further, this constancy in the one group was present along
with changes in other groups and in the general field. There
is nothing in its first experience to tell the infant that the song
of the bird does »nof inhere in the hawthorn whence the notes
proceed, and that the fragrance of the mayflower does. It is
only where a group, as a whole, has been found to change its
position relatively to other groups, and to be—in general—
independent of changes of position among them, that such
complexes can become distinct unities, a world of many things,
Again, because things are so often a world within themselves,
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their several parts or members not only having distinguishing
qualities but moving and changing with more or less indepen-
dence of the rest, it comes about that what from one point of
view is one thing becomes from another point of view several
—like a tree with its separable branches and fruits, for example.
Wherein then, more precisely, does the unity of a thing consist ?
This question, so far as it here admits of answer, carries us over
to temporal continuity.

d. Amidst all the change above described there is one thing
comparatively fixed. Our own body is both constant as a group
and a constant item in every field of groups; and not only so, but
it is, beyond all other things, an object of continual and peculiar
interest, inasmuch as our earliest pleasures and pains depend
solely upon it and what affects it. The body becomes, in fact,
the earliest form of self, the first datum for our later conceptions
of permanence and individuality. A permanence like that of
self is then transferred to other bodies which resemble our own,
so far as our direct experience goes, in passing continuously
from place to place and undergoing only partial and gradual
changes of form and quality. As ¢ have existed—or, more
exactly, as the body has been continuously presented—during
the interval between two encounters with some other recognised
body, so this comes to be regarded as having continuously existed
during its absence from us. However permanent we suppose
the conscious subject to be, it is hard to see how, without the
continuous presentation to it of such a group as the bodily
self, we should ever be prompted to convert the discontinuous
presentations of external things into a continuity of existence.
[t might be said : Since the second presentation of a particular
group would, by the mere workings of psychical laws, coalesce
with the image of the first, this coalescence would suffice to
‘generate’ the concept of continued existence. But such as-
similation is only the ground of a qualitative identification
and furnishes no motive, one way or the other, for real identi-
fication: between a second presentation of 4 and the presentation
at different times of two A’s there is so far no difference. Real
identity no more involves exact similarity than exact similarity
involves sameness of things; on the contrary, we are wont to
find the same thing alter with time, so that exact similarity
after an interval, so far from suggesting one thing, is often the
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surest proof that there are two concerned. Of such real identity,
then, it would seem we must have direct experience; and we
have it first of all in the continuous presentation of the bodily
self; apart from this it could not be ‘generated’ by association
among changing presentations. Afterwards, other bodies being
in like manner personified, that then is regarded as one thing
—from whatever point of view we look at it, whether as part of
a larger thing or as itself compounded of such parts—which we
take to have had one beginning ip time. But what is it that is
thus assumed to have had a beginning and to continue indef-
nitely? This leads to our last point.

e. So far we have been concerned only with the combination
of sensory and motor presentations into groups and with the
differentiation of group from group ; the relations to each other
of the constituents of such a group still for the most part remain.
To these relations in the main must be referred the correlative
concepts of substance and property, the distinction in substances
of qualities and powers, of primary qualities and secondary, and
the like™

Of all the constituents of things only one is universally
present, that above described as physical solidity, which presents
itself according to circumstances as impenetrability, resistance or
weight. Things differing in temperature, colour, taste and smell
agree in resisting compression, in filling space. Because of this
quality we regard the wind as a thing, though it has neither
shape nor colour, while a shadow, though it has both but is non-
resistant, is the very type of nothingness. This constituent is
invariable, while other qualities are either absent or change—
form altering, colour disappearing with light, sound and smells
intermitting. Many of the other qualities—colour, temperature,
sound, smell—increase for us in intensity if we advance till we
touch a certain body occupying a certain place; with the same
movement too its visual or ‘apparent’ magnitude increases. At
the moment of contact an unvarying tactual magnitude is ascer-
tained, while the other qualities and the visual magnitude reach
a fixed maximum; then first it becomes possible by effort to

! The distinction between the thing and its ‘p:upurlix_*s’ is one that must be more
fully treated under the head of Real Categories (cf. ch. xiii, § 6). Still, inasmuch as
the objective warrant for these concepts is contained more or less implicitly in our per-
cepts, some consideration of them is in place here.
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change or attempt to change the position and form of what we
apprehend. This tangible plenum we thenceforth regard as the
seat and source of all the qualities we project into it. In other
words, that which occupies space is psychologically the sub-
stantial. It is strange that Locke did not lay more stress on
this point; though, to be sure, in common with Descartes he
recognised it as the one sense-datum that is a primary quality.
But neither remarked that this ‘sense-datum’ is sui generis in
being the only one that the subject gives to itself, or at any rate,
gets for itself by its own activity, as we have already seen. The
other real constituents are only the properties or attributes of
this substance, the marks or manifestations which lead us to
expect its presence.

Perception as partly re-presentative.

§ 7. But there is still an observation concerning percepts that
we must not omit, though the full discussion which it opens up
must be deferred’. Even the simplest percepts, we have seen,
involve not only present experience but also experiences of
the past: in the language of Herbert Spencer they are ‘ partly
presentative, partly representative.” On this account it has been
usual to say that all perception implies both memory and imagi-
nation. . But such a statement, we must here remark, can be
allowed only so long as the terms memory and imagination are
vaguely used. The dog’s mouth normally waters only at the
sight of food® but the gourmand’s mouth will water even at
the Zhonght of it. We recognise the smell of violets as certainly
as we recognise the colour when the spring brings them round
again; but few persons, if any, can recall the scent when the
flower has gone, so as to say with Shelley—

Odours, when sweet violets sicken,
Live within the sense they quicken —

though most can recall the colour with tolerable clearness.
In like manner everybody can perform innumerable complex
voluntary movements which only a few can mentally rehearse
or describe without the prompting of actual execution. And
1 Ch. vii, § z.
* It can however be brought to water at the sighs of any coloured object, a
particular dish say, that has become associated with the food.
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not only does such reproduction as suffices for perception fall
short of that involved in reminiscence or memory in the narrower
sense, but the manner in which the constituent elements in a
percept are combined differs materially from what is strictly to
be called ‘ the association of ideas.” To realise this difference we
need only to observe first, how the sight of a suit of polished
armour, for example, instantly reinstates and steadily maintains
all that we retain of former sensations of its hardness and
smoothness and coldness; and then to observe next how this same
sight gradually calls up ideas now of tournaments, now of
crusades, and so through all the changing imagery of romance.
Though the percept is complex, it is but a single whole, and
the act of perception is single too. But, where, as is the case in
memory and imagination, attention passes—whether voluntarily
or non-voluntarily—from one representation to another, it is
obvious that these several objects of attention are still distinct
and that it is directed in turn to each. The term ‘association’
seems only appropriate to the latter. To the connexion of the
partial presentations in a complex, whether perception or idea,
it will be better to apply the term ‘complication,’ which was
used in this sense by Herbart, and has been so used by many
psychologists since. When we actually perceive an orange by
sight we may say that its taste or feel is represented, when we
perceive it by touch or taste we may in like manner say that its
colour is represented. The whole complex may be symbolized
sufficiently for our present purpose, in the first case as C'Zf, in
the second as ¢t We might also symbolize the idea of an
orange as seen by ¢ Zf and the idea of an orange as felt by
J ¢t using the accented letter to signify that different consti-
tuents are dominant in the two cases. What we have yet to
observe is briefly (1) that the processes by which the w/ole
complex ' ¢f or f ¢# is brought into consciousness differ im-
portantly from the process by which ¢ or / reinstates and
maintains the parts, ¢ f or ¢ ¢, and (2) that ¢, ¢, and f seem never
to have that distinct existence as representations which they had
as presentations or impressions’,

! Cf. next chapter, §§ 2 and 3.



CHAPTER Vil
IMAGINATION OR IDEATION!

Impressions and Ideas distinguished.

§ 1. Before the intuition of things has reached a stage so
complete and definite as that just described, imagination or
ideation as distinct from perception has well begun. In passing
to the consideration of this higher level of mental life we must
endeavour first of all analytically to distinguish the two as
precisely as may be, and then to trace the gradual development
of the higher.

At the outset we have to note the distinction between
impressions and ideas, which Locke with his epistemological
bias too much overlooked, but which Hume placed in the
forefront of his Zreatise. “All the perceptions of the human
mind,” he begins, “resolve themselves into two distinct kinds,
which I shall call /mpressions and Jdeas” Both alike may
be either ‘simple or complex,” he tells us: the difference
between them “consists in the degrees of force and liveliness
with which they strike upon the mind, and make their way into
our thought or consciousness.” In all this Herbert Spencer
blindly followed Hume. But it is very questionable whether
Hume was right in applying Locke’s distinction of simple and
complex to ideas in the narrower sense as well as to impressions.
Regardless of his first statement that they are distinct in kind
he goes on to say :—* That idea of red, which we form in the
dark and that impression which strikes our eyes in the sunshine
differ only in degree, not in nature®” What he seems to over-
look is that, whereas we may once have received the bare
impression called ‘red, we now usually have an image or idea

1 [deation—**a word of my own coining " said James Mill.
£ Treatize of Numan Nature, vol. 1. pt. 1. § 1.
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only of a red form or a red thing, i.e. of red as it was present in
a percept, in some way ideationally projected or intuited. An
incomparable observer in this department, in the course of
summarising his results, remarks: “I have succeeded a few
times in seeing bare colours without object : they then filled out
the entire field of sight'.” In other words, we seem to have no
‘ideas’ or images—though we have concepts—answering to
simple or isolated impressions. The complication which has
taken place during the evolution of the percept can only par-
tially fail in the image or idea, can never fail so far as to leave
us with a chaotic ‘manifold’ of mere sensational remnants. On
the contrary, we find that in ‘constructive imagination’ a new
kind of effort is often requisite in order partially to resolve these
representational complexes as a preliminary to new combina-
tions. But it is doubtful whether the results of such a process
are ever the ultimate elements of the percept, that is, are merely
isolated impressions in a fainter form.

As to the one difference, which Hume finally recognised—
“the force or liveliness’ of primary presentations or impressions
as compared with secondary presentations or ‘ ideas,” what exactly
are we to understand by this somewhat figurative language?
A simple difference of intensity can hardly be all that is meant;
for, though we may be momentarily confused, we can usually
perfectly well distinguish the faintest impression from an image:
moreover, we can imagine such minimal faintness as easily as
the maximal®. Between moonlight and sunlight or again
between midday and dawn we can discriminate many grades
of intensity ; but it does not appear that there is any corre-
sponding variation of intensity between these extremes when
they are not seen, but imagined. Many persons suppose they
can imagine a waxing or a waning sound or the gradual abate-
ment of an intense pain; but what really happens in such cases
1s probably not a rise and fall in the intensity of a single repre-
sentation, but a change in the complex represented. In the
primary presentations there was, if not a change of quality along

Y G. H. Meyer, Untersuchungen siber die Physiologie der Nervenfaser, 1843, p. 241.
I have repeatedly tried to repeat this among other of Meyer's experiments and, as it
seemed, with occasional success; but the colour was far more like a sensation than an
image, as was undoubtedly Meyer's experience.

# The whole subject of the intensity of representations, however, awaits experimental
investigation.
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with change of intensity—especially if this was great—at least
a change in the muscular adaptations of the sense-organs, to
say nothing of organic sensations accompanying these changes.
A representation of some or all of these attendants is perhaps
what takes place when variations of intensity are supposed to
be reproduced. Again, hallucinations are often described as
abnormally intense images which simply, by reason of their
intensity, are mistaken for percepts. But such statement,
though supported by very high authority?, is almost certainly
false, and would probably never have been made if epistemo-
logical considerations had been excluded as they ought to have
been. Hallucinations, when carefully examined, seem just as
much as percepts to contain among their constituents some
primary presentation—either a so-called ‘subjective sensation’
of sight or hearing or some organic sensation due to deranged
circulation or secretion. Intensity alone, then, will not suffice
to discriminate between impressions and images. By ‘force’ or
liveliness Hume, however, probably meant more than intensity;
and indeed psychologists in the present day often distinguish
between intense and ‘lively,” ‘impressive,” or ‘ striking ’ presenta-
tions, such as ‘make their way into consciousness,” as Hume
said, sick aufdringen, as the Germans say. But we are familiar
with striking ideas as well as with striking, but not necessarily
intense, sensations. The most we can say is that this character-
istic is commoner in the latter case.

The superior steadiness already mentioned?, is perhaps a more
constant and decisive characteristic of percepts. Images are not
only in a continual flux, but even when we attempt forcibly to
detain them they are apt to vary continually in clearness and com-
pleteness, reminding us of the illuminated devices made of gas
jets, common at fétes, when the wind sweeps across them, mo-
mentarily obliterating one part and at the same time intensifying
another. There is not this perpetual flow and flicker in what we
perceive. Again the impressions entering consciousness at any
one moment are psychologically independent of each other :
they are equally independent of the impressions and images
presented the moment before—independent, 7.e. as regards their
order and character, not, of course, as regards the share of

I By Hume himsell among others,
2 Cf. ch. vi, § 5.
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attention they secure. For attention to be concentrated in one
direction must be withdrawn from another, and images may
absorb it to the exclusion of impressions as readily as a first
impression to the exclusion of a second. But when attention
zs secured, a faint impression has a fixity and definiteness
lacking in the case of even vivid ideas. One ground for this
definiteness and independence lies in the localisation or pro-
jection which accompanies all perception. But why, if so, it
might be asked, do we not confound percept and image when
what we imagine is imagined as definitely localised or pro-
jected? Because we have a contrary percept to give the image
the lie ; where this fails, as in dreams, or where, as in hallucina-
tion, the image obtains in other ways the fixity characteristic of
impressions, such confusion does in fact result. But in normal
waking life ‘we have the whole presentation-continuum, as it
were, occupied and in operation : we are distinctly conscious of
being embodied and having our senses about us.

This contrariety between impression and image suggests,
however, a deeper question : we may inquire, not about its charac-
teristic marks, but about its possibility. With eyes wide open,
and while clearly aware of the actual field of sight and its filling,
one can recall or imagine a wholly different scene : lying warm
in bed one can imagine oneself out walking in the cold. It is
useless to say that the times are different; that what is perceived
is present, and what is imaged is past or future’. The images,
it is true, may have certain temporal marks by which they are
referred to what is past or future; but as imaged they are
present, and, as we have just observed, are regarded as actual
whenever there are no correcting impressions. We cannot at
once see the sky red and blue; how is it, we have still to learn,
that we can imagine it the one while perceiving it to be the
other? When we attempt to make the field of sight at once
red and blue, as in looking through red glass with one eye and
through blue glass with the other, either the colours merge and
we see a purple sky or we see the sky first of the one colour
and then of the other in irregular alternation. That this does
not happen between impression and image shews that, whatever

! Moreover, as we shall see later, the distinction between present and past or
future psychologically presupposes the contrast of impression and image. CF below,
ch. win, § 2.
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their connexion, images as a whole are distinct from the pre-
sentation-continuum and cannot with strict propriety be spoken
of as impressions, revived or reproduced: as revived or re-
produced they are impressions no longer. This difference is
manifest in another respect, v¢z. when we compare the effects
of diffusion in the two cases. An increase in the intensity of a
sensation of touch entails an increase in the extensity; an increase
of muscular innervation entails irradiation to adjacent muscles ;
but when a particular idea becomes clearer and more distinct,
there rises into consciousness an associated idea qualitatively
related probably to impressions of quite another class, as when
the smell of tar calls up memories of the sea-beach and fishing-
boats. Since images are thus distinct from impressions, and yet
so far continuous with each other as to form a train in itself un-
broken, we should be justified, if it were convenient, in speaking
of images as belonging to a secondary continuum distinct from
that to which the ‘original impressions’ belonged. And later on
we may see that this is convenient?.

Impressions then—unlike ideas—have no associates to whose
presence their own is accommodated and on whose intensity
their own depends. For, as already said, each bids inde-
pendently for attention, so that often a state of distraction
ensues, such as the train of ideas left to itself never occasions.
The better to hear we listen; the better to see we look; to
smell better we dilate the nostrils and sniff ; and so with all the
special senses; each sensory impression sets up nascent move-
ments for its better reception® In like manner there is also a
characteristic adjustment for images which can be distinguished
from sensory adjustments as readily as these are distinguished
from each other., We become most aware of this as, mutatis
mutandis, we do of them, when we voluntarily concentrate
attention upon particular ideas instead of remaining mere
passive spectators, as it were, of the general procession. To
this ideational adjustment may be referred most of the strain
and ‘head-splitting’ connected with recollecting, reflecting and
all that people call headwork; and the ‘absent look’ of one

1 Cf. below, pp. 176f.

? Organic sensations, though distinguishable from images by their definite but
often anatomically inaccurate localisation, furnish no clear evidence of such adaptations.

But in another respect they are still more clearly marked off from images, iz, by the
pleasure or pain which, in proportion to their obtrusiveness, they directly produce.
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intently thinking or absorbed in reverie seems directly due to
that lack of sensory adjustment which the concentration of
attention upon ideas entails.

But, distinct as they are, impressions and images are
still closely connected. In the first place, there are two or
three well-marked intermediate forms, so that, though we cannot
directly observe it, we seem justified in assuming a steady
transition from the one to the other. As the first of such inter-
mediate forms, it is usual to reckon what are often, and—so far
as psychology goes—inaccurately, styled ‘Affer-images” They
would be better described as after-sensations, inasmuch as they
are due either (1) to the persistence of the original peripheral
excitation after the stimulus is withdrawn, or (2) to the effects
of the exhaustion or the repair that immediately follows this
excitation. In the former case they are qualitatively identical
with the original sensation and are called ‘ positive,’ in the latter
they are complementary to it and are called ‘negative’ The
latter, of which we have clear instances only in connexion with
sight, are obviously in no sort re-presentations of the original
impression, but a sequent presentation of diametrically opposite
quality ; while positive after-sensations are, psychologically re-
garded, nothing but the original sensations in a state of evan-
escence. It is this gradual waning after the physical stimulus
has completely ceased that give after-sensations their chief title
to a place in the series of forms between impressions and images.
There is, however, another point: after-sensations are not affected
by movement as percepts usually are. If we turn away our eyes
we cease to see the flame at which we have been locking, but
the after-sensation remains still projected before us and continues
localised in the dark field of sight, even if we close our eyes
altogether. This fact, that movements do not suppress them,
and the further fact, that we can nevertheless be distinctly aware
of our sense-organs as concerned in their presentation, serve to
mark off after-sensations as intermediate between primary and
secondary presentations. The after-sensation is in reality more
elementary than either the preceding percept or its image. In
both these, in the case of sight, objects appear in space of three
dimensions, 7.e. as geometrical solids in perspective!; but the
after-sensation lacks all this detail.

! The following scant guotation from Fechner, one of the best observers in this
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Next, and still further removed from normal sensations (i.e.
sensations determined by the stimuli appropriate to the sense-
organ) are the so-called ‘ Recurrent sensations’ often unnoticed
but probably experienced more or less frequently by everybody
——cases, that is, in which sights or sounds, usually such as at the
time were engrossing and impressive, suddenly reappear several
hours or even days after the physical stimuli, as well as their effects
on the terminal sense-organ, seem entirely to have ceased. Thus
portrait-painters and workers with the microscope frequently
see the objects which have engaged their attention during the
day, stand out clearly before them in the dark. It was indeed
precisely such an experience that led the anatomist Henle first
to call attention to these facts®. But he and others have wrongly
referred them to what he called a ‘sense-memory’; for all that
we know is against the supposition that the sense-organs have
any such power of retention and reproduction. Moreover ‘recur-
rent sensations’ have all the marks of percepts which after-
sensations lack—definite movements and rhythms, for example.
They differ, in fact, from what are more strictly called hallucina-
tions only in being independent of any subjective suggestion or
mental derangement.

Finally, in what Fechner has called the ‘ MWemory A fter-image’
or the primary memory-image, as it is better termed, we have the
image proper in its earliest form. As an instance of what is meant
may be cited the familiar experience that a knock at the door,
the hour struck on the clock, the face of a friend whom we have
passed unnoticed, can sometimes be recognised a few moments
later by means of the persisting image, although—apparently—
the actual impression was entirely disregarded. The primary
memory-image, in the case of vision, can always be obtained, and

department, must suffice in illustration. “ Lying awake in the early morning after
daybreak, with my eyes motionless though open, there usnally appears, when I chance
to close them for a moment, the black after-image of the white bed immediately
before me and the white after-image of the black stove-pipe some distance away
against the opposite wall....Both [after-images] appear as if they were in juxtaposition
in the same plane; and, though—when my eyes are open—I seem to see the white
bed in its entire length, the afier-image—when my eyes are shut—presents instead
only a narrow black stripe owing to the fact that the bed is seen considerably fore-
shortened. But the memory-image on the other hand completely reproduces the
pictorial illusion as it appears when the eyes are open™ (Elemente der Prychophysik,
ii. p. 473).
! Cf. for further details, Fechner, ap. cit. ii. pp. 498 fi.
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is obtained to most advantage, by looking intently at some object
for an instant and then closing the eyes or turning them away.
The image of the object will appear for a moment very vividly
and distinctly, and can be so recovered several times in succes-
sion by an effort of attention. Such reinstatement is materially
helped by rapidly opening and closing the eyes, or by suddenly
moving them in any way. In this respect a primary memory-
image resembles an after-sensation, which can be repeatedly
revived in this manner when it would otherwise have disappeared.
This seems to shew that the primary memory-image in some
cases owes its vivacity in part to a positive after-sensation, at any
rate it proves that it is in some way still sense-sustained. But
in other respects the two are very different: the after-sensation
is necessarily presented if the intensity of the original excitation
suffices for its production, and cannot be presented otherwise,
however much we attend. Moreover, the after-sensation is only
positive for a moment or two, and then passes into the negative
or complementary phase, when, so far from even contributing
towards the continuance of the original percept, it directly
hinders it. Primary memory-images on the other hand, and
indeed all images, depend mainly upon the attention given to the
impression ; provided that was sufficient, the faintest impression
may be for some time retained; and without it very intense ones
leave no appreciable trace. The primary memory-image, in
fact, retains so much of its original definiteness and intensity as
to make it possible with great accuracy to compare two physical
phenomena, one of which is in this way ‘remembered’ while the
other is really present. For the most part this is indeed a more
accurate procedure than that of dealing with both together, but
it is only possible for a very short time. From Weber's experi-
ments with weights and lines! it would appear that even after
10 seconds a considerable waning has taken place, and after
100 seconds all that is distinctive of the primary image has
probably ceased.

On the whole, then, it appears that the image proper in its
earliest complete form is a joint product. It is not the mere
residuum of changes in the presentation-continuum : it is a dis-
tinct effect of these changes, but only when there has been some
concentration of attention upon them. It has the form of a percept,

Y Die Lebre vom Tastsinne wnd Gemeingefiihle, 1851, pp. 86 ff.
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but is not constituted of revived #mgpressions, for the essential
marks of impressions are absent. It is not localised in actual
space. In its case there is neither the motor adaptation, nor the
feeling-tone, which are incident to the reception of impressions.
It does not reproduce the intensity of its original constituents,
but only their quality and complication. What we call its vivid-
ness is of the nature of intensity, but it is an intensity very
partially and indirectly determined by that of the original im-
pression. But the range of vividness in ideas is probably com-
paratively small; what are called variations in vividness are
often really variations in distinctness and completeness’. Where
there is persistence and great intensity, as in hallucinations,
primary presentations, as already said, may be reasonably sup-
posed to enter into the complex. The image may rise above,
or fall below, the threshold of consciousness independently of
any changes in the presentational-continuum—or, as we may
now call it, the primary continuum.

For it seems manifest that a secondary continuum has been in
some way formed out of, or differentiated from it in consequence
of movements of attention. 5till the precise connexion of the
two continua is very difficult to determine. In the case of the
primary memory-image, though there has been no cessation in
its presentation, yet the characteristic marks of the impression
are gone. So much so, indeed, that we may have several primary
images in the field of consciousness together, as when we count
up the strokes of the clock after it has ceased striking. But,
though images thus appear first of all as a sort of awdppota or
outgrowth from the presentation-continuum, their return—and
only then do they become distinct re-presentations—is never
determined directly and solely by later presentations like that
which first gave them being. A second impression exactly like
the first—if that were all—would merely be itself assimilated or
recognised. It could not account for the individual distinctness
characteristic of the ‘ revived’ image—which is just what we want

I As we have seen that there is a steady transition from percept to image, so, if
space allowed, the study of hallucinations might make clear an opposite and abnormal
process—the passage, that is to say, of images into percepts, for such, to all intents
and purposes, are hallucinations of perception, psychologically regarded. To some
extent these processes can be voluntarily evoked. Cf. J. Miiller, Ceder die phanitas-
tischen Gesichiserscheinungen, 1825; G. H, Meyer, Physiologie der Nervenfaser, 1851,
pp- 228 0.

w. P. L3
$
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to understand—nor, indeed, for the existence of such an image
at all; for the only re-presentative element with which it is con-
cerned is that involved in its own assimilation. But how then
was the distinctness in the first instance possible, in the series
of primary memory-images just mentioned, for example? It
was possible owing to differences in the rest of the successive
fields of consciousness in which each in turn occurred and to
the persistence of these differences. If the whole field which
the second impression entered had been just like the field of
the first, it is hard to see what ground for distinctness there
would have been; and so, mutatis mutandis, of the rest.

But when such a subsequent impression does not occur till
the primary memory-image itself has become altogether subli-
minal, how then is distinct re-presentation possible? It is
possible only if the new impression is not merely assimilated
by what persists of the old but can also reinstate sufficient of
the mental framing of this to give to its image individual
distinctness. This is really what happens in what is properly
called the ‘association of ideas.” OQur inquiry into the relation
between presentations and representations has thus brought us
to the general consideration of this association. But it will be
well first to follow up this analytic inquiry by next attempting
to investigate the genesis and development of the ideas them-
selves.

Genests and Development of ldeation.

§ 2. “From the senses to the imagination and from this to
the intellect—such is the order of life and of nature.” It is the
first step in this development that we have now to try and
follow. We find ourselves sometimes engrossed in present per-
ceptions, as when watching, for example, the meanderings of an
ant ; sometimes we may be equally absorbed in reminiscences ;
sometimes in ‘castle-building,” or in thought. Here are three
well-marked forms of conscious life: the first being concerned
with what is, the second with what has been, and the third with
the merely possible. Again, the first involves definite spatial
and temporal order, though the temporal order, we may note,
is in the main restricted to the ‘sensible present®’; the second

I Vives quoted by Hamilton, Metaphysics, ii. p. 320.
? On this ef. below, ch. viii, § 3.
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involves primarily only definite time-order; and the last neither
in a definite way. Thus, analytically regarded, perception,
memory, imagination or ideation, shew a steady advance. In
infancy the first predominates, while senility lapses back to the
second ; in the third, where similarities suggest themselves and
the contrast of actual and possible is explicit, we have at length
the groundwork of logical comparison. Nevertheless, since
imagination plays a conspicuous part in child life before much
personal reminiscence appears, it would seem probable that ideas
do not first arise as definite memory-images or reminiscences.
On the other hand, in the so-called homing instincts of the lower
animals we have evidence of isolated ‘memories’ of a simpler
form than ours.

The study of this advance is as difficult as it is interesting
and important; but we can hardly hope at present for a final
solution of all the questions raised. One chief obstacle, as is so
often the case in psychology, lies in the unsettled connotation of
such leading terms as memory, assoctation and idea. Even what
is most fundamental of all, that ®plasticity®” which we have
analysed into retentiveness, differentiation and integration, is
sometimes described as if it already involved memory-images
and their association. Images, that is to say, are identified with
the mere ‘residua’ of former impressions, and yet at the same time
are spoken of as if they were also their ‘ copies’ : which is much
like saying that the evening twilight is a faint replica of the
noonday glare as well as its parting gleam. This mistaken
identification by the Associationist psychology of later processes
with simpler and earlier ones, which fail to explain them, has not
only obscured the science with inappropriate concepts but has
prevented the question on which we are entering—that concerning
the genesis and development of ideas—from being ever effectually
raised. The discussion of this question will incidentally yield
the best refutation of such views. We must consider it from
two sides, which we may call the subjective and the objective.
Under the former we shall have briefly to note what changes the
process of such development entails upon the subject. Under
the latter we shall have to ascertain more at length the charac-
teristics thereby entailed upon the resulting presentational pro-
ducts. We begin with the first.

! Cf. above, ch. iii, § 4 /.

I2—2
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Experience, we say, is the acquisition of practical acquaintance
and efficiency, as the result of repeated opportunity and effort.
We had first a new or strange situation A4 ; then after more or
fewer repetitions, we say this situation was ‘ recognised,” became
quite familiar. 1f A was a complex movement, we say that at first
it was hard to perform, but that after repeated trials it was per-
formed with perfect facifity. Familiarity and facility then may
be regarded as characters that perceptions or actions may
gradually acquire, characters that by degrees replace the
strangeness or difficulty that accompanied them at the first.
We may indicate this acquired characteristic by #, so that A4
in becoming cognised or assimilated becomes AY. Our first
problem—the subjective aspect of our inquiry—is to ascertain, if
we can, the nature of this y as an attribute or characteristic of a
given situation or performance. One obvious consideration is that
it seems essentially the same, however various the experiences to
which it applies. May we therefore suppose that the source of
this v is to be found rather in the subjective than in the objective
constituents of consciousness? It is at all events certain that
familiarity and facility are closely related to feeling. Unfortu-
nately these relations—at first sight at any rate—appear dis-
couragingly complex. Though the familiar is often pleasurable
yet we have plenty of familiar pains, Again, beyond certain
limits the familiar becomes uninteresting, unless positively pain-
ful : also the easy becomes the mechanical. On the other hand,
the unfamiliar and the difficult have their attractions, though
again only within certain limits: we are hostile towards the
utterly strange and averse to difficulty pure and simple. We
cannot then regard this feeling that varies as the source of the
constant «: it is rather a consequence of it'. But we can quite
well maintain—indeed we can hardly do else—that apart from
subjective selection and interest the percept or movement A
would never have acquired this characteristic v at all®

It is at all events in terms of subjective function—so to say—
that we ordinarily express the broad facts of habit and practice.
Use we say is second nature and practice makes perfect: the
effect of exercise is thus conceived as a change on the subjective

I Wundt however takes a difierent view. CIL his Fhysiologische Pyehologte, fith
ed. iii. p. 511,
* Cf. above, chh. ii, § 4, p. 50; iii, § 2, p- 59, § 3, p. 72.
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side, not as an association of a plurality of identical presentations.
Indeed in the case of dexterities acquired by practice, it is
obvious that there is no such series of identicals at all. From
the first rude beginning—say the schoolboy’s pothooks or the
schoolgirl's curtsies—up to the finished performance of the
adept there is continuous approximation: awkward and bungling
attempts pass gradually into the bold strokes and graceful sweep
of mastery. Looking simply at the movements themselves we
-are impressed, not by the sameness of, but by the difference
between, the final adroitness and the initial clumsiness. There
was little of what characterises the former to begin with and
there may remain no trace of the latter in the end. Or if we
take note of the effect produced on muscles and limbs by
exercise we find that these also gradually change and that such
changes may be indefinitely great. Whenever the blacksmith
“swings his heavy sledge” there may be physically the same
amount of work done. But for the smith himself the same
work, now that “his arms are strong as iron bands,” does not
entail the same effort, is not a repetition of the same experience,
as at first. Facility and faculty (or function) are much the same
both etymologically and actually. If the facility, efficiency or
function is the psychical concomitant—whether directly or in-
directly—of structural growth and development, and if the
perfected structure has actually superseded the rudimentary,
may we not assume the like of the perfected function? As little
as new structures are a combination of old so little are new
functions an association of old. The less fit may be fossilised
and preserved elsewhere but at least it is not embodied in the
fittest that finally survives.

If we look next at cases of instinctive or innate skill these
seem to point to the same conclusion. The young ring-plover,
for instance, can run as soon as it emerges from the shell, that
is, without practice and without repetitions. Yet it seems
reasonable to assume that the newly-hatched plover has at the
outset much the same sense of use and ease that a kitten only
has when after many trials it has attained a like facility. Of all
but the fundamental endowments of mind, whatever these may
be, it is probably true that innate faculty is, in general, due to
facility previously acquired by practice and transmitted by
heredity. The fact of such transmission—though it lies outside
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our present psychological inquiry—seems to force us to admit
that, whatever be the means by which a given organism is
called into existence, the psychological concomitants normal to
such an organism will be there too; and cannot be there other-
wise. Were the newly-hatched plover to be put on the water,
its first experience would be strange; but the newly-hatched
duck so treated would begin by feeling at home. Might not
the case be essentially the same, if for plover and duck we sub-
stitute, say a boy who has not, and a boy who has, thoroughly
learnt to swim? More generally : If, in the case of instinctive
ability, the characteristic of facility—y as we have called it—is
not an associative series, may we not assume that even when
such a series is an indispensable condition of facility, v#z., when
the facility is acquired by a subject sufficiently advanced, the
series is still no part of the essence of v? Anyone with a turn
for psychology might analyse the several steps of his progress in
learning some feat of skill and observe the gradual elimination
of the gaucke and irrelevant and the gradual advance of the
graceful and fitting. But these observations would not consti-
tute the skill ; and in fact they would probably hinder it. The
whole situation would be comparable to that of a botanist from
time to time interfering with a growing plant to see how it
developed. As the botanist may record the several phases of
such development so may the psychologist note in himself the
rise and progress of some new aptitude he is in course of ac-
guiring. Such records may quite naturally form an associated
series, and this series might even be itself associated with the
perfection finally attained. The great thing is to take care
that we do not confound the two.

It will perhaps be urged that the familiarity concerned in
cognition is different from the facility concerned in movement.
In acquired dexterity there is a gradual approximation towards
perfection, but in acquired perception the object perceived is
identically the same from first to last. Though neither my
juvenile pothooks, nor therefore the movements that produced
them, form a series of identicals, yet all my former impressions of
the moon’s disc may form one. Perhaps such a plea for separating
facility from familiarity has never been explicitly made ; still it
seems fairly implied in the diverse treatment of the two by many
psychologists. But if we consider—as it is plain we ought —
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not the physical thing but the individual's perception of it, then
surely this too is an acquisition, entails activity and progress,
gradually approximates towards completeness like motor acqui-
sitions. It too has its physical concomitant in differentiation of
structure ; and just as there are innate dexterities so there seem
to be innate cognitions. The young rabbit begins by being
indifferent to mice and interested in carrots, the young cat by
being indifferent to carrots and interested in mice, while both
are alarmed at the sight of a dog’. So much for the subjective
side of the process: its bearing in detail on the objective pro-
ducts resulting will be apparent as we proceed.

We have already described this process from the objective
side as assimilation or immediate recognition?; and have noted
how the older psychology described it as association of the
completely similar, or automatic association®. That the two
views have something in common is shewn by the juxtaposition
of *automatic’ and ‘immediate,’ ‘ similarity * and ‘assimilation.’
To prepare the way for further discussion, let us first ascertain
these points of agreement. “When [ look at the full moon,”
said Bain, “I am instantly impressed with the state arising from
all my former impressions of her disc added togethert” This we
may symbolize in the usual fashion as 4 + a,... + a; + a. + a,.
Now, it will be granted (1) that the present occurrence (full
moon) has been preceded by a series of like occurrences, enumer-
able as 1, 2, 3,...,#2; (2) that the preceding experiences of those
occurrences were a necessary condition of the present experience
(Ar); and (3) that this ‘arises instantly’ in consequence of our
previous attention to them. But it is denied (1) that this present
experience is the mere sum, or even the mere ‘fusion,’ of the
experiences preceding it; (2) that they were qualitatively
identical ; (3) that they persist severally unaltered, in such wise
that experience “drags at each remove a lengthening chain”
or a greater mass of them. The successive experiences of »
identical occurrences does not then result in an accumulation of
z identical »esidua. The ineptness of the atomistic psychology
with its ‘physical’ and ‘chemical’ analogies is nowhere more

! Many striking instances in point are to be found in the classic papers by the late
Douglas Spalding or in the pages of Romanes. :

* Cf. above, ch. vi, § 2. 3 CFL ch. iv, § 4.

L Senses and fufellect, 4th ed., 1894, p- 489.
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apparent than here. Considering the intimate relation of life
and mind, and the strong physiological bias shewn by the
Associationists from Hartley onwards, it is surely extraordinary
how completely they have failed to appreciate the light-bearing
significance of such concepts as function and development.
Whatever superficial resemblance there may be between the
relation of a chemical compound or alloy to the elements com-
posing it, and that of a complex presentation to its constituents,
their supposed analogy is faulty in the most essential point.
A chemical association that cannot be dissociated is, I fancy,
a contradiction in terms. But indissociability is the one dis-
tinguishing peculiarity of ‘ mental chemistry.' So it is also of
organic development, between which and mental development
there is, however, more than analogy : in certain respects, at any
rate, there is minute and exact correspondence. Development
implies change of form in a continuous whole: every growth
into means an equal growth out of; thus one cannot find the
caterpillar in the butterfly. All that is true in Mill’s ‘inseparable
association '—and there is much that is true in it—is intelligible
only when connected with such development.

But though assimilation cannot be analysed into a series
of identical ideas (a,, @, ..., ay), either ‘added together’ or
‘instantaneously fused, yet it can result in an 2 which may
provisionally be called an idea inasmuch as it may eventually
become one. To ascertain how it does so, is our second problem
—the objective side of our inguiry. Now such idea in the
making is, as yet, neither a memory-image in the proper sense
nor an idea within the meaning of the term implied in °con-
structive imagination’ or in thought. For it is devoid of the
temporal signs! indicated by the subscript numerals in a,, a., ...,
and it has not yet become part of an ideational continuum,
one, that is to say, divested of the definite spatial and tem-
poral marks belonging to what actually is or has been. It is,
so to say, embryonic, something additional to the mere per-
cept as assimilated, and yet something less than a *free or
independent idea. It is, as it has been happily called? a tied

! On this term cf. below, ch. viii, § 3 .
* CL Drobisch, Empirische FPsychologie, 1842, § 31; Hoffding, * Ueber Wieder-
kennen, Association und psychische Activitat,” in Fierteljakrsschr. f. wissenschayii,
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(gebundene) or implicit idea. We have clear evidence of the
sense-bound stage of this immature idea in the so-called
‘memory after-image. There is, however, nothing in this of
memory, save as the term is loosely used for mere retentiveness ;
and after-pércept would so far be a less objectionable name for it.
This along with its earlier name, ‘primary memory-image,’
indicates its transitional character, as already remarked. This
after-percept is entirely sense-sustained and admits of no ideal
recall, though—in minds sufficiently advanced—as it persists for
a few moments, it may form the basis of such comparison with
a second sensation, as we find in the experiments of Weber,
Fechner and others.

It is saying too little to maintain, as the hypothesis of
inseparable association in effect does, that this immature idea
is subconscious, on the ground that it is not discoverable by
direct analysis. Yet it is saying too much, regardless of this
defect, to describe a percept as a presentative-representative
complex, if representation is to imply the presence of a free
or independent idea. To call the representative constituent
of the percept a ‘tied or nascent idea’ on the ground of its
possible later development into an independent one seems, then,
nearest the truth®. The same meaning is sometimes expressed
in a wholly different and designedly paradoxical way, by saying
that all cognition (perception) is »ecognition. This statement has
been met by elaborate expositions of the difference between
knowing and knowing egain, the irrelevance of which any lexicon
would shew; and, further, by the question, how on such a view a
Jirst cognition is possible, or how otherwise an indefinite regress of
assimilation is to be avoided? We may confidently reply that it
cannot be avoided : an absolute beginning of experience, we have
again to remember, is beyond us. Assimilation means further
assimilation; in this sense all cognition is further cognition,

Philosophie, 1889, Bd. xiii. pp. 437 ff. To Hoflding we are also indebted for the
term E;-,ﬁ-.q;rm{ﬁ.«-if;i.rmﬁrﬂrrr which has sugge:ﬂterl the ¥ character used above.

1 Cf. above, p. 178. Recent experiments, however, seem to prove that the
after-percept is not the sole factor, and often is not a factor at all in such successive
comparison (so-called) ; but that what is now termed * the absolute impression’ may
supplement it or even replace it altogether.  As to what is meant by absolute impres-
sion, ef. ch. iv, § 5, c.

2 Accordingly Hoffding symbolizes it as (;’;), which, by the way, we might call

the objective aspect of our A,
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and a bare sensation is, we allow, an abstraction representing
a limit to which we can never regress’. ¥

We find evidence, again, of ideas in the making in what—
adopting a term of G. H. Lewes—we may call preperception.
Of this instances in plenty are furnished by everyday illusions,
as when a scarecrow is hailed by the traveller who mistakes it
for a husbandman, or when what is taken for an orange proves
to be but an imitation in wax. In reality all complex percepts
involve preperception; and, so far, it must be allowed that such
percepts are directly analysable into presentative-representative
complexes. Nevertheless, the representative element is not yet,
and may never become, an idea proper. The sight of ice yields
a forefeel of its coldness, the smell of baked meats a foretaste of
their savour. Such prepercepts differ from free ideas just as
after-percepts do: they are still sense-bound and sense-sustained.
Nor can this complication be with any propriety identified either
with the association pertaining to memory or with that specially
pertaining to ideation; though, no doubt, complication and
association are genetically continuous, as are their respective
constituents, nascent and free ideas® The whole course of
perceptual integration being determined and sustained by
subjective interest, involves from the outset, as we have seen,
concurrent conative impulses; and thus the same assimilation
that results in familiarity and preperception on the subjective
side results in facility and purpose on the conative. Knowing im-
mediately w/kat 7o do is here the best evidence of knowing what
there is to do with; the moth that flies into the candle-flame

L 4 propes of this I append the following, forbearing to translate it, as it seems
more telling as it stands: Es gilt fiir die Psychologie, was fiir die Naturwissenschaft
[auch gilt]: ans Nichts wird Nichts und zu Nichts tritt Nichts hinzu. Wo sich ein
Werden zeigen soll, da muss Etwas zu Etwas treten, aus deren Verbindung ein Drittes
entstechen kann.  Soll also eine Erkenntniss entstehen, so muss zuvor eine Erkenntniss
vorhanden sein, zu der eine andere kommt, und mit der sie in Process tritt... Die primi-
tivisten Apperceptionen [= Assimilationen] des Siuglings sind freilich dunkel; aber
sie folgen den Gesetzen der klar entwickelten Processe. Steinthal, Edndestung in die
LPoychologie und Sprackwissenschaft, 1871, p. 171.

* Hence the earlier process has been named ‘impressional association ' (Stout,
Analytic Piychelogy, 1896, ii. pp. 25—¢), and again ‘animal association’ (Thorndike,
Anemal Intelligence, an Experimental Study of the Associative Processes in Animals,
1898, pp. 71, 87, and passim). But it seems preferable to confine the term f association’
to the later process, in which alone the component presentations have that amount of
distinctness and individuality which the term association properly connotes; and to
describe the former as ‘ complication.” Cf. above, ch. vi, § 7.
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has assuredly no preperception of its heat, and does not act
with purpose. Bearing this in mind, we may now see one
way, and probably the earliest, in which tied ideas become free.

The contrast between the actual and the possible constitutes,
as we have seen, the main difference between experience at the
perceptual and experience at the ideational stage. A subject
confined to the former level knows not yet this difference. Such
knowledge is attained, not through any quasi-mechanical inter-
action of presentations, but usually through bitter experience.
The chapter of accidents is the Bible of fools, it has been said ;
but we are all novices at first, and get wisdom chiefly by the
method of trial and failure. Things are not always different in |
what to us are their essential properties; but they so differ from
time to time. Resemblances are frequent enough to give us
familiarity and confidence ; yet uniformity is flecked by diversity,
and thwarted intentions disclose possibilities for which we were
not prepared. What was taken for sugar turns out to be salt;
what was seized as booty proves to be bait. We catch many
Tartars, and so learn wariness in a rough school. In such wise
preperceptions displaced by the actual fact yield the ‘what’
severed from the ‘that,’ the ‘ideal’ or ‘possible’ freed at length from
the exclusive hold of the real. In a new situation afZer swuck
adventures the attitude assumed—if, for brevity, we describe it in
terms of our own still more advanced experience—is of this sort:
“[t may be a weasel, if so, I back; it may be a rabbit, if it is,
I spring.” Instead of unquestioned preperception that ‘makes
the mouth water,’ we have the alternative possibilities present as
‘free ideas’; action also is in suspense, the alternative courses
again, that is to say, are present only in idea. It is easy to see
how in such situations one free idea, a ‘ what’ sundered from a
‘that,’ will tend to loosen the sensory ties of alternative, still
implicit ideas. On the cognitive side, from immediate assimila-
tion an advance is made towards mediate cognition, towards
comparison ; on the active side there is advance from impulsive
action towards deliberate action.

We conclude, then, in the first place, that implicit ideas—the
products of assimilation, and integrated as such in complex

! Some light is perhaps here thrown on the reciprocal relation of *association
by contrast’ and *association by similarity " as leading severally, the one to the
differentiation of partial similars, the other to the integration of partial dissimilars.
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percepts and the motor co-ordinations to which they lead—are
more likely to emerge as free ideas the more this perceptual
complexity increases. Perception in such of the lower animals,
as give but few signs of either memory or ideation, has ap-
parently no such complexity. A fish, for example, can feel,
smell, taste, see, and even hear, but we cannot assume solely on
that account that it has any percepts to which its five senses
contribute, as they do to our percept, say, of an orange or a
peppermint. Taking voluntary movements as the index of
psychical life, it would seem that the fish's movements are
instigated and guided by its senses, not collectively but
separately. Thus a dog-fish, according to Steiner, seeks its
food exclusively by scent; so that when its olfactory bulbs are
severed, or the fore-brain, in which they end, is destroyed, it
ceases to feed spontaneously. The carp, on the other hand,
appears to search for its food wholly under the guidance of
sight, and continues to do so just as well when the fore-brain is
removed, the mid-brain, whence the optic nerves spring, seeming
to be the chief seat of what intelligence it has'. Again, Bateson
observes: “There can be no doubt that soles also perceive objects
approaching them, for they bury themselves if a stroke at them
is made with a landing-net; yet they have no recognition of a
worm hanging by a thread immediately over their heads, and
will not take it even if it touch them, but will continue to feel
for it aimlessly on the bottom of the tank, being aware of its
presence by the sense of smell2” In the experience of these
fishes there seems, then, to be no object such that the sight of it
recalls its smell, or #zice versa. To this inability to combine
simple percepts into one complex percept of a single object or
situation we may reasonably attribute the fish’s lack of true
ideas, and consequent lack of sagacity. The sagacity even of
the higher animals does not amount to ‘general intelligence,’
such as enables a child * to put two and two together,’ as we say,
whatever ‘ two and two ' may stand for. So far as life consists
of a series of definite situations and definite acts, so far the
things done or dealt with together, the contents of the several

VT, Steiner, Die Functionen des Centralnervensystems u.s.qv., 2te Abth., Die Fische,
1888, pp. 50, 120, 19 seq., 101.

* W. Bateson, ““ The Sense-Organs and Perceptions of Fishes,” Journ. Marine
Biol. Assoe. 1890, p. 239
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Joct or concentrations of attention, form so many integrated
and comparatively isolated wholes. Round the more compli-
cated of these, and closely connected with them, free ideas arise
as sporadic groups, making possible those * lucid intervals,” those
fitful gleams of intelligence in the very heat of action, which
occasionally interrupt the prevailing irrationality of the brutes.
And as we cannot credit even the higher animals with general
trains of ideas, just as little can we credit them with a continuous
memory: indeed, it is questionable how far memory of the past,
as past, belongs to them at all. For they live entirely in an
up-stream, expectant attitude, and it is in such situations that
free ideas arise when they arise at all. We cannot imagine a
dog regretting, like one of Punck's heroes, that he “did not have
another slice of that mutton.”

We conclude therefore, in the second place, that the free
idea (a) at its first emergence has neither (1) an assignable
position in a continuous memory-record, as @, or ,, nor has it
(2) a definite relation as a ‘generic idea’ to possible speciali-
sations such as &' or @”. These further developments are the
problems we must turn to next. The questions raised are two,
From the primitive 2 how do we advance (i) to true memory-
images (a;, as, ...) and (ii) to specific ideas («, a”, ...)? But
first of all, let us begin with a brief analysis to prepare the
way for both. True memory—as distinct from mere retention
and reproduction—implies accessories that give individuality to
the event remembered and antecedents that determine its |
chronological position: in a word, @, or a, is a complex whole
and has a fixed place in a series®. Its complexity is not merely
the complexity which, as we have already urged, belongs to all
images®: &, and a4, are complexes of images (a + / + ),
(a+ 2 + ¢)., where a is the central fact remembered and the rest
[, p, &c. its ‘setting’ or accessories. In our daily experience we
may note that vague or general recognition does not lead to re-
miniscence; for the accessories are still indistinct; and indistinct
largely because the chief presentation is itself indistinct. [ may

1 Cf. F. H. Bradley, ** Memory and Inference,” Mind, 1899, pp. 145 ff.; and
especially Thorndike, Animal Intelligence, cited above.

2 How its place comes to be determined is a further question that we must
attempt later.

¥ Cf. above, pp. 16gf.
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recognise a stranger passing me as a German and no more; but
observing a scar on his forchead, I am almost sure to remember
a student's duel where 1 saw such a wound given. Before true
memory is possible, then, this chief presentation, a, must acquire
certain individuating marks which it lacked at first. And in
point of fact, we find in children and in the higher animals, as
already remarked, many signs of free ideas before we have evi-
dence of true memory. But such ideas are vague and isolated,
like the percepts which they re-present.

It is from them, however, that we advance also to the more
specialised forms, &', a”, &c. In this advance differentiation and
assimilation, rather than association, appear again to take the
lead. The very young child is said to call all men ‘Father’; so in
dementia, the patient—to borrow an illustration from Hughlings
Jackson—*" ceasing to recognise his nurse as a nurse, takes her
to be his wifel.” In the one case we have the differentiation of
a into &', a’, &c., not yet evolved; in the other we have it
dissolved again. The case of a certain sculptor, who could draw
a sofa and recognise a statue of Mercury but could not draw his
own sofa or recognise the particular statue he had himself
modelled, illustrates this regression; and there are familiar
instances in plenty to be found in the records of mental affec-
tions. Such cases indeed suggested to Hughlings Jackson the
distinction of inferior and superior perception. This vague
‘inferior’ image (a) that confuses father and other men, wife and
nurse, seems to be the root or stem whence the ‘superior,” more
specific, images (a', @) diverge as it were by proliferation : it is
the psychological, potential, generality that precedes distinctions,
not the logical, effective, generality that can only follow them.
This later, logical (or epistemological) form, 1 have suggested?,
might be symbolized as a°: it is ‘abstracted’ from the free ideas
a', @', &c. into which the psychological & or AY has ramified®

V The Croonian Lectupes on Evolution and Dissolution of the Nervous System,
1884, Reprint, from Arir. Med. Ji p. 8. It is deeply to be regretted that these
masterly lectures are so little known to psychologists and that they exist only in such
an inaccessible form.

2 ¢ Assimilation and Association, 1,” Mind, N.S. ii. 18g3, p. 358.

# Here it is that language comes upon the scene ; as varying repetitions set free
the psychological a, so language sets free the distinctly ‘generic image’ implicated in

i Cia

the several members a', a”, a'”, ..., so bringing to light the one in the many, and at
the same time rendering the many distinct. In both these processes, of course,
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But in the child learning to distinguish letters from numerals or
one letter from another, and generally in what is called ‘ training
the senses, differentiation and assimilation make one process of
growth. The process is not one of construction, comparable to
the manufacture of a watch : it is much more akin to the steady
increase in clearness and distinctness of a landscape as morning
breaks. At first sight the child may still confuse M with ¥, the
cowslip with the primrose and the cat with the rabbit: only on
closer scrutiny do the differences ‘emerge.’” When they do, the
percept in question becomes more distinct and so more complex:
but so far there may be no association. The fact is, great as are
the advances that psychology owes to the doctrine of association,
the time has come to question its finality and to circumscribe its
range. The restriction here contended for is one which the earlier
writers on association fully allowed: association was wholly
confined to ideas that to begin with are distinct and that to
the end arc separable’, The process by which ideas arise from
impressions cannot then be explained by association. And for
long no such explanation was attempted, but the practice of
regarding ideas as merely the residues of sensations prepared
the way for such an attempt and the confusions to which it
has led.

This remark brings us back to the first of the two questions
above mentioned, that concerning the formation of ‘a continuous
memory-record,” This we may now consider genetically.

Association and the Memory-Continuum.

§ 3. Great confusion has been occasioned, as we have found,
by the lax use of the term ‘association,” and this confusion has
been increased by a further laxity in the use of the term
association by similarity. -In so far as the similarity amounts
to identity, as in assimilation, we have a process which, as has
been already pointed out, is more fundamental than association
and presupposed in it. And when the reviving presentation is
only partially similar to the presentation revived, the nature
of the association does not appear to differ from that opera-
tive when one ‘contiguous’ presentation revives another. In
association 15 essentially concerned, particularly when the specialisation exceeds the
limits of a single sense.

v Cf. Hume, Treaatise of Human Nature, ptoi. § 4.
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the one case we have, say, @ +6é +x recalling a+ &+ p, and
in the other @ + &+ ¢ recalling d+e+/ Now anybody who
will reflect must surely see that the similarity between (& + ) + x
and (a + &)+ y, as distinct from the identity of their partial con-
stituent (& + &), cannot be the means of recall; for this similarity
is nothing but the state of mind—to be studied presently—
which results when a+ &+ x and a+ & +y, having been recalled
are in consciousness together and then compared. But if (a + &),
having concurred with y before and being now present in
(@ + &) + x, again revives y, the association, so far as that goes, is
manifestly one of contiguity simply; albeit as soon as the revival
is complete, the state of mind immediately incident may be what
Bain loved to style ‘the flash of similarity. But, so far as the
mere revival itself goes, similarity is concerned in it no further
than it is concerned when a + & 4 ¢ revives d + ¢+ . The actual
a+ &+ ¢ that there operates as the reviving presentation was
obviously never in time contiguous with the &+¢+ f that is
revived ; if all traces of previous experiences of @ + & + ¢ were
obliterated there would be no revival. In other words, the
a + & + ¢ now present must first be assimilated to the previous ex-
perience of @+ &+ ¢ which alone was ‘contiguous’ with &+¢+ 7,
before the representation of this can occur. And this, and
nothing more than this, we have seen, is all the ‘ similarity " that
could be at work when a+ &+ x ‘brought up’ a2 +4+ .

On the whole, then, we may assume that the only *law of as-
sociation ' we have to examine is the so-called law of contiguity,
which, as ordinarily formulated, runs: Any primary presenta-
tions whatever, occurring (1) together or (2) in close succession,
tend to grow together or to cohere, in such a way that when any
one recurs it tends to revive the rest as secondary presentations
—such tendency increasing with the frequency of the conjunc-
tion'. It has been often contended that any investigation into
the nature of association must be fruitless®, But if so, it may
at least admit of such a description as will reduce this inquiry to
simpler terms. So long, however, as we are asked to conceive
presentations as distinct and isolated originally and yet becoming
eventually linked together, we cannot but feel the need of some

! Cf. Bain, The Senses and the fniellect, sth ed. 1894, p. 341.
2 So Hume, Treatise of Human Natwre, pt. i. § 4 (Green and Grose's ed. p. 321);
also Lotze, Metaphysik, 181 ed. 1879, § 265, p. 526, Eng. trans. 1884, p. 466.
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explanation of the process. For neither the isolation nor the
links are clear: not the isolation, for we can only conceive two
presentations separated by other presentations intervening ; not
the links, unless these are also presentations, and then the diffi-
culty recurs. But, if for contiguity we substitute continuity and
regard the associated presentations as parts of a new continuum,
the one immediately important inquiry is how this new whole
was first of all integrated.

To ascertain this point we must examine each of the two
leading branches of this supposed association by contiguity—that
of simultaneous presentations and that of presentations occurring
in close succession. The last, being the clearer, may be taken
first. In a series of presentations that have become associated
A B CD ... suchasthe movements made in writing, the words of
a poem learned by heart, or the simple letters of the alphabet
themselves, we find that each readily recalls its successor but
not its predecessor. Familiar as this fact is, it is not perhaps
easy to explain it satisfactorily. Since C is associated both with
B and D, and apparently as intimately with the one as with the
other, why does it usually revive the later only and not the earlier?
B recalls C; why does not C equally recall #? We have seen
that any reproduction at all of B, C or D) depends primarily upon
its having been the object of special attention, so as to occupy at
least momentarily the focus of consciousness. Now we can in
the first instance only surmise that the order in which they are
reproduced is determined by the order in which they were thus
attended to when first presented ; since without attention there
is no association at all.

The next question is whether the association of objects
simultaneously presented can be resolved into an association of
objects successively attended to. Now whenever we try to recall
a scene noticed only for a moment we commonly find that
not more than a few traits recur—those that specially impressed
us, the rest being blurred and vague : what we do not find is the
whole revived in equal distinctness or indistinctness. On seeing
the same scene a second time our attention is apt to be caught
by something unnoticed before, as this has the advantage of
novelty ; and so on, till we have ‘lived ourselves into,” become
familiar with, the whole!, which may then, as a whole, admit of

I Cf. above, ch. iv, § 4.
w. P 13
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simultaneous recall. Bain, who is rightly held to have given the
best exposition of the laws of association, admits something very
like this in saying: “So far as the mind is concerned, the generic
fact is Succession. Co-existence is an artificial growth formed
from a certain peculiar class of mental successions.” But, whereas
it is easy to think of instances in which the associated objects
were attended to successively, and whereas too we are all well
aware that the surest—not to say the only—way to fix the asso-
ciation of a number of objects is by thus concentrating attention
on each in turn, it seems hardly possible to mention a case in
which attention to the associated objects could not have been
successive. In fact, an aggregate of objects on which attention
could be focused at once would either be already associated or
would simply be a whole as yet psychically unanalysed. We
seem justified, then, in substituting continuity of attention for
contiguity of presentations and in talking of a secondary con-
tinuum, or ‘ memory-thread?®’ to which it gives rise. It is worth
while to note that, though our acts of attention must always have
a chronological order, the cases in which what we attend to is
itself likewise chronologically ordered are of especial importance,
Not oniy is the order in which we attend then objectively ordered,
but the series to which we attend is more quickly and closely
associated in consequence of this double correspondence. In
view of our practical interest in such series—in relation to
causation—the advantage of this more intimate association is
obvious?.

The exclusively successional character of association has
however recently been denied, and its exclusively simultaneous
character maintained instead. It is at once obvious that this
opposition of succession and simultaneity cannot be pressed so
as to exclude duration altogether and reduce the whole process
to an instantaneous event. Nor is there any ground for saying
that there is a fixed and even distribution of attention to what-
ever is simultaneously presented : facts all point the other way.
Still, though we cannot exclude the notion of process from

v Mental and Moral Science, 1868, pp. 11f. Cf. also James Mill's dnalysis, 1878,
i. pp. 8o f., Trautscholdt, ** Experimentelle Untersuchungen u. d. Association.”
Wundt's Philosaphische Studien, i, 1883, p. 244, & passim.

? Cf. the current phrase * thread of consciousness.’

* CI. Kant, Critigue of the Pure Keason, “ Second Analogy,” M. Miiller’s trans.,
pp. 166 fi.
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consciousness, we may say that presentations attended to together
become pre fanfe a new whole, are synthesized or complicated.
Where such synthesis is primary, it leads not to an association of
images, but rather to the formation of one percept, which may
become eventually a free idea. The disconcerted preperception
which may later on set it free may likewise liberate a similar or
contrasting idea ; but it will not resolve either of them into the
several ‘ideas’ of its sensory or motor constituents, with which
only the psychologist is familiart. The actual recurrence of
some of these constituents may again reinstate the rest, not,
however, necessarily as memories or as ‘ thoughts,’ but only as
tied ideas in a renewed perception. But we have advanced
beyond such primary synthesis or complication in the yet more
complex situations just now mentioned—the contemplation of
a landscape or of an architectural interior, for example—which
usually become familiar only after a time. In these the co-
existence of the details leaves us more or less free as to the
order in which we notice them. When at length familiarity
has been attained, then—though the whole is past or absent—
the zdeal recurrence of any part may reinstate the rest in idea.
This result is sometimes described as redintegration; but we
must not forget that the successional associations, which have
made it possible, were severally Jifferent, not many repetitions
of one and the same order®,

It has become usual of late to distinguish the association of
contiguous experiences and the so-called association of similar,
or of opposite, experiences as respectively external and internal
Jorms of association. The new terminology is illuminating : the
substitution of ferms for laws marks the abandonment of the old
notion that association was by ‘adhesion’ of the contiguous and
‘attraction’ of the similar. We are thus left to find the cause of
association in interested attention; and that, we may safely say,
is an adequate, and apparently the only adequate, cause for the two
commonly recognised forms of external association, the so-called
simultaneous and the successive. But these two are certainly

1 Cf. above, § 1, p. 169 f.; § 2, p. 187.

? Such redintegration thus pertains not to the memory-thread simply but to a new
continuum of a higher dimension, so to say. This new continuum we may call the
ideational tissue inasmuch as it is formed by partial redintegration or reduplication of
the pre-existing memory-thread.

13—2
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not co-ordinate: and if our analysis be sound, the former—for
which we would retain the Herbartian term complication—
yields us not members of an association but a member for asso-
ciation. So far, then, we should have but one form of association,
that of the successive contents of focalised attention: and but
one direct result, the representation or memory-continuum’, in
contrast to the primary- or presentation-continuum, whence its
constituents arise. Turning now to the distinction of external
and internal, it at once strikes the unprejudiced mind that ‘in-
ternal association’ is something of an anomaly, since the very
notion of association implies externality. Also, on closer inspec-
tion what we find is not an association of similars or opposites as
such, but—something quite distinct—a similarity or contrast of
associates; of ideas, that is to say, which have become con-
tiguous through reduplications of the memory- (or experience-)
continuum. Such so-called association of similar ideas again
then, like redintegration, belongs to a higher order of mental
processes which presupposes association proper.

The only form, then, that now remains to be considered is
that of two distinct primary presentations 4 and B, such as
the flash of lightning and the clap of thunder, to take the sim-
plest case, which occupy the focus of consciousness in immediate
succession. Thereby their images @ and # become ‘associated ' ;
for the result of such successive occupation of attention may—
as we have already seen—be regarded as a new continuum,
in which @ and & have become adjacent parts. For it is
characteristic of a continuum that an increase in the intensity
of any part leads to the intenser presentation of adjacent parts ;
and in this sense @ and &, which were not originally continuous,
have come to be so?. We have here, therefore, some justification
for the term secondary- or memory-continuum, when applied to
this continuous series of representations to distinguish it from
the primary or presentation-continuum from which its con-
stituents are derived. Thus the most important peculiarity
of this continuum is that it is a series of representations
integrated by means of the movements of attention out of the

! Experience-continuum would perhaps be a better name, since it is only a
preliminary to proper memory, as we shall presently see.

# In so far as the presence of a tends to call up &, though the presence of B was
psycholégically independent of A.
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differentiations of the primary or presentation-continuum, or
rather out of so much of these differentiations as pertain to
what we know as the primary memory-image. These move-
ments of attention, if the phrase may be allowed, come in the
end to depend mainly upon interest, though at first determined
entirely non-voluntarily’. To them it is proposed to look for
that continuity which images lose in so far as they part with the
local signs they had as percepts and cease to be either localised
or projected. Inasmuch as these successive movements form the
connexion between one representation and another in the me-
mory-train, it is assumed that they also yield us what may be
called ‘temporal signs®" Evidence for the existence of these can
be more conveniently adduced presently®. It must suffice to
remark here that it consists almost wholly of facts connected with
voluntary attention; so that temporal signs, unlike local signs, are
fundamentally motor and not sensory. And, unlike impressions,
representations can have each but a single sign?, the continuum
of which, in contrast to that of local signs, is not rounded and
complete, but continuously advancing. But in saying this we
are assuming for a moment that the memory-continuum forms
a perfectly single and unbroken train. Some approximation to
such a state is often found in uncultured persons who lead
uneventful lives, and still more in idiots, who can scarcely think
at all®

! CL ch. iii, § 2, p. 69. This connexion of association with continuous move-
ments of attention makes it ecasier to understand the difficulty above referred to, viz.
that in a series 4 8 C D..., B revives C but not 4, and 50 on—a difficulty that the
analogy of adhesiveness or links leaves unaccountable. To ignore the part played
by attention in association, to represent the memory-continuum as due solely to the
concurrence of presentations, is perhaps the chief defect of the Associationist psycho-
logy, both English and German. Spencer’s endeavour to shew *‘that psychieal life
is diatinguish&d from physical life by consisting of successive changﬁa only instead of
successive and simultaneous changes  (Principles of Prycholegy, pt. iv. ch. ii., in parti-
cular pp. 403, 406) is really nothing but so much testimony to the work of attention in
forming the memory-continuum, especially when, as there is good reason to do, we
reject his assumption that this growing seriality is physically determined.

2 See the Appendix at the end of this chapter.

* Cf. next chapter, § 3, pp- 214 1.

4 Apart, that 15 to say, of course, from the I'I.'tillp]icﬂticl-ns of the memory-train
spoken of below.

3 For instances of the latter cf. Noble, Frefiminary Study of Mind, 1853, p. 112;
Maudsley, The Physivlogy of Mind, 1876, pp. 5171, W. James, Principles of Fsycho-
logy, 1890, i. p. 6o .
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We may now return to the second of the two questions above
mentioned?,

The Formation of an Ideational Continuumt.

§ 4. In reality, however, notwithstanding the fact just men-
tioned, the memory-train is liable to change in two respects,
which considerably modify its structure: z7z. (1) through the
evanescence of its parts, and (2) through the partial recurrence
of like situations, which produces corresponding reduplications
of it. As regards the first, we may infer that the waning or
sinking towards the threshold of consciousness which we can
observe in the primary mental image continues in subconscious-
ness after the threshold is past. For the longer the time that
elapses before their revival the fainter, the less distinct, and
the less complete are the images when revived, and the more
slowly they rise. All the elements of a complex are not
equally revivable, as we have seen already: tastes, smells and
organic sensations, though powerful as impressions to revive,
other images, have little capacity for ideal reproduction them-
selves ; while muscular movements, though perhaps of all
presentations the most readily revived, do not so readily revive
other presentations. Idiosyncrasies are, however, frequent ; thus
we find one person has an exceptional ‘memory’ for sounds,
another for colours, another for forms, and so on® Still it is in
general true that the most intense, the most impressive, and
the most interesting presentations persist the longest. But the
evanescence, which is in all cases comparatively rapid at first,
deepens sooner or later into real or apparent oblivion. In this
manner it comes about that parts of the memory-continuum seem
to lose all distinctness of feature and, being without distinctly
recognisable content, to shrivel up to a dim and meagre represen-
tation of life that has lapsed—a representation that just suffices,
for example, to shew us that ‘ our earliest recollections’ are not of
our first experiences, and to save them from being isolated, though
they seem to be discontinuous. Discontinuity can, of course,
never be absolute; we must have something represented, even to
mark the gap. Oblivion and the absence of all representation

! CF. p. 180.

2 Hence such persons are sometimes described as respectively of the audile,
visile, or motile type. Cf. W. James, Principles of Piychology, 1i. pp. 58 ff.
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are thus the same, and the absence of all representation
cannot psychologically constitute a break. The terms ‘evolu-
tion’ and ‘involution’ have in this respect been happily applied
to the rising and falling of representations. When we recall a
particular period of our past life, or what has long ceased to be
a familiar scene, events and features gradually unfold and, as it
were, spread out as we keep on attending. A precisely opposite
process may then be supposed to take place when the past is left
in undisturbed forgetfulness ; this process is called odliviscence’.
More important changes are produced by the repetition of
parts of the memory-train. The effect of this is not merely
to prevent the evanescence of the particular image or series of
images thus revived; but also by partial and more or less
frequent reduplications of the memory-train or ‘thread’ upon
itself to convert it into a partially new continuum, which we
therefore propose to call the ideational continuum or ‘tissue®’
The reduplicated portions of the train are strengthened ; but at
the points of divergence it becomes comparatively weakened,
and this apart from the effects of obliviscence. One who had
met the king but once would scarcely be likely to ‘think’ of
him without finding the attendant circumstances recurring to
his mind as well ; this could not happen to one who had met
the king in a hundred different scenes. The central repre-
sentation of the whole complex would have become more
distinct ; whereas the several diverging lines, by involving
opposing representations, would tend to neutralise each other,
so that probably no definite background would be reinstated.
Even this central representation, it has been said, would be
more or less ‘general®’ It would also certainly tend to fluctuate,
now one component and now another becoming more distinct,
thereby revealing what we have before described as the ramifi-
cation of « into &, &”, &c.* Again, it has been often remarked

I Cf. ahove, ch. iv, § 6.

* This contrast of thread and tissue is suggested, of course, by Herbart's terms
Keehe and Gewede. It is justihied by the fact that memory proper follows the single
line of temporal continuity, while ideation furnishes the basis for manifold logical
CONNEXIONS.

3 This ° penerality " of the generic image differs from the true umiversality of the
concept in that the former is the passive and accidental result of reduplication, the
latter the product of definite and active comparison.

4 Cf. above, § 2, p. 190.
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that our familiar friends are apt to be mentally pictured less
concretely than persons seen more seldom and then in some
one ‘striking’ attitude—like the parson in his pulpit or the
coachman on his box. Here in the former case a ‘generic
image ' seems to have been formed out of a group of such more
specific representations as the latter affords.

But can we say that the general idea (&) ramifies into, and
yet is formed out of, the specific ideas, &', @”, &c.? We here
come upon ‘the question of the Primum Cognitum, as it was
called in the schools,’ ‘a curious question’ which, as Hamilton
tells us, at the outset of a lengthy exposition of it, ‘divided
philosophers’ from the time of Aristotle down to our own'. The
broad issue raised was this: Does the child first cognise the
particular and afterwards generalise or does it first cognise the
oeneral and afterwards particularise? Some-—like Locke, for
example —maintained the first position and some—as for exam-
ple, Leibniz—the second; and we might say either that both
were right or that both were wrong. For the whole controversy
was obscured by the ambiguity of the term ‘general’ in this
connexion, on which we have already incidentally remarked?
The child’s first acquaintance is doubtless with the particular,
but this is so vaguely perceived that his first free idea a¥ decomes
general by the very process which renders his knowledge more
particular. In other words, as on the one hand the indefinite
particular @ ramifies into the specific @/, a”, a”..., so pari passu
by their means the definite generic @ arises out of them. What
was general only in the sense of being ill-defined has become
truly general by the recognition of distinctions, the previous lack
of which had left it merely vague. In other words the vaguely
particular @¥ has been transformed into a potential a* or true uni-
versal. Thus as the joint effect of obliviscence and reduplication
we are provided with an ideational tissue elaborated out of, and
functionally distinct from, the memory-thread. And as Lotze
has said: “ Thus the strength of memory for the order in which
the incidents of life follow one another not unfrequently declines,
while its fidelity for the general relations founded in the nature
of things increases®” In short we are provided thereby with the

I Sir W. Hamilton, Lectures on :lfgrap.ﬂ';_;r;-;';;, ii. pp. 319-32-
* Cf. above, g2, p- ”J‘”J"F“'f
¥ Microcosmus, Eng. trans. i. p. 207 fin.
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material, already more or less organized, for intellectual and
volitional manipulation.

Conflict of Ideas.

§ 5. We do not, however, experience the ‘flow of ideas’'—
save very momentarily and occasionally—altogether undis-
turbed; even in dreams and reverie it is continually interrupted
and diverted. Nevertheless it is not difficult to ascertain that,
so far as it is left to itself, such flow takes a very different course
from that which we should have to retrace if bent on reminiscence
and able to recollect perfectly. The readiness and steadiness of
this flow are shewn by the extremely small effort necessary in
order to follow it!. But still from its very nature it is liable,
though not to positive breaches of continuity from its own
working, yet to occasional comparative delays at points where
reduplications diverge, and for the time neutralise each other®

The flow of ideas is, however, exposed to positive interrup-
tions from without. These may occur not only in consequence
of the objective intrusion of new presentations but also through
subjective or voluntary interference. There is one result of such
interruptions which we need here to consider, and that is the
so-called ‘conflict’ or ‘mutual inhibition’ of ideas—to use the
Herbartian term—which may ensue, For Herbart and his fol-
lowers, we know, went so far as to elaborate a complete system
of psychical statics and dynamics, based on the concept of pre-
sentations as forces and on certain more or less improbable
assumptions as to the modes in which such forces would interact.
Since our power of attention is limited, it continually happens
that attention is drawn off entirely by new presentations at the
expense of old ones. But, even if we regard this non-voluntary
redistributicn of attention as if it implied a struggle between pre-
sentations, still such conflict to enter the focus of consciousness

1 Hence many of the older psychologists, like Brown, attributed to it ‘a rapidity
of passage almost as wonderful as omnipresence itself’: to be ‘as quick as thought’
was much the same as being *as quick as lightning.’

2 It is a mark of the looseness of much of our psychological terminology that facts
of this kind are commonly described as cases of association. Bain calls them * ob-
structive association,’ which is about on a par with ‘repellent affinity’; Mr Sully's
‘divergent association’ is far better. But it is plain that what we really have is an
arrest or inhibition consequent on association, and nothing that is either itsell associa-
tion or that leads to association.
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is very different from a conflict between presentations that are
already there. Either may be experienced to any degree possible
without the other appearing at all; thus, absorbed in watching
a starry sky, one might be oblivious of the chilliness of the air,
though recognising at once, as soon as the cold is felt, that, so
far from being incompatible, the clearness and the coldness are
causally connected. This difference between a conflict of pre-
sentations to enter the field of consciousness—if we allow for a
moment the propriety of the expression—and that opposition or
incompatibility between presentations which is not possible till
they are actually there has been strangely confused by the
Herbartians. In the former the intensity of the presentation is
primarily alone of account: in the latter, on the contrary, quality
and content are mainly concerned. Only the last requires any
notice here; since such opposition arises when the ideational
continuum is interrupted in the ways just mentioned, and appa-
rently arises in no other case. Certainly there is no such opposi-
tion between primary presentations: there we have the law of
incopresentability preventing the presentation of opposites with
the same local sign; and their presentation with different local
signs involves, on this level at all events, no conflict. But what
has never been presented could hardly be represented, if the
ideational process were undisturbed : even in our dreams white
negroes or round squares, for instance, never appear. In fact,
absurd and bizarre as dream-imagery is, it never at any moment
entails overt contradictions, though contradiction may be
implicit.

But between ideas and percepts actual incompatibility is
frequent. In the perplexity of Isaac, eg.—"The voice is Jacob’s
voice, but the hands are the hands of Esau”—we have such a
case in a familiar form. There is here not merely mental arrest
but actual conflict: the voice perceived identifies Jacob, at the
same time the hands identify Esau. The images of Esau and
Jacob by themselves are different, but do not conflict. Neither
is there any strain, quite the contrary, in recognising a person
partly like Jacob and partly like Esau. For there is no direct
incompatibility between smooth and rough, so long as one per-
tains only to voice say, and the other only to hands; but the same
hands and voice cannot be both smooth and rough. Similar
incompatibilities may arise without the intrusion of percepts, as
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when, in trying to guess a riddle or to solve a problem, or gene-
rally to eliminate intellectual differences, we have ideas, which
in themselves are only logically opposite, psychologically opposed
or in conflict, because each strives to enter the same complex,
In all such conflicts alike we find, in fact, a relation of presenta-
tions the exact opposite of that which constitutes similarity.
In the latter we have two complete presentations, a+ &+ x and
a+ &+ p, as similar, each including the common part ¢+ &; in
the former we have two partial presentations, x and 7, as con-
traries, each excluding the other from the incomplete a + &+ .
And this a+ &, it is to be noted, is not more essential to the
similarity than to the conflict. But in the one case it is a generic
idea (and can logically be predicated of two subjects); in the
other it is a partially determined individual (and cannot be
subject to opposing predicates). Except as thus supplementing
a+ & in the latter case, ¥ and y do not conflict; black and white
are not incompatible save as attributes of the same thing. The
possibility of most of these conflicts—of all, indeed, that have
any logical interest—lies in that reduplication of the memory-
‘thread’ which gives rise to an ideational tissue of generic images
or general ideas, such as we have here tried to describe.

APPENDIX

Temporal Signs.

§6. The term Temporal Sign is borrowed from Lotze!, but
the present writer is alone responsible for the meaning here given
to it and for the hypothesis in which it is used. Nevertheless
Lotze later on in the same work put forward—as an amendment
on Herbart's mechanical theory of association—a view of it that
approximates very closely to that here suggested and one leading
to a substantially identical interpretation of the term ‘temporal
sign.’ Associations, he held, do not take place solely between
the specific impressions that we regard as separate presentations,
but each of these presentations becomes connected with ‘the
momentary tinge of the general vital sense G, the tinge pre-
dominant ze. at the moment when such presentation enters the

v Metaphysik, § 154; Eng. trans. 1884, p. 262 fin.
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focus of consciousness. By such entry a change of & is effected :
the arrival of a new presentation A leading to g, say; that of
B to gy, of C to gy, and so on. In this manner the series g; 2, £,
becomes the clue according to which the reproduction of 4 B C
is disposed’. The resemblance between the series g; g» &; and
the series ¢, £, 7, is obvious: both alike are regarded as the means
whereby 4 B C are associated. The difference between them lies
in the reference of the former to ‘ the general vital sense' and of
the latter to movements of attention—both perhaps, it may be
thought, somewhat obscure expressions in need of further ex-
plication. Well, vital sense was certainly not meant by Lotze
to be understood as mere passivity and attention is certainly
not meant to be taken as activity divested of feeling. Life
or experience as conative involves both activity and feeling.
Further, a subject’s activity and its feeling both alike imply
presentations or objects.

How near Lotze was to the position assumed in the text
becomes clearer when his exposition leads him to treat of
attention. He dissents from certain earlier psychologists who
regarded attention “as a moveable light which the mind directs
on to the impressions presented to it,” but he holds that they
were “right in regarding attention as an activity exercised by the
mind...and not as a property that belonged to presentations as
such "—as Herbart had maintained. He further identifies atten-
tion and what he calls ‘relating activity (lesiehende Vorstellen).
Among the forms resulting from this activity he specially
mentions ‘the temporal presentations ( Verstellungen) of a change
( Wechsel)*! TFinally in the chapter on Time, in which the notion
of temporal signs is first tentatively suggested, he supposes an
objector to urge that even “the illusion (Sckesn) of succession
could not take place without a succession of presentations in
consciousness, nor an apparent transition of a into & without
the actual transition which we [in such a case] effected from
the presentation of @ to that of 4" To such an objection he
replies: “If the presentation of the later é in fact merely
followed on that of the earlier @, then a change ( Wecksel) of
presentations would indeed occur, but still no presentation of
this change: there would #¢ a lapse of time, but still not for

v Metaphysik, § 266; Eng. trans. p. 468.
2 Op. cit. § 273, pp- 478 £.5 § 271, p- 476.
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anybody [even] the illusion of such a lapse. In order that this
comparison, in which & is known as the later, may take place, it is
further necessary for the two presentations to be the entirely
simultaneous objects of a relating knowledge (Wissen), itself
completely indivisible whick synthesizes them in a single in-
drvisible act’.” Now this is precisely how we too come by the
notion of temporal signs, precisely so that we too believe the
oneness of time and the continuity of the memory-thread are to
be explained?®.

L Metaphysik, § 154; Eng. trans. p. 262.
* Cf. above, ch. iii, § 3, p- 72.



CHAPTER VIII

REMINISCENCE, EXPECTATION AND TEMPORAL
PERCEPTION

Imagination and Memaory

§ 1. Having thus attempted to ascertain the formation of
the ideational continuum out of the memory-train, the question
arises : How now are we to distinguish between imagining and
remembering, and again, between imagining and expecting? It
is plainly absurd to make the difference depend on the presence
of belief in memory and expectation, and on its absence in mere
imagination ; for the belief itself depends on this difference in-
stead of constituting it. One real and obvious distinction,
however—and Hume pointed it out as regards memory—is the
fixed order and position of the imagery of what is remembered or
expected as contrasted with ‘the liberty ' of the imagination to
transpose and change its ideas. This order and position in the
case of memory, we have good reasons for supposing, are nor-
mally those of the original impressions. But it seems rather
naive of Hume to tell us that memory “is tied down to these
without any power of variation,” while imagination has liberty
to transpose as it pleases, as if the originals sat to memory for
their portraits, while to imagination they were but studies. Such
correspondence being out of the question—as Hume takes care
to state as soon as it suits him—all we have, so far, is just this
fixity and definiteness of memory as contrasted with the kaleido-
scopic instability of ideation. In this respect what is remembered
or expected resembles what is perceived : the grouping not only
does not change capriciously and spontaneously, but resists any
mental efforts to change it. But, provided these characteristics
are there, we should be apt to believe that we were remembering,
just as, mutatis mutandis, with like characteristics we might be-
lieve that we were perceiving : illusion is possible in either case,
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This fixity of order and position is, however, not sufficient to
constitute a typical reminiscence where the term is exactly used.
But remembering is often regarded as equivalent to knowing
and recognising, as when on revisiting some once familiar place
* one remarks, “How well I remember it!” What is meant is
that the place is recognised, and that its recognition awakens
memories. Memory includes recognition; recognition as such
does not include memory. In human consciousness, as we
directly observe it, mere recognition in situations of any interest
is, perhaps, rare: the new presentation is not only assimilated
to the old, but some former framing of circumstance is apt to
be reinstated, and so perforce to be distinguished from the
present. But even if there is no warrant for supposing that
such redintegration of a preceding field is ever for us abso-
lutely ##/, still we are justified in regarding it as extremely
vague and meagre both where mental evolution is but slightly
advanced and where frequent repetition in varying and irrelevant
circumstances has produced a blurred and neutral zone. The last
15 the case with a great part of our knowledge; eg the writer
happens to know that bos is the Latin for ‘ox’ and éujfo the
Latin far ‘toad, and may be said to remember both items of
knowledge, if ‘remember’ is only to be synonymous with ‘retain.’
But if he came across dos in reading he would think of an ox
and nothing more; éuafo would immediately call up not only
‘toad ’ but Virgil’s Georgics, the only place in which he has seen
the word, and which he never read but once. In the former
there is so far nothing but recognition (which, however, of course
rests upon retentiveness); in the latter there is also some re-
membrance of the time when, and of the circumstances in which,
that piece of knowledge was acquired. Of course in so far as we
are aware that we recognise, we also think that remembrance is
at any rate possible; since what we know, we must previously
have learned—recognition excluding novelty. But the point
here urged is that actual reminiscence occurs only when the
recognition is accompanied by a reinstatement of portions of
the memory-train that are continuous with the previous pre-
sentation of what is now recognised.

Summarily stated, we may say that between knowing and
remembering on the one hand and imagining on the other the
difference primarily turns on the fixity and completeness of the
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grouping in the former; as contrasted with the shifting play of
images more or less ‘generic’ in the latter. Hence the first two
approximate in character to perception, and are rightly called
cognitions. Between them, again, the difference turns primarily
on the presence or absence of ‘temporal signsl.’ In what is re-
membered, these are still intact enough to ensure its localisation in
the past; in what is merely known, such localisation is prevented,
either because of the obliviscence of its temporal connexions or
because the reduplications of the memory-train, which consolidated
the central group, have entailed the suppression of its collateral
connexions. There is further the difference first mentioned,
which is often only a difference of degree, viz. that reminiscences
have more circumstantiality, so to say, than mere recognitions
have: more of the collateral accessories of the original concrete
field of consciousness are reinstated. But of the two character-
istics of memory proper—(a) concreteness or circumstantiality,
and (&) fixation in the past—the latter is the more essential,

It sometimes happens that we have the one with little or
nothing of the other. For example, we may have but a dim and
shadowy picture of a ‘scene,’ yet if it at once falls into and steadily
retains a fixed place in the memory-train we have no doubt that
some such experience was once actually ours. On the other
hand, as in certain so-called illusions of memory, we may suddenly
find ourselves reminded by what is happening at the moment of
a preceding experience exactly like it—some even feel that they
know from what is thus recalled what will happen next. And yet,
because we are wholly unable to assign such representation a
place in the past, instead of a belief that it happened, there arises
a most distressing sense of bewilderment, as if one were haunted
and had lost one’s personal bearings®. It has been held by some
psychologists® that memory proper includes the representation
of one’s past self as agent or patient in the event or situation
recalled. And this is true as regards all but the earliest human
experience, at any rate; still, whereas it is easy to see that

¥ CF. below, § 3.

2 Any full discussion of paramsesia, as these very interesting states of mind are
called, belongs to mental pathology. Cf. E. Bemnard-Leroy, L'/lusion de fausse
reconnaissance, 1898; H. Bergson, ** Le Souvenir du présent, &e.” Rew. phil. lavi.
{1go8), pp. 561 fi., where a wide literature on the subject 1s cited.

3 As, e.p. James Mill (Analysis of the Human Mind, ch. x.), who treats this
difficult subject with great acuteness and thoroughness.
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memory is essential to any development of self-consciousness,
the converse is not at all so clear, and to assume it would in-
volve us in a needless circle.

Expectation—Past, Present and Future

§ 2. Intimately connected with memory is expectation. We
may as the result of reasoning conclude that a certain event will
happen; we may also, in like manner, conclude that a certain
other event has happened. But as we should #ef call the latter
memory, so it is desirable to distinguish such indirect anticipation
as the former from that expectation which is directly due to the
memory-train. Any man knows that he will die, and may
make a variety of arrangements in anticipation of death. But he
cannot with propriety be said to be expecting it, unless he has
actually present to his mind a series of ideas ending in that of
death, a series due to previous associations, and revived at this
moment in consequence of the actual recurrence as a present
experience of its first member. Now we know that familiarity
with an object or event in very various settings may be a bar to
memory, so too it may be to expectation : the average English-
man, &g, is continually surprised without his umbrella, though
only too familiar with rain; since in our climate one not specially *
attentive to the weather obtains no clear representation of its
successive phases. But after a series of events 4 B C D E...
has been often experienced we instinctively expect the recur-
rence of [ E... on the recurrence of A B (, ie. provided the
memory-train continues so far intact. The expectation, at first
perhaps slight—a mere tendency easily overborne—becomes
strengthened by every repetition of the series in the old order,
till eventually, if often fulfilled and never falsified, it becomes
certain and, as we commonly say, irresistible. To have a clear
case of expectation, then, it is not necessary that we should
distinctly remember any previous experience like that expected,
but only that we should have actually present some earlier
member of a series that has become firmly associated through
previous experiences. This expectation may be instantly checked
by reflexion, just as it may, of course, be disappointed in fact;
but these are matters which do not concern the inquiry as to the
nature of expectation while expectation lasts.

W, B, 14
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We shall continue this inquiry to most advantage by widening
it into an examination of the distinction of present, past and
future, and this inquiry in turn will open up the still wider
question as to our knowledge of time generally.

To a being whose experiences never passed through the
transitions which ours undergo—first divested of the strength
and vividness of impressions, again reinvested with them and
brought back from the faint world of ideas—the sharp contrasts
of ‘now’ and ‘then,’ and all the manifold emotions they occasion,
would be quite unknown. Even we, so far as we confine our
activity and attention to ideas, are almost without them. Time-
order—succession, antecedence, and consequence—of course, there
might still be. But in that sense of events as ‘past and gone
for ever,’ which is one of the melancholy factors in our life, and
in the obligation to wait and work in the hope or dread of what
is ‘still to come’ there is much more than time-order. It is to
presentations in their primary stage, to impressions, that we owe
the striking difference we feel between now and then, whether
prospective or retrospective; and it is to them also that we
directly owe our sense of the real, of what 75 and exists as
opposed to the imaginary that exists not. But the present alone
and life in a succession of presents, or, in other words, continuous
- occupation with impressions, can give us no knowledge of the
present as present. This we first obtain when our present con-
sciousness consists partly of memories or partly of expectations
as well, An event expected differs from a like event remembered
chiefly in two ways, (1) in its relation to present impressions and
images, and (2) in the active attitude to which it leads. The
diverse feelings that accompany our intuitions of time and con-
tribute so largely to their colouring are mainly consequences of
these differences. Let us take a series of simple and familiar
events A B € D E. Such series may be present in consciousness
in such wise that @ & ¢ d are imaged while £ is perceived anew,
ze. the whole, symbolized as usual, being a é ¢ & £ ; such eg.
would be the state of a dog that had just finished his daily meal.
Again, there may be a fresh impression of A4 which revives bcd'e;
we should have then (1) 4 & ¢ & e—the state of our dog when he
next day gets sight of the dish in which his food is brought to
him. A little later we may have (2) aé Cde. Here a é are
either after-sensations or primary memory-images, or have at
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any rate the increased intensity due to recent impression; but
. this increased intensity will be rapidly on the wane even while
C lasts, and a & will pale still further when € gives place to D,
and we have (3) @ & ¢ D e. But, returning to (2), we should find
d ¢ to be increasing in intensity and definiteness as compared
with their state in (1), now that C, instead of A, is the present
impression. For, when A4 occupied this position, not only was e
raised less prominently above the threshold of consciousness by
reason of its greater distance from A in the memory-continuum,
but, owing to the reduplications of this continuum, more lines of
possible revival were opened up, to be successively negatived as
£ succeeded to 4 and C to B; even dogs know that “there is
many a slip "twixt the dish and the lip.”

But, where A4 B C 1) £ is a series of percepts such as we have
here supposed—and a series of simpler states would hardly afford
much ground for the distinctions of past, present and future—
there would be also a varying amount of active adjustment of
sense-organs and of other movements supplementary to full sen-
sation. In (2), the point at which we have a & C d e, for instance,
such adjustments and movements as were appropriate to ¢ would
have ceased when 5 lapsed and would be replaced by those ap-
propriate to C. Again, as  succeeded to #,and & in consequence
increased in intensity and definiteness, the movements adapted to
the reception of /2 would become nascent; and so on.

Thus, psychologically regarded, the distinction of past and
future—what is sometimes called the oneness of direction of time
or the irreversibility of experience—seems to be identical with
the two facts just described. It depends, that is to say, (1) upon
the continuous sinking of the primary memory-images on the one
side, and the continuous rising of the ordinary images on the
other side, of that member of a series of percepts then repeating
which is actual at the moment; and (2) on the prevenient adjust-
ments of attention, to which such words as ‘expect,’ ‘await,
‘anticipate,’ all testify by their etymology. These conditions
in turn will be found to depend upon all that is implied in the
formation of the memory-train and upon that recurrence of like
series of impressions which we attribute to the ‘uniformity of
nature. If we never had the same series of impressions twice,
knowledge of time would be impossible, as indeed would know-
ledge of any sort.

14—2
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Time: Succession and Simultaneity,

§ 3. At this point we are confronted with the three modes of
time, as Kant calls them—succession, simultaneity and duration.
We must therefore now inquire into the character and origin of
our knowledge of these, so far, that is, as such an inquiry belongs
to psychology. For we have not to ask how time itself comes to
be; but, assuming the validity of its concept, we ask how the in-
dividual comes by it. DBut as in the analogous case of space, we
shall be told that the knowledge of time is a priori and that
therefore experience is impossible without it. And here as there
we can only reply: Epistemologically a priori, the concept of
time may be in so far as science presupposes it; but that its
perception is not chronologically a priori is evident alike from
its complexity which we can analyze, and its gradual develop-
ment which we can trace. Now it is true that experience is
impossible without change, and true also that the concept of
change implies time; but it is not true that the experience
of change is impossible without the perception of time. For
in perceiving time, what we perceive is just relations between
changes; and relations presuppose their terms, not the terms
their relations. It is this perception that we have first to analyze;
and it is with the immediate experience of change that we must
begin. This experience is ultimate. Now all our sense-data are
present changes; but their presence does not for an experient at
the sensory level imply the distinction of present from past. The
primary meaning of present’ is ‘here’ rather than ‘now’: “here is
this, here is red” is what presentation means. The change ex-
perienced has an antecedent, no doubt, but its bare presentation
does not imply the judgment: “This follows on that.” To talk
of ‘time-sensation’ or to suppose that the experience of change
is, ipso facto, an ‘immediate’ experience of time-fransience is
assuredly a mistake?®

But though succession does not explicitly enter into this pri-
mary experience of change, duration does: but, again, not duration

! Prae.esse=10 be before. Compare too the German Gegenmwart and Gegenstand.

$ Prepositions invariably connote relations. We cannot therefore identify the
immediate experience of change with an experience of framsition; for then the
Sfundamenta relationis implied in this term must needs be themselves transitions, if

they are to be experienced. We should thus be committed to a needless and
illegitimate regress ad indefinitum. Cf. ahove, ch. iv, § 5, pp. 85 f.



cH. Vi, § 3] Zume : Successton and Simultanetty — 213

as implying time but simply that ‘protensity * which we have
already noted as a characteristic of all sensation, nay, of all

- presentation whatever’. To identify this protensity with duration
conceived as time-length—time being taken as infinitely divisible
—would at once give rise to difficulty, Fora sense-datum as an
event would then never be protensively minimal. On the other
hand, since the existence of such minimum profensibile in our
immediate experience is indisputable, there 7zs a limit to the
number of sense-data that we could successively note and mark
off in a finite time, though we fail to reach it. Thus our percep-
tion of time, when we attain it, differs from the conception of it
that we attain still later; and it is the movements of attention
we have just described as ‘noting and marking off’ that are the
ultimate ground of this difference. We may now try to examine
the difference in detail, deferring—till we then return to it—the
further explication of this ultimate ground, the mutual implica-
tion of duration and change?,

Time is often figuratively represented as a line, and we may
perhaps utilise this figure in order to make clear the relation of
our perception of time to what we call time itself. The present,
though conceived as a point or instant of time, is still perceptually
such that we actually can and do attend within it to a plurality
of presentations which correspond to as many objectively suc-
cessive moments. Granting this implication of simultaneity and
succession in our perception of time, if we represent the succes-
sion as a line, we may represent the simultaneity as a second
line at right angles to the first; pure time—or time-length
without time-breadth, we may say—is a mere abstraction. Now
it is with the former line that we have to do in treating of time
as it #s (or as we conceive it), and with the latter in treating of
our intuition of time, where, just as in a perspective repre-
sentation of depth, we are confined to lines in a plane at right
angles to the actual line of distance. In a succession of events
A B CD E... the presence of 5 means the absence of 4 and of
C. But the direct perception of their succession involves the
simultaneous presence of these in distinct phases of representa-
tion. In this immediate perception or intuition of time, then,
all that corresponds to the differences of past, present and future

1 Cf ch.v,§2, p. 107, § 4, P 110,
2 Cf. next section and ch. xiii, § 6.
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is presented simultaneously. To this fact the name of ‘specious
present’ or ‘ psychical present’ has been given’. What we have
is not a moving point or instant of objective time, that strictly
contains nothing, but a moving line, or rather a line with a con-
tinuously changing content. The contents of this continuously
changing ‘specious’ line simultaneously represent a portion of
the ‘real’ line of objective succession, viz. the immediate past
as still present in primary memory-images, and the immediate
future as anticipated in prepercepts and nascent acts®; its posi-
tion or dafe being the actual present. This truism or paradox,
that all that we immediately know of succession is but an inter-
pretation, or rather explication, of what is really simultaneous or
coexistent, we may then concisely express by saying that we
are aware of time only through time-perspective. Experience
shews that it is a long step from a succession of presentations to
this presentation or awareness of the succession that is implicit in
them?® The first condition of such awareness is that we should
have represented together presentations that were in the first
instance attended to successively. This we have in the persis-
tence of primary memory-images and in the (comparatively)
simultaneous reproduction of longer or shorter portions of the
memory-train, constituting the pre-perceptions or expectations
that the actual present normally entails®. In a series thus secured
there may be time-marks, though no time, and by these marks
the series will be distinguished from other simultanecus series:
these we may call the second condition.

To ask which is first among a number of simultaneous pre-
sentations is unmeaning; one might be logically prior to another,
but in time they are together and priority is excluded. Never-
theless with each distinct representation «, 4, ¢, & there is probably
connected some trace of that movement of attention of which we
are aware in passing from one presentation to another. In our
everyday reminiscences we have, it must be allowed, little direct
proof of this interposition; though there is strong indirect evidence

1 Psychical present and time-perspective are, however, not to be identified: the
first is but the foreground of the second. CI. the closing paragraph of this section.

3 Cf. W. James, Principles of Psychology, i. 629 fl.; L. W. Stern, ** Psychische
Priisenzzeil,” Z. f. Psyek. (18g7), xiii. 325 ff.

3 Cf. below on * Objects of a higher order,” ch. xiii, § 2.

* We find only approximate simultaneity at this forward end, for here is enacted
the living actuality of becoming or change.
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of it in the tendency of the flow to follow the order in which the
presentations were attended to at first: in recollection the evi-
dence is stronger. With the movements themselves we are
familiar enough, though the residua of such movements—if this
term may be allowed'—are not ordinarily conspicuous. These
residua, then, are our temporal signs, and, together with the
representations connected by them, constitute the memory-
continuum.

But temporal signs alone will not furnish all the pictorial
exactness of the time-perspective, They give us only a fixed
series ; but the working of obliviscence, by insuring a progres-
sive variation in intensity and distinctness as we pass from one
member of the series to the next, yields the effect which we
call time-distance: this we may call the third condition. By
themselves such variations would leave us liable to confound
more vivid representations in the distance with fainter ones nearer
the present, but from this mistake the temporal signs save us;
and, as a matter of fact, where the memory-train is imperfect
such mistakes continually occur. On the other hand, where these
variations are slight and imperceptible, though the memory-con-
tinuum preserves the order of events intact, we have still no
such distinct appreciation of comparative distance in time as
we have nearer the present where these perspective effects are
considerable®

I And it may well seem inadmissible; for if attention, as here maintained, is not
itsell presented (cf. ch. ii, § 6, p. 537) how can we talk of * residue”’ of its movements?
We can only do so in so far as the acts ol attention are not simply immanent but also
transeunt, f.e. have effects. Evidence of such effects we have at every level of mental
life: cf. ch. iii, § 3. p- 72 As to the close connexion between them and movements
—which can be retained and reproduced—el. ch. iii, § 2, p- 07. The peculiarity of
these particular ® residua,’” however, is that we have no evidence of their reproduction
unless we regard the continuity of the memory-continuum itself as evidence. This
however we seem entitled to do inasmuch as acts of attention alone account for its
existence. That we have no other evidence again seems explicable from the intimate
connexion between attention and feeling (cf. § 6 of the last chapter, p. 204)—to which
the term emotion testifies.

2 It is interesting here to recall a remark of Spinoza’s. *We can distinctly
imagine distance of space or even of time only up to some definite limit; that is,
all objects...whose distance from us exceeds that which we can distinctly imagine
seem to be all in the same plane : so also objects...removed from the present by a
longer interval than we can distinetly imagine...we refer as it were to one moment of
time " (Ethies, v, def. vi).



216 Time-perception [cu. v, § 4

Duration

§4. When in retrospect we note that a particular presentation
A" has held its place in the field of consciousness, while a suc-
cession of other presentations, 4, B, C, D has occurred, then we
may be said, in observing this relation of the two, to perceive
the duration of A" And in this way we do sometimes subjectively
estimate longer periods of time. But first, it is evident that we
cannot apply this method to indefinitely short periods without
passing beyond the region of distinct presentation; and, since
the knowledge of duration implies a relation between distinguish-
able presentations such as A, B, C, D and X, the case is one in
which references to the subconscious can hardly help any but
those who confound the fact of time with such knowledge of it.
Secondly, if we are to compare different durations at all, it is not
enough that one of them should last out a series 4, B, C, D, and
another a series L, M, NV, O : we also want some sort of common
measure of such series. Locke was awake to this point, though
he expressed himself vaguely. He speaks of our ideas suc-
ceeding each other “at certain distances not much unlike the
images in the inside of a lantern turned round by the heat of a
candle,” and ‘guesses’ that “this appearance of theirs in train
varies not very much in a waking man.” Now what is this
‘distance’ that separates A from 5, 5 from C, and so on; and
what means have we of knowing that it is tolerably constant in
waking life? It is probably that, the ‘residuum’ of which we
have called a temporal sign; or, in other words, it is the move-
ment of attention from one presentation, A, to another, 5. DBut
we must endeavour now to get a more exact notion of this
movement.

Everybody knows what it is to be distracted by a rapid suc-
cession of varied impressions, and equally what it is to be wearied
by the slow and monotonous recurrence of ‘the same sort of
thing." Now these ‘feelings ' of distraction and tedium owe their
characteristic qualities to movements of attention. In the first,
attention is kept incessantly on the move; before it is accom-
modated to A, it is disturbed by the suddenness, intensity, or
novelty of Z: we are hurried and cannot ‘take our time.’

v Essay comcerming Human Understanding, 11. xiv. §§ g-112.
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In the second, attention is kept all but stationary by the
~ repeated presentation of the same kind of impression. Such
excess and defect of novelty make one realise a fact which in
ordinary life is so obscure as to escape notice. But experi-
mental psychology has set this fact in a more striking light, and
made clear what Locke had dimly before his mind in talking of
a certain distance between the presentations of a waking man,
In estimating very short periods of time—of a second or less—
it is found that there is a certain period for which the mean of
a number of estimates is correct, while shorter periods are on
the whole over-estimated, and longer periods under-estimated.
This so-called ‘indifference-time’ we may perhaps take to be
evidence of the time occupied in accommodating or fixing
attention. But, though the fixation of attention actually oc-
cupies more or less clock-time, it is not experienced as duration,
but rather as a peculiar intensity—what we have hitherto called
‘ protensity.’

Thus, if this supposition be true, there is an element in our
concrete time-perception which has no place in our abstract con-
ception of time. In time, as conceived by the physicist, there is
no trace of intensity ; in time, psychically experienced, duration
or protensity is primarily a subjectively intensive magnitude :
witness the comparison of times when we are ‘bored’ with others
when we are amused—just referred to. It must have struck every
one as strange, who has reflected upon it, that a period of time
which seems long in retrospect—such as an eventful excursion
—should have appeared short in passing ; while a period, on the
contrary, which in memory has dwindled to a wretched span
seemed everlasting till it was past. But, if we consider that in
retrospect length of time is represented primarily and chiefly by
impressions that have survived, we have an explanation of one-
half ; and in the intensity of the movements of attention we shall
perhaps find an explanation of the other. What tells in retro-
spect is the series a, 4, ¢ 4, &c.; what tells in the wearisome
present is the intervening ¢, 4, 4,..., or rather the irksome ac-
commodation of attention, which these temporal signs afterwards
represent. As we have seen elsewhere, the intensity of a presen-
tation does not persist, so that in memory the residuum of the
most intense experience of tedium may only be so many #s in a
portion of the memory-continuum whose surviving members are
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few and uninteresting. But in the actual experience,say,of a weari-
some discourse, when the expectation of release is continually
balked and attention forced back upon a monotonous dribble
of platitudes, the one impressive fact is the hearer's impatience.
On the other hand, so long as we are entertained, attention is
never involuntary, and there is no continually deferred ex-
pectation. Just as we are said to walk with least effort when
our pace accords with the rate of swing of our legs regarded
as pendulums, so in pastimes—as we expressively call them—
impressions that we attend to willingly succeed each other at
the rate at which attention can be most effectively and easily
accommodated. Hence this rate has been called ‘adequate
time’ or ‘optimal time.' To this the ‘indifference-time’ men-
tioned above is obviously related. This ‘time’ is, however, a
tempo that varies with the subject-matter attended to: when
effective attention is more difficult this Zempo is slower than it
is when to attend is easy. So Shakespeare says: “Time travels
in divers paces with divers persons "—having these concrete ex-
periences in view. But Newton—Ifrom the conceptual standpoint
—describes time as “flowing at a constant ratel.” There are
good grounds too for supposing that it varies considerably in
different species. In our own case we find a close correspondence
between our normal pace or pulse and the fempo of attention.
Assuming the like to hold good generally, as Spencer and von
Baer did?* we should have to admit that a good deal of our pity
for the short life of a gnat or May-fly is thrown away. Where we
are absorbed in the present without being unwillingly confined
to it, not only is there no motive for retrospect or expectation,
but there is no feeling that the present endures. “Dem gliick-
lichen” said Schiller, “schligt keine Stunde” As long as each
impression lasts it is interesting, but it does not continue to
monopolise the focus of consciousness till attention is fatigued
by it, because it has become uninteresting. In such facts, then,
we seem to have proof that our perception of duration rests
ultimately upon quasi-motor acts of varying intensity, the dura-
tion of which we do not directly experience as duration of time

! For personal reasons I allow mysell to say here that the groundwork of this
and the previous section was written and privately printed in 1881, and included the
above sentence.

4 Spencer, Psychology, § g1; von Baer, Reden und Aunfsitze, 1864, i. pp. 154 ff.
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at all. It is, in a very literal sense, rather our living duration?
since these acts are ours: their intensity is a function of this
duration, which is the only duration that we directly experience.
In other words, it is here contended that what, as Locke said,
“we call an #mstant,...the time of only one idea in our minds
without the succession of another,” is psychologically not ‘a part
in duration’ in that other sense in which, as he says, “we cannot
conceive any duration without succession®”

The Continuity of Time.

§ 5. But, if our experience of time depends primarily upon
acts of attention to a succession of distinct presentations, it would
seem that time, subjectively regarded, must be discrete and not
continuous. This, which is the view steadily maintained by the
psychologists of Herbart's school, was implied if not stated by
Locke, Berkeley and Hume. Locke hopelessly confuses time
as perceived and time as conceived, and can only save himself
from pressing objections by the retort, “It is very common to
observe intelligible discourses spoiled by too much subtlety in
nice divisions.” But Berkeley and Hume, with the mathematical
discoveries of Newton and Leibniz before them, could only pro-
test that there was nothing answering to mathematical continuity
in our experience. And, whereas Locke had tried to combine
with his general psychological account the inconsistent position
that “none of the distinct ideas we have of either [space or time]
is without all manner of composition?” Berkeley declares:
“For my own part, whenever | attempt to frame a simple idea
of time, abstracted from the succession of ideas in my mind,
which flows uniformly and is participated by all beings, I am
lost and embrangled in inextricable difficulties. I have no
notion of it at all, only I hear others say it is infinitely divisible,
and speak of it in such a manner as leads me to harbour odd
thoughts of my existence....Time therefore being nothing,
abstracted from the succession of ideas in our minds, it follows
that the duration of any finite spirit must be estimated &y the

1 Cf. Bergson on la durde, Evolution créatrice, 1907, pp. 10 f.

2 Op. cil, 11. XiV. 10, XV. [2.

3 Op. eit. 11. xv. g.  The *retort’ above quoted will be found in the note to this
section in the French translation, reproduced in most English editions.
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number of ideas or actions succeeding each other in that same
spirit or mind®. Hume, again, is at still greater pains to shew
that “the idea which we form of any finite quality is not in-
finitely divisible, but that by proper distinctions and separations
we may run this idea up to inferior ones, which will be perfectly
simple and indivisible...that, therefore, the imagination reaches
a minimum, and may raise up to itself an idea of which it cannot
conceive any subdivision, and which cannot be diminished with-
out a total annihilation®”

At first blush we are perhaps disposed to accept this account
of our time-perception, as Wundt, ¢g. did, and to regard the
attribution of continuity as wholly the result of after-reflexion?,
But it may be doubted if this is really an exact analysis of the
case. Granted that the impressions to which we chiefly attend
are distinct and discontinuous in their occupation of the focus
of consciousness, and that, so far, the most vivid element in our
time-experience is discrete; granted further that in recollection
and expectation such objects are still distinct—all which seems
to imply that time is a mere plurality—yet there is more behind.
The whole field of consciousness is not occupied by distinct
objects, neither are the changes in this field discontinuous. At-
tention does not move by hops from one definite spot to another,
but, as Wundt himself allows, by alternate diffusion and concen-
tration, like the foot of a snail, which never leaves the surface it
is traversing. We have a clear presentation discerned as 4 or &
when attention is gathered up ; and, when attention spreads out,
we have only vague and more or less confused presentations.
To some extent, such confused presentations are always present,
and so serve to bridge over the comparatively empty interval
during which attention is unfocused. Thus our perception of a
period of time is not comparable to so many terms in a series
of finite units any more than it is to a series of infinitesimals.
When attention is concentrated in expectation of some single
impression, then, no doubt, it is brought to a very fine point
(‘ zugespitzt,’ as Herbart would say); and a succession of such
impressions would be represented as relatively discrete compared

Y Principles of Human Knowledge, pt. i. § ¢8.

¥ Treatise of Human Nature, pt. ii. § 1, Green's ed. pp. 334 f.

¥ Logik, 1" Auf. 1880, i. p. 432. In his 2nd ed. (1893, i. p. 486) Wundt, mere
sua, silently swings round and accepts the position here maintained.
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with the representation of the scenery of a day-dream. But
absolutely discrete it is not and cannot be, for what account
could we then give of the intervals'? In this respect the
truth is rather with Herbert Spencer, who, treating of this subject
from another point of view, remarks, “ When the facts are con-
templated objectively, it becomes manifest that, though the
changes constituting intelligence approach to a single succession,
they do not absolutely form one®”

On the whole, then, we may conclude that our concrete
time-experiences are due to the simultaneous representation
of a series of definite presentations that were both accom-
panied and separated by more or fewer indefinite presentations
forming a more or less confused background; that, further, the
representations have certain marks or temporal signs due to acts
or movements of attention, whereby the memory-continuum is
formed ; that the rate of these movements or ‘moments’ is
approximately constant; and that each moment itself is pri-
marily experienced as part of a peculiar subjective intensity, one
that differs from the intensity of feeling in being active.

1 To maintain such absolute discreteness is to make the common mistake of con-
fusing time as directly experienced with the formal concept of time which ignores
protensity, rcl}]ar;i.ng it h:-,r infinite divisibility. Experimental ps_ir'cimlagy-—withuut
realising the primacy of this subjective factor—has nevertheless helped to bring it to
light. It has shewn that our *sense’ of time-lapse is never determined by succession
alone, though always dominated by this so long as il is clearly perceived; and also
that our estimate alters with the frequency of this succession, so long as it is distin-
guishable, but not disappearing when this is replaced by some uniform impression or
by what is called *empty time.” It has shewn also that a comparison is always pos-
sible between two intervals, one that is empty and any other, however variously filled.
Cf. Meumann, ** Beitriige zur Psychologie des Zeitsinns,” Philosoplhische Studien, ix.
(1894), pp. 266 ff. ; xii. (1896), pp. 120 . CfL also above, ch. iii, § 3.

* Principles of Psychology, vol. 1. § 180,



CHAPTER IX

MEMORISING, RHYTHMIZING AND READING

Span of Prelension and Repelition.

§ 1. The movements of attention concerned in the earliest
formation of the memory-continuum are mainly non-voluntary,
determined that is to say by sensory changes. But we are now
in a position to study the further elaboration of this continuum
at that higher level where the attention given is altogether
voluntary. Such is the case in the process commonly called
memotising or ‘learning by heart,” and again in the process of
reading—topics in which the experimental method of investi-
gation has been especially fruitful and which, partly on this
account, are here reserved for a chapter apart.

The learning and retaining of a stanza of poetry say, is
obviously a function of many wvariables, such as the mode of
presentation (whether the words are heard only, or heard and
seen, or both heard, seen and spoken aloud), the length, the sub-
ject’s familiarity with the words and ideas used, the number of
repetitions, the attention given, etc. Familiarity of course implies
previous learning and retaining ; the first essential, therefore, in
any attempt to study these processes from the beginning, is the
exclusion of this factor. Accordingly Ebbinghaus, the pioneer
in experiments of this kind?, devised the new material, which
i1s now regularly employed, namely, closed monosyllables, not
themselves words, and strung together promiscuously into lines
of fixed length so as never to form words: bam, rit, por,
sig, nef, gud, etc, is an instance of such ‘senseless verses®’

! H. Ebbinghaus, Ueber das Gedichtnis: Untersuchungen sur experimentellen
Frycholopie, 1885.

# Inm fact, however, it is practically impossible altogether to exclude old associations,
The syllables just given for example suggested to one person: Baboon laughs in
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With very slight attention most persons would be able to
reproduce three or four such syllables on a single reading or
hearing ; and by greater concentration six or seven might be
so reproduced. This maximum, called sometimes the ‘span of
prehension,” has been repeatedly made the subject of special
inquiry. In idiots it is found, as might be expected, to be in
general remarkably low ; in school children it increases rapidly
between the ages of eight and fourteen, and then remains almost
stationary. Individual differences are however small compared
with the striking differences that in all cases appear when longer
lines make repetitions necessary!.

The comparatively constant span of prehension is doubtless
closely connected with certain other psychical constants, such as
the range of the psychical present and of the primary memory-
image, the #mpo of movements of attention, &c. There are
isolated investigations of these several conditions, but the subject
as a whole still awaits systematic treatment? That it is not
wanting in interest is evident when we consider that if our span
of prehension were enlarged, a corresponding increase in the
variety and range of metre and rhyme in poetry, of ‘phrase’ in
music, and of evolution in the dance would be possible. The
limits at present imposed on these and like complexities find
their ultimate explanation in the constants just mentioned.

With lines of greater length than seven syllables some repeti-
tion is requisite before they can be correctly reproduced. The
number of such repetitions was found by Ebbinghaus to increase
very rapidly with the number of syllables to be learnt. In his
own case, for lines of 12, 16, 24, 36 syllables the repetitions
necessary were on the average 166, 30, 44, 55 respectively. Thus
for a line exceeding in length that of the span of prehension
only about five times, he required fifty-five times as many repeti-
tions—if we might regard the single reading of the syllables

order to Hignify fpond’ and called up a picture of an ape L‘:ltitlg a banana. Dz, nur
suggested ‘divine nurture’ to one, and ‘diviner ' to another.

* Cf. J. Jacobs and F. Galton on the **Span of Prehension,” Mind (1887},
xii. 75 ff.; B. Bourdon, ** Influence de l'ige sur la mémoire immédiate,” Rev. pkil,
(1804) xxxviii. 148 ff.; W. H. Winch, Hrir. JL of Psyck. (1904), 1. 127 £,

* Cf. Dietze, ** Untersuchungen iiber den Umfang des Bewusstseins u.s.w.,” Phil
Studien (1885), pp. 362 fl.; L. W. Stern, * Psychische Prisenzzeit,” Zesehr. f. Piy-
chologie (1897), xiii. 325 fi.; Daniels, ** Memory After-image and Attention,” A,
Sour. of Psychology (1893), vi. 558 fi.
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as comparable with a ‘repetition.’ The ‘arithmetical prodigy,’
Diamandi, could write down a number of ten digits after learning
them for 15", whereas a number of 20 digits occupied him for
2" 15", one of 100 digits, 25" and one of 200 1 hr. 15. Thus
it is obvious—obvious indeed without any experimentation—
that beyond a certain finite and not very great number of
elements there is an end to all such memorising. Unhappily
the details of Ebbinghaus’s experiment conflict with this a priori
certainty and must be wrong somewhere!. Substituting poetry
for gibberish of equal amount, Ebbinghaus found that one-tenth
the number of repetitions sufficed ; the enormous saving thus
effected shewing how numerous and intimate are the ready-made
associations that ‘rhyme and reason’ involve. But at one and
the same time to memorise five verses even of sense requires
more than five times as many repetitions as the memorising of
one. Two or three lines of inquiry here present themselves, e.g.
(1) as to the immediate effects of a series of repetitions; (2) as
to retention after an interval, (@) as a function of the number of
repetitions previously made, and (#) as a function of the time;
(3) as to the respective effects of more or less cumulating,
or more or less distributing, the repetitions, on the number of
these required. Let us glance at each in turn.

1. It is at once obvious that beyond a certain point exhaus-
tion of attention renders further repetition for a time futile; thus
Ebbinghaus found 64 repetitions at one sitting of six 16-syllable
nonsense verses, a task lasting some three-quarters of an
hour, “ was apt to bring on asthenia, a sort of epileptic aura,
and the like!” But keeping well within this heroic limit, a
certain ‘law of diminishing return,’ to use an economic analogy
discloses itself*; though sometimes it may be overlaid by

1 Thus, while 12 syllables required 166 repetitions, and the addition of a second
12, 44 repetitions, £.e. 27°4 more, the addition of a third 12 required only 35, 7.c. only
11 more, At this rate the process should, as the number of syllables increased, be-
come comparatively easier—which seems plainly absurd. This was pointed out by
one of Ebbinghaus's early critics (A. Elsas, Phil. Monatshefte, 1887, p. 88) and
repeated by another (A. Hofler, Fierteljahrschr, f. wissenschaftliche Phil. 1887,
p- 346). But it was ignored by everybody including Ebbinghaus, Wundt and—I
must add—myself!

? Thus taking a line of 10 syllables, the number of syllables reproduced correctly
and in their proper order, after 1, 3, 6, g and t2 *repetitions,” were 2°2, 2°5, 2'8, 34,
3°p respectively, as the averages of a series of experiments with each of eight persons.
** The first repetition is undoubtedly the best,” assuming, of course, that the subjects



CH.1X,§ 1] Span of Prekension and Repelition 225

counteracting tendencies. Thus the speedy cessation of early
distractions due to difficulties in pronunciation or in adaptation
to strange experimental conditions, &c., often leads to a slight
improvement consequent on the removal of these hindrances
to undivided attention,

But in a given repetition it is noteworthy that all the syllables
of a line do not fare alike. The first reading is the best
and usually suffices for the reproduction of the second and
the last syllable in addition to the first: the intermediate
syllables, on the other hand, invariably require many repetitions,
as already said, before the whole line is correctly ‘learnt” And
yet all these syllables can—for a while—be distinctly recognised
long before they can be directly recalled. So they are said to
remain ‘below the threshold of reproduction,’ to which, however,
every fresh repetition brings them nearer, till at length they are
above it. But while still subliminal they prove to be more or
less associated, for the mention of one of these syllables will
often ensure not merely its own recognition but also the repro-
duction of the next. How is it that uniform attention on the
subject side leads to so much objective diversity? In dealing
with the middle syllables attention—though its ‘amount’ be
uniform—is distributed differently from what it is in the case
of the two end syllables. With these there is only one thing
to do—either to receive the new or to retain the old; in the
middle of the line both these things have to be done, and neither
is done so effectually. Thus the initial syllables—which receive
more undivided attention—are more deeply ‘impressed,’ while the
final—the attention to which, is not so immediately disturbed'—
are ‘impressed’ for longer, than the middle syllables.

2. (a) On relearning a line after an interval of twenty-four
hours Ebbinghaus found in the case of the same experiments
start with their attention fully concentrated.  Some persons naturally do this, many
do not ; the experimenter has therefore to take special precantions to secare as much
uniformity as he can in this respect. Cf. W. G. Smith, “* The Place of Repetition in
Memory,” Piyedological Kev. iii. (1896), pp. 20,  The figures given are ungquestion-
ably low, partly, as the writer points out, in consequence of the method employed,
but partly, as his detailed tables shew, in consequence of the lax attention of three out

of his eight subjects. Cf. too Lipmann, Zeitschr. f. FPopch. xxxv. (1904), p. 213;
Witasek, #bid. xliv. (1907), p. 247; Reuther, Porck. Studien, i. (19o6), Plates 1
and 2.

! The pause between two lines being of much greater length than the interval
between two syllables.

w. P I5
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that there was an average saving of one repetition for every
three made the day before. A line of 16 syllables, for example,
required some 30 repetitions, and could then be said off correctly.
If only 8 repetitions were taken at first, the line being ‘under-
learnt,’ it probably appeared quite strange the next day, yet the
proportional saving was no less. On the other hand, if an
additional 30 repetitions followed immediately on the first, the
line being ‘doubly learnt, in spite of the familiarity next day
apparent, the proportional saving was no greater. We are so far
led to infer that the stronger associations effected by many
repetitions at one time fall off more rapidly than the weaker
associations effected by fewer repetitions at one time. Herbart
in his ‘psychical dynamics ' —influenced probably by physical
analogies—conjectured that the ‘sinking’ or ‘inhibition ' of pre-
sentations generally was proportional to their intensity; the less
there was to sink, the slower the sinking became. Recent
experiments certainly point in this direction. (&) As to reten-
tion as a function of the time—we all know that memories fade
with time, but not at what precise rate. Ebbinghaus, by a series
of prolonged experiments, ascertained the rate to be propor-
tional to the logarithm of the time—a result already implied in
that connecting retention and intensity, as Herbart assumed;
albeit in inquiries of this kind independent confirmation is
always of value.

3. Had the proportional saving just described held good
indefinitely, some 100 repetitions of the 16 syllables at one time
should have dispensed with any further repetition twenty-four
hours afterwards; whereas, in fact, this result seemed never
attainable. Beyond a certain degree of accumulation, an ever-
diminishing return was manifest, and that apparently short of
the stage at which exhaustion of attention began to be felt,
But, contrariwise, when the repetitions were distributed over
several days, an ever-increasing efficiency was then the result.
Thus, for Ebbinghaus, 38 repetitions spread over three days were
as effective as 68 taken together. The results of careful experi-
ments by Jost with two different subjects, using G. E. Miiller's
‘method of scoring’ (to be described later on), are still more
conclusive'. Comparing 8 repetitions on three successive days

A, Jost, * Die Assoziationsfestigkeit in ihrer Abhiingigkeit von der Verteilung
der Wiederholungen,” Zeftschr. f. Pryck. xiv. (1897), pp. 436 fi.
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with 4 repetitions on six, and 2 on twelve, the efficiencies,
tested twenty-four hours later, were respectively as 11'5, 35, and
54; and probably, as Jost surmises, the effect of the maximum
distribution—single ‘repetition’ on twenty-four successive days
—would have been more advantageous still, securing in fact the
superiority of a first impression (cf. 1, above) on every occasion.
This result again, is in part explained by the law of sinking
already found. For if the sinking were simply proportional to
the time, or were independent of the intensity, there would so
far be no reason why one mode of distributing a given number
of repetitions should be more economical than another. There
is, however, another reason for this superiority, less clearly
implied, to which we shall come presently™.

Rhythmizing.

§ 2. Invariably, and almost of necessity, a more or less com-
plex rhythmical articulation becomes apparent as the syllables
are repeated, even when—as in the improved methods of
G. E. Miiller and his coellaboratenrs—they are presented singly
and at regular intervals. A series of twelve syllables, for
example, would be connected into six trochees, with a caesura
in the middle of the verse; while in each half of it the first, and
—-somewhat more—the last, of the accented syllables would be
specially emphasized ; thus:

bam fis | lGp tSl | gén kér || dub nif | mis pdn | sdv niz
In trying to suppress this tendency and to repeat the syllables
in a monotonous, sfaccafo fashion, just as they were presented,
the zempo, though really unchanged, seemed to be distinctly
quickened,a consequence, doubtless, of the greater effort involved.
Moreover, the attempt, which was seldom successful, about
doubled the number of repetitions required for learning off,
thercby shewing how much is gained by this psychical organiza-
tion of disconnected material. But the gain thus ensured was
manifest in other ways. Each foot, whether dissyllabic or
trisyllabic, became a new complex unit, the elements to be
connected by successive association being thereby reduced to a
half or a third, and the whole line seemingly shortened. The

! Ci. § 6 below, p. 240.
15—2
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varied intonation, again, helped to fix the place of each foot in
the verse, thus further facilitating the mind’s survey of the
whole. Such a transformation can hardly be accounted for so
long as retention and association are regarded as merely
mechanical and passive processes.

Psychical rhythm, upon which we here touch, has also been
experimentally investigated at great length, alike in its physio-
logical, psychological and aesthetical aspects. The topic is far
too intricate and unsettled for discussion here, yet two or three
points may be noted in passing. We are not specially concerned
with oéjective rhythms, recurring series of impressions, that is to
say, in which there are actually periodic variations of intensity,
interval and the like. What is remarkable is that even a perfectly
regular succession of sounds (or touches), qualitatively and quanti-
tatively all alike, a series therefore devoid of all objective rhythm,
is nevertheless apprehended by most people as rhythmically
grouped—provided the rate lies between the limits of about
0'8” and o'14”. The slower of these rates leads to simple groups
of two, replaced by groups of four or eight as the rate increases;
groups of three and six also occur, though less frequently. The
average duration of the groups, whether these are large or small,
is comparatively constant, ranging between a length of about
1'6" for 2-groups and about 116" for 8-groups. With slower
rates there was no grouping at all and with faster rates ‘simply
a periodic intensive change in the series’.” A close connexion
of rhythm with the normal Zwmpe of attention seems thus clearly
indicated.

The subject usually keeps time by taps, nods or other accom-
panying movements. The pulse and respiration are also impli-
cated. These organic rhythms have even been regarded as the
prime source of all psychical rhythm and of its manifold aesthetic
effects. Some connexion there is unquestionably. As the decimal
system corresponds to our possession of ten fingers, and our
movements to the structure of our limbs, so here we may assume
that physiological processes fix the limits within which psychical
rhythm is possible, but yet may be as little an adequate cause of
it or its developments as fingers are of arithmetic, or legs of
an Irish jig. In motor rhythms, such as the last, the initiative
is obviously psychical, and the respiratory and other periodic

I Cf. Bolton’s paper (cited on the next page), pp. 214 L
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organic processes simply follow suit. And even sensory rhythms
can often be varied at the subject's own choice, or on the
suggestion of another; and then again the breathing may be
altered in consequence. Familiar instances of such procedure
are to be found in the ‘tunes’ so readily attributed to the ticking
of a clock, the puff of a locomotive, the churning of a steamer's
screw, and the like.

Psychical rhythm, then, we may conclude, is due to attention
or apperception, but the conditions determining this are many,
and their relations very complex. I[f the presentations to be
‘rhythmized ’ (the Riythmizomena, as the Germans say) succeed
each other slowly, the length (or shall we say the breadth ?) of
the *psychical present’ tells one way : the first impression is
nearer the threshold when the third appears. If they arrive
rapidly, their intensity and duration and the span of prehension
tell another way ; for it is essential that they retain their individual
distinctness, and only so many can be grasped at once. But if
the series continue long enough, or be frequently experienced,
sub-groups may be treated as individuals; and indeed till some
facility is acquired, the subject attending is aware of no rhythm.
In the act of attention itself there are phases, in so far as expec-
tation involves preadjustment to what is coming: usually the
first members of a tact are predominant, and the rhythm tends to
“fall’; several alternations of accent within a complex rhythmic
whole are of course still compatible with this. But it is important
to note that, whether simple or complex, the rhythm is an intuited
unity as truly as a geometrical figure may be. Unlike a geo-
metrical figure, however, it rarely or never has symmetry. We
cannot reverse a tune and obtain an effect comparable with that
obtained by reprinting the score backwards in line with the
original. We now pass to a question in which the psychological
bearing of this fact becomes apparent?.’

But first a new method of dealing with memory-problems
must be mentioned, in which the connexion between rhythmizing

1 The following are among the more important papers on rhythm: T. L. Bolton,
“Rhythm,” Am. Journ. of Psychology, vi. (1893), pp. 145 fi.; E. E. Meumann,
“ Untersuchungen z. Psychologie u. Aesthetik des Rhythmus,” Phil. Studien (18g4),
x. 249f., 393 ff.; M. K. Smith, **Rhythmus und Arbeit,” Phil. Studien (1900),
xvi. q1ff. 197 fl.; Arbeit und Riythmus (18g9), by K. Bucher, a well-known
economist, bringing out the teleological aspects of rhythm; K. Koffke, *“ Exp. Unter-
suchungen z. Lehre v. Rhythmus,” Zeitschr. . Psych. (1909}, pp. 1 i,



230 Memorising, Rhythmizing and Reading [ch. 1x, § 2

and memorising has been turned to account by the Géttingen
psychologists. The method of Ebbinghaus consisted in—at
least, it depended on—ascertaining the repetitions saved in con-
sequence of previous repetitions, when the verse perfectly learnt
before, was relearnt some fixed time later. Hence this method
is called the learning method or the method of saving. But now,
using verses in trochaic measure, let the subject, a given time
after a fixed number of repetitions (insufficient for perfect repro-
duction)be confronted with one of the accented syllables; then let
him be asked to name the unaccented syllable that belongs to
it. He will answer sometimes rightly, sometimes wrongly, and
sometimes be unable to answer at all. This, the new method,
is therefore named die Treffermetiode, the method of ‘ shots,” or,
as it has been called, the scoring method. It enables the experi-
menter to obtain far more insight into details than was possible
before, for the ‘misses’ as well as the ‘hits’ are instructive,
Moreover, by measuring the time of each answer ( Trefferzeir)
and comparing these times together, much can be learnt. In
stronger or more recent associations, for example, the answers
are made quicker than in weaker or older ones.

* Regressive Association.

§ 3. Does association work forwards only or does it work
backwards also, as the middle link of a chain, when lifted, raises
the contiguous links on either side of it? This is the question
mentioned above to which we now pass, and it is one of first-
rate importance. For empirical psychology must be radically
wrong, if it be a fact that—even though attention only moves
forwards—association may nevertheless ‘ run backwards,’ as the
(Germans say. Such is certainly not the case when the forward
direction makes sense, but with nonsense verses, if the mechani-
cal analogy is a sound one, such reversal might be expected.
For here there are none of the ‘ obstructing associations’ which
‘rhyme and reason’ imply; and Ebbinghaus actually found in
relearning a verse backwards that there was a saving of 1274 /
of the time originally taken up in learning it forwards. Even
when relearning backwards and skipping one syllable, the order
of syllables, that is to say, being 16, 14, 12...2, 1§, 13, I1...1,
Ebbinghaus found a saving of 5%, But the number of his
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experiments in this case (four) was too few to give this result
much value, as he fully admits. The variation in the time
saved was also in both cases suspiciously great, ranging between
8" and 236" for mere reversal, and between 15" and 91” for
reversal with omission of alternate syllables. Still these experi-
ments as a whole might incline us to suppose that association
—left to itself, so to say—can work in both directions, though
the connexions backwards are considerably weaker. But if so,
the associations both ways should be alike at least in form—
continuous, that is to say, backwards, & ¢ & a, as well as for-
wards, a # ¢ 4. In that case, however, & would revive ¢ more
frequently than &4, and é more frequently than a. Such a
connexion between strength of association and proximity is
invariable in so-called ‘ mediate association’ when the direction
is forwards.

In favour of ‘regressive association’ there is, in fact, no
consistent evidence forthcoming. Quite the contrary. For
example, in two or three hundred experiments by Miiller and
Pilzecker, verses of twelve syllables were repeated a set number
of times in anapaestic measure—accented, that is to say, on the
3rd, 6th, gth and 12th, After a fixed interval the subject,
confronted with one of the accented syllables, mentioned any
of the other syllables which he called to mind. Now the cases
in which the second syllable of a foot (that immediately pre-
ceding) was revived were only about Aalf as frequent as those
in which the first syllable of a foot (the next but one preceding)
was revived, not more frequent, as we should naturally have
expected. Moreover the scoring time ( 7refferzeit) for the first
but remoter syllable was shorter than that for the second and
nearer’. Such results are incompatible with the theory of con-
tinuous backward association, but they are readily explained by
the fact that the group of three syllables kad become one complex
wihole : it was a single foot in a rhythm. Hence the tendency
to reinstate the initial member of the group was stronger
than that to reinstate the middle? The saving effected in
Ebbinghaus’s experiment is also thus explained. In short, the
conclusion to which these results seem to point is that they

1 Miiller and Pilzecker, ** Experimentelle Beitrige zur Lehre von Gedichtniss,”
Zeitschr. f. Piych., Erginzungsband i, (1goo), § 39.
2 Cf. above, § 1, p. 225.
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emmediately involve only relations of coexistence. With temporal
order either forwards or backwards they are not concerned: the
term ‘ regressive association®” is thus inappropriate. They seem
to be cases of redintegration not of pure association at all®
Unfortunately, beside the scanty experiments of Ebbinghaus
just mentioned there are no others specially devoted to this
problem. Miiller and Pilzecker, however, bring together what
they regard as conclusive evidence of ‘ genuine regressive asso-
ciation’ incidentally furnished by some of their experiments?®
A large part of this evidence is derived from the “misses’ or
“false cases’ yielded by the scoring method as above described.
A greater number of these wrong answers, that is to say, than
chance would ‘explain, consisted in naming not the syllable
following the stimulus-word but the syllable preceding it. In
one series of experiments where chance would account for only
2*3 cases there were actually 7: in another the corresponding
numbers were 1 and 5. Further evidence is adduced from
experiments in which a different method was used. The sub-
ject, confronted with an accented syllable, instead of being
directed to name only the following syllable or what he took to
be such, was left free to name whatever syllable the stimulus-
word first evoked and to add a second, if such occurred. This
method, calling for * free associations, required, as it turned out,
greater psychological saveir faire on the part of the subject
than the old one restricted to ‘smfemfional associations.” In
fact of the only two series of experiments dealing at all directly
with regressive association—in both of which this method was
adopted—one was disallowed because of the subject’s incom-
petence; and even the subject of the other appears to have been
new to the work. Anyhow the summary of his answers is as
follows (the lines consisting of twelve syllables in trochaic
measure): An accented syllable being presented, the following,
t.e. the unaccented syllable of the same foot, was named first in
50/ of the cases. The preceding syllable, ie the unaccented

1 Cf. ch. vii, § 3.

* With this Miiller and Schumann fully agree: cf, their ** Experimentelle Beitrige
zur Untersuchung des Gediichtnisses, " Zeftschr. f. Poyck. vi. (1894), p. 308 f#. CL
also A. Wreschner, * Die Reproduction und Assoziation von Vorstellungen,” op. cit.
Erganzungsband iil. (19o7), p. 578.

3 Cf. ap. cit. § 41, pp. 20712,
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syllable of the previous foot, was named first in 4 7/ of the cases
and second in 67/ or only 107 in all. The remaining (9)
syllables together secured but 137/ of the answers. Clearly
then both methods bring to light some sort of connexion back-
wards as well as forwards : not simply from a to & but also from
& to a. But is the latter genuine regressive association? An
examination of the whole situation seems to render such an
interpretation exceedingly doubtful.

Well, in the first place the almost invariable recency of this
so-called association is remarkable. In the experiments with
“free association’ just described the testing began 3 after the
line had been learnt, and the effect of longer intervals was not
investigated. But in the earlier experiments, where the subject
was restricted to ‘intentional association’ and the relevant cases
were all misses, it was found that in one series of 48 experiments
in which the stimulus-words were shewn 20" after the reading,
there were 15 cases in which the preceding syllable was named
in mistake : in two other series of 216 experiments in all, tested
after an interval of 24 hours, there was only one such case.

In the second place, in consequence of this recency, the line as
a whole was in a state of ‘ preparation ' (Bereitschaft) such that
no syllable was far from the threshold of consciousness. In
the terminology of the writers their Perscverationstendenz, or
readiness to reappear, was still so strong that with every syllable
a very slight reinforcement of this tendency sufficed for the
syllable’s actual reproduction’. Further the subject frequently
knew the place of the presented syllable in the line, and this
knowledge often enabled him to find the syllable wanted. Some-
times, when the whole line was ‘ firmly imprinted * he would run
through it as far as the presented syllable, the accumulating
efficiency of revival due to the whole securing what the single
syllable could not effect®. This resource would obviously be
specially available where, as in the cases we are considering, the
repetitions had all been recent.

In the third place there were signs in all these cases of a
certain embarrassment or comtrefemps akin more or less to what
the writers happily styled Verlegenheitsnennungen. Thus, in the

1 Cf. gp. cit. p. 66.
® Op. cit. p. 16. CF also F. Amold, **The Initial Tendency in Ideal Revival,”
Am. Ji. of Psyek, xviil, 1907, pp. 239 fi.
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experiments calling for ‘free associations,’ the 50 %/ of cases in
which the syllable succeeding the one presented was returned
first had an average scoring time (T) of 31004 ; in the 47
of cases in which the preceding syllable was returned first this T
was 6500 and in the 13 7/ of other cases it was longer still. In
that extra three and a half seconds we may reasonably assume
that manifold interchanges, sometimes antagonistic, sometimes
complementary, occurred between the ‘ perseveration-tendencies’
of some of the eleven barely subliminal syllables, all of them,
in consequence of their recent repeated appearances within the
focus of consciousness, integrated into a more or less compact
whole. At all events in the experiments calling for ‘ intentional
associations ' where the answers were all wrong, evidence of such
varied interplay is furnished abundantly by the analysis of such
cases which the authors provide. The scoring time in these
cases, we may reasonably assume, was as a rule longer than
it was in the cases where the answer was right.

Taking all the circumstances concerned into account, then,
we may still doubt whether the new facts brought forward in the
masterly investigations of Miiller and Pilzecker place the exist-
ence of a genuine reversal of the temporal order, in which
association is first effected, beyond question. The interpreta-
tion advocated above when dealing with the facts advanced by
Ebbinghaus, seems here also the simplest and best. In both in-
stances we are concerned not with a series but with a fouf ensemble
—the foot in the one case, the line in the other, The very same
tendency to unify and organize which has made out of two
syllables a single foot has made out of six feet a line: in both
cases the syllables, in addition to their originally temporal order,
have acquired the relation of part to part in a coexistent whole ;
they have added to the seriality of the memory-thread the higher
dimensions of the ideational continuum. This way of interpret-
ing the facts will account for the comparative frequency of the
wrong answers and the free associations that seem at first to
point to genuine regressive association. When, for some reason,
what we may call the normal response to the stimulus-syllable
fails and the consequent perplexity and delay brings the line as
a whole into greater clearness, the probability is that the parts
specially related to the given syllable will be quickened the

1 CI. op. cit. 58 28, 45-7.
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most, and among these, when the succeeding syllable fails, the
preceding syllable stands next

It may fairly be said that the whole difference between the
interpretation here expounded and that of Miiller and Pilzecker
turns simply on the fact that they sometimes give to ‘asso-
ciation’ a wider meaning. But that wider meaning, it is here
contended, implies a complex of associations or what is better
termed redintegration.

¢ Mediate Association.

§4. A similar examination of the evidence advanced in
favour of what is called ‘ mediate association' seems to justify
the same interpretation of the facts. But ‘mediate association’
is used in two senses. First, and more commonly, it is used of
cases in which prima facie there is no association at all, where,
that is to say, an idea seems to ‘rise freely ' into consciousness
—to use Herbart’s phrase—though no mediating suggestion
whatever is apparent. Of such an experience we have the stock
instance of Hamilton, when, thinking of Ben Lomond, “this
thought was immediately followed by the thought of the Prussian
system of education.” The ‘intermediate and unawakened links’
that explained ‘ the anomaly ' he succeeded in tracing to a con-
versation about Prussian schools between himself and a certain
German whom he chanced to meet on his last visit to the moun-
tain. This and like instances, it is reasonable to assume were
really cases of association, not of an idea reviving spontaneously
as the Herbartians maintained. There is then no anomaly about
them unless it be this absence of direct evidence. But, where
not even indirect evidence is forthcoming, it would be rash too
confidently to assert the impossibility of any spontaneous revival
of a presentation ( freisteigende Vorstellung), especially so in
view of such facts as ‘recurrent sensations®,’ ‘ perseveration,’ and

£l

1 The characteristic of the call for free association is that the subject is directed to
the line as a whole, and we have seen already that when the first or accentuated
syllable of a foot was given the last syllable of the preceding foot was named in 10°[,
of the cases. It was also found that when the second or unaccented syllable was named
the first syllable of the next foot was named in 9°f, of all the cases. Two comparable
adjacencies had comparable strengths.

2 Cf. ch. vii, § 3.
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delirium. Nevertheless if Herbart's ‘spontaneous revival' or
G. E. Miiller’s ‘perseveration’ were to be taken so ‘atomistically’
as to imply the complete rupture of the continuity of the
memory-thread or the ideational tissue, it would be still more
rash to assert that it was possible. But the mediate association
we have here specially to consider is quite different from all this.
In relearning verses forwards but omitting alternate syllables
Ebbinghaus found a saving in time of I::}'Sf'{:; by omitting
two syllables, the saving effected was 709 ; and by omitting
three, 5:8%. This he explained by assuming that in memo-
rising a series @ & ¢ & e ... there was formed not only a * prin-
czpal’ or primary association of each term with its immediate
successor, of @ with & of & with ¢ &c, but also subsidiary or
mediate associations of each term with all the rest, of @ with ¢,
a with d, &c.; likewise of & with &, & with ¢, and so on. To
these mediate associations he referred the savings obtained
on relearning—the more distant associations being naturally
the weaker and the saving therefore less. Such a series he
rigchtly regarded as involving not merely a memory-thread but
also an ideational ‘plexus.” But the two, as we have seen, are
of different dimensions.

The simpler process, as such, cannot then yield the more
complex any more than a spinning wheel can do the work of a
loom. Again mediate connexion between the members of the
linear series is, of course, implied in its continuity, but this
connexion presupposes association and cannot therefore con-
stitute it. When the primary association of a4 with & begins,
there can be no subsidiary association of @ with ¢ or 4, or any
subsequent member, for these members are not yet present.
When this process is merely repeated, we can readily understand
that the ‘thread’ is strengthened, but not that a whole tissue
consisting of distinct threads begins to be formed ‘associating
every term with every other’—a tissue, that is to say, which in a
verse of sixteen syllables would involve 105 subsidiary associa-
tions altogether in the forward direction alone! But after several
repetitions, when the primary associations have begun to be fami-
liar, the subject’s attitude may change; and it does, and does so
with some persons sooner and more frequently than with others,
It is then possible to note various relations between the members
of the series beside their serial order. The tendency to do this
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distinguishes what Kant called the ‘ judicious’ from the merely
‘mechanical’ memory. These two processes are not only
distinct ; they are also incompatible, in so far as an increase of
the fempo, which favours the more mechanical process!, is a bar
to the more intellectual one. It is true that the rate of learning
which Ebbinghaus found ‘convenient’ was an unusually rapid
one—150 syllables a minute, For all that, he could more than
double it when learning ‘sensible’ material ; so that at his usual
rate there would be time for side glances; and in fact his
remarks concerning the sources of error, to which he felt liable,
shew that he was not altogether mechanically absorbed?®,

Indeed the ample experimental records now available shew
unmistakably that even the least intelligent subjects are some-
thing more than mechanical registers. As G. E. Miiller, the
master in this department of psychology, has said, we should
form but a very poor idea of the learning process if we assumed
that no associations are actually effected between the different
members of a series but such as would result if attention were
confined to the one monotonous routine of linking item to item
as each filed past. *“The subject’s activity in relation to the
series to be learnt displays far more freedom and spontaneity
than that.” But the point is that x#a/ess such further subjective
initiative is present nothing more is achieved. As the result of
that initiative, however, a supplementary process of ‘interre-
lating’ (Zuordnung) comes into play, whereby “certain elements
of the series, standing far apart, are often associated together,
which would never be appreciably related at all, if the reading
were nothing but an uninterrupted transition from one item to
the next.” This secondary interrelating is the distinguishing
feature of Kant’s ‘ judicious memorising’ and implies the more
complex process of redintegration. We may conclude then by
saying with Miiller that for experimental psychology it “still
remains an open question how far, apart from all interrelating,
direct associations between the mediate members of a series
can be formed®.” At present we may fairly say that there is no
clear evidence for such ‘ mediate’ association, as Ebbinghaus

I Cf. Ebbinghavs, Grandziige der Poyelologie, 3rd ed. 1. 672§,

2 Plober das Gedichinis, p. :8.

* CL. G. E. Miiller, “*Zur Analyse der Gedichrnistiitigheit und des Vorstellungs-
verlaul,” Zeitschr. f. Piyek. Erganzungsband v. 15 Teil, 1911, pp. 315-7-
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assumed, but rather a strong presumption on general grounds
against it.

Reading.

§ 5. The synthesis or integration of simple linear associations
into complex unities of higher dimensions might be fitly called
the principle of psychical organization par excellence’. We have
appealed to it incidentally in the above discussion ; but now we
have in the recent experimental investigations into the psychology
of reading a favourable opportunity of studying it directly on its
own account. For this process—unlike the earlier processes of
building up our temporal and spatial perception and our intuition
of real things—falls entirely within the domain of social inter-
course, and is therefore throughout amenable to observation and
control,

The earliest stage in the process of reading—that of learning
the several letters—may be here regarded as merely a series of
simple assimilations®. In beginning the next stage, spelling, the
child at first takes longer to recognise a monosyllable than to
recognise a letter; for the monosyllable is still directly appre-
hended as a series of two or more letters. But after sufficient
practice a short word is recognised directly as a unity, and is
then recognised as soon as, or even sooner than, a single letter,
But a word of three or four syllables may still have to be
painfully spelled. Presently, however, when greater fluency is
attained, it is found that a passage of sense, consisting of longer
but fewer words is read more quickly and easily than one of
equal length consisting entirely of monosyllables. For at this
stage words are the units attended to, not syllables® Finally
we come to read not by an almost continuous movement of the
eyes—as is generally supposed—taking in syllable by syllable or
even word by word ; but we compass a whole line of print like
the present by three or four fixations of the eye, separated by
pauses too brief to allow of the recognition of each separate
syllable. When, however, this is requisite, as in reading nonsense

1 Cf. above, ch. iii, § 3.
* The letters, that is to say, in reading apart from writing, being recognised merely
as wholes.

* CI. M. Beer, * Die Abhingigkeit der Lesezeit von psychologischen und sprach-
lichen Faktoren," Zeitschr. f. Poychol. Bd. Ivi. (1910), pp. 271 .
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syllables for instance, then not only have the pauses to be
lengthened, but the eye-stretches must be shortened as well. Yet
the amount of print actually in focus and so distinctly percep-
tible is the same in each case. In reading ‘sense’ then a portion
of what the eye takes in extends beyond the focus of distinct
vision. Like the single letters at the first, several words or
syllables at the last, are apprehended—in virtue of their general
form or of a few salient traits—as a single whole. Indeed ade-
quate apprehension of this sort, in the case of a coherent context,
is possible when its distance from the eye exceeds the limits of
exact definition altogether. But at the ordinary range of reading,
when a portion at any rate of what the cup & @i/ takes in is
distinctly seen, more is read and more quickly. Here the part
in the margin of the field of vision is usually mainly to the right
of the fixation point, shewing the influence of the prior context
in extending the span of apprehension.

The child learning to read begins by reading aloud
syllable by syllable. But the spoken syllable and the syllable
as heard are already integrated into one complex whole :
the new task then is simply to associate this whole with its
visual symbols. Both for articulation and for audition, a
series of syllables, always remains, as at first, a temporal series.
Vision, however, has here the same superiority over movement
and hearing as it has elsewhere over movement and touch: it
can take in several syllables at once, although they can be heard
or spoken only one at a time. At first, of course, this superiority
does not count; but eventually it becomes easy to read far faster
than one can speak, faster even than one can distinctly hear.
There is evidence—perhaps not all that one could wish—to shew
that “rapid readers not only do their work in less time but do
superior work. They retain more of the substance of what is
read than do slow readers’.” No doubt because, in general,
they concentrated their attention more, and being also more
intelligent, ‘integrated ’ better than the slower readers. Before
proceeding, let us here note that in what is called endophasia or
‘internal speech’ there are three main types of verbal imagery,
the motor, the auditory and the visual: words, that is to say, are
‘mentally ' spoken or heard or seen. For the entirely illiterate

! Quantz, *‘Problems in the Psychology of Reading,” Prycholopical Review—
Monograph Supplements, ii. (1897), p- 49-
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internal speech of the visual sort is, of course, impossible; and it
is, in fact, usually absent in most people. It is so not merely
because the race as a whole, and they as individuals, mastered
speech before beginning to read at all, but also because they
speak so much oftener than they read. Usually the motor and
the auditory type are combined, the dominance of the motor
being specially apparent in the reading of young children and
the comparatively illiterate, who either speak aloud or whisper
while they read; but this trait becomes less and less marked
with increasing culture. Among thoroughly cultured persons
a few cases of the exclusively visual type are found and still
more of the combined visual-motor.

It seems further not unlikely that as moderate practice
banishes articulation from reading and as frequent reading
leads to an increasing prominence of visual word-imagery, both
audition and articulation may for some fade out more or less
entirely, and the visual word alone remain prominent. The few
investigations that have been made bear out this conjecture: the
fastest readers seem to be visualisers®. The most perfect kind
of integration would in this way be attained. The advantage
which vision secures us in taking in the fous ensemble of things it
seems also to secure in dealing with thought as a whole, when
this is visualised in symbols. Herein perhaps lies the secret of
Bacon's saying that writing makes an exact man, for in setting
out our thoughts in black and white we secure a survey of
them that internal audition alone can never give us.

APPENDIX
‘Age’ and * Strength’ of Associations.

§6. A somewhat paradoxical situation is brought to light when
the method of saving and the method of scoring are used together.
In the experiments by Jost, mentioned above?, two series of verses,
Sy, 5. were repeated thirty times ; after an interval of twenty-four
hours 5, was tested by the first method and S, by the second.

1 Cf. G. Saint-Paul, Le langnge intérienr, 1g9o4, pp. 200f.
* Ci. W. B. Secor, **Visual Reading : A Study in Mental Imagery,” dm. JIL of
Psyck. xi. (189g9), pp. 225 ff ; Quantz, af. cif. pp. 46 .

3 &1, p. 225
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Two new series, S;, S,, were then taken: 5, was repeated four
times, and after an interval of a minute tested by the first method;
S, was then repeated in like manner, and tested after the same
interval by the second method. This procedure was renewed
day after day—in varying order—till records of twenty cases of
both old and new series tested by each method were obtained.
It was then found (by the method of saving) that an old series
(an S5,) required on an average 585 repetitions for relearning, and
a new series (an S,;) 6. But (by the method of scoring) it was
found that a new series (an .5;) yielded 2'7 * hits,’ with an average
time of about 1% seconds for each, while an old series (an S,)
yielded only -9 ‘hits, with an average time of 4} seconds for
each. Thus one may be able to reproduce relatively little of
a given subject-matter, and yet require only a few repetitions in
order to learn it off anew ; on the other hand, one may know
relatively much, and still ind many more repetitions requisite for
such complete learning. The ‘age’ of the associations is then
important. Other things being equal, we may conclude that
each fresh repetition effects more for older associations than for
more recent ones. It might be supposed that the strength of
the old associations was more uniform and on the average greater
than the strength of the new ; so that while none of the old were
far below the threshold, few, if any, were above it ; whereas more
of the new might be above the threshold though the majority had
lapsed entirely. And the latter would certainly be the case if
the subject of experiment tried to make sure of a few ‘ hits,’ and
paid no attention to the rest of the series. Due care was, however,
taken that the ends of the experiment should not in this way be
defeated. Also, there is ample evidence to show that the
supposed greater uniformity in strength of old associations is
not, in fact, the rule, We seem left, then, to conjecture that the
difference is the effect of the process of assimilation working
subconsciously—that psychical aspect of nervous growth which
Professor James has aptly characterized by saying that “ we learn
to skate in summer and to swim in winter.” It continually happens
that we can recognise connexions that we are quite unable to
reproduce. To the diminished ‘strength’ of an association, as
tested by the method of scoring, there may then quite well be
an equivalent set-off in more developed assimilation. As a seed
germinates it has less latent energy, but this is replaced by growth
W. P. 10
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in root and stem : similar relations may obtain when an old
association is said merely to lose * strength.” On the other hand
—within the range of the primary memory-image—we can often
reproduce what after a longer interval we should fail to recognise.
We seem warranted, then, in concluding that this conception of
“ association-strength’ so freely used by G. E. Miiller and his
co-workers, requires more analysis than it has yet received. The
two factors which their methods disclose in it appear to confirm
the distinction we have already made between impressions and free
ideas. They help us also to understand, further, the superiority
of distributed over cumulated repetition, of ‘ inwardly digesting’
over ‘ cram?.’

! There is a most interesting article by P. B. Ballard dealing with many of the
topics of this chapter that I have unhappily overlooked. It is entitled ** Obliviscence
and Reminiscence "'; see British JI. of Psychology, Monograph Supplements, il. 1913.



CHAPTER X
FEELING

Introductory.

§ 1. Such summary survey of the more elementary facts of
cognition, as our plan of exposition called for, is here at an end.
So far the most conspicuous factors at work have been those
concerned in the formation of what might be termed the idea-
tional mechanism. In dealing with the higher processes of
thought we shall have to take still more account of the voluntary
activity, which we have seen to be essential even in the lower
processes of perception and ideation, and also of the part played
by language in perfecting the higher, intellectual, processes. But
it seems preferable, before entering upon these topics, to explore
also the affective and conative constituents of mind in their more
elementary phases, so as to complete in outline our description
of mind below what we may call the stage of understanding or
reason.

We have found that psychical life consists in the main of
a continuous alternation of predominantly receptive and pre-
dominantly reactive consciousness. In its earliest form experience
is simply an interplay of sensation and movement. At a later
stage, we find that in the receptive or cognitive phase ideation
is added to perception; and that in the active phase, thought,
poetic fancy, &c.—or the voluntary direction and control of
the ideational trains—are added to the voluntary direction and
control of the sense-organs and of the muscles. At this higher
level also it is possible that either form of receptive conscious-
ness may lead to either form of active: sensations may lead
to thought rather than to action in the restricted sense; and
ideas apart from sensations may prompt to action rather than
to thought. There is a further complication still: not only

16—2
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may either sensations or ideas lead to either bodily or mental
movements, but such movements, whether of mind or body,
may simply as presentations determine other movements of
either kind. In this respect, however, movements and thoughts,
either in themselves or along with their sensational and ideational
accompaniments, may be regarded as pertaining so far to the
receptive side of consciousness. With these provisos, then, the
broad generalisation already made' may hold, vzz. that receptive
states lead through feeling to active states, and that those
which are neither pleasant nor unpleasant, that neither please
nor displease, meet with no responsive action.

But at the outset the objection must be met that presenta-
tions that in themselves seem to be purely indifferent lead
continually to very energetic action, often the promptest and
most definite action. To this there are two answers. First,
on the higher levels of psychical life presentations that may
be indifferent in themselves are yet often indirectly interesting
as signs of, or as means to, other presentations that are directly
interesting. It is enough for the present, therefore, if it be ad-
mitted that all such indifferent presentations are without effect
as often as they are mof instrumental in furthering the realisa-
tion of some desirable end. Secondly, a large class of move-
ments—those called sensori-motor and ideo-motor—are initiated
by presentations that are frequently, it must be allowed, neither
pleasurable nor painful. These, however, we had good reason
just now to think, were only an apparent exception to the prin-
ciple of subjective selection. For they can all be classed among
instances of another important psychological principle, already
noticed, which we shall have to deal with more fully by and
by. This principle is, that voluntary actions, and especially
such as either only avert pain or are merely subsidiary to
pleasure-giving actions, tend at length—as the effect of habit
in the individual and of heredity in the race—to become
‘secondarily automatic®’ Such mechanical or instinctive dex-
terities make possible a more efficient use of present energies
in securing pleasant or satisfying experiences; and, like the rings
of former growths in a tree, afford a basis for further advance, as
old interests pall and new ones present themselves. It suffices

! Cf. ch. i, §§ 5, 6, pp. 54 fT.

? Cf. above, ch. ii, § 5, p- 52; and below, p. 249.
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if we may suppose that all such movements were originally
initiated by feeling, as certainly many of them were.

Inguiry into its Causes.

§ 2. Of the feeling itself that intervenes between these sen-
sory and motor presentations, there is little to be said. The
chief points have been already insisted upon, viz. that feeling
is not itself a presentation!, but a purely subjective state; is at
once the effect of a change in receptive consciousness and the
cause of a change in motor consciousness. Hence its continual
confusion either with the movements, whether ideational or
muscular, that are its expression, or with the sensations or
ideas that are its occasion. For feeling as such is, so to put it,
matter of being rather than of direct knowledge; and all that
we £#now about it, we know either from its antecedents or from
its consequents in presentation. Still these antecedents and
consequents make an important difference to the entire ex-
perience to which they contribute; so that, whenever the feeling
they induce is psychologically the most interesting or important
characteristic of such experiences, it is often simpler to describe
them briefly as feelings, and to denote them as severally sensuous,
aesthetic, intellectual, moral, feelings ; and so forth. But this is
no reason for ignoring or denying that pure feeling is a unique
and ultimate factor in all experience.

Since this pure feeling, then, ranges solely between the op-
posite extremes of pleasure and pain, we are naturally led to
inquire whether there is any corresponding contrast in the
causes of feeling on the one hand, and on the other in its
manifestations and effects*? To begin with the first question,
which we may thus formulate : What, if any, are the invariable
differences characteristic of the presentations or ‘states of mind’
we respectively like and dislike? Or, taking account of the
diverse sources of feeling—sensuous, aesthetic, intellectual, active
—is there anything that we can predicate alike of all that are
pleasurable and deny of all that are painful, and wvice versa? It
is at once evident that at least in the presentations regarded

! So Kant: * Dasjenige Subjective an einer Vorstellung was gar kein Erkennt-
nisssttick werden kann ist die mit ihr verbundene Lust oder Unlust.” Aritik der

Urtheilshrajt, Einl. vi1. Cf. also Titchener, Feeling and Attention, 1908, pp. 69-77.
* For this see next chapter.
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objectively or apart, no such common characters will be found ;
if we find them anywhere it must be in some relation to the
conscious subject, 7. in the fact of presentation itself.

There is one important truth concerning pleasures and pains
that may occur at once as an answer to our inquiry, and is
often advanced as such, vsz. that whatever is pleasurable tends
to further and perfect life, whatever is painful to disturb or
destroy it. The many seeming exceptions to this law of self-
conservation, as it has been called, probably all admit of ex-
planation in conformity with it, so as to leave its substantial
truth unimpeached!. Still the converse is not always true, in
particular many things highly detrimental to life—though we
may be aware of them—happen quite painlessly. But anyhow
this law is too teleological to serve, in the first instance, as a
purely psychological principle, and, as generally formulated and
illustrated, it takes account of matters quite outside the psycho-
logist’s ken. We are not now concerned to know zw4y a bitter
taste ¢¢. is unpleasant or the gratification of an appetite plea-
sant, but zwhat marks distinctive of all painful presentations the
one has and the other lacks, and what contrasting marks it has
instead. From a biological standpoint it may be true enough
that the final cause of sexual and parental affections, for ex-
ample, is the perpetuation of the species; but this does not
help us to ascertain what common character they have as actual
sources of feeling for the individual. From the biological stand-
point again, even the senile decadence and death of the individual
might be shewn to be advantageous to the race; but it would
certainly be odd to describe them as advantageous to the in-
dividual : so different are the two points of view. What we are
in search of, although a generalisation, has reference to something
much more concrete than concepts like race or life, and does
not require us to go beyond the consciousness of the moment
to such ulterior facts as race or life imply. “Feeling is a wié/-
ness concerning the present situation, but no prophet concerning
that in the future®”

Were it possible, it would be quite unnecessary to examine

1 See Spencer, Data of Ethics, chs. i—~iv.; G. H. Schueider, Frewd und Leid des
Menschengeschieches, 1883, ch. i. Ebbinghaus, Grumdziige d. Fsychologie, 3% Aufl.
1911, i. pp. 556 .

2 Payot quoted by Ebbinghaus, foc. et
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in detail every variety of pleasurable and painful consciousness in
connexion with a general inquiry of this sort. It will be best to
enumerate at the outset the only cases that specially call for in-
vestigation. Feeling may arise mainly from (a) single sensations
or movements; or it may be determined wholly or partially by
(&) some combination or arrangement of these primary presenta-
tions—hence what might be styled the lower aesthetic feelings.
We have thus among primary presentations a more material and
a more formal cause or ground of feeling. The mere represen-
tation of these sources of feeling involves little of moment : the
idea of a bright colour or even of a bitter taste rarely has de-
finiteness or intensity enough to produce feeling. But, on the
other hand, the ideal presentation of a harmonious arrangement
of sounds or colours does not in itself differ essentially as regards
the feeling it occasions from the actual presentation. When we
advance to the level of ideas more complex and more highly
representative—or re-representative, as Spencer would say—than
any we have yet considered, we can again distinguish between
material and formal grounds of feeling. To the latter we might
refer, e.o. (¢) the intellectual and (&) the higher aesthetic feelings;
to the former (¢) the egoistic, altruistic, and religious feelings.
There is a special class of feelings, which might be distinguished
from all the preceding as refflex, since they arise from the memory
or expectation of feelings but in fact these are largely involved
in all the feelings of the last mentioned class, and this brief refer-
ence to them will suffice; of such hope, fear, regret are examples.
We may now try to ascertain the ground of the pure feeling in
each of these various ‘feelings.

@. The intensity and quality as well as the duration and
frequency of a movement or a sensation all have to do with de-
termining the feeling to which it gives rise. It will be best to
leave the last two out of account for a time. Apart from these
—we may note the following points: (i) The pleasantness or
painfulness of movements appears to depend solely upon their
intensity, that is to say, upon the amount of effort they require,
in such wise that a certain amount of exertion is agreeable and
any excess disagreeable. (ii) Some simple sensations, such as
those of light and sound, are agreeable if not too intense, their
pleasantness increasing with their intensity up to a certain point,
on nearing which the feeling rapidly changes and becomes
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unpleasant or even painful. Other sensations, as e.g. bitter tastes,
are naturally, that is for most animals, unpleasant, however faint
—though we must allow the possibility of an acquired liking for
moderately bitter or pungent flavours’. But in every case such
sensations, if at all intense, produce unmistakable manifestations
of disgust. Sweet tastes, on the other hand, however intense,
are pleasant to an unspoiled palate, though apt before long to
become mawkish, like ‘sweetest honey, loathsome in his own
deliciousness,’ as confectioners’ apprentices are said soon to find.
On the other hand even the specific sensation called ‘sensory
pain’ does not always lead to unpleasant feeling or ‘affective
pain’; but when of only slight intensity is characterized as
‘piquant ’ and felt as pleasant®. Thus (iii) in fine, while the effect
on feeling of some qualities changes with their intensity, the
effect of others continues to be pleasant or else continues to be
unpleasant, almost regardless of changes of intensity. But once
a sensation or movement is painful the painfulness increases with
the intensity without any assignable maximum being reached.

A comparison of different cases like the above (which it
would be tedious to describe more fully and which are indeed
too familiar to need much description) seems to shew (1) that—
so far as feeling is determined by the intensity of a presentation
—there is pleasure so long as attention can be adapted or ac-
commodated to the presentation, and pain so soon as the intensity
is too great for this; and (2) that of the cases where, though the
intensity is slight, some sensations are decidedly pleasant and
others as decidedly painful—the cases, 7.¢,, where feeling is de-
termined by the quality of a presentation—those which are
pleasurable (&) introduce or agreeably increase in intensity cer-
tain organic sensations or (;8) enlarge the field of consciousness;
while those which are painful (a) introduce or disagreeably
increase in intensity certain organic sensations or () contract
the field of consciousness.

As to the first of these points, it may be suggested that in
itself any and every simple sensation or movement is pleasurable

! In the case of animals that feed upon bitter plants the liking, it is reasonable to
suppose, is congenital : they like their food, though it tastes bitter and not, we should
incline to say, because to them it tastes sweet. But who shall decide ?

® CL A, Goldscheider, Gesam. Abkand!. 1898, i. p. 411 (quoted by Titchener,
ap. cil. p. 88).
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if there is attention forthcoming adequate to its intensity. In
the earliest and simplest phases of life, in which the presen-
tation-continuum is but little differentiated, it is reasonable to
assume that variation in the intensity of presentation prepon-
derates over changes in quality, and that to the same extent
feeling is determined by the former more than by the latter.
And, whereas this dependence on intensity is invariable, there
is no ground for supposing the quality of any primary presen-
tation, when not of excessive intensity, to be in itself disagree-
able; the changes above-mentioned in the hedonic effects of
bitter tastes, sweet tastes, or the like tend rather to prove the
contrary. This brings us to the second point, and it requires
more elucidation.

(e) In dealing with this point we need first of all to call to mind
the continuity of our presentations, and especially the existence
of a background of organic sensations or somatic consciousness,
as it is variously termed. By the time that qualitatively distinct
presentations have been differentiated from this common basis it
becomes possible for any of these, without having the intensity
requisite to affect feeling directly, to change it indirectly by means
of the organic sensations accompanying them, or their so-called
‘feeling-tone'” The physiological concomitants of these changes
of somatic consciousness are largely reflex movements or some
equivalent of these—such as alterations in circulatory and
respiratory, or in metabolic processes. Such ‘movements’ are
psychologically movements no longer, and are rightly recarded
as pertaining wholly to the sensory division of presentations.
But originally it may have been otherwise®. To us now, these
organic reflexes seem but part and parcel of the special sensation
whose tone they form, and which they accompany even when that

! This very ambiguous, one might almost say amphibious, term is here used in
the Herbartian sense, i.e. as signifying something objective—the cause of feeling, not
the feeling itself consequent on it. CFf. above, ch. ii, § 3, p. 45. Cf. also, Volkmann,
op. cit. 83 33, 129; Nahlowsky, Das Gefrihisleben, 1862, pp. 13 fL.

2 As, for example, in the case of such functions as respiration and circulation,
both for us normally automatic, and the last beyond immediate control. Nevertheless
we are often driven to aid both by taking exercise. For creatures less highly organized
such voluntary means may be more indispensable. (Cf. Herbert Spencer’s Principles
of Biolagy, 1867, ii. pp. 322 ., 329 fin. ff.; Huxley, Tke Crayfisk, 1880, p. 81.)
Anyone who has ever compared through a microscope the movements of particles
imside a living flea and that of blood corpuscles in the web between the toes of a
living frog will have no difficulty in understanding all this.
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sensation, so far as its mere intensity goes, might well be deemed
indifferent. But perhaps at first the special qualities, that eg.
are now unpleasant even when their intensity is minimal, may
have been frequently presented with an excessive intensity that
would be painful on this score alone’. The reflexes that at pre-
sent pertain to them may then have been psychologically the
expression of this pain. At any rate it seems manifestly unfair
to refuse either to seek out the primitive effects of the sensations
in question and allow for the workings of heredity, or to reckon
their organic accompaniments or ‘ feeling-tone’ as now function-
ally a part of them® The latter seems the readier and perhaps,
too, the preferable course. As immediate effects of feeling,
organic processes are -perhaps never entirely absent from any
affective state: they constitute its earliest expression. But
regarded as the feeling-tone of specific sensations they are now
to be reckoned among the causes of feeling, whatever views we
may entertain about their original position®

(8) The division of the senses into higher and lower rests
largely on the extent to which their specific qualities are differ-
entiated from the general sensibility to which feeling-tone belongs.
This differentiation becomes steadily more pronounced as we
advance from the lower senses to the higher®. The lower senses,
in other words, are more intimately connected with the so-called
‘physical basis of life! Accordingly the purely ‘algedonic’
effects of these senses are experienced before those of the higher
senses are appreciable at all, and they are also more intense and

1 In the lowly organisms that absorb food directly through the skin any bitter
juices that came in contact with it might at once produce very violent effects—com-
parahle, say, to scalding ; and the reflexes then established may have been continued
by natural selection so as to save from poisoning the higher organisms, whose
absorbent surfaces are internal and only guarded in this way by the organ of taste.
Some light is thrown on questions of this kind by the very interesting experiments
of Romanes on the effect of such peisons as caffeine, strychnine, &c. on jelly-fish
placed in the water in which these poisons were dissolved. For a full account of
these see his f:.*f{}fﬁfﬁ, Sfaf:;fjﬁ, antd .‘p'f.'z—u:?rfn'ﬂ:,, ch. ix.

? Hence Volkmann proposed to designate them as ‘reflex sensations.’” CI. his
Lehrbuch der Prychologie, 2* Aufl. 1875, ii. p. 313.

¥ Cf. next chapter.

4 Hence the old and familiar doctrine, best known perhaps in the Hamiltonian
formula: ““ Perception proper and Sensation proper...though each necessarily sup-
poses the other, are still always in o certain inverse proportion to each other.” (CL
Lectures on Metaphysics, ii. pp. g4—104.) The elusive character of feeling when we
attempt to define it comes out clearly in this exposition.
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more urgent than these. Per contra, apart from feeling-tone, as
here understood, the specific qualities of the lower senses almost
cease to be sources of feeling at all, while those of the higher
senses remain so still. In connexion with the higher senses we
find nothing—apart from accidental associations—analogous to
satiety or nausea, and nothing comparable to analgesia : there
are colours and tones that always charm and never cloy. Or-
ganic reflexes then will not account for the feelings evoked by the
higher senses, which are devoid of the conative urgency usually
pertaining to those of the lower': they appease no periodic
‘appetites’ and the sensations, unless of excessive intensity, are
accompanied by no ‘physical’ pain. Sodifferent indeed are their
effects, that Wundt has latterly gone so far as to maintain that
“they can nevermore be compressed within the single dimension
of Lust and Uniust®” Certainly not, if Lust and Unlust are
used in the popular sense, which implies appetite and aversion
as well as feeling. But psychological terminology should be
carefully divested of popular implications. Even our own terms,
pleasure and pain, would otherwise be almost equally misleading?.
Feeling, according to Wundyt, is a tri-dimensional manifold. The
feelings due to the higher senses, he maintains, are mixed feelings
in which the Lus¢-Unlust component is always the least impor-
tant and not essential at all. The ‘warm’ end of the spectrum
is exciting, exhilarating; the cold end tranquillizing, depressing :
high notes dispose us to gaiety, low notes to seriousness. Well,
we have agreed with this so far as to recognise a clear difference
between what makes a good glass of beer pleasant (to take his
own instance) and a dose of castor-oil unpleasant; or between
what makes the sound of a silver clarion pleasant and the drone
of a Scotch bagpipe unpleasant. But so to restrict the meaning
of our leading terms as to take the feeling in the latter instances
out of the rubric pleasure-pain altogether is a Machtspruck and
nothing else, a peremptory decision that even Wundt is not

Though it can be absent. Cf. Drobisch, Empirische Psychologie, 1842, p. 175.
Physiologische Psychologie, 6th ed., 1i. pp. 205 ff.

Not quite, for with us the word ‘lust,” which we inherit from our Teutonic
ancestors, has lost its original meaning of pleasure—though so used in Chaucer’s day

LE N

—and retains only the meaning of longing or concupiscence. But the German Zus/
means both. So prominent was the latter meaning in Wolfi’s time that he confused
feeling more or less with appetition.
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entitled to make, and one moreover that has found neither
general acceptation nor experimental verification®.
Nevertheless, as said, there is a difference—and Wundt has
called attention to it—between the lower senses and the higher
as grounds of feeling; even though in both cases the feeling
itself is either pleasant or unpleasant. What precisely is this
difference? The question is a difficult one to answer. In the
first place circumstantial associations of all sorts ought to be
eliminated : were the effects of these to be taken into account
we should be beyond the range of sense altogether. But it is
only these invariable accompaniments of the pleasures and pains
of the higher senses in ordinary life that would justify Wundt
in crediting them with producing gaiety or earnestness of mood
(Stimmung). L'Allegro and Il Penseroso, mirth and melancholy,
are not wooed or loathed at the bidding of mere sense. On the
other hand the greater and readier revivability of colours and
tones is important : we can thus enjoy in memory the pleasures
of music, of scenery and of painting in a way that we cannot
enjoy the more ‘ material ' pleasures of taste and smell®. [t is
this superior revivability, no doubt, that makes possible the
incidental associations that ‘actually’ play so large a part in
the more emotive effects of the higher senses. If however we
restrict ourselves to what is strictly sensory and take account
of the effects of certain colours and sounds upon some of the
higher animals, upon children and savages, then we must recog-
nise the effects that Wundt describes as exciting and depressing.
They were just now summarily described as enlarging or con-
tracting the field of consciousness, perhaps we might have said
as raising or lowering ‘the spirits” We are here upon a more
objective level® than that of the lower senses and bodily comfort
or discomfort: we are pleased or displeased in a more ‘disin-
terested,’ less ‘ materialistic’ way. If we were only animals and
not vegetables as well—in plainer words, if we were clear of all
concern in our metabolic processes, we should still enjoy the
brilliance of the diamond’s lustre and the depths of the gentian’s
blue. What we enjoy and consume—like Wundt's gwies Glas

1 The masterly eriticism of Wundt's tri-dimensional theory of feeling by his old
collaboratenr, Prof, Titchener (ag. cit. Lect. 1v), dispenses us from discussing it here.

* CI. above, ch. vii, § 1, p. 155,

$ Cf.ch.v, 89, p 134
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Bier—we call ‘pleasant’ or agreeable in the narrower sense:
what we enjoy at the most sensuously but not sensually, aestheti-
cally but not organically, we call beautiful.

But although the distinctive characteristics of these two
classes of sensory feelings are different there is no sharp line
to be drawn between the two. The sense of smell and, to a less
extent, the sense of touch is not wholly devoid of what Titchener
has called a ‘quasi-aesthetic reference’.” We may then now in
a word or two explain what is meant by enlarging and contract-
ing the field of consciousness and by agreeably increasing or
decreasing certain elements therein. The difference in point is
manifest on comparing the flow of spirits, buoyancy and anima-
tion that result from a certain duration of pleasurable sensations
with the lowness or depression of spirits, the gloom and heaviness
of heart, apt to ensue from prolonged physical pain. Common
language, in fact, leaves us no choice but to describe these con-
trasted states by figures which clearly imply a difference in the
range and variety of the presentations that occasion them, and
in the quickness with which these succeed each other® It is not
merely that in hilarity as contrasted with dejection the train of
ideas takes a wider sweep and shews greater liveliness; but as
it were at the back of this, on the purely sensory level, certain
organic sensations which are ordinarily indifferent acquire a gentle
intensity, which seems to quicken and expand the ideational
stream; as we see, for instance, in the effects of mountain air
and sunshine. Or, on the other hand, these sensations become
so violently intense as to drain off and ingulf all available energy
in one monotonous corroding care, an oppressive weight which
leaves no place for free movement, no life or leisure to respond
to what are wont to be pleasurable solicitations?®

1 Perhaps even taste is not to be altogether excluded. **I hold as possible,” says
Volkelt, ** that the taste of a noble wine may incidentally be refiined (enfsrogificks) up
to the aesthetic level.” * Der aesthetischen Werth der niederen Sinne,” Zetschr. f.
Piyeh. xxix. (1goz), p. 216. Cf. also Bullough, * The Aesthetic Appreciation of
Colours," Brit. JI. of Fiych. ii. (1908), pp. 459 fi.

 This is one among many cases in which the study of a voecabulary is full of
instruction to the ]:h}'c]\ulugist. The reader whe will be at the trouble to compare
the parallel columns under the heading ** Passive Affections,” in Roget's Theraunraes
of English Words and Phrases, 1912, §§ 829-843, will find ample proof both of this
general statement and of what is said above in the text.

¥ Dbservation and experiment shew that the physical signs of pain in the higher
animals consist in such changes as a lowered and weaker pulse, reduction of the
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As regards the duration and the frequency of presentation,
it is in general true that the algedonic effect soon attains
its maximum, and then, if pleasant, rapidly declines, or even
changes to its opposite. Pains in like manner may decline;
but more slowly, and without in the same sense changing to
pleasures. The like holds of too frequent repetition. Physio-
logical explanation of these facts, good as far as it goes, is, of
course, at once forthcoming : sensibility is blunted, time is re-
quired for restoration, and so forth; but at least we want the
psychological equivalent of all this. In one respect we find
nothing materially new ; so far as continued presentation entails
diminished intensity, we have nothing but diminished feeling as
a consequence; so far as its continued presentation entails satiety
there is an end to most or all of the agreeable accompaniments
in which the pleasurable tone consisted. Yet in another way long
duration and frequent repetition produce indirectly certain cha-
racteristic effects on feeling, in consequence of habituation and
accommodation. We may sometimes get used to a painful presen-
tation in such wise that we cease to be conscious of it as positively
disagreeable, though its cessation is at once a source of pleasure.
In like manner we come to require things simply because it is
now painful to be without them, although their possession has

surface temperature, irregular respiration, dilatation of the iris, and the like. And
so far as can be ascertained these effects are not altogether the emotional reaction
to pain but in large measure its actual accompaniments, the physical side that
we have called its fone. The following is a good description of these general charac-
teristics of feeling: * En méme temps, il se fait une série de mouvements généraux de
flexion, comme si 'animal voulait se rendre plus petit, et offrir moins de surface & la
douleur. Il est intéressant de remarquer que, pour 'homme comme pour tous les
animaux, on retrouve ces mémes mouvements généraux de flexion et d'extension
répondant aux sentiments différents de plaisir et de douleur. Le plaisir répond &
un mouvement d’épanouissement, de dilatation, d’extension. Au contraire, dans la
douleur, on se rapetisse, on se referme sur soi; c'est un mouvement général de
flexion ™ (C. Richet, L' Homme ef I Intelligence, 1884, p. 10). During the last twenty
years or so numerous and minute investigations of the facts here described have been
undertaken. By means of elaborate apparatus the pulse curves, respiration curves
{both thoracic and abdominal), volume changes, and skeletal movements have all
been registered while the person under experiment—the V. P. as the Germans call him
—underwent some pleasurable or painful stimulation. The results so far have turned
out to be more complicated and more conflicting than was anticipated, so that precise
interpretation of details is often difficult.  5till in the main what is here said is con-
firmed. CL C. S. Myers, Experimental Psychology, ch. xxiv.; A. Lehmann, Die
kirperiichen .?i‘-n.ur:rmr‘;'m Payehischer Zustande, 3 Theile, 18g9-1905; H. Berger,
same title, 2 Theile, 1904-7.
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long ceased to be a ground of positive enjoyment. This loss
(or gain) consequent on accommodation® has a most important
effect in changing the lower sources of feeling for higher: it
helps to transfer attention from mere sensations—where the
affective state conditions the conative attitude—to what we may
distinguish as interests—where, on the contrary, a conative
attitude is the prior fact.

5. We come now to the formal side of sensory feelings.
Certain sensations or movements not separately unpleasant be-
come so when presented together or in immediate succession ;
and contrariwise, some combinations of sensations or of move-
ments may be such as to afford pleasure distinct from, and often
greater than, any that they separately yield®. Here again we
find that in some cases the effect seems mainly to depend on
intensity, in others mainly on quality. (i) As instances of the
former may be mentioned the pleasurableness of a rhythmic
succession of sounds or movements, of symmetrical forms and
curved outlines, of gentle erescendi and diminuends in sound,
and of gradual variations of shade in colour; or the painfulness
of flickering lights, ‘beats’ in musical notes, false time, false
steps, false quantities, and the like. In all these, whenever the
result is pleasurable, attention can be readily accommodated—
is, so to say, economically meted out; and, whenever the result
is painful, attention is surprised, balked, wasted. Thus we can
make more movements and with less expenditure of energy
when they are rhythmic than when they are not, as the per-
formances of a ball-rcom or of troops marching to music amply
testify. Of this economy we have also a striking proof in the
ease with which rhythmic language is retained.

(1i) As instances of the latter may be cited such arrangements
of notes or of colours as are called harmonious or the opposite.

! It has been defnitely formulated, but in physiological language, by Bain as the
Law of Novelty: * No second occurrence of any great shock or stimulus, whether
pleasure, pain, or mere excitement, is ever fully equal to the first, notwithstanding
that full time has been given for the nerves to recover from their exhaustion ™ (MWend
and Fody, p. 51). Cf. also his Ewmotions and Will, 3rd ed. p. 83. This is a prin-
ciple of wide application: it goes a long way towards accounting for preferences
between sensory qualities of the same class: *‘variety is charming.”

2 This is to some extent an anticipation of what Wundt alterwards called ‘the
prinl.‘iptﬂ of creative synthesis' (Philosophische Studien, x. (1804), p. 112). That
conception is however to be found still earlier in Lotze's Metaphysik, 1879: cf,
BE 268, 271.
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Harmony, however, must be taken to have a different meaning
in the two cases. When notes harmonize there results, as is
well known, a distinct pleasure over and above any pleasure
due to the several notes themselves. On the other hand, those
that are discordant are unpleasant in spite of any pleasantness
they may have singly. Besides the negative condition of absence
of beats, an arrangement of notes to be pleasant must fulfil
certain positive conditions, sufficiently expressed for our purpose
by saying that two notes are pleasant when they give rise to few
combination-tones, and when among these there are several that
coincide ; and that they are unpleasant when they give rise to
many combination- and over-tones, and when among these there
are few or none that coincide. Too many tones together prevent
any from being distinct and become a mere noise. An ingenious
writer on harmony, in fact, compares the confusion of a discord
to that of “trying to reckon up a sum in one's head and failing
because the numbers are too high'.” A different explanation
must be given of the so-called harmonies of colour®. The
pleasurable effect of graduations of colour or shade—to which,
as Ruskin tells us, the rose owes its victorious beauty when
compared with other flowers—has been already mentioned : it
is rather a quantitative than a qualitative effect. What we
are now concerned with are the pleasurable or painful com-
binations of different ungraduated colours. A comparison of
these seems to justify the general statement that those colours
yvield good combinations that are far apart in the colour
circle, while those near together are apt to be discordant.
The explanation given, ##s. that the one arrangement secures
and the other prevents perfect retinal activity, seems on the
whole satisfactory—especially if we acknowledge the tendency
of all recent investigations and distinguish sensibility to colour
and sensibility to mere light as both psychologically and physio-
logically two separate facts. Thus, when red and green are
juxtaposed, the red increases the saturation of the green and
the green that of the red, so that both colours are heightened

I Preyer, Akustische Untersuckungen, 1879, p. 59. Preyer also quotes Descartes
(Compenditem Musicae) as saying, ** aurium imbecillitas sine labore majores sonorum
differentias non posset distinguere™ (p. 45).  The limit referred to was six.

2 CL Professor Sully’s still valuable paper, ** Harmony of Colours,”™ Mind, O.S.

iv. (1879), pp- 172 ML
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in brilliance. But such an effect is only pleasing to the child
and the savage; for civilised men the contrast is excessivel.
Colours less completely opposed, as red and blue, are preferred ;
then each is a rest from the other, so that as the eye wanders to
and fro over their border different elements are active by turns,
Red and orange or yellow and sap green, however, are bad,
unless graduated, in that both exhaust in a similar manner:
they lack variety and yet have no connexion.

¢. It will be simplest to pass next to the other formal
feelings. The more or less spontaneous working of imagina-
tion, as well as that direct control of this working necessary to
thinking in the stricter sense, is always productive of pain or
pleasure in varying degrees. Though the exposition of the
higher intellectual processes has not yet been reached, there
will be no inconvenience in at once taking account of their
effects on feeling, since these are fairly obvious and largely in-
dependent of any analysis of the processes themselves. [t will
also be convenient to include under the one term ‘intellectual
feelings,’ not only the feelings connected with certainty, doubt,
comprehension, perplexity, and so forth, but also what the
Herbartian psychologists—whose work in this department of
psychology is classical—have called par excellence formal feelings
—that is to say, feelings which they regard as entirely deter-
mined by the form of the flow of ideas, and not by the ideas
themselves. Thus, be the ideas what they may, when their
onward movement is checked by divergent or obstructing lines
of association, and especially when in this manner we are
hindered, say, from recollecting a name or a quotation (as if,
eg. the names of Archimedes, Anaximenes and Anaximander
each arrested the clear revival of the other), we are conscious
* of a certain strain and oppressiveness, which give way to mo-
mentary relief when at length what is wanted rises into distinet
consciousness and our ideas resume their flow. Here again, too,
as in muscular movements, we have the contrast of difficulty—
when ‘thoughts refuse to flow’ and we work, invita Minerva—

1 An analogous change has been remarked in the case of music:—* Among the
ancients we find the octave distinguished as the pleasantest and finest Ronsonance.
In mediaeval times the fifth was esteemed the most. Nowadays we are inclined to
prefer the third as the interval that sounds sweetest and best™ (Stumpf, Beitrage sur
Akustik w. Musikwissenchaft, 1898, i. p. 31).

Ww. P Iy
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and of facility, when the appropriate ideas seem to unfold and
display themselves before us like a vision before one inspired.
To be confronted with propositions we cannot reconcile—z.e.
with what is or appears inconsistent, false, contradictory—is apt
to be painful ; the recognition of truth or logical coherence, on
the other hand, is pleasurable. The feeling in either case is, no
doubt, greater the greater our interest in the subject-matter;
but the mere conflict of ideas! as such is in itself depressing,
while the discernment of agreement, of the one in the many, is
a distinct satisfaction. Now in the former case we are conscious
of futile efforts to comprehend together ideas which, the more
distinctly we apprehend them for the purpose, prove to be only
the more completely and diametrically opposed. We seem able
to affirm and mentally envisage some only by denying and sup-
pressing the representation of others; and yet we have to strive
somehow to predicate them all and embody them together in
one consistent whole. Attention is like a house divided against
itself : there is effort but it is not effective, so the field of con-
sciousness is narrowed and the flow of ideas arrested. When,
on the other hand, we discern a common principle among
diverse and apparently disconnected particulars, instead of all
the attention we can command being taxed in the separate
apprehension of these disjecta membra, they become as one,
and we seem at once to have at our disposal resources for
the command of an enlarged field and the detection of new
resemblances.

d. Closely related to these formal intellectual feelings are
certain of the higher aesthetic feelings. A reference to some
of the commonplaces of aesthetical writers may be sufficient
briefly to exhibit the leading characteristics of these feelings.
There is a fairly wide agreement among civilised men as to
what is beautiful and what is not, and it is the business of a
treatise on empirical aesthetics from an analysis cf these matters
of fact to generalise the principles of taste—to do, in fact, for
one source of pleasure and pain what we ‘are here attempting
in a meagre fashion for all. And these principles are the
more important in their bearing upon the larger psychological
question, because among aesthetic effects are reckoned only

! Cf. above, ch. vii, § 5, p. 202.
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such as are pleasing or interesting® in themselves, apart from all
recognition of utility, of possession, or of ulterior gratification
of any kind whatever. Thus, if it should be objected that the
intellectual satisfaction of consistency is really due to its utility,
to the fact that what is incompatible and incomprehensible is of
no avail for practical guidance, at least this objection will not
hold against, say, the aesthetic principle of wnity in variwety.
In accordance with this primary maxim of art criticism, at
the one extreme art productions are condemned for monotony,
as incapable of sustaining interest because ‘empty, ‘bald, and
‘poor’; at the other extreme they are condemned as too
incoherent and disconnected to furnish a centre of interest.
And those are held as so far praiseworthy in which a variety
of elements, be they movements, forms, colours or incidents,
instead of conflicting, all unite to enhance each other and to
form not merely a mass but a whole. Another principle that
serves to throw light on our inquiry is that which has been
called the principle of economy?, viz. that an effect is pleasing in
proportion as it is attained by little effort and simple means.
The brothers Weber in their classic work on human locomotion
discovered that those movements that are aesthetically beautiful
are also physiologically correct; grace and ease, in fact, are well-
nigh synonymous, as Herbert Spencer points out, and illustrates
by apt instances of graceful attitudes, motions and forms, The
same writer, again, in seeking for a more general law underlying
the current maxims of writers on composition and rhetoric is
led to a special formulation of this principle as applied to style,
viz. that “economy of the recipient’s attention is the secret of
effect®.”

Perhaps of all aesthetical principles the most wide-reaching,
as well as practically the most important, is that which explains
aesthetic effects by association. Thus, to take one example

I Tragedy can hardly be said simply to please and yet. it is absorbingly interesting
and yet withal the interest is * disinterested.’

* Cf. Fechner, Forschule der Aesthefik, ii. 263. Fechner's full style for it is
 Princip der 6konomischen Verwendung der Mittel oder des kleinsten Kraftmasses.”
An interesting anticipation of this and other of Fechner's principles will be found in
Bonnet's Essai analytigue sur les facultés de I'dme, 1760, ch. xvii. £.g.: ** Plus il
y a de simplicit¢ dans les moyens, plus I'Atfention s'exerce agréablement ™ (p. 227).

3 Essays: Scientific, Political and Speculative, ** The Philosophy of Style,”
 Gracefulness "—differently numbered in different editions.

17—2
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whege so many are possible, the croaking of frogs and the
monotonous ditty of the cuckoo owe their pleasantness, not
directly to what they are in themselves, but entirely to their
intimate association with spring-time and its gladness. At first
it might seem, therefore, that in this principle there is nothing
fresh that is relevant to our present inquiry, since a pleasure
that is only due to association at once carries back the question
to its sources; so that in asking why the spring, for example, is
pleasant we should be returning to old ground. But this is not
altogether true; aesthetic effects call up not merely ideas but
ideals. A great work of art improves upon the real in two
respects: it intensifies and it transfigures. It is for art to gather
into one focus, cleared from dross and commonplace, the genial
memories of a lifetime, the instinctive memories of a race; and,
where theory can only classify and arrange what it receives,
art—in a measure free from ‘the literal unities of time and
place '—creates and glorifies. Still art eschews the abstract
and speculative; however plastic in its hands, the material
wrought is always that of sense. We have already noticed
more than once the power which primary presentations have
to sustain vivid re-presentations, and the bearing of this on the
aesthetic effects of works of art must be straightway obvious.
The notes and colours, rhymes and rhythms, forms and move-
ments, which produce the lower aesthetic feelings also serve as
the means of bringing into view, and maintaining at a higher
level of vividness, a wider range and flow of pleasing ideas
than we can ordinarily command.

¢. When we reach the level at which there is distinct
self-consciousness!, we have an important class of feelings
determined by the relation of the presentation of self to the
other contents of consciousness. And as the knowledge of
other selves advances pari passu with that of one’s own self,
so along with the egoistic feelings appear certain social or
altruistic feelings. The two have much in common; in pride
and shame, for example, account is taken of the estimate other
persons form of us and of our regard for them; while, on
the other hand, when we admire or despise, congratulate or
pity another, we have always present to our mind a more or
less definite conception of self in like circumstances. It will

1 Cf. below, ch. xv, § 2.
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therefore amply serve all the ends of our present inquiry if we
briefly survey the leading characteristics of some contrasted
egoistic feelings, such as self-complacency and disappointment,
When a man is pleased with himself| his achievements, possessions
or circumstances, such pleasure is the result of a comparison of his
present position in this respect with some former position or with
the position of someone else. Without descending to details,
we may say that two prospects are before him, and the larger
and fairer is recognised as his own. Under disappointment or
reverse the same two pictures may be present to his mind, but
accompanied by the certainty that the better is not his or is
his no more. So far, then, it might be said the contents of his
consciousness are in each case the same, the whole difference lying
in the different relationship to self. But this just makes all the
difference to the contents of his consciousness for him, as we
shall at once see if we consider its active side. Even the idlest
and most thoughtless mind teems with intentions and expecta-
tions, and in its prosperity, like the fool in the parable, thinks
to pull down its barns and build greater, to take its ease, eat,
drink and be merry. The support of all this pleasing show and
these far-reaching aims is, not the bare knowledge of what
abundance will do, but the reflexion—These many goods are
mine. In mind alone final causes have a place, and the end can
produce the beginning; the prospect of a summer makes the
present into spring. But action is paralysed or impossible when
the means evade us—
Now drops at once the pride of awful state,
The golden canopy, the glittering plate—

and a bleak and wintry barrenness is filled with the emptiness
of despair. In so far as a man’s life consists in the abundance
of the things he possesseth, we sec then why it dwindles with
these. The like holds where self-complacency or displicency
rests on a sense of personal worth or on the honour or affection
of others.

Sumimary and Result.

§3. We are now at the end of our survey of certain typical
pleasurable and painful situations. What we set out to find, it will
be remembered, was their respective characteristics when regarded
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not objectively but ‘in relation to the conscious subject itself.’
Now in that duality of subjective and objective which all ex-
perience involves, feeling and attention exclusively belong to,
and together make up, the subject-side’. Our inquiry then
might be said to be concerned with the relation of feeling to
attention so far as feeling is regarded as an effect. The answer
to this inquiry which we seem to have attained is this: There
is pleasure in proportion as a maximum of subjective activity or
attention is effectively exercised, and pain in proportion as such
effective attention is frustrated by restraints, distractions, shocks,
or incomplete and faulty adaptations, or fails of exercise, owing
to the narrowness of the field of consciousness or the slowness
and smallness of its changes. Something must be said in expli-
cation of this formula, and certain objections that might be made
to it must be considered. First of all the wide meaning here
given to attention needs to be borne in mind—the meaning
rather than the word, for which a better might perhaps be
found®. In the next place it should be noted that, according

! Cf. above, ch. iii, § 2, p. 66.

2 A reference to what has been already said (ef. ch. iii, § 2, pp. 66-70) might
suffice; still, in view of an objection that has been made at this peint, some further
discussion will not be superfluous. * Suppose his bone to be snatched away from a
hungry dog, can his painful feeling be adequately described as due to disconcerted
attention and not rather as due to baffled conation.” The latter description is ob-
viously preferable as a first approximation to the analysis we are secking to complete.
It would probably satisfy ‘the man in the street’ as the former description certainly
would not. For he is wont to regard himself as active in one way when he volun-
tarily attends, and in quite another way when striving, say, to appease his hunger.
But psychologists nowadays for the most part are seeking to get beyond the old notion
of a multiplicity of faculties which popular language still keeps afloat. The unity of
the acting subject, it is held, implies some common ground underlying these super-
ficially diverse functions, which moreover, it is thought, are sufficiently differentiated
by their several objects. Ewven the old psychology was prepared to reduce mental
faculties or powers to two main classes, the intellectual and the active, as Reid, for
example, did. But it is now contended that the priority assuredly belongs to the
former: we are primarily conative and became intellectual, because knowledge proved
subservient to action. So far we fully agree (cf. above, ch. i fin. p. 28).

But it does not therefore follow, as my eritic supposes, that conation is more funda-
mental than attention. So far as attention is voluntary, conation is more or less
implied : we do not voluntarily attend, that is to say, unless we are interested. So
far as attention is non-voluntary—zshough ¢ 15 stiil active—conation is not implied at
all. In other words, experience as a matsnem commercizem begins with non-voluntary
attention to the objects or presentations with which the experient has to do, whereas
conation necessarily presupposes this first acquaintance with them. *Conscious’
activity then is so far inclusive of, and yet wider than, conative activity. It is this
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to this formula, feeling is determined partly by quantitative, or,
as we might say, material conditions, and partly by conditions
that are formal and so far qualitative. (1) As regards the
former, both the intensity or concentration of attention and
its diffusion or the extent of the field of consciousness have to be
taken into account. Attention, whatever else it is, is limited—

Pluribus intentus minor est ad singula sensus—

to quote Hamilton's pet adage'. Moreover, as we have seen,
attention requires time. If then, attention be distributed over
too wide a field, there is a corresponding loss of intensity, and
so of distinctness: we tend towards a succession of indis-
tinguishables—indistinguishable, therefore, from no succession.
We must not have more presentations in the field of conscious-
ness than will allow of some concentration of attention: a
maximum diffusion will not do. A maximum concentration,
in like manner, such as the mystic attempts®*—even if there
were no other objection to it—would seem to conflict with the
general conditions of consciousness, inasmuch as a single simple
presentation, however intense, would admit of no differentiation,
and any complex presentation is in some sort a plurality. The
most effective attention, then, as regards its quantitative condi-
tions, must lie somewhere between the two zeros of complete
indifference and complete absorption. If there be an excess of
diffusion, effective attention will increase up to a certain point as
concentration increases, but beyond that point will decrease if

“conscious ' or subjective activity that is here meant by attention. Whether we talk
of * baffled conation’ or of *disconcerted attention’ we mean in each case that the
subject’s activity 15 thwarted. Because of this thwarted activity the leeling evoked
in each case, it is here maintained, is painful ; and no more ultimate ground for that
fact seems likely to be forthcoming. There is a difference between the two situations
certainly: disconcerted attention in the ordinary or restricted sense for example
belongs to the intellectual feelings (¢), baffled conation belongs rather to what have
been called * egoistic feelings’ (¢); though the inchoate form of these at the level of
the hungry dog have not been noticed. But it is resemblance not difference that here
alone concerns us. It is precisely from such manifold differences that we set out in
search of a possible common ground of feeling. The feelings connected with cona-
tion however were not included among those examined because conation is itself
primarily dependent on feeling and as such is dealt with later. CF ch. iii, § 1, p. 6
imit. and ch. xi, § 2, pp. 276 L.

v Lectures on Metaphysics, i. p. 254.

t Cf. Hoffding’s Prychologie, 3rd ed., 1gor1, p. 65; Nayrae, Piysiologie ef Piycho-
logie de " Attention, 1906, pp. 138 .
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this intensification continues to increase; and wice versa, if there
be an excess of concentration. (2) But, inasmuch as these
quantitative conditions involve a plurality of distinguishable
presentations or changes in consciousness, the way is open for
formal conditions as well. Since different presentations consort
differently when above the threshold of consciousness together,
one field may be wider and yet as intense as another, or intenser
and yet as wide, owing to a more advantageous arrangement,
of its constituentst.

The doctrine here developed, viz., that feeling depends on
efficiency, is in the main as old as Aristotle®; all that has been
done is to give it a more accurately psychological expression,
and to free it from the implications of the faculty theory?, in
which form it was expounded by Hamilton®. Of possible

1 As it is impossible to say that any distinguishable presentation is absolutely
simple, the hypothesis of subconsciousness would leave us free to assume that any
pleasantness or unpleasantness that cannot be explained on the score of intensity
is due to some obscure harmony or discord, compatibility or incompatibility, of
elements not separately discernible. In the case of the sensations of the higher senses
the assumption 15 certainly a tempting cne. But though tempting, it is not really a
very scientific procedure. If a particular presentation is pleasurable or painful in
such wise as to lead to a redistribution of atiention, it is reasonable to look for
an explanation primarily in its connexion with the rest of the field of consciousness.
Moreover, it is obvious—since what takes place in subconsciousness can only be
explained in analogy with what takes place in consciousness—that, if we have an
inexplicable in the one, we must have a corresponding inexplicable in the other.
If the feeling produced by what comports itself as a simple presentation cannot
be explained by what is in consciousness, we should be forced to admit that some
presentations are unpleasant simply because they are unpleasant—an inexplicability
which the hypothesis of subconsciousness might push farther back but would not
remaove,

2 Cf. Nick. Ethics, x. chh. iv, v.

* It is these that make the ponderous critique of J. S. Mill (Examination of Sir
W. Hamilton's Philosephy, ch. xxv) seem plausible. Most of it becomes pointless
when in place of *free and unimpeded exercise of powers and energies’ innumerable
we substitute ‘subjective efficiency,’ and regard feeling not as the state of an organ or
faculty but as a state of the self. It is then hardly possible to paredy the doctrine
as ‘“a theory that only tells us that pleasure is the result of a pleasurable state of the
sense and a pleasure-giving quality in the object presented to it.”

* The following ‘ dynamical theory’—a physiologically complementary doctrine to
that of Aristotle—is advanced by Lehmann. Representing the metabolic process
of nervous repair or assimilation by A4, that or nervous waste or dissimilation by 2,
the ratio 4D is what Verworn has named *biotonus’. Now says Lehmann :—* If
during the activity of a central group of neurones, 4 and D are equal, i.e. D=1,
this biotonic state is psychically manifested as pleasure ( Lus¢), which increases with
increasing values of 4 and 2. But if 2 becomes greater than A, so that the biotonus
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objections there are at least two that we must anticipate, and the
consideration of which will help to make the general view
clearer, First, it may be urged that, according to this view,
it ought to be one continuous pain to fall asleep, since in this
state our efficiency is rapidly restricted both as to intensity and
range. This statement is entirely true as regards the intensity
and substantially true as regards the range, at least of the
higher consciousness: certain massive and agreeable organic
sensations pertain to falling asleep, but the variety of presenta-
tions at all events grows less. But then the capacity to attend
is also rapidly declining; even a slight intruding sensation
entails an acute sense of strain in one sense, in place of the
massive pleasure of repose throughout; and any voluntary
concentration either in order to move or to think involves a
like organic conflict, futile effort, and arrest of balmy ease.
There is as regards the more definite constituents of the field
of consciousness a close resemblance between natural sleepiness
and the state of monotonous humdrum we call tedium or enru:;
and yet the very same excitement that would relieve the one
by dissipating the weariness of inaction would disturb the other
by renewing the weariness of action: the one is commensurate
with the resources of the moment, the other is not. Thus the
maximum of effective attention in question is, as Aristotle
would say, a maximum ‘relative to us." It is possible, therefore,
that a change from a wider to a narrower field of consciousness
may be a pleasurable change, if attention is more effectively
engaged. Strictly speaking, however, the so-called negative
pleasures of rest do not consist in a mere narrowing of the
field of consciousness so much as in a change in the amount
of concentration. Massive organic sensations connected with
restoration take the place of the comparatively acute sensations
of jaded powers forced to work. We have, then, in all cases to
bear in mind this subjective relativity of all pleasurable or
painful states of consciousness.

decreases and A4/0 becomes =1, then this state is psychically manifested as pain
( Unfusé) which increases the more the less the value of A[D.” Psychaphysivlogie,
g1z, p. 300.
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Does Pleasure differ qualitatively ?

§4. There is however another and more serious difficulty
to face. It has long been a burning question with theoretical
moralists whether pleasures differ only quantitatively or differ
qualitatively as well, whether psychological analysis will justify
the common distinction of higher and lower pleasures or force
us to recognise nothing but differences of degree, of duration,
and so forth—as expounded, ¢,g. by Bentham, whose cynical mot,
“ pushpin is as good as poetry provided it be as pleasant,” was
long a stumbling block in the way of utilitarianism. The entire
issue here is confused by an ambiguity in terms that has been
already noticed : pleasure and pleasures have not the same con-
notation. By a pleasure or by pleasures we mean some assign-
able presentation or presentations experienced as pleasant—ze.
as affording pleasure; by pleasure simply is meant this subjective
state of feeling itselft, The former, like other objects of know-
ledge, admit of classification in various ways: we may evaluate
them as coarse or as noble, or, if we will, as cheap and whole-
some. But while the canses of pleasure are manifold, the feeling
itself is a subjective state, varying only in intensity and duration.
The best evidence of this lies in the general character of the
actions that ensue through feeling—the matter which has next
to engage us. Whatever be the variety in the sources of plea-
sure, whatever be the moral or conventional estimate of their
worthiness, if a given ‘situation’ is pleasant we seek so far to
retain it, if painful to be rid of it: cacteris paribus, we prefer
a greater pleasure before a less, a less pain before a greater®

! Professor Ladd, overlooking this distinction, is guilty of a serious igmorafio
elenchi in arguing this question *with a sort of ethical, even religious, atmosphere
upon him ' as Titchener caustically remarks. Cf. Ladd’s Psychology Descriptive and
Lxplanatory, 1894, pp. 182 fi.

* Hence in the Senate of the University of Cambridge, a member votes by saying
Placet or Nown-placet as the case may be. Of the above passage in the text an able
writer has said : * This is the febulez rasa view of mind applied 1o conation, as every
student of Condillac will recopnise. The mind [on this view] has no essential conative
character....It must he marked by hedonic experience before action can take place, and
its pleasures and pains determine its activity absolutely ™ (D. lrons, 4 Study in the
Prychology of Fthics, 1go3, p. xiii). What is here overlooked is just that mutual
implication of pleasure and preference, of feeling and conation above mentioned.
A subject that is ‘ determined to activity by its pleasures or pains" must have ‘an
essentially conative character,” and is so far se/f-determined that its feelings are what
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This is, in fact, the whole meaning of preference as a psycho-
logical term. Cf. on this point the important note 1 in § 3 of
Kant's Critique of the Practical Reason, which entirely supports
the position here maintained. Wisdom and folly are alike in so
far as each prefers the course which the other rejects. Both
courses cannot, indeed, be objectively preferable; that, however,
is not a matter for psychology. But as soon as reflexion begins,
exceptions to this primary principle of action seem to arise con-
tinually, even though we regard the individual as a law unto
himself. Such exceptions, however, we may presently find to
be apparent only’. At any rate the principle is obviously true
before reflexion begins—true so long as we are dealing with
actually present sources of feeling, and not with their re-pre-
sentations. To admit this is however psychologically to admit
everything ; for the further progress of experience can then be
genetically explained.

Assuming then that we start with only quantitative variations
of feeling, we have to attempt to explain the development of
formal and qualitative differences in the character given to the
grounds of feeling. But, if aversions and pursuits result from
incommensurable states of pain and pleasure, there seems no
way of saving the unity and continuity of the subject except
by speculative assumption—the doctrine known as the freedom
of the will in its extremest form. The one position involves
the other, and the more scientific course is to avoid both as
far as we can.

The question, then, is: How, if action depends in the last
resort on a merely quantitative difference, could it ever come
about that what we call the higher sources of feeling should
supersede the lower? If it is only quantity that turns the
scales, where does quality come in; for we cannot say, eg. that

they are simply because it is what it is. ** Any feeling (affectus) of a given individual
differs from the feeling of another individual just as far as the essence of the one
differs from the essence of the other,” said Spinoza (Etkics, 111. prop. 55). An
individual subject then can never be conceived as blankly indifferent, but always as
“interested” and purposive, at once receptive and active, that is, as always inter-
acting as a more or less determinant self with a more or less differentiated environ-
ment. But cf. above, ch. i, § 4, p. 20, ch.ii, § 5, p. 34. How far I am from holding
the hedonic doctrine Dr Irons imputed to me is shewn at length elsewhere, Cf. The
Kealm of Ends, pp. 339-49.
! Cf. ch. xi, § 3. pp- 284 1.
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the astronomer experiences a greater thrill of delight when a
new planet rewards his search than the hungry savage when he
finds a clump of pig-nuts? Tempora mutantur nos et mutamur
tn tllis contains the answer in brief. We shall understand this
answer better if we look at a parallel case, or what is really
our own from another point of view. We distinguish between
higher and lower forms of life: we might say there is more life
in a large oyster than in a small one, other things being equal,
but we should regard a crab as possessing not necessarily more
life—as measured metabolically—but certainly as manifesting
life in a higher form. How, in the evolution of the animal
kingdom, do we suppose this advance to have been made?
The tendency at any one moment is simply towards more life,
simply towards growth; but this process of self-conservation
imperceptibly but steadily modifies the self that is conserved.
The creature is bent only on filling its skin; but in doing this
as easily as may be it gets a better skin to fill, and accordingly
seeks to fill it differently’. Though cabbage and honey are what
they were before, they have changed relatively to the grub now
that it has become a butterfly. So, while we are all along pre-
ferring a more pleasurable state of consciousness before a less,
the content of our consciousness is continually changing; the
greater pleasure still outweighs the less, but the ‘ pleasures’ to
be weighed are either themselves different, or at least are the same
for us no more. What we require then, is not that the higher
pleasures shall always afford greater pleasure than the lower
did, but that to advance to the level of life on which pleasure
is derived from higher objects shall on the whole be more
pleasurable and less painful than to remain behind. And this
condition seems to be met first by the opposite effects of accom-
modation and novelty, referred to above®. [t is impossible for
us now to realise the absorbed attention to its present sensations
which engrosses that ‘blooming, buzzing confusion’ that William
James called a baby. If such novelty never wore off], interests,
that have roots in the past and carry expectations of well or ill

! There is here some anticipation of the generalisation formulated by Wundt as
‘the principle of the heterogony of ends’: “*The end objectively attained usually
(regelmassig) realises more than the end which the experient previously intended.”
System der Philosophie, 1889, p. 337.

* Cf. § 4, p. 255, n. L.
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in the future, would never concern it at all. On still higher levels
this condition is again met by the important fact that attention
can be more effectively expended by what we may therefore
call improvements in the form of the field of consciousness.
But when all is said and done a certain repugnance is apt to
arise against any association of the differences between the
higher and lower feelings with differences of quantity. Yet such
repugnance is but another outcome of the common mistake of
supposing that the real is obtained by pulling to pieces rather
than by building up.
Do not all charms fly,
At the mere touch of cold philosophy ?

No logical analysis—nay, further, no logical synthesis—is
adequate to the fulness of things. For the rest, such aversion
is wholly emotional, and is no more rational than the disgust
we feel on first witnessing anatomical dissections,

1 “To look at anything in its elements makes it appear inferior to what it seems
as a whole. Resolve the statue or the building into stone and the laws of proportion,
and no worthy caunses of the former beautiful result seem now left behind. 5o, also,
resolve a virtuous act into the passions and some quantitative law, and it seems to be
rather destroyed than analysed, though after all what was there else it could be re-

ssolved into?” Sir A. Grant, Aristotle's Ethics, Essay IV, * The Doctrine of the
Mean,” i. 210 (2nd ed.).



CHAPTER XI

EFFECTS OF FEELING: EMOTION AND ACTION

The [fames-Lange Theory of Emotion.

§ 1. We turn now from the objective causes of feeling to
the objective effects, the motor reactions or manifestations of
the affected subject. We have already seen reasons for regarding
as primordial both the diffusive movement and the organic
excitement that still follow immediately upon feeling and are
always present as a common characteristic in every variety of
emotional expression’. We have accordingly looked upon this
primitive response as the immediate effect of feeling, as psycho-
logists, in agreement with common-sense, have usually done.
But the late William James attempted to turn this position
upside down. A very similar view was advanced independently
and almost at the same time by C. Lange, a Danish professor of
medicine ; hence the name * James-Lange theory%’ This theory
then we must examine before proceeding further.

“Common-sense says: we lose our fortune, are sorry and
weep ; we meet a bear, are frightened and run ; we are insulted
by rivals, are angry and strike.” 5o W. James begins, but he
continues : “ The hypothesis 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 cry, angry because

1 Cf, above, ch. ii, § &, Pp- 52 ff. g

% As a matter of fact the same idea had occurred as early as 1846 to the German
anatomist, |. Henle, to whom James expressly refers (cf. Stumpf, ** Ueber den
Begrift der Gemiithsbewegung,” Zedtschr. jfiir Psych. Bd. xxi. 18gg, p- 68) and
apparently also to Czolbe whose view F. A. Lange accepts. Cf. Lange's Geschichie
des Materialismues, 1877, Bd. 11. p. 373.
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we strike, afraid because we tremble, and not that we cry, strike
or tremble because we are sorry, angry or fearful as the case
may be'” Thus the sequence denied is the psychological
sequence commonly upheld. The sequence maintained is a
merely psychophysical sequence. What we regard as active,
the primitive subjective response, is not really active at all : we
have come to call it emotion or expression, but in fact it is only
commotion or impression—nothing but * semsational processes
due to inward currents set up by physical happenings, the reflex
effect of the exciting object.... The questions now are causal: * Just
what changes does this object and what changes does that object
excite ?’ and  How come they to excite these particular changes,
and not others?’*” But we have not had to wait for the James-
Lange theory to raise these questions, and surely there are none
that bring out its defects more glaringly. ‘Objects’ that deter-
mine bodily changes by means of preorganized mechanism and
without psychical interposition might fairly be taken to be phy-
sical objects; and indeed the whole process, we note, is expressly
described as a reflex effect. But only very slovenly physiolo-
gists talk of ‘objects’ exciting reflexes: it is even inexact to say
that bare sensations do so. All that reflex action requires is a
stimulus. “ The essence of a reflex action,” says Foster, “consists
in the transmutation, by means of the irritable protoplasm of a
nerve-cell, of afferent into efferent impulses.” Let James be
confronted first by a caged bear and next by a bear at large:
to the one object he presents a bun, and to the other a clean
pair of heels; or let him first be thrilled by a Beethoven symphony
and then by a Raphael Madonna. Will he now undertake to
account, in terms of stimuli and their reflex effects, for the very
different results of the similar ‘ causes’in the one case, or for the
similar results of the very different ‘ causes’ in the other?

Such a challenge would certainly be declined, and Professor
James would remind us that in his nomenclature “ it is the total
situation which is the ‘ object ’ on which the reaction of the subject
is made®” But there is just a world of difference between

L Mind, 1884, ix. pp. 188 ff.; and again, Principles of Psychology, 1890, ch. xxv.
C. Lange’s work (18835) was translated into German under the title Ueder die Gemdiths-
bewegnngen : eine psychophysiologpische Studie, in 1885,

2 Principies of Prychology, il p. 443.

3+ Physical Basis of Emotion,” Prychological Revdew, 1. (1894), p- 518s.  In this
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‘object’=stimulus transformed by preorganized mechanism® into
an efferent discharge, and ‘object ' = total situation to which the
subject zeacts. The attempt to explain emotion causally on the
lines of the former meaning lands us in the conscious automaton
theory : this James has elsewhere rejected. The latter meaning,
on the other hand, involves the recognition, first of the subject’s
attitude as essential to the reaction, and next, of this reaction as
determined by pleasure or pain, z.e. by some ‘interest’ resting
ultimately on these. Such, with scarcely an exception, has always
been, and still remains, the analysis of emotion in vogue among
psychologists. It brings to the fore a new category, that of
worth or value, one wholly extraneous to the physiologist’s
domain, and repugnant to the mechanical analogies which may
be there in place. No doubt such a concept is attained only by
reflexion, but the experiences from which it is drawn, the affective
states and the conative tendencies of the subject experiencing,
must have preceded. From this central standpoint alone the
objective situation has a worth which explains the subject’s
attitude, and here alone can we find the clue which enables us to
answer the questions of cause that James propounded.

Now experimental investigations® have shewn that such vaso-
motor and respiratory changes as are prominent in emotional
excitement are present also to some extent in all forms of
conscious activity. The more unwonted and interesting the
situation, the more diffused movements predominate over move-
ments that are purposive; the further assimilation, both on the
cognitive and the reactive side, has advanced, the more diffusion
is replaced by restriction and adaptation. But the essential
point is that both these factors of conscious activity—organic
reflexes and purposive reactions—are always present; we cannot,
therefore, regard them as distinct and also separate processes, as
reply to criticisms James is supposed to have modified his views : it would be nearer
the truth to say that—besides admitting *the slapdash brevity’ in which they were
expressed—he has made admissions incompatible with them, So too Professor

Baldwin thought. Cf. the Postseript to his article in the same volume of the

Frsychological Review, p. 621.
! How the mechanism came to be organized in the first instance we are not told ;
but facts tend to shew that organization is the result of mind, not mind the result of

organization.

* For a hibliography of these up to date see J. F. Shepard’s article **Organic
Changes and Feeling,” Am. [fL of Povchology, xvil. {IE]I:;E}, p- 559, or Ebbinghaus’
Psychologie (1911), i. p. 504.
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the physiologist, for example, regards the functions of striped,
and unstriped muscle. Unless we are prepared to treat all
activity as reflex—as the physiologist may quite well do, if he
keep strictly to his own point of view—it does not seem pos-
sible to treat emotional expression as simply so much organic
sensation with which the subject’s conative attitude has no
connexion at all. :

However, it soon becomes clear that James never seriously
proposed the * causal questions’ we have considered. His main
position is that an emotion is nothing more than a sum of organic
sensations; but while seeking to establish this position he was led
on to the second and very different statement which we have now
in turn to examine, Here, so far from suggesting inquiries as to
the ‘objects that excite’ emotion, his point now is to maintain
that in so far as the bodily cause is set up, b¢ the means what
they may, in so far the emotion is present, even though it be
‘objectless.” And here, at length, the contention is quite explicit
Emotions are a certain complex of organic sensations, and such
complexes are emotions: the two are not merely coexistent, they
are identical. The exciting object is thus, after all, physiclogical ;
that is to say, it is whatever stimulus sets up the sensations. [t
cannot be psychological, ‘the total situation for the reacting
subject’; for in this sense the emotion, it is maintained, may
be ‘objectless.” In support of his position Professor James first
of all cites pathological cases as evidence of such objectless
emotion’. Objectively ‘ objectless’ emotion may quite well be,
but that it is ever subjectively ‘objectless’ these cases are far
from proving. They simply shew that the objects were vague
and imaginary. It is well known, of course, that organic distur-
bances are prone to evoke the sort of imagery associated with
them in the past. Baut till this imagery 1s actually evoked the
organic disturbance is not emotional at all. No doubt very
trivial occasions suffice to arouse such associations even in sane
minds, if they have unsound bodies; but when both mind and
body are diseased together, there need be no objective occasion
at all; subjective occasions there still are in plenty as a careful
inspection of the cases cited will shew. As to emotional excite-
ment induced by intoxication, and so far groundless, the most
that can safely be said is that the ‘object’ may be vague,

L Principles of Psychology, n. pp. 458 ff.
W. P 18
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ill-defined and shifting, but not that it is absent altogether. In
tracing the genesis of mental processes, however, we must
interpret the abnormal by the normal, not the normal by the
abnormal.

James next follows up these accounts of cases in which
certain visceral sensations seemed to suffice for emotion, in the
absence of any ‘reason’ for it, with accounts of other cases in
which emotional apathy seemed to keep pace with sensory
anaesthesia’, arguing that, according to his theory, a subject
absolutely anaesthetic should experience no emotion, although,
if not paralytic, “emotion-inspiring objects might evoke the usual
bodily expression from him®” We have here then the converse
or complementary half which is supposed to clinch the whole
argument. Some four or five of these apathetic cases are cited :
two of them are regarded by the mental pathologists who
describe them as adverse to Professor James's theory®: Two
were cases of ‘anaesthesia artificially induced by hypnotic
suggestion’; but as James himself says, “of course we must
bear in mind the fallibility of experiments made by the method
of ‘suggestion,’” and certainly these cases seem to lack the
simplicity of truth. And of the last case* he also candidly
observes: “ We must remember that the patient’s inemotivity
may have been a co-ordinate result with the anaesthesia of his
neural lesions, and not the anaesthesia’s mere effect "—surely the
most natural inference. In so far as there was visceral anaes-
thesia the corresponding element in emotional expression must
necessarily have been lacking. But this patient testified to
some emotion for all that, though his senses were so dull that
he was sure of nothing, and his muscles so feeble that he could
scarcely speak or walk. Still, when not asleep he knew that he
was miserable and spoke of waking as ‘anguish.” The sight of
his wife at least momentarily affected him, and he is reported
as being ‘often afraid’ that his daughter might be dead and as
saying : “If she should die I believe 1 should not survive her.”

1 Psych. Rev. i. pp. 520 fi. 2 Principles, ii. p. 455-

* G. H. J. Berkeley, “* Two Cases of General Cutaneous and Sensory Anaesthesia
without marked Psychical Implications,” Brare (18g1), xiv. pp. 441 ff.

* P. Sollier, ** Recherches sur les rapports de la Sensibilité et de I Emotion,” Revue
philos. xxxvii. (1804), pp. 241 fi.—an article written to support the James-Lange
theory—which theory, however, the writer afterwards abandoned.
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His general apathy detracts nothing from all this but rather
makes it more striking. Again in a second and more recent case
of visceral anaesthesia!, emotion was so far from being absolutely
abolished that the patient was continually distressed at the loss
of its usual sensory accompaniments, and so—as the incompetent
reporter naively remarks—“at the very time when she complained
of not experiencing some emotion appropriate to the circum-
stances, she gave all the signs of [having] such emotion.” In
short, so far from being completely apathetic, she was so anxious
to be cured of her partial apathy, that she left her home and
her family in the hope of being cured of it in hospital. Finally,
Professor Sherrington has shewn that even in a dog deprived of
all consciousness of visceral sensations—anger, joy, disgust, and
fear—still remained as evident as before®.

To sum up:—The James-Lange theory is psychologically
and biologically absurd, a flagrant dorepor mpoTepor : its appeal
to pathology is futile in fact, and false in method. Emotion is
always the expression of feeling, and feeling—for the subject
that feels—has afzvays some objective ground. Emotion is never
the reception of impressions, but is always the response to them.
This response consists normally in a twofold, more or less diffuse,
excitation, which (&) alters respiration, circulation and other
vegetal processes, and (&) braces or relaxes various voluntary
muscles in ways characteristic of the so-called sthenic or asthenic
emotions—anger or terror, for instance. The James-Lange
theory after all has done nothing to shew (analytically) that the
motor components are not as essential to emotional expression
as the organic, or (genetically) that the organic components are
not as truly subjectively determined as the motor are. From
first to last it is but one of many instances of physiology mis-
applied®

1 I’Allonnes, * Role des sensations internes, etc.” Kew. phifos. Ix.(1905), pp. 592 ff.
Appeared after W. James's death.

2 & Experiments on the Value of Vascular and Visceral Factors for the Genesis of
Emotion,” Proc. Kay. Soc. (1900), lxvi. pp. 390 ff.; and Nature, Ixii. pp. 328 . Further
confirmation of Sherrington’s work has been recently obtained by an Italian physio-
logist, G. Pagano. Cf. L'Annde prychologigue, 1914, pp. 483 f.

3 A brief and effective summary of the psychophysical objections to this theory is
given by Lehmann (Grundsiige der Psychoplysiologie, 1912, pp. 725-728) who inci-
dentally remarks that Lange (his fellow-countryman) has actually, though not explicitly,
abandoned it.

18—z
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Emotional Expression and Purposive Action.

§2. We may then safely continue to regard the diffused
organic excitement of emotional expression as the effect of the
feeling underlying the emotion and not as the cause of the
motor excitation to which that feeling leads; in other words we
may still look upon the expression of emotion as active not
passive. So we may now at length proceed to inquire whether
in these manifestations or effects of feeling there is any contrast
corresponding to the opposing extremes of pleasure and pain.
But first some distinction is called for among the various move-
ments expressive of emotion ; for in many of these there is more
than the direct effect of feeling regarded as merely pleasure or
displeasure. It has been usual with psychologists to confound
emotions with feeling, because intense feeling is essential to emo-
tion. Strictly speaking, however, a state of emotion is a complete
state of mind, a psychosis, and not a psychical element, if we
may so say. Thus in anger, over and above pain, we have a more
or less definite object as its cause, and—added to the diffused ‘wave
of excitement’—we have a certain characteristic reactive display
consisting of frowns, compressed lips, erect head, clenched fists, &c.
in a word, the combative attitude, as its effect. And similarly of
other emotions: the primary effects of feeling are overlaid by
what Darwin called ‘serviceable associated habits’ The pur-
posive actions of an earlier stage of development, that is to say,
become the emotive outlet of a later stage though doubtless some-
what ‘atrophied.” In the circumstances in which our ancestors
worried their enemies we only shew our teeth. We must, there-
fore, leave aside the more complex emotional manifestations and
look only to the simplest effects of pleasure and of pain, to see if
we can discover any fundamental contrast between these!.

' Of the three principles that Darwin advanced in explanation of emotional
expression the last seems both psychologically and physiologically more fundamental
than the more striking ‘principle of serviceable associated habits' which he placed
first.  His last principle he called ‘the principle of the direct action of the nervous
system '—a psychologically inappropriate name for what Bain had previously called
*the law of diffusion’—which it is now proposed to call ® the dynamogenic law.” [Cf,
James, Principles, ii. pp. 372, 379, 381.) But it is questionable if the more definite
term is here an improvement. The expression of the asthenic emotions indicates
not power but the loss of it, so far as voluntary movements go; and even the reflexes
that occur are largely due to the softhdramwal of the controlling inhibition of the higher
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Joy finds expression in dancing, clapping the hands and
meaningless laughter, and these actions are not only pleasurable
in themselves but such as increase the existing pleasure. Atten-
tion is not drafted off or diverted; but rather the available
resources seem reinforced, so that the old expenditure is supported
as well as the new. To the pleasure on the receptive side is
added pleasure on the active side. The violent contortions due
to pain, on the other hand, are painful in themselves, though less
intense than the pains from which they withdraw attention;
they are but counter-irritants that arrest or inhibit still more
painful thoughts or sensations. Thus, according to Darwin,
“sailors who are to be flogged sometimes take a piece of lead
in their mouths in order to bite it with their utmost force, and
thus to bear the pain.” When in this way we take account of
the immediate effects as well as of the causes of feeling, we find
it still more strikingly true that only in pleasurable states is there
an efficient expenditure of attention. It is needless now to
dwell upon this point, although any earlier mention of it would
hardly have been in place.

Nevertheless we should fail to realise the contrast between
the motor effects of pleasure and of pain if we merely regarded
them as cases of diffusion. The intenser the feeling the intenser
the reaction, no doubt, whether it be smiles or tears, jumping for
joy, or writhing in agony. But in the movements consequent on
pleasure the diffusion is the result of mere exuberance, an over-
flow of good spirits, as we sometimes say, and these movements,
as already remarked, are always comparatively purposeless or
playful. Hence Darwin’s principle of serviceable habits is not
exemplified in them. Even the earliest expressions of pain, on

centres.  As this is a point of some importance a brief quotation from what one might
call a buried scientific classic may be allowed :—*“The higher nervous arrange-
ments, evolved out of the lower, keep down the lower, just as a government evolved
out of a nation controls as well as directs that nation.  If this be the process of evolu-
tion, then the reversive process of dissolution is not only a ‘taking ofi* of the higher,
but i5 at the very same time a ‘letting go’ of the lower. If the governing body of
this country were destroyed suddenly, we should have two causes of lamentation :
(1) the loss of services of eminent men, and (2) the anarchy of the now uncontrolled
people.” (L. Hughlings Jackson, Croomran Lectures, 1884, Reprint, p. 16.) The im-
mediate reference is to an epileptic seizure but its application here is obvious.

It was in illustration of the law of difiusion that Darwin described the move-
ments expressive of joy and grief, emotions which in some form or other are surely
the most primitive of any.
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the contrary, seem but so many efforts to escape from the cause
of it; in them there is at least the blind purpose to flee from
a definite ill: in pleasure there is only the enjoyment of present
fortune. We may then fairly say that, though there is no cona-
tion without feeling, there may be feeling without conation. If
so the analytical distinction between feeling and conation rests
upon a real difference. But the inseparable connexion between
feeling and attention or conscious activity is not thereby denied:
what we recognise is that pain is functionally a draft on this
activity, pleasure functionally an enhancement of it. The differ-
ence in the latter case betokens primarily reinforcement; in the
former it betokens defence. Thus in the end we find the old
law of self-conservation so far confirmed®.

From Plato downwards psychologists and moralists have
been fond of discussing the relation of pleasure and pain. It
has been maintained that pain is the first and more fundamental
fact, and pleasure nothing but relief from pain; and, again, on
the other side, that pleasure is prior and positive, and pain only
the negation of pleasure. So far as the mere change goes, it is
obviously true that the diminution of pain is pro fanfo pleasant,
while the diminution of pleasure is pro fante painful; and if
relativity had the unlimited range sometimes assigned to it this
would be all we could say. But we must sconer or later recog-
nise the existence of a comparatively fixed neutral state, devia-
tions from which, of comparatively short duration and of sufficient
intensity, constitute noticeable states of pleasure or pain. Such
states, if not of liminal intensity, may then be further diminished
without reversing their pleasurable or painful character. The
turning-point here implied may, of course, gradually change
too—as a result, in fact, of the law of accommodation® Thus
a long run of pleasure would raise ‘the hedonistic zero,
while—to the small extent to which accommodation to pain
is possible—a continuance of pain would lower it. Still
such admission makes no material difference where the actual
fecling of the moment is alone concerned and retrospect out of
the question. On the whole it seems, therefore, most reasonable
to regard pleasure and pain as emerging out of a neutral state,
which is prior to and distinct from both—not a state of absolute

I Cf. above, ch. x, § 2, p. 246.
* Cf. above, ch. iv, § 5, p. 84.
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indifference, but of simple contentment, marked by no special
active display. It is by reference to such state of tranquillity or
amafeia that we see most clearly the superior volitional efficacy
of pain upon which pessimists love to descant. “Nobody,”
said von Hartmann, “who had to choose between no taste at all
for ten minutes or five minutes of a pleasant taste and then five
minutes of an unpleasant taste, would prefer the last.” Most
men and all the lower animals are content ‘ to let well alone.’

To ascertain the origin and progress of purposive action it
seems, then, that we must look to the effects of pain rather than
to those of pleasure!. It is true that psychologists not infre-
quently describe the earliest purposive movements as appetitive ;
or at least they treat appetitive and aversive movements as co-
ordinate and equally primitive, pleasure being supposed to lead
to action for its continuance as much as pain to action for its
removal. No doubt, so soon as the connexion between a pleasur-
able sensation and the appropriate action is completely estab-
lished, as in the infant imbibing food, the whole process becomes
self-sustaining until satiety begins. But the point is that such
facility was first acquired under the teaching of pain—the pain
of unsatisfied hunger. The term ‘appetite’ is apt both by its
etymology and its later associations to be misleading. What
are called the ‘instinctive’ appetites® are—when regarded from
their active side—movements determined by some existing
uneasy sensation. So far as their earliest manifestation in
a particular individual is concerned, this urgency seems almost
entirely of the nature of a vis a ferge; and the resulting move-
ments are only more definite than those simply expressive of pain
because of inherited pre-adaptation; on which account, of course,
they are called ‘instinctive.” 5till what one inherits another must
have acquired, and we have agreed here to leave heredity on one
side and consider only the original evolution.

If none but psychological causes were at work this evolution
would be very long and in its early stages very uncertain. At
first, when only random movements ensue, we may fairly suppose
both that the chance of at once making a happy hit would be
small and that the number of chances, the space for repentance,

1 Cf. above, ch. ii, § 5, pp+ 52-55.
? The play of a kitten is instinctive but it is not appetitive: it is a case not of
craving but of fruition, in other words it is not purposeful but just playful.
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would also be small. Under such circumstances natural selection
would have to do almost everything and subjective selection
almost nothing. So far as natural selection worked, we should
have, not the individual subject making a series of tries and
perfecting itself by practice, as in learning to dance or swim ;
but we should have those individuals whose structure happened
to vary for the better surviving, increasing, and displacing the
rest. How much natural selection, apparently unaided, can
accomplish in the way of complicated adjustment we see in the
adaptation of the form and colour of plants and animals to their
environment. Both factors, in reality, operate at once, and it
would be hard to fix a limit to either; though natural selection
seems to lose in comparative importance as we advance towards
the higher stages of life.

But psychologically we have primarily to consider subjective
selection, z.e. first of all, the connexion of particular movements
with particular sensations through the mediation of feeling. The
sensations here concerned are mainly painful stimulations from
the environment, the recurring pains of innutrition, weariness,
&c., or the pleasurable sensations, due to the satisfaction of these
organic wants. This satisfaction, though not a mere ‘ filling-up’
—as Plato at one time contended—is still preceded by pain; but
over and above the removal of this it implies, however, a certain
surplus of positive good. There seem only a few points to notice.
{a) When the movements that ensue through pleasure are them-
selves pleasurable there is ordinarily no ground for singling out
any one ; such movements simply enhance the general enjoyment,
which is complete in itself and so far contains no hint of anything
beyond. (&) Should one of these spontaneous movements of
pleasure chance to cause pain, no doubt such movement is
speedily arrested. Probably the most immediate connexion
possible between feeling and purposive action is that in which
a painful movement leads through pain to its own suppres-
sion. But such connexion is not very fruitful of conse-
quences, inasmuch as it only secures what we may call internal
training and does little to extend the relation of the individual
to its environment. (¢) Out of the irregular, seemingly aimless,
movements that indirectly relieve pain some one may chance to
remove the cause of it altogether. Upon this movement, the
last of a tentative series, attention, released from the pain, is
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concentrated ; and in this way the evil and the remedy become
so far connected that, when the painful situation recurs, the many
diffused movements become less, and the one purposive move-
ment more, pronounced : the one effectual way is at length
established and the others, which were but palliatives, disappear.
() When things have advanced so far that some one definite
movement is at once ‘released’ by the painful sensation which
it cures or alleviates, it is not long before a still further ad-
vance is possible: then we have preventive movements. Thanks
to the orderliness of things, dangers have their premonitions.
After a time, therefore, the occurrence of some warning sensation
revives the image of the harm that has previously followed in
its wake, and a movement—either like the first, or another that
has to be selected from the random tries of fear—occurs in time
to avert the impending ill. (¢) In like manner, provided the
cravings of appetite are felt, any signs of the presence of
pleasurable objects prompt to movements for their enjoyment or
appropriation. In these last cases we have action determined by
percepts. The cases in which the subject is incited to action by
ideas, as distinct from percepts, of pleasurable objects require
a more detailed consideration ; such are the facts mainly covered
by the term ‘desire.’

Desire.

§3. By the time that ideas are sufficiently self-sustaining
to form trains that are not wholly shaped by the circumstances
of the present, entirely new possibilities of action are opened up.
We can ‘ desire’ to live again through experiences of which there
is nothing actually present to remind us, and we can ‘desire’
a new experience which as yet we only imagine. We often, no
doubt, apply the term to the simpler states mentioned under
(¢) in the last paragraph: the fox in the fable is said to have
desired the grapes he vilified because out of his reach. Again,
at the other extreme we sometimes speak of a desire for honour,
or for wealth, and the like; but such are not single states of
mind ; they are rather habitual ‘ pursuits’ of general ‘ends’ in
which we are personally interested. Abstractions of this kind
belong, however, to a more advanced stage of development
than that at which desire begins, and of necessity imply more



282 Effects of Feeling : Emotion and Action [cH. X1, § 3

complicated grounds of action than we can at present examine'.
The essential characteristics of desire will be more apparent if
we suppose a case somewhere between these extremes. A busy
man reads a novel at the close of the day, and finds himself led
off by a reference to angling or tropical scenery to picture him-
self with his rods packed en route for Scotland, or booked by the
next steamer for the fairyland of the West Indies. Presently,
while the ideas of Jamaica or of fishing exploits are at least as
vividly imagined as before, the fancied preparations receive
a rude shock as the thought of his work recurs. Some such case
we may take as typical and attempt to analyse it.

First of all it is obviously true, at least of such more concrete
desires, that what awakens desire at one time fails to do so at
another, and that we may even be so absorbed in, or so satisfied
with, the present as not to be amenable to (new) desires at all.
For a particular individual a given x or  cannot, then, be called
desirable per se*; if it is actually desired it is so in relation to
some situation then and there presented or contemplated. Of
what nature is this relation? (1) At the level of psychical life
that we have now reached, very close and complete connexions
have been formed between ideas and the movements necessary
for their realisation; so that when the idea is vividly present
these movements are apt to be nascent. This association is the
result of subjective selection—ie. is primarily mediated by
feelinge—but being once established, it persists like other
associations independently of its original ground. (2) Those
movements are especially apt to become nascent which have
not been recently executed, which are therefore fresh and ac-
companied by the organic sensations of freshness; so also, on
the other hand, those movements which are frequently exe-
cuted, and therefore readily aroused. The latter fact, which
chiefly concerns habitual desires, may for the moment be left
aside. (3) At times, then, when there is a lack of present
interests, or when these have begun to wane, or when there is
positive pain, attention is ready to fasten on any new suggestion
that calls for more activity, requires a change of active attitude,
or promises relief. Such spontaneous concentration of attention

I Cf. below, ch. xvi.
? The ambiguity of this term in ethical discussion is well known: as here used,
thar is p!ayr;hn]ngicn'l]:r, it means _-c.impl}f what can be desired not what ﬂu;;‘ﬁf to be,
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ensures greater vividness to the new idea, whatever it be, and to
its belongings. In some cases this greater vividness may suffice.
This is most likely to happen when the new idea affords in-
tellectual occupation, and this is at the time congenial; it is
common too in indolent and imaginative persons who prefer
dreaming to doing. (4) But when the new idea does not lead off
the pent-up stream of action by opening out fresh channels,
when, on the contrary, it keeps this directed towards itself while
the attitude is one of interested expectation, then we have desire.
In such a state the intensity of the re-presentation is not adequate
to the intensity of the incipient action it has aroused. This is
most obvious when the latter is intended to realise the actual in
perception, and the former remains only an idea. If it were
possible by concentrating attention to convert ideas into
percepts, there would be an end of most desires : “if wishes were
horses beggars would ride” (5) But our voluntary power over
movements s in general of this kind : here the fiat may become
fact. When we cannot hear we can at least listen, and, though
there be nothing to fill them, we can at least hold out our hands.
It would seem, then, that the ground of desire lies essentially
in this excess of the active reaction above the intensity of the
re-presentation (the one constituting the ‘motive, the other
being merely the idea of the ‘end’ of desire, or the desideratum).
Further this disparity would seem to rest ultimately on the fact that
movements have, and sensations have not, a subjective initiative.
(6) Such impulse or striving to act will, as already hinted, be
stronger the greater the available energy, the fewer the present
outlets, and, habits apart, the fresher the new opening for activity.
(7) Finally, it is to be noted that, when such inchoate action can
be at once consummated, desire ends where it begins : to consti-
tute a definite state of desire there must be an obstacle to the
realisation of the desideratum—not an absolute one, for then, at
the most, we should but long or wish—but enfy an obstacle to
its realisation by means of the actions its representation has
aroused.

However the desire may have been called forth, its intensity
is primarily identical with the strength of this impulse to action.
It has no definite or constant relation to the amount of pleasure
that may result from its satisfaction. The feeling directly con-
sequent on desire as a state of want and restraint is one of pain,
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and the reaction which this pain sets up may either suppress the
desire or prompt to efforts to avoid or overcome the obstacles in
its way. To inquire into these alternatives would lead us into
the higher phases of voluntary action ; but we must first consider
the relation of desire to feeling more closely.

Instances are by no means wanting of very imperious desires
accompanied by the clear knowledge that their gratification
will be positively distasteful’. On the other hand it is possible
to recollect or picture circumstances, known or believed to be
intensely pleasurable,without any desire for their realisation being
awakened at all: we can recall or admire without desiring. There
is then no fixed and invariable connexion between desire and feel-
ing. Yet there are many psychologists who maintain that desire
1s excited always by the prospect of the pleasure that may arise
through its gratification, and that the strength of the desire is
proportional to the intensity of the pleasure thus anticipated.
Quidguid petitur petitur sub specie boni is their main formula. The
plausibility of this doctrine here rests partly upon a seemingly
imperfect analysis of what strictly pertains to desire, and partly
upon the fact that it is substantially true both of what we may
call * presentation-prompted ' action, which belongs to an earlier
stage than desire, and of the more or less rational action which
belongs to a later. In the very moment of enjoyment it may be
fairly supposed that action is sustained mainly by the pleasure
received and is proportional to the intensity of that pleasure,
But here there is no re-presentation and no seeking ; the con-
ditions essential to desire, therefore, do not apply. Again,
in rational action, where both are present, it may be true
—to quote the words of an able advocate of the view here
controverted—that “our character as rational beings is to
desire everything exactly according to its pleasure value®” Yet
consider what such conceptions as ‘the good, ‘pleasure value’
and ‘rational action’ involve. Here we have foresight and cal-
culation, regard for self as an object of permanent interest—in a
word, Butler's ‘cool self-love’; but desire in this respect is ‘blind,’
without either the present certainty of sense or the assured
prevision of reason, Pleasure in the past, no doubt, has usually

1 As such an instance may be cited Plato's story of Leontius, the son of Aglaion,

in Rep. IV. 430 fin.
¥ Bain, Emotions and the Will, 3rd ed. p. 438.
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brought about the association between the representation of the
desired object and the movement for its realisation ; but neither
the recollection of this pleasure nor its anticipation is necessary
to desire, and even when present they do not determine what
urgency it will have. The best proof of this lies in certain
habitual desires. Pleasures are diminished by repetition, whilst
habits are strengthened by it ; if the intensity of desire, therefore,
were proportioned to the ‘ pleasure value’ of its gratification, the
desire for renewed gratification should diminish as this pleasure
grows less; but, if the present pain of restraint from action
determines the intensity of desire, this should increase as the
action becomes habitual. And observation seems to shew that,
unless either prudence suggests the forcible suppression of such
belated desires, or the active energies themselves fail, these de-
sires may in fact become more imperious, although less and
less productive of positive pleasure, as time goes on.

In this there is, of course, no exception to the general prin-
ciple that action is consequent on feeling—a greater pleasure
being preferred before a less, a less pain before a greater; for,
though the feeling that follows upon its satisfaction be less or
even change entirely, still the pain of the unsatisfied desire
increases as the desire hardens into habit. It is also a point in
favour of the position here taken that appetites, which may be
compared to inherited desires, certainly prompt to action by
present pain rather than by prospective pleasure.

The higher forms of emotion and action ‘belong to the
intellective and self-conscious level, to which we now pass, and
we must try to treat of them there in due course?,

1 Cf. ch, xvi.



CHAPTER KT
INTELLECTION

Acgquisition of Language

§ 1. Desire naturally prompts to the search for the means
to its satisfaction and frequently to a mental rehearsal of various
possible courses of action, their advantages and disadvantages.
Thus, by the time the ideational continuum had become sufficiently
developed to furnish free ideas as material for thought, motives
were already forthcoming for thinking to begin. It is impossible
precisely to determine just when this level was first attained:
the advance was too gradual for that. Fitfully, in the excite-
ment aroused by strange and perplexing circumstances, the higher
animals give unmistakable signs of intelligence. But thinking—
as a permanent activity at least—it may be fairly said, owes its
origin to the acquisition of speech.

The elaboration, then, of this indispensable instrument, which
more than anything else enables our ‘ psychological individual’ to
advance to the distinctly human or rational stage, calls for some
preliminary consideration'. We start with gestures and wvocal

! Tt must here be noted that the higher development of the individual is only
possible through intercourse with other individuals, that is to say, through society.
Without language we should be mutually exclusive and impenetrable, comparable
almost to so many physical atoms; with language each several mind may transcend
its own limits and share the minds of others. As a herd of individuals mankind
would have a natural history as other animals have; but personality only emerges
out of intercourse with persons, and of such intercourse language is the means.
But, important for the future development of our *psychological individual’ as this
addition of a transparent and responsive world of minds to the dead opaqueness
of external things unquestionably is, that development does not cease to be an
individual development. The only new point—and it is one to keep in sight—is
that the materials of this development no longer consist of nothing but presentations
elaborated by a single mind. 5till that combination of individual experiences which
subordinates individual idiosyncrasy and isolation to the objectivity and solidarity of
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utterances, which—though they are now intentional signs—were
originally just emotional expressions and nothing more. But some
advance became possible so soon as ‘the ejective level’ of ex-
perience was attained!, so soon, that is to say, as the individual
experient could recognise that within the common environment
were other individuals of its own kind. Then the “desire of
communication,” it is supposed, “ impelled men to the production
of language” and *turned the instinctive into the intentional.”
But this transition, we may well believe, was a far more gradual
process than such deliberate purpose as ‘desire to communicate’
implies, and also began far below the level of the human animal :
in other words, language was neither invented nor discovered,
but throughout has been ‘evolved.

An emotional cry, grimace or gesture is frequently significant
to others who already know from past experience the situation
that called it forth, though itself emitted in entire ignorance of
their presence and without forethought at all. Similarly sounds
and antics would be significant none the less to others, because
they originated as merely instinctive imitations not intended to
‘intimate’ anything to anybody. Yet these fortuitous advan-
tages, when realised, would sooner or later be turned to account;
and spontaneous utterances which proved to possess meaning,
would be ‘repeated’ intentionally, both to convey it to other
persons and to extend it to other cases. 5o sympathy would
become suggestive and mimicry symbolic. In this way the de-
liberate purpose to communicate would find both the means of
communicating and communication itself as a fact, already in
existence, and not still needing to be produced. Primitive man
would slip into speech without knowing it.

But the mutual converse of brute animals seems entirely to
rest upon, and never to go beyond, the spontaneous utterance of
‘natural signs®’ Hence such converse is the same for the same
species at all times and in all places; whereas human speech varies
indefinitely according to time and place, depends on custom and
tradition rather than on nature and heredity. Here, then, there

Universal Mind immediately affects the individual only *in accordance with psychical
laws." We have no need therefore to overstep our proper domain in studying the
advance from the non-rational stage to the stage of reason.

1 Cf. above, ch. i, § 1, p. 23.

* Cf. Darwin, Descent of Man, i, pp. 53f.; R. L. Gamer, Gorillas and Chim-
panzees, 1896, ch. vi.
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seems to be after all a discontinuity which evolution will not
bridge. We are not therefore surprised to find Max Miiller and
others asserting with great confidence and yet with little reason
that “language is our Rubicon which no brute will cross”;
that otherwise indeed “there would be no precise point where
the animal ended and man began.” But such continuity is just
what evolution, i.e. epigenesis, implies. To suppose that the brute
would remain a brute a/7er the acquisition of language, or that
man could be man &efore it, is to miss the meaning of evolution
altogether. Though all philological detail is doubtless lost in the
obscurity of the remote past, the fact of this gradual advance
from natural signs to so-called ‘ conventional signs’ is no longer
questioned ; and its chief features are tolerably clear.

First of all, but needing only the briefest mention, are the
biological traits characteristic of the so-called anthropoid apes,
the mammals most nearly related to man. Among them, the
sociable and leisurely life that abundance of nutritious food and
scarcity of enemies make possible is found along with the erect
posture, the mobile face and head, the supple hands perfectly
focused by both eyes together, and lastly the voluble voice.
A diversity of perceptions and movements on the one hand and
a facility of emotional expression on the other, elsewhere un-
paralleled, are thus ensured. Hence no other animals display
such activity, agility, imitativeness, curiosity and impressibility
—save, of course, man himself, who is still more alert, skilful,
observant, inquisitive and emotional,

Passing to psychological traits, perhaps the most fundamental
is the one just now mentioned—the experient’s ability not
merely to recognise its kind in general but to distinguish between
different individuals within it'. This power, we may well suppose,
increases steadily with the progress of organic differentiation; for
this at the same time enlarges the material to discriminate and

! Ants occupy an intermediate place in so far as they can distinguish members of
their own community from those of other communities of their species; but not till
the level of the higher vertebrates is reached have we any clear evidence that one
individual is recognised as distinct from another—as ewes and their lambs for example
recognise each other in a flock. Strictly speaking, everything that truly is at all, is
an individual; yet, as Leibniz long ago remarked, ** paradox though it appear, it is
never possible for us to know exactly the individuality of anything, for individuality
involves infinity "' [Newzeanwx FEssais, 111, iii, § 6). But the very limitation that

prevents us from knowing some individuals at all makes our relative discrimination
of others adequate for us.
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the means of discrimination. In this respect the human race has
advanced so far that every man is recognised as sui generis to
some extent. In voice, countenance, gait and manner each is so
distinctly unique that we say roundly “the style is (that is, in-
dicates) the man.” Not only has each his own peculiar way of
expressing his feelings but he has also feelings peculiarly his own
to express. Because of his curiosity, his sensitiveness and his
mobility the occasions for ‘utterance’ or expression on the part
of the primitive man will be numerous; because of his indi-
viduality, on the other hand, both the occasions and the utterances
will vary somewhat with the man. Different individuals among
men, like different species among the lower animals, will be
affected by different situations or affected by the same situa-
tion in different ways. And as the affections vary so will the
responses.

But does not this suggest a boundless exuberance still
further removed from any likeness to intelligible discourse than
even the narrow limitations of natural signs: could such ‘gift of
tongues’ ever be more than a Babel? That like the legendary
Babel it is really an advance beyond the mere babble and
gesture of natural man, Home alalus, towards the fuller discourse
of rational man, Homo sapiens, is what we have now to see. If
there were neither general resemblance nor individual constancy
in such utterances the case would be hopeless. Some consider-
able resemblance however is an obvious consequence of the
specific organization common to all; and, notwithstanding
the seemingly casual nature of each individual’s peculiarities
there is ample evidence of their persistence, which indeed the
mere working of association would lead us to expect. One
decisive instance may suffice. The blind deaf-mute, Laura
Bridgman, was reported as uttering ‘half a score of “noises”
designating persons'’ as well as nearly thirty others ‘ expressing
her own feelings® and all these sounds, it was added, “so far as
the data for comparison exist seem neither to have changed in
character or in pantomimic accompaniment...for many years®”

! To herself, of course, the idea of communicating with others in this way could
never have occurred to her. For that purpose she used the manual signs by means of
which Dir Howe had rescued her from the utter isolation in which the loss of every
sense bat touch had left her.

* 5. 5. Hall, Mind, O. 5. iv. 1879, p. 166. Apparently the number of these
w. P ]El
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It is further noteworthy that the communities of primitive man
were very small, consisting at most of a few families who
wandered and hunted together, and that, as among the lowest
savages and the higher apes now, such a community would have
a recognised head, probably the strongest and most sagacious of
the older males. Again at this level, as Darwin has