
 
Hamilton, William (1788-1856). Lectures on metaphysics and logic. 1874. 

 
 
 
1/ Les contenus accessibles sur le site Gallica sont pour la plupart des reproductions numériques d'oeuvres tombées dans le domaine public provenant des collections de la
BnF.Leur réutilisation  s'inscrit dans le cadre de la loi n°78-753 du 17 juillet 1978 : 
 *La réutilisation non commerciale de ces contenus est libre et gratuite dans le respect de la législation en vigueur et notamment du maintien de la mention de source. 
 *La réutilisation commerciale de ces contenus est payante et fait l'objet d'une licence. Est entendue par réutilisation commerciale la revente de contenus sous forme de produits
élaborés ou de fourniture de service. 
 
Cliquer ici pour accéder aux tarifs et à la licence 
 
 
2/ Les contenus de Gallica sont la propriété de la BnF au sens de l'article L.2112-1 du code général de la propriété des personnes publiques. 
 
3/ Quelques contenus sont soumis à un régime de réutilisation particulier. Il s'agit : 
 
 *des reproductions de documents protégés par un droit d'auteur appartenant à un tiers. Ces documents ne peuvent être réutilisés, sauf dans le cadre de la copie privée, sans
l'autorisation préalable du titulaire des droits. 
 *des reproductions de documents conservés dans les bibliothèques ou autres institutions partenaires. Ceux-ci sont signalés par la mention Source gallica.BnF.fr / Bibliothèque
municipale de ... (ou autre partenaire). L'utilisateur est invité à s'informer auprès de ces bibliothèques de leurs conditions de réutilisation. 
 
 
4/ Gallica constitue une base de données, dont la BnF est le producteur, protégée au sens des articles L341-1 et suivants du code de la propriété intellectuelle. 
 
5/ Les présentes conditions d'utilisation des contenus de Gallica sont régies par la loi française. En cas de réutilisation prévue dans un autre pays, il appartient à chaque utilisateur
de vérifier la conformité de son projet avec le droit de ce pays. 
 
6/ L'utilisateur s'engage à respecter les présentes conditions d'utilisation ainsi que la législation en vigueur, notamment en matière de propriété intellectuelle. En cas de non
respect de ces dispositions, il est notamment passible d'une amende prévue par la loi du 17 juillet 1978. 
 
7/ Pour obtenir un document de Gallica en haute définition, contacter reutilisation@bnf.fr. 

http://www.bnf.fr
http://gallica.bnf.fr
http://www.bnf.fr/pages/accedocu/docs_gallica.htm
mailto:reutilisation@bnf.fr


7~;



sj~ 1,



LECTURES

~'x

METAPHYSICSAND LOGIC



"X HAHTO, TtfEHE ts KOTStSO OKEAT DUT MAS

ÏX MAS, THMK Is KOTHtKC ORRAT BrT MtXr*.



METAPIIYSICSAND LOGIC

SIRWILLIAMHAMILTON,BART..
FttO~HitOt)0FLOO)CA)"*NETtpnMtCB<THt:Ctnv)!MtTY0~MtOBUROW;t'tMt~~M*<Ow~a.t&~CoMttpon4)n~MtmhMofthéÎMtttuteot~MeetttenotMtMtmbCfetUt<x *mtfthtoAbMmet<mt«~!Mn)r~:tn~o)~h*Htto)M)*tycf~'M.tt.

ED~EDBïTHE~ht\

WILLIAM BLACKWOOD AND SONS,

EDINBURQH AND LONDON.

LECTURES

«s

RY

~L'iËBV<H.L.MANSEL,B.D.,LLD.,hM"c~tT~f'<)
AKD

JOHNVEITCH,M.A.,

)K FOUR VOLUMES.

VOL. II.

MDCCCLXXVII.

Mt ~/j/A<uf ?'nt)t.<f«<<wt )'w<'<



0 1)



LECTURES

nf

METAPHYSICS

)~/v'
l~

<

t<' ~)
AlliHAhIILTON,13AR\~Sm WILmMHAMILTON,BART~

~ul~~s v~~

t

osmn3`~
~<>~

(/

KOtTED BY THB

REV. H. L. MANSEL,B.D., LLD.,
NIA. or tt ,t,t,:

*!<!)

JOHN VEITCH,M.A-,
.nrt"OIl uI (..0.3,(' ·tD IIMlroPln UI t' l'J'ur.lln' 0r 91·NOW.

VOL. II.

HIXTHEDITtOX.

WILLIAM BLACKWOOD AND SONS,

EDINBURGHAND LONDON.

MDCCCLXXVII.

77~<)'7ft;M~'«)nfj'f~w'<



CONTENTS 0F VOL. II.

LECTURE XX.
P<0~

DISTRIBUTION OF TUE SPECIAL COGNITIVE FACULTIES, 1

LECTURE XXI.

THE PRESENTATIVE FACULTY-L PERCEPTION–REÏD'S 1118.

TORICAL VIEW OF THE TttEORIËS 0F PERCEPTION, 18

LECTURE XXII.

THE PRESENTATIVEFACULTY-L PERCEPTION–REID'S !US.

TORICAL VIEW 0F THE THEORIES OF PERCEPTION, 43

LECTURE XXIIL

THE PRESENTATIVE FACULTY–'I. PERCEPTION–WA8 REID

A NATUMALREALIST?1 G3

LECTURE XXIV.

TUE PRESENTATIVt! FACULTY-I. PERCEPTION-TUE D!8.

TINCTION OF PERCEPTION PROPER FROM SENSATION

PROPER, NC

LECTURE XXV.

THE PREBENTATIVEFACCI.TY–Ï. PERCEPTION–OBJECTIONS

TO TRE DOCTRINE 0F RRALI8M, 11G



CONTENTS.vin

LECTURE XXVI.
r<nt

THE rMSEXTATIVE FACULTY–f. PERCEPTIOf–TtÏt! REPRK.

SENTATIVEHYPOTUE8IS, 134

LECTURE XXVII.

THE PRESENTATIVE FACULTY–t. PERCEPTION–nf!NT:nAL

QUESTIONS !!f RELATIOXTO TRE SENSES, tnt 1

LECTURE XXVIII.

TUE PRESENTATIVE FACULTY-I. PEBCEPTtOX–RKLATMK

OF StCHT AND TOUCH TO EXTEX8ION, tM

LECTURE XXIX.

THE PRESEKTATtVRFACOLTY– aELF.CONSCJOPSM!88, tM

LECTURE XXX.

TUE COXSEftVATtVEFACUMY–MEMOBY rROPEt! 205

LECTURE XXXI.

THE BEPRODCCTn'E FACULTY–I.AW8 0F ASSOCIATION, 2233

LECTURE XXXIL

TUE ItEPRODUCTUT: FACULTY-LAWS OF ASSOCIATION–

SUaGRSTION–HEMINtSCEXCE, 239

LECTURE XXXIIL

T!!E REPBESENTATrVEFACULTY–HtAOÏNATIOU, 259

LECTURE XXXIV.

THE RLABORATIVEFACULTY–CLASSIFICATION–ABSTRACTION, 277



CONTENTS. ix

LECTURE XXXV.
p*"t:

THE ELABOBATH'E FACULTY–GEXERALMATtON, NOM~AL-

!8M,A\nco\CErTUAL!8M, 29t

LECTURE XXXVt.

THE ELABOBATIVEFACULTY–ORXERALÏSATION–THR PRI-

Mt'MCnoxtTUtf, 3t4

LECTURE XXXVH.

THE ELABOR\TtVR FACCLTY–JUDf!)tK!rr A\n BEASOX!~n, 33~

LECTURE xxxvrn.

TttE KEGULATJVEFACUf.TY, 3t7

LECTURE XXXIX.

TIIE REGCLATn'E FACULTY-LAW OF Tftt! MXniTIOXRD IX

IT8 APPUCATIOXS–C\USALJTY, 37G6

LECTURE XL.

T)tE MEO'JLATtVRFACULTY–LAWOF THRCOND!TtOXED n!

!TS APPJ.tC~TMXS–CACRALrrV, '401

LECTURE XLI.

SECONDOREAT CLAS8OF MEKTALPM~EXO~tENA–THE FKEL.

!X(!8 THEÏK CHARACTERAXH RELATION TO TttE COf:-

MTtOM ASD CO~ATtOXS, -tt4

LECTURE XLII.

TIIE FEEUXfiS–TftEOttY OF PLEASORK ASD PAtX, ..431



CONTENTS.x

LECTURE XLIII.
PAO)!

TttE FEEHXU8–HMTOBtCAL ACCOUNT OF THEOBfES OF

rLEASUREANUPA!~ 444

LECTURE XLIV.

THE FEELtXOS–APPUCATKM 0F THR THEORYOF PLEA8URE

A~ PAtX TO THK PH~KOMEKA, 476

LECTURE XLV.

T!tE FERUNns–THHtK CLA8SR8, .491

LECTURE XLVI.

THE FEEU~nS–THEÎB CLASSEa–THE BEACTJFVLAKD SUH.

L!ME, 505

APPENDIX.

I.–PERCEPTION, 521

II.–LAWSOPTHOCaHT, 523

Ht.–THE CONDmONED.

(n) KAXT'it DOt:TRt! nF Jt'MMEXT", AND At'THOtt'x TnRnRT

OPKECBttStTT, 4M

(t) f'OSïnAPtCTtOKX PROVINO THE PfTCHOLOOtCAL rBMRT

OFTHEMNDtTtOSRt), M?

(C) THE AM(A,rTE–n)ST)!!CTIO!i8 OF MODE OF hEACHtSO IT, <?

(J) t.Ent!!t OF s!H W. aAM!LTO!< TO MB HESRT PAU)BKWOO)), 69&

~jkMtEDOtTUÏStif'FRBt.ATtn~ M3

IV~CAU8AT!0~BEBTY

AND NECE88ÎTY.

'(<t)OAP8ATM?f~
MS

(t) tjtBBRT~AJfB !n'CEf"!tTT, Atf
tE~VEn BY THB SCOTTfn

58&

8CHOOM M!

.{<
HM<H~<P '<RfM'<)TY, M!

.l, t~.



VOL. H A

DISTRIBUTIONOFTHESPECIALCOGNITIVEFACULTIM.

GENTLEMEN,–Wchave now concludedthc consider-
ation of Consciousness,viewed in ita more general
relations,and shall proceed to analyse its more par-
ticular modifications,that is, to consider thc various

SpecialFacultiesof Knowledge.
It is hcre proper to recall to your attention thé

division1 gave you of the Mental Phaenomcnainto
three great classes,–viz., the pbaenomenaof Know-

Icdge,thé phœnomenaof Feeling,and the phœnomcna
of Conation. But as these various phœnomenan!)

suppose Consciousnessas their condition,–those of
the first class,the phaenomenaof knowledgc,being,
indced, nothing but consciousnessin variousrelations,
-it wa.9necessary,beforedescendingto the consider-
ation of thc subordinate,first to exhaust the principal;
and in doing this the discussionhas been protracted
to a greater length than 1anticipated.

1 nowproceedto the particular investigationof the
nrst c!assof thé mental pbaenomena,–thoseof Know-

ledgeor Cognition,-and shaHcommencebydelineat-
ing to you the distribution of the cognitivefaculties
which 1 shall adopt ;-a distribution different from

LECTURESON METAPHYSICS.

LECTURE XX.
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XX
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LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS.2

Menta)

powers.

Browu
WÏODgtMtO
the com-
monphilo-
tophical
opinion
Kgo.tdttij;
these.

LECT.
XX any other with which 1am acquainted. But 1 would

first premisean observationin regard to psychological

powers,and psychologicaldivisions.

As to mental powers,–under which term are in-

ctuded mental faculties and capacities,–you are not
to suppose entities really diatinguishaMe from the

thinking principlc,or reaUydifferentfrom eachother.
Mental powers are not like bodily organs. It ia the
same simple substance which exerts every energy of

every faculty, howevervarious,and which is affected
in every mode of every capacity, however opposite.
This haa frequently becn wUfuIIyor ignorantjy mis-

understood and, among others, Dr Brownbas made
it a matter of reproachto philosopherain general, that

they regarded thé facultiea into wbich they analysed
the mind as so many distinct and indepcndentexist-
ences." No reproacb,however,can be more unjust,
no mistakemore flagrant and it can easily bc shown
that this is perhaps the chargeof all others, to which
thé very smallestnumber of psychologistsneed plead

guilty. On this point Dr Brown does not, however,
stand aloneas an accuser and, both beforeand since
his time, the same charge has been once and again
prefcrred,and this, in particular, with singular infe*

~ieity,against Reid and Stewart. To speak oniy of
tho latter,- he sufîiciently deelarcs his opinion on
the subject in a footnote of the DM~~a~o~I I

~uote,"he says,"the followingpassagefrom Addison,
not as a spécimenof bis metaphysicalacumen,but as
i proof of his good sensein divining and obviating a

iunculty, which,1 believe,most personswill acknow-

ledgeoccurrèd to themselveswhen they first entered
)n metaphysical studiea Although we divide the
aPAt<MepAy</<A<Ft<;MnLect.xvi.p.100.10],ed.I830.–ED.



LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 3

It is a fact toonotoriottsto be denied,that thé mind
is capableof differentmodifications,that is, can exert

differentactions,and can be aScctedby differentpaa-
sions. This is admitted. But these actionsand pas-
sionsare not all dissimilar every action and passion
is not different from every other. On the contrary,
they are like, and they are unlike. Those,therefore,
that are like, wegroup or assort together in thought,
and bestowon them a commonname nor are thèse

groups or assortmentamanifold,-they are in fact few
and simple. Again, every action ia an effect every
action and passion a modification. But every effect

supposesa cause every modificationsupposesa sub-

ject. When we say that the mind exerts an energy,
we virtually say that the mind is the cause of the

energy when we say that the mind acts or suffers,
we say in other words,that thé mind is tho subjcct

aCoMM<«<H~)'Jh,voLi.p.834.

soul into severalpowersand faculties,there is no such
division in the soul itself, since it is the wlwlesoul

that remombers,undersitands,wills,or imagines. Ouf
manner of considering t)to memory, uudcrstanding,
will, imagination, and the like faculties, is for thc

better enabling us to express ourselves in such ab-

stracted subjects of spéculation,not that there ie auy
such division in the soul itself.' In another part of

the same paper,Addisonobserves,'that what wocall

the facultiesof the soul are ooly the differentwaysor

modesin which the soul can exert herself.<S~ec<tt-
<0)',No. 600."

1 shall first statc to you what is intended by thé
terms we~tc~joo!~)',facult y, or co~ac~ and then
showyou that uo other opinion bas becn generally
beld by philosophers.

LECT.
XX.

What
meantt'y
mental

power
an't the
t'étatise

opittionnt
phHoso-
phe)~.
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t.t:<"r.

t'))ty
nn')Cap:
rity~ittin-
?))i''he~.

PhOosoph).
et) System,
-ttstrae

p)aeeM<t
tntport-
amcp.

xx.
of a modification. But the modificatious,that is, thc

actions and passions,of the mind, as we stated, all

fall into a few resemblinggroups,which wedesignate

by a peculiar name and as the mind is the common

causeand subject of all thèse, we are surely entitled

to say in general that the mind bas the faculty of

cxertingsucb and such a classof energies,or bas thé

capacityof being modifiedby suchand suchan order
of anections. We hère excogitateno new, no occult

principic. We only généralise certain effects, and

then iufer that commoneffects must hâve a common

cause we only clussifycertain modes,and concludc

that similarmodesindicatethe samecapacityof being
modified. Thcre is nothing in ail this contrary to

the most rigid rules of pintosophising nay, it is the

purest spécimenof thé inductive phiiosophy.
On this doctrine,a~ac!~<yis nothing more than a

général term for the causaHtythé mind bas of origin-
ating a certain class of energies; a capacity only a

général term for the susceptibility tbe mind bas of

beingaffectedhy a particular class of émotions."
CI

All

mentir powersare thus, in short, nothing more than

nameadetermincdbyvariousorderaof mentalphseno-
mena. But as thesephœnomcnadifferfrom, and re-

scmble,eachother in various respects,various modes

of classificationmay, therefore,be adopted, and, con-

sequently,variousfacultiesand capacities,in different

views,may be the result.

And this is what we actually see to bc the case in

thc differentsystems of philosophy for each system
of philosophyis a differentviewof the phœnomenaof

mind. Nowhere I wouldobserve that wemight fait

into one or other of two errors by attributing either

too great or too small importance to a systcmatic
a Sceabove, ~o). t. p. t7? <<M~Kn.
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arrangement of thé mental phœnomena. It must bc

conceded to those who affect to nndervalue psycholo-

gicat system, that system is neither the end first in

the order of time, nor that paramount in the scalc of

importance. To attempt a définitive system or syn-

thesis, before we have fully analysed and accumu!atc<!

the ~acts to be arranged, would be prcposterous, and

necessarily futile and system is only valuable wheu

it is not arbitrarily devised, but arises naturally out

of an observation of the facts, and of the whole facts,

themselves rîs rokxîî ~reipasTe~avraîov Éwy~~ca.themselves T~ wo\9 ~etpcnTe\<vTaM)ue~yo~~ta.
On the other hand, to despise system is to despise

philosophy for the end of philosophy is the détection

of unity. Even in the progress of a science, and long

prior to its consummation, it is indeed better to assort

the materials we have accumulated, even though the

arrangement be ou!y temporary, only proviaiona!,than

to Icavcthem in confusio!). For without such arrange-

ment, we are unable to overlook our possessions and as

experiment résulta from the experiment it supersedcs,
so system is dcstined to generate system in a progress
nevcr attaining, but ever approximating to, perfection.

t.Kff.
XX.

Having stated what a psychologicalpower in pro-

priety is, I may add that this, and not the other,

opinion, bas been the one prevalent in the various

schools and ages of philosophy. 1 could adduce to

you passagesin wbich the doctrine that the faculties

aud capacitiesare more than mere possiblemodes,in

which the simpleindivisibleprincipleof thought may
act and exist, is explicitly denicd by Galen," Lac-

aGilen,howevtf,adoptingPlato'sbothinkindandinnature(genereet
threefolddivisionof thefacultiesMa<t<)'a).Seehis Ftp~x)M'a<Mf<
(?:«<),/M<'Mn<<Mt,Ct<~Mt<<M),ex..Ho~oHMDfc~u,Hb.vi.; <~fi'«,
presaly teachea thet these have aepn· pp. 1003, 1004 cl seq. (edit. Haele,preM)yteaches that theM hâve Mpa- pp. M03, 1004 el tey. (edit. Basic,

rate local Mats, and thnt the mind ta !M9). Cf. !ib. v. c. vifi.–ED.

a whole composed of parts dUTerent

Theo~in.
tong<i)~
c))y)')f-
vnfeot

t~gar'tinK
t))fntn)

p()M\



LECTURESON METAPHYSICS.G

LECT.
XX.

tantius," TcrtuH!nn,~St Auatin,~ Isidorus,~ Iren.

CPU8/Synp9iua/ and Gregoryof Nyssa, among the

fathers of tlie Church; by lamblichus~ Plotinus,'

a [De CM/fft'eDei, c. 18. [6'p<M,
p. 1208f< (éd. 1739);where, how.

ever, Lactantius merely pronouncea
the question in regard to the identity
or differenceof the OKt'Htaand CM*

?<tM<,insoluble, and gives the arga'
menta on both sidex.–Ep.]

C [~)t'w<t, c. 18.] [OpeM.ii.
304, (edit. 1630) "Qxidsensua, niai

f.ju3 rei <]U!BMCtttur inte))eetust

Quid [nteUectM, niai <'jm ret que

inte]!)~ih)r eeMaa! Unde ista tor.
menta cntciande Bitnpticitatts, et

su9pendende veritatist QcM miM

exhibebit 6ensum non intetti~entem

quod sentit ant fateXectum non

sentientem qnod {ntcUijrit Si

corporalia quidem aentiantur, incor.

poretia vero intelliguntur verum

fanera divena sunt non domicilia
sensna et JnteUectua, id est, non
anima etat)imt)s.Et'.]

-y See De 7')-t'Mt7<)t<,tib. x. c. !I. §
18; 0/xro, viii. p. 898, (edit. XeneJ.):

Hzc tria, memoria, icteXi~entia,
voincta' quoniam non aunt tres vttB,
"pd nna vita; nec tres mentes, sed
una mens conMfjUenterntique nec
treo anbstantife aunt, sed una sub.

ttantta Quocireatria hee eo
Mut unnm, qno ana vite, ana mens,
una essentia." Cf. ibid., Hb.tx. c. 4,
§ 4, an;) c. B.8 lib. xi. c. 3, ? 6, 6,

C~M, viii. pp. 880, 882, 903, (e'itt.
Beced.) The doctrine of 8t Augustin
on this point, however, divided the
schoolmen. Henry of Ghent, end

Gre~ry of Rimini, maintained that
!< opinion Ma Nominallatie, tthile
others held that it might be identi.
fied with that of AqainM. See Fro.

mondus, ~%<7M<p~'<tC~n~mno de

Anima, tib. t. c. vi. art. iii. p. 160 <<

aeq. (ed. 1649).–ED.

BOD~MMnt.Ub.xic.I.] [C'p<n!,
p. 94, (edit. 1617) "HtMomniftad.

juncta annt anime, ut ona rea ait.

Pro efficientlisenim causarum diversa

nomina eorttta est anima. Nam et

~tfoorm mens Mt dum erf{o vivi-

ficat corpus, <M:M)<!est; dam scit,
<o<)Mest dum vutt, ont'~mt est;¡
dum recolit, Tt~n~n'~ est." Cf. De

Z)<~))<S!pt~«! )ib. U. § 2S. Opera,

p. 189.-Eo~ ]
e [Contra ~a-MM~,)ib. tt. c. 29.]

[Opera, t, i. p. 392, (<-dit.Lefpaic,
18«): "Sensus hominis, mens, et

cogitatio, et intentio mentis, et ea

qute sant h~usmodi, non u)ind quid

pretet animam sunt sed ipstos ant-

meemotos et operationes, nu))am sine

anima habentes su~tactiam.ED.J J

f ~e /n«)m))))'.<,][O~t/a, p. 138,

(edit. 1631):"0~ ~et~< Tyf<~t<tT<.
Rai SAf ~A~wtt,«ai Ta Ae<*Aw<(t~a

MfaTat. AMt~Mtt)tta ~x wSt~tM)(tT&

T~pttott~f~~<u'-~cAÀaiK «aTa Mp<-

e!o<ED.] ]
<) [De ~OHt))!~ O~o'o, c. 6.

6!p<r< t. i. p. 6B.] [OM) ~ep ~t
iraAAatitt~t <~)f a! afT<A<)*T«(aiT&'f

~p<r)')taït)ttuya~ttt, <i)te)<teAprp~«)<
tta Têt tH'c9~<ne)fT<6f <t«ta ~)P

~airrtS~tCa. M&t~<tpTtt ~~r! t~Mt~t,
ttMt A~«(~«~t fom, &tt* tttttoTOh

~&"efj9t~T~p(eftt*t' B*ta)f

~t!/Mt~<<Mt. –ËD.
C"Anima quainvis Ttdeattromnea

rationes et totas in se spetiM exhi-

bfre, tamcn detenninata eempef est

secundntn atiqnid unnm, id est, unam

apecieo." /~e ~Vy~nn, as para-

phrased by MarsHiusFicinus; O~fn!,

p. 187B.-ED.
<A))M< iv. lib. iif. c. 3, p. 374,

(ed. 16!6): ToCrtM.TJ).

[))~~f] :~f, T~' t) ~pet av th'<~

M~~otTo, itat ~A<?m, ch T&aM

Bef<<~tttt~ttpftrro' ~<) )te! ett <!AÀe

t~Of, T~ t) ~ÀAoe~f ~eaÀ~e?t M)

&~ o~ ~tOf <AÀt ~'f~t ~<<~«.
ttAAeM M À«<T~)f)rt~tu'<M,(dMw

t), ~t~ftu' eCrot), AMAT~ a~
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Proclus,"01ymplodorus/and the pseudoHermesTris-

megistus,~amongthe Platonists by thé Aphrodiaian,'
Ammonius Hermia,*and Philoponust among the

Aristotelians. Sincethé restorationof Icttersthe same

doctrine is expltcit!yavowed by the elder Sca!iger,
'1

Patriciu8/ and Campanella;' by Descartes," Matc-

x&f<tAA<)!<f0~t« Iv <tt<t~/pttt~y~.
/&M< tib. IL p. 363 Vf~ ftfp<~

~)f, Sït ~f Wa<T<~~pt~t ToSIv ~(TTtf

~~fTTet 0 &tt SA);~f <rS<f<,M!

Jr~oM' <t&r<tCSAt~. Cf. lib. t. p. 36!.

-.ED.

a 7)tf/0<<M«Theulogiam,liv. tv. C.

xvi. p. 210, (edit. 16!8) eta

<Ut~af~t<tefe<aft~t~)'t~c~t,d~t~rot
AM)Ct. Att B) Ta to~t~a ~ï~a ï~t

tt*M~<t)t,A)('f~))~t<p«yTi),<t<t)~t~pt~.
T((!~<ftf,<KtT~/J<u'~t~)tpo<T«'./&t<<
lib. t. c. x). p. 25 T<))'St ~~f <)'

)m! tteAAa thus rcn'tered in the

Latin version of l'ortns Aninmm

unam et multa, [propter varias unius

aattDfBhcu)tates, et variorumrernm

eognitionpm, qnam una anima ha.

bet."]-En.

~Otympiodoras adoph r'tato'sditi.

sion of the soul into three principles.
As rpgsrd') thé unity of the mU')Ha)

soul nlone, something may pfrhnps
be inferred from thé Commentoryon

the ~M< j4Mt)a<!M, where the ra.

tionm!soul is identifia with the per-
eonalM)f. Seec~pecia)typp. 203,226,

edit. Creuzer. Compareatm a passage
from his Commentary on the f/t<Bf<o,
cited by Cousin, ~')'«~<)t~K~Philoso.

~t'~KM, tom. i. p. 42!. (rd. 1847).
Neither pMMg< however, beam de-

cisively on thia quMtio!).–Ef.

'y [De /)~<M«~t'<M!<et &)MX, f.

42.J [Patrie!), ~M <& t'n«!fr~M

/%<7M<)~<t,(edit. ]6B3) 'E"

toït <!AAOtt(<~t< <t)M))~MTp ~~«

<ifttTa<,Iv y tt'e~trett f~t)<f<t.No~.
~tot ai fOM Ztt~~tTm T0~o&rep,S~ox

t e<~t C<t<!r~et. 'H ~f yap <«~n)<
~~TeT OtoT~ftftU, t B))'(<t)t<tf'~ to!

*'eB,MtA~ e!<TaToEA~yef,xe! j!~y<u'a
dAÀ~f.–ED.

LECT.
XX.

< n~tt ~a~ e!t<t<(se. '(") C~of.

THt<),aM)!Tf)f~.~<t)~<Krrt«~,~<)T«~,

~pmTtt~)pfae!~e<«ara T~~««~tfef,
tait tft~<pa?<t&f !ufa~tt)f ott<t7ttt~'·

~)))t~tn. /K <4Mtn;<)ib. i. f. !40a,

(e<)it.Vcn. 1534).–Eo.
< T))t ~~TYpM 't ttt-rat ai

Mp~tfat, at ~)f y~)~Tt«et, ofovfeBt,

<<<{*,<<f«, ~«pra~ft, !<ttMt<at !)

fttftxe) )te) ~<)tTt«t!, e~f ~e~A<t<r«,

<~)Mf))«~tt,Cu~ht, tt<d <)nCt~Ja.

C"?'M ~o<'<~fo)y/<yrt),f.7~, (edit.

ADine, t546).-Kn.

f /)<De ~ttt'Ma, rroem., f. 4a 0)

'~p <<<' <afT~" B~tt, A~e~.

AtrAtStaf~~tt eM) f))ï<! "efet

~rt ~~Mt' ~t~ro) ~o~) Ao~<x<)

aM) <aet~f ~«~t«« aCn) 'yeSf~<ff<f

~)Te!!<ra,aBn) ~)Teu~i~' <tBTt)

tfp~teuM, a~.t .} .Mptu~o~)' q

~u'tttToouM, «at y<f<t0fo/i~. Cf.

tn lib. i. r. v., text 89, to end.–En.

[RMf<<a<!onM, ccxcvii. § i
cccvii. § 37. Cf. cecvii. 15.]

C ~/y<<x'a~~)«M');!)t <<C%aM<r-

o'KM, )ib. ii. c. iii. f. 4, col. 2: "An).

ma unica est et aimp)ex se't mu)tf-

plicautur virtutes ejas, nttm MbstM-

tiam, et si videtur operari ptuhn)~
simul, eJM opera sunt tnattaratinne

pAtietttnm. Si quidem corfom non

)'('ci)'f)]ntoperationes animm equali-

ter, sed pro eonditionp sua ergo

plumlitas operationum inMt rebus,
non anima:Et).

< Eandemactmam M'ntientent et

memorativam eMe im~nativam et

diMursivam." See De&)MM~~MK,
lib. iL c. xxi. p. 77, (edit. 1637). Cf.

cc. xi):, xx.-En.
<; [Z~ f(M~M«t'0)M,pars U. art.

68.]
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t.KCT.
XX. branche,"Leibnitz,~and Wolf;~by CondiUac~Kant,'

f

and the whole bost of récent philosophers. During
thé middte âges,the question was indeed one which

divided the schools. St Thoma8/ at the head of one

party, held that thé faculties were distinguished net

only from each other, but from the essenceof thé

mind and this, as they phmsed it, really and not

formally. Henry of Gheut, at thé head of another

party, maintaineda modifiedopinion-that the facul-

ties were reallydistinguishedfrom eachother,but not

from the essenceof thésou]. Scotus/ again,followed

by Occam*and the whole eectof Nominalists,denied

a &~n-~ de la r<'n<~ tib. ili. c.

i.§!Eo.

[~oK~«tM.e&mM, tiv. iL c. xxi.

6, p. 132, edit. RfMpe.]
r [/<0~t<! At<M)M~, § 8!.]J
< [~ l'Art de Penser, c. viit.

CottM,t. iii. p. 30~.]
< A'r~tA' der ~t)!<)t ~MM)t/

Tmnac. Dinl., B. i). H. i. (p. 407,
edit. !7C&). kttit, howerer, while

he admits this unity of the eubject.
M a conception u)M!"fd tn the fact
of MMeiouMMs, déniée that the

conceptiou can be legitimately tMM.

f<rrej to the soul as t real substance.
-ED.

f ~Mmmzt,pars, {. qu. 77, art. et

!f?. /M., qn. 64, art. iii. Cf. /M

Sent., lib. i. dist. iii. qu. 4, art. ii.

8t Thomas M followed by Capreotna.

Cajetan, Ferraïiensia, and Mersilius

Ficinns. See Cottunins, De Trip.
?<!<.~Mt'ntŒRationalia, p. 28!Eo.

Henry of Ghent i<, by Fromon-

dua, c)'UiMdwith Gregory of Rimini

and the Nominalista. 8ee De~ma,
tib. i. c. vi. art. 3. But aee Genu.

veai, ~/t))X)t<<tJtMa~A., para ii. p.
120.–Eo.

a [See ZabareUx, De Rebus A~«.

ralibus, Lib. De ~MM&a/ttMjt~tt<m<B,

p. 68S. Tennemaan, Ce~A.der PA!.

losophie, viit. 2, p. 761.] ["Dico

igitar," says Scotus, "quod pot est

sMtineri, quod essentia anime, in-

distincta re et ratione, cat principium

pinrium aetionuni sine diversitate

rMU potentiarum, ita quod sint ~et

partes aoimz, vêt accidentia, ve! re.

speetua. Dicca, quod erit ibi

Mttem diSeKnt~ ratiooh. Concedo,
sed h c nihil faciet ad prinriptnm

oper Ionie realis." In Sent., !ib. ft.

d'' xv. qu. 2, (qaotcd by Tenue.

mann). The Conimbricenses distin-

guieh between the docthae otScotas,
and that held in common by Gregory

(Ahminensis), Océan), Gabriel Bie).

Marsitius, and a)mott the whole sect

of the Nomioa!Kh,–who, they My,
concur in afBnntC);, potectiM

[&nt)M]oec n' ipsa, nec formaliter ex

natura ret ab animée Msentia distin.

gui, licet anima ex varietate aclio-

num diversa nomina Mrtiatnr;
whereas ScotM. nfcording to them,
la of opinion that, while the fMuhieB

cannot fo reality (re ipsa) be diatln.

gnished from thé mind, these may,
however, bedistingxished forma!

ter, et ex natura feL /!< De~MOM,
lib. ti. c. tii. qu. 4, p. 160. CoHuuiua

ottribntes the latter opinion to the

Scotiste oniversaUy. See hia De

?'np<Mt N<t<U~atM<B~atMHUt~M,p.
280, (ed. 1626). Cf. Totetus, 7tt De

~Ht'ma, lib. il. c. f. 69.–ED.]J
< In Sent., tib. Il. dht. !6, qq. 24,
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all real diSerenceeither betwccnthe several facu!tics,
or between the facultiesand the mind allowing be-

tweenthem onlya formaior logicaldistinction. This

last is thé doctrine that has subsequentlyprevailedin

thé latter ages of philosophy,and it is a proof of its

nniversality,that fewmodernpsychologistshave ever

tbought it necessaryto makean explicit professionof

their faith in what they silently assumed. No accu-

sationcan, therefore,bc more ungrounded than that

which has been directed against phitoscphcra,–that

they have generallyharboured thé opiniontbat facul-

ties are, like organs in thé body,distinct constitne&ta

t.ECT.
XX.

of mind. The Aristotelic principle, that in relation te

the body the soul is all in the wholeand all in every

part,that it is the same indivisible mind that oper-
âtes in sense, in imagination, in memory, in rcasoning,

&c., diHcrcntIy indeed, but differently only because

operating in different relations,this opinion is thé

one dominant among psychologists, and the one which,

though not always formally proclaimed, must, if not

positively disclaimed, be in justice presumptively at-

tributed to every phibsopher of mind. Tbose who

cmployed the old and familiar language of philusophy,

meant,in trutb, exactly thc same as those whowould es-

tablish a jiewdoctrine on a newfangled nomenclature.

From what I hâve now said, you will bc better pre-

pared for what I am about to state in regard to the

classificationof the first great order of mental pbaeno-

mena, and the distribution of the faculties of Know-

ledge founded thereon. 1 formerly told you that thc

mental qualities,-the mental phaenomcna,are never

presented to us scparately they arc always in con-

28. SeeConimbHctMM,/M M! Trend.) 'AAÀ'ctM)'~ïef <Mt~
.na,p. 160. Cottaniue,DeTrip, Tef/Mpfa)fS)MpT'~<~r~«T~~pM
?<!<.~a.~M.,p.280.–Et'. T<t~M'. v. A. Cf.Plotinus,

a DeAnima,Ub.i. c.v.§26(cd. above,volii.p.9,notet.–ED.

1 TheAri"to.
tetic doc.

trine re.

ftardhgthf
retatinn <~f

thfBouttn
t))<:)'ody.

rsTehotpjti'
cnfDtTf.

tion, what.
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fam)tt)e9o*
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et-ohedout
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«'iousntsa.
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LECT.
XX. junction, and it is only by an ideal analysis and ab-

straction that, for the purposesof science,they can bc

discriminated and considered apart." The problem

proposed in such an analysis, is to find the primary
threadswhich, in their composition,form the complex
tissueof thought. In wbat ought to beaccomplished,

by such an analysis,all philosopheraare agreed, how-

ever different may hâve been thé result of their at-

tempts. 1 shall not state and criticise the various

classificationspropoundedof tbe cognitive faculties,
as 1did not state and criticisc thé classificationspro-

poundedof the mental phaenomenain general. Thé

reasons are thé same. You would bo confused,not

edified. 1 shall only delineate thé distribution of thé

faculties of knowledge, which 1 bave adopted, and

endeavour to afford you some general insight into its

principics. At present 1 Hmit my consideration to

the phaenomenaof Know!edgc with the two otbcr

classes,–thé phaenomenaof Feeling and the phoeno-
mena of Conation,-we have at present no conccrn.

1 again repeat that consciousnessconstitutes, or is

coextensivewith,all our facultiesof knowledge,-these
facultiesbcing onlyspecialmodificationsunder which

consciousnessis manifested. It being, therefore,un-

dcrstoodthat consciousnessis not a specialfaculty of

knowledge,but the général faculty out of wbich thé

special facultiesof knowledgeare evolved,1 proceed
to this evolution.

In thé first place,as we are endowedwith a faculty
of Cognition,or Consciousnessin general,and since

it cannotbe maintained that wehâvealwayspossessed
the knowledge which we now possess,it will be ad-

mitted, that we must bave a faculty of acquiring
a Seeabove,vol.i.p.188.–Eo.
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knowledge. But this acquisition of knowledgecan

only be accomplishedby the immediate presentation
of a new object to consciousness,in other words, by
the réceptionof a new objectwithin the sphere of our

cognition. Wc have thus a faculty which may be

called thé Acquisitive,or the Presentative, or the

Receptive.
Now,newor adventitiousknowledgcmaybe either

of thiugs external, or of tbings interna!, in othcr

words,either of the pbsenomenaof the non-egoor of

the phœnomenaof the ego and this distinction of

objectwill determinea subdivisionof this, thé Acqui-
sitive Faculty. If thé object of knowledge be ex-

ternal, the faculty receptive or presentative of the

qualitiesof such object, will be a consciousncssof the

non-ego. This bas obtained the name of External

Perception,or of Perceptionsimply. If, on thé othcr

hand, thé object be interna!, the faculty receptive or

presentativc of the qualities of such subject-object,
will be a consciousnessof the ego. This faculty
obtainsthé nameof Internai or ReflexPerception,or

of Self-Coasciousncss. By the foreign psychologists
this faculty is termed a!sothe Internai Sense.

Under the general faculty of cognitionis thus, in

the first place,distinguished an Acquisitive,or Pre-

sentative,or ReceptiveFaculty and this acquisitive

faculty is subdivided into the consciousnessof the

non-ego,or External Perception,or Perceptionsimply,
and into the consciousnessof the ego, or Self-Con-

sciousness,or Internai Perception.
This acquisitivefaculty is the facultyof experience.

External perception ia the faculty of extemal, self-

consciousnessis tlie faculty of internai, experience.
If we limit the tcrm Reflectionin conformityto its

LRCT.
XX.

SuhditM-
cd.MEx-
tem~at)!)

!))t<-n)&),
fntoPer.
ct'ption<n~)
Mf-Cot).
scioMnef.
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t.ECT.
XX. original cmployment and proper signification,–an

attention to the internat phœnomena,–rf/?ec<ïOMwill
bc an expressionfor self-consciousnessconccntrated.

In the secondplace,inasmuch as we are capableof

knowledge,we must bc endowed not only with a

faculty of acquiring, but with a faculty of retaining
or conservingit when acquired. By this faculty, 1
meanmerely,and in the mostlimited sense,the power
ofmentalretention. Wc bavethus,as a secondneces-

sary faculty,one tbat may bo called the Conservative
or Retentive. TItisisMemory,strictly sodenominated,
-that is, the power of retaining knowledge in the

miud, but out of consciousness; 1 say retaining
knowledgein the mind, but out of consciousncss,for
to bring thé ?'e<eM<!<Mtout of memory into conscious-

ness,is the functionof a totally different faculty,of

whichweare k mediatelyto speak. Under the gen-
eral faculty of cognitionis thus, in the second place,
distinguishedthe Conservativeor Retentive Faculty,
orMemoryProper. Whether there besubdivisionsof
this faculty, weshall not here inquire.

But, in the third place, if weare capableof know-

ledge,it is not enough that we possess a faculty of

acquiring,and a faculty of retaining it in the mind,
but out of consciousness wemust further beendowed
with a faculty of recalling it out of unconsciousness
into consciousness,in short, a reproductive power.
Tbis Reproductive Faculty is governed by the laws
wbich regulate the successionof our thoughts,-the
laws, as they are called, of Mental Association. If
these I&wsare allowed to operatewithout the inter-
vention of the wiD,this facultymay be calledSugges-
tion, or SpontaneousSuggestion whercas,if applied
under the influence.of the will,it will properlyobtain
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thc name of Reminiscenceor Recollection. By ?'c-

production, it shouldbeobserved,that 1 strictly mean

the processof recoveringthe absout thought from un-

consciousness,and not its represcuta.tionin conscious-

ness. This reproductive faculty is commonlycon-

founded with ttie conservative,under thé name of

Memol'y but moat erroneously. These qualities of

mind are totally unlike,aud are possessedbydigèrent

individualsin thc mostdifferentdegrees. Somehave

a strong faculty of conservation,and a feeble faculty
of reproduction others, again, a prompt and active

reminiscence,but an cvanesccnt retention. Undcr

the general faculty of cognition, there is thus dit-

criminated, in the third place, the Reproductive

Faculty.

LECT.
XX.

In thc fourth place, as capableof knowledge,we
must not only be endowedwith a presentative,a con-

servative, and a reproductive faculty there is re-

quired for their couaummatioa,–for the keystoneof
t!ie arch,-a faculty of representiogin consciousness,
and of keeping befbre thé mind the knowledgepre-
scnted, retained, and reproduced. We have thus a

ReprésentativeFaculty and this obtains the nameof

Imaginationor Phantasy.
Theelementof imaginationis not to beconfounded

with the element of reproduction; though this is

frequently,nay commonly,donc and this either by

comprehendingthesetwo qualities under imagination,
or by conjoining them with the quality of retention
under memory. Thedistinction 1 makeis valid. For
the twofacultiesare possessedbydifferent individuata
in very dînèrent degrees. It is not, indeed,easy to
see how,withoat a representativeact, an object can
be reproduced. But the fact is certain, that the two

IV.T)K.

R<'prt<ru
tatnet'a

cntty.
!nMght:b
tion.
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LECT.
XX. powers have no necessaryproportion to each other.

The representative faculty has, by philosophera,been

distinguishedinto the Productiveor Creative,and into
the Reproductive,Imagination. 1shallhereaftershow

you that this distinction is untenable.
Thus under the general cognitivefaculty, wo have

a fourth specialfacultydiscriminated,-the Represen-
tative Faculty,–Phantasy, or Imagination.

In the fifth place, ail the faculties we have con-
sidered are only subsidiary. They acquire, preserve,
call out,and hold up, thé materials,for the use of a

higher faculty which operates upon these materials,
and wbich we may call the Elaborativeor Discursive

Faculty. This faculty has onlyone operation,it only
compares,–it is Comparison,–thé Faculty of Rela-
tions. It maystartie you to hear that the highest
functionof mind ia nothing higher than comparison,
but, in the end, 1 am confidentof convincing you of
the paradox. Under comparison,1 include the condi-

tions,and the result,of comparison. In order to com-

pare, the mind mustdivide or separate,and conjoinor

compose. Analysis and synthesis are, therefore, thé
conditionsof comparison. Again, the result of com-

parisonis either thé affirmationofoue thing of another,
or the negation of one thing of another. If the mind
amrm one thing of another, it conjoins them, and is
thus again syntheais. If it denyonething of another,
it disjoinsthem, and is thus again analysis. Gener-

alisation,which is the result of synthesisand analysis,
is thus an act of comparison,and ia properlydenomi-
nated Conception. Judgment is only the comparison
oftwo terms or notionsdirectly together; Reasoning,
only the comparisonof two terme or notions with
each other through a third. Conceptionor General-
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isation,Judgment aad Reasoniug,are thus only vari-

oos applicationsof comparison,&n<lnot even entitled

to the distinctionof separatc fuculties.

Under the general cognitive faculty, there is thus

discriminateda fifth special faculty, in the Elabora-

tiveFaculty, or Comparison. This isThought,strictly
so called it correspondsto thé AtwoMtof the Greek,
to the 2)MCM)'aMof the Latin, to the ~~<6t~ of the

German philosophy and its laws are tho object of

Logic.

LEtT.
XX

But m the sixth and last place, the mind is not

altogether indehted to experiencefor the wholeappa-
ratusofits knowledge,–its knowledgeisnot ail adven-
titious. What we know byexperience,without expe-
riencewe shouldnot have known and as ail our ex-

perienceis contingent,all the knowledgederivedfrom

expeiienceis contingentalso. But thereare cognitions
in the mind whiehare not contingent,-which are ne-

cessary,-which wecannotbut tbink,–which thought
supposesas its fundamental condition. Thesecogni-
tions,therefore,arenot meregeneralisationsfromexpe-
rience. But if not derivedfromexperience,they must
bc native to the mind unless,on an alternative tbat
we need nôt at present contemplate,wesupposewith

Plato, St Austin, Cousin,and other philosophera,that

Reason,or more properly Intellect, is impersonal,and
that woarc consciousof thesenccessarycognitionsin
the divinemind. Thèsenative,-these necessarycog-
nitions,are the lawsby whichthe mindis governedin
its operations,and which afford the conditionsof ita

capacityof knowledge. Thesenecessarylaws,or pri-
mary conditions,of intelligence,are pbœnomenaof a
similar character and we must, therefore,generalise
or collect them into a class and on the power pos-

Vt.T).e

Rfguhtive
Faculty,-
Reasonor
Cotottton
Senee.
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LECT.
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sessedby the mind of manifesting thèse phcenomena
we may bestowthe name of thé RegulativeFaculty.
This faculty correspondsin somemeasureto what, in

the Aristotelicphilosophy,was calledNoSc,–fouç(<K-
tellectus,mens),whenstrictly employcd,heing a term,
in that philosophy, for thé place of principles, the

~ocMp~u:c!on<m. It is analogoua,likewise,to thc
term 7)'<'<MO?!,as occasiona!!yuscdby someof the older

English philosophcrs,and to the t~M~ ()'MMM)in

the philosophyof Kant, Jacobi, and othersof the re-

cent Gcrman metaphyaicians,and fromthem adopted
into France and Englund. It is also nearly convert-
ible with what 1 conçoiveto be Reid's, and certainly
Stewart's, notion of Common Sensé. This, the last

general faculty which 1 would distinguish under the

Cognitive Fuculty, is thus what 1 would call the Re-

gulative or Législative,–its synonyms being NoS<,

Intellect, or CommonSensé.
You will observethat the term ~ac«~ can be ap-

plied to the classof phsenomenahère collectedundcr

one name,only in a very different significationfrom
what it bears when applied to the preceding powers.
For M)t)<,inteUigenceor commonsense,meaningmerely
the complementof the fundamentalprinciplesor laws
of thought, is not properlya faculty, that is, it is not

an active power at all. As it is,however,not a capa'
city, it is not easy to see by what other word it can
bc denoted.

Such are thc six specialFacultiesof Cognition 1°,
The Acquisitiveor Presentativeor ReceptiveFacult),
divided into Perception and Self-Consciousness;2",
The Conservativeor Retentive Faculty, Memory 3",
T!ie Reproductiveor RevocativeFaculty, subdivided
into Suggestionand Réminiscence 4°,The Reprcaen-
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VOL.n. B

tative Facultyor Imugination; 5°, TIie Elaborative

Faculty or Comparison, Faculty of Relations and, G°,

The Regututive or Legislative Faculty, Intellect or

InteHigcnce Proper, Common Sense. Besides thèse

faculties, thcro arc, 1 conceivc, no othcrs; am!, in the

seque!, I shall endeavour to show you, that while thcsc

are attributes of mind not to be confouoded,–not to

be aua!yscd into caeh other, thé other faculties which

have becu deviscd by ptniosophei'sare either factitious

and tmaginary, or casily reducible to these.

The following ia a tabular view of tlie distribution

of the Special Faculties of Knowlcdge

f Presentative External Perception.I.Pr~ent~me
)IntL.mo!=ScIf.eon6cioU!.n~.

z H.ConMrvattfe =Memory.
f2 TTTo WithoutwiI)==SuceMtion.

g
"I' Rq.roduct.vc will = R.nce.

IV. Représentative = Imagination.
V. Elaborative = Comparison,-Faculty of Rettlion".

0 VI. Reguiittive = RMson,–CommonSensé.

).H'T.
XX.

rat~tnr
'ic'woftht.
~C))]t~<
~fKnow.
e'tgc.
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LECTURE XXt.

THE PRESENTATIVEFACULTY.-I. PERCEPTION.–REÎ!)'S

HtSTORtCALVIEW OF THE THEORIES OF PERCEPT10K.

LECT.
XXf.

ttpcap)tu)t-
tlon.

RAVINGconcludedthc considérationof Consciousncsa

as the commonconditionof thc mental phcenomcna,
andof thosc moregeneral phïcnomenawhich pertain

to consciousnessM regnrdedin this universa!relation
î proccedcd,in our last Lecture,to t!)e discussionof

consciousnessviewcdin its more particular tnodifica-

tions,–thnt Is,to the discussionof the SpécialPowers,
-the SpecialFaculticsand Capacitiesof Mind. And

having called to your recollectionthé primarydistri-

hution of the mental ph~enomcna.into three great
classes,-the phaenomcnn.includcd under our gênera!

faculty of Knowledge,or TItought, thé phn&nomcnn
includedunder our generalcapacity of Feeling,or of

Pieasureand Pain,and the phaenomena.includedunder

our general power of Conation, that is, of Witi and

Désire 1 passcdon to the considerationof thé first

of thèse classes,–th~t is, the phsenomcnaof Kno\v-

ledge. These phœnomenaare, in strictcst propriety,
mere modificationsof consciousness,being conscious-

ness only in different relations and consciousness

may, therefore, be regarded as the gênera! faculty
of knowledgc whereasthe phasnomenaof the other

classes,though they supposeconsciousncssas thé con-
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dition of thcir manifestation, inasmuchas wecannot

feel, nor wi! nor dcsire, without knowingor being
aware that we so do or suner,–thcae phœnomcnaare,

ttowcvcr,something more than meremodificationsof

consciousncss,seeing a newquality is supcraddcd to

that of cognition.
1 may Doticc,parent!tpticany, the rcason why 1

frequentlyemploycognitionas a synonym of know-

ledge. This is not donc merely for the sa]{eof vary-

ing the expression. In thé first place,it ia necessary
to have a word of this signification,which wecan use

in the plural. Nowthe term ~HCM'M~ bas waxed

obsolète,thougb 1 think it ought to bo rcvived. It is

frequcntlycmployedby Dacon." We must, thcrcfore,
have recourse to the term co~Mt'<!OM,of which the

plural is in commonusage. But,in the secondplace,
we must likewisehave a term for knowlcdgc,which

wecanemployadjectively. Theword~HtW~<A~itself

basnoadjcctive,for thc participle~HMM'M~is toovague
and unemphaticto be cmployed,at least alone. But

the substantivecognitionbas the adjectivecognitive.
Thus,in consequenceof having a plural and an adjec-
tive, cognitionis a word wc cannot possiblydispense
with in psychologicaldiscussion. It would aiso be

convenient,in the third place,for psychologicalpre-
cisionand emphasis, to use the word to cognise in

connectionwith its noun co~h!<KM:,as we use the

dccompoundto ?'eco~M!Min connectionwith its noun

recognition. But in this instancethe necessityis not

strongenough to warrant ua doing what custom bas

not donc. You will notice,auchan innovationis al-

waysa questionofcircumstances and though1would

not snbjcct Philosophyto Rhetoricmorethan Gregory
aSee~'ovf,vo).1.p.67.–En.
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the Great would Theology to Grammar, still, without

an adéquate necessity, 1 s)tou!d always recommend

you, in your Etiglish compositions, to prêter a word of

Saxon to a word of Greek or Latin dérivation. It

would bc absurd to sacritice mcaning to its mode of ut-

tcranco,–to muke thought subordiuate to its expres-
sion but stilt where no higher authority,-no itupe-
rious necessity, dispenses with phitological precepts,
thèse, as themselves thé dictâtes of reasou and pluloso-

phy, ought to be punctiliously obeyed. It is not in

laugnage," says Leibnitz, tbat we ought to p!ay thé

puritan but it is not either fur the philosopher or

thé theotogian to throw off all déférence to the laws

of fanguage,–to proclaim of their doctrines,

My~teriatant~
Turpe e~tgt'ntntnaticM subtnittere con.tca))i:'tri'<P fJ

'l'he gencral right must certainly be asserted to thé

philosopher of uaurping a peculiar language if requi-
site to express his peculiar analyses; but he ought to

remember that the exerciseof this right, as odious aud

suspected, is s<)'t'c<M~!Mnjuris, and that, to avoid thé

pains and penaltiesof grammatical recusancy, he must

always be able to plead a manifest reason of philoso-

phical necessity.~ But to return from this digression.

Having, 1 say, recalled to your observation thé pri-
mary distribution of the mental pbsenomenaiuto these

three classes,–a distribution which,yon will remembcr,
J stated to you, was first promulgated by Kant,-I

a Mtco~j~M'~ GM<tM<jh-)ttc<)v/-
fcnd <&e~tMtt~Oty)t)u<~)~cM<~ttxy
der 7'<M<~M~/wA<Op< (etlit.
Dutem), te!, vi. para iL p. t3.–ED.

<9Buchanan, ~ntMCMMKtM,I. <32.
-ED.

r f0~ ~t7t e<Y)'Tt T<< ~~tt.
et~<t,tyfA<tye)f&tntp~a<ÀÂ'o<A<~M
t< ~~ftpet Sf)rtp e~~tt. Plato.]

[T'A«Bif<fM,p. 173.–Eo.] ["H~c
enim Mcessarfo cxtor<]))en<imaunt n

Mpieute, quMitnonbtraMOMtrts,
tbsanit absonih, inepta ineptie, nt
inscitte minnt~itnM latebras veati.

gatas expugnemus." 8et!)j;er, /K
~fu<. De Plant., lib, iL] [f. !S5b,
ed. m9.–ED.] ]
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procccded to the subdivision of thé first class of the

general faculty of knowledge into its various special

faculties,-a subdivision, 1 noticed, for the defccts of

which 1 am individually accountable. But beforedis-

p!a.ying to you a général vicw of my scheme of dis-

tribution, 1 first informed you what is mcant by a

power of mind, active or passive, in other words, what

is meant by a mental faculty or a. mental capacity
and this both in order to afford you a clear conception
of thé matter, and, likewise, to obviate some frivolous

objections which hâve been made to such an analysis,
or rather to such terms.

LECT.
XXI.

The phaenomenaof mind are never presented to U!

undccomposed and simple, that is, we are never con-

sciousof nnymodificationofmind wbich is not made up
of many clementary modes but thèse simple mode:

we are able to distinguish, by abstraction, as separate
formaor qualities of our internal life, since, in different

atatps of mind, they arc given in different proportions
and combinations. We are thus able to distinguish
as simple, by an ideal abstraction and analysis, whatis

never actuaHygivcn cxccpt in composition precisely
as wedistinguish colour from extension, though colour

is never presented to us apart, nay, cannot even be

conccived as actually separable, from extension. The

aim of the psychologist is thus to analyse, by abstrac-

tion, thé mental phaBnomenainto those ultimate or

primary qualities, which, in their combination, consti-

tute the concrete complexities of actual thought. If

thé simple constituent phaenomenonbe a mental acti-

vity, we givc to the active power tbus possessed by
thé mind of elicitiug such elementary energy the name

of~acM~ whereas if the simple or constituent pha*-
nomenon be a mental passivity, we give to tbe passive

) Pha'nn.
mena or

'rnfn()pr«
MntMin

fnntpo'')
tion.
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Theseare the ruleswhichought evidentlyto govem
our psychologicalanalyses. 1 could show, however,
that these have been more or lésaviolated in every

attempt that bas been made at a determination of

the constituent elementsof thought for philosophera
baveeitherstopped short ofthe primaryphœnomenon,
or they have neglected it, or they hâve substituted
another in its room. 1decline,however,at presentan

articulate criticismof thevarioussystemsof thé human

powersproposedbyphilosophera,as thiswould,in your
present stage of advancement,tend rather to confuse
than to inform you, and, moreover,would occupy a

longer time than we are in a conditionto afford 1

therefore pass on to a summaryrecapitulationof the

distribution of the cognitive faculties given in last

Lecture. It is évident that sucha distribution,as the

result of an analysis,cannot be appreciateduntil the

analysisitself be understood and this can only be

understoodafter the discussionof the several faculties

powerthus posscssedby tbe mind of receiving such

un elementaryaffection,tho nameof capacity. Thus

it is tbat there are juat as many simple faculties as

there are ultimate activitiesof mind, as many simple

capaeitiesas there are ultimate passivitiesof mind
and it is consequentlymanifest that a systemof the

mental powerscan never bc final and complete,until

we bave accomplisheda fuli and accurateanalysisof

the various fundamental pheenomenaof our internai

life. And whatdoessuchananalysissuppose? Mani-

fcstlythree conditions:–l", That no pha'nomenonbe

assumed as elementary which can be resolved into

simplerprinciples 2",That no elementaryphsonome-
non be overlooked and, 3, That no imaginary ele-

ment be interpolated.
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audelementaryphsenomenabas beencarried through.
Youare, therefore,at present to lookuponthis scheme

as little more than a table of contents to the various

chapters,under whieh thé phœnomenaof knowledge
Miil be considered. 1 nowonly makea statement of

what 1shallsubsequentlyattempt to prove. Theprin-

cipleof thé distribution is, howcver,of such a nature

titat 1 flatter myselfit can, m somemeasure,be com-

prcheudcdcvcu on ita 6rst cuunciatioQ for the vari-

uuselementaryphaenomenaand the relative faculties

whiehit assumes,are of ao notoriousand necessarya

character, that they cannot possiblybe refused and,
at the samc time, they are discriminated from each

uther, both by obvious contrast, and by the fact that

they are maniicsted in different individuals,euch iu

very variousproportionsto eachothcr.

LECT.
XXt.

If man bas a faculty of knowledge in general, and il

the contents of his knowledge be not all innatc, it is

uvident that he must hâve a.special faculty of acquir-

iug it,-au acquisitive faculty. But to acquire know-

ledge iNto recuive au object within the sphere of our

consciousness; iu other words, to présent it, as exiating,
to the knowing mind. This Acquisitive Faculty may,

therefore, be also called a Receptive or Presentative

Faculty. The latter term, ~'MeH~~e /'UcM~y,1use,
u~you will sec,iu contrast and correlation to a ~epre-

~~<c~e /~<CM/<y,of which 1am immediately to speak.
That the acquisition of knowledge is an ultimate pbte-
nomenon of mind, and an acquisitive faculty a neces-

sary condition of the possessionof knowlcgu, will not

bc denied. This fu-cultyis thé faculty of expérience,
and affordiius exclusively ail the knowledgewepossess
M~os<e?'to?'t,that is, our whole contingent knowledge,
-our whole knowledge of fact. It is aubdivided into

Ëvotât fou
of Special
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two, according as its object is external or internal.
In the formercase it is calledExternal Perception,or

simplyPerception in the latter, Interna! Perception,
ReflexPerception,Internai Sense,or more properly,
Se~Consciousness. Reflection,if limited to its origi-
nal and correct signification,will be an expressionfor
se!f-con8ciousnessattentively applied to its objecta,
-tliat ia, for self-conseiousnessconcentratedon the
mental phœnomcna.

In the secondplace,the facultyofacquisitionenables
us to know,-to cognisean object,when actually pre-
scntedwithin thésphereof external orof internai con-
aciousness. But if our knowledgeof that object ter-
minated when it ceasedto exist,or to exiatwithin thc

sphereof conaciousness,our knowledgewould hard!y
deserve the name for what we actually perceiveby
thé faculties of external and of internai perception,
is but an infinitesimalpart of the knowledgewhich
we actuaHy possess. It is, therefore,necessarythat
wehave not onlya faculty to acquire,but a facultyto

keeppossessionof knowledge,in short, a Conscn'ative
or Retentive Faculty. This is Memorystrictly sode-

nominated that is, the simple powerof retainiug the

knowledgewe haveonceacquired. Thisconservation,
it is evident, must be performed without an act of

consciousness,–thé immense proportion of our ac-

quired and possessedrichesmust liebeyondthe sphère
of actual cognition. What at any momentwe really
know,or are really consciousof, forms an almost iu-

nnitcsimal fraction of what at any moment wc are

capable of knowing.
Nowthis being the case,wemust, in thé tbird place,

possessa facultyof callingout of unconsciousnessinto

living consciousnessthe materials laid up by thé con-
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scrvativc faculty, or memory. This act of calling out

of memory into consciousness, is not identical with

thé act of conservation. They are not cveu similar or

proportionat and yet, strange to say, they have al-

ways, or altnoat always, in the analyses of phUosophers,
heen considered as inseparable. The faculty of which

this act of revocation is the energy, 1 caU the Repro-
ductive. It is governed by thé laws of Mental Asso-

ciation, or rather these laws are thé conditions of this

faculty itself. If it act apontnncously and without

volition or dclibcratc intention, Suggestion is its most

appropriate name if, on the contrary, it act in subor-

dination to the will, it should be called Reminiscence.

The term Recollection, if not used as a synonym for

réminiscence, may be employed indi8erent]yforboth.

LFC°f.LECT.
XXf.

In the fourth place, the gênerai capability of know-

ledge necessarily requires that, besides thé power of

evoking out of unconsciousness one portion of our rc-

tained knowledgc in preference to another, wc possess
thé faculty of reprcsenting in consciousness what is

thus cvoked. 1 will, hereafter, show you titat thc net

of représentation in the light of consciousness, is not

to be coufounded with thc antécédent act of reproduc-
tion or revocation, though they sevct'aHy,to a certain

extent, infer eachother. This Représentative Faculty
ia Imagination or Phantasy. The word Fancy is an

abbreviation of thé latter but with its change of form,

its mcaning bas been somcwhat modified. 7~t<M~
which latterly has been little used, was cmployed in

the language of the oldcr English philosophera as,
like ita Greek original, strictiy synonymous with

Imagination.
In the fifth place, these ibur acts of acquisition,

conservation, reproduction, and representation, form

IV. The
Hefr<'M't)-
tnthet'a.
tuttv.

V.The
Eja~ontthe
Facutty.
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a classof faculties,which we mnycall the Subsidiary,
as furnishing the materials to a higher faculty, the
functionof whichis to elaboratcthesematerials. This

elaborative or discursive faculty is Comparison for

under comparisonmay be comprised all tbe acts of

Synthesis and Analysis,Généralisationand Abstrac-

tion, Judgment and Reasooiûg. Comparison,or the

Elaborativeor DiscursiveFaculty, correspondsto the

Ata~otaof the Crocks,to the Verstand of thé Ger-

mans. This faculty is Tltought Proper and Logic,
us we shall see, is the science conversant about its

Jaws.

In thc sixth place, the prcvious faculties arc

ali conversant about facts of experience,-acquired

knowledge,–knowledgea posteriori. Allauchknow-

ledge is contingent. But the mind not only pos-
scssescontingentlya great apparatus of a ~<M~'w<,
adventitious, kaowledge; it possessesnecessarily a

small complement of (t ~~on, native, cognitions.
Thèse « priori cognitious are the lawsor conditions
of thougbt in general consequently, the laws and

conditions under whieh our knowledgea ~<M<<î'o~
is possible.

By the way, you will please to recollect thèse two

relative expressions. As used in a psychologicalsense,

knowledge a posteriori ia a synonym for knowledge

empirical, or from experience and, consequently, is

adventitious to the mind, as subsequent to, and in

consequence of, the exercise of its faculties of observa-

tion. Knowledge ft pn< on the contrary, called

likewise native, pure, or transcendental knowledgc,
cmbraces those principles which, as the conditions of

the exerciseof its faculties of observation and thought,
are, conscquently, not the result of that exercise. True
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it is that, chronologica!iyconsidcred,our a ~'<o~ ia

uot antecedent to our a pos~r~'t knowledge for

the internai conditions of expériencecan only ope-
rate whcn an objectof experienceha8beenprcsented.
In the order of time our knowledge,thereforc,may
be said to commencewith experience,but to have

its principleantecedentlyin the mind. Muchas has

beenwrittcn on this matter by the greatest philoso-

phers, this all-important doctrine has never been so

wellstated as in an unknownsentenceof an old and

nowforgottenthinker. Cognitioomnisa mentepri-
mamoriginem,a sensibusexordiumhabet primum.
Thèsefowwordsare worthmany a modernvolumeof

philosophy. You will observethe felicity of the ex-

pression. The whole sentence has not a supcrUuoua

word,and yet is absolute and complete. J~eMN,the

Latin term for Mv!,is the best possibleword to ex-

pressthe intellectualsourceof our a priori principles,
and is wellopposedto sensus. But the happiestcon-

trast is in the terms o~o and "a'&~unt the former

denotingpriority in the order of existence,tlie latter

priority in the order of time.

But to return whence 1 have diverged. These a

priori principles form one of thé most remurkable

and peculiarof the mental phaenomena and wemust

class them undcr the head of a common power or

principleof the mind. This power,-what 1would

call the Regulative Faculty.–corresponding to the

Greekvovçwhenusedas the locuspnMCïpt'o~Mw,may
be denominatedReason,using that word in the sense

in which,as opposedto Reasoning,it was applied by
some of the older English writers, and by Kant,

Jacobi,and others of the more modernGermanphilo-

<trratrtdM,A~OMdeMttKftMf/(t?<M<wAM!,p.1.]
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snphers. It may also be considered as équivalent to

tlie term Common Sense, in the more correct accepta-
tion of this expression.

The general faculty of knowledge is thus, accord-

ing to this distribution, divided into six special facul-

ties first, the Acquisitive, Presentative, or Receptive;

second, the Conservative; third, tlie Reproductive;

fourth, the Representative fifth, the Elaborative

and sixth, thé Regulative. The first of these, thé

Acquisitive, is again subdivided into two faculties,

-Perception and Self-Consciousness; the third into

Suggestion and Réminiscence and thé fifth may like-

wise admit of subdivisions, into Conception, Judg-

ment, and Reasoning, which, however, as merely ap-

plications of thé same act in different degrees, hnrdly
warrant a distinction into separate faculties.

Having thus varied, amplined, and abridged thc

outJine which I gave you in my last Lecture of

the several constituents of thc class of Cognitive

Faculties, 1 now proceed to consider these faculties

in détail.

Perception, or thc consciousnessof external objects,
is thc first power in ordcr. And in treating of tliis

faculty,–tbe faculty on which turns tbe whole ques-
tion of Idealism and Realism,–it is perhaps propcr,
in the first place, to take an historical survey of tbe

hypotheses of Philosophers in regard to Perception.
In doing this, 1 shall particularly consider the vicws

which Reid bas given of these hypothèses bis autho-

rity on this thé most important part of bis philoso-

phy is entitled to higit respect and it is requisite to

point out to you, both in what respects he bas misre-

presentcd others, and in wbat been misrepresented
himsc!f.
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Beforecommenciug this survey, it is proper to statc

in a few words, theone,–thc principal, point in re-

gard to which opinions vary. The grand distinction

of philosophera is determined by the alternative they

adopt on tho question,-Is our perception or our con-

sciousness of external objects, mediate or immediate ?

As we have seen, those who maintain our know-

ledge of external objects to be immediate, accept im-

plicitly the datum of consciousness which gives as an

ultimate fuct, in this act, an ego immediately known,

and a non-ego immediately known. Those again who

deny that an external otjject eau be immediately

known, do not accept one half of the fact of conscious-

ness,but substitute some hy pothesisin its place,–not,

however,always the same. Consciousncssdéclares titat

we have an immédiate knowledge of a non-ego, and of

an external non-ego. Now of the philosophera who

reject this fact, someadmit our immediate knowledge
of a non-ego, but not of anextcrnal non-ego. They do

not limit the consciousness or immediate knowledge
of the miud to its own modes, but, conceiviug it

imposaiMe for the externat reality to be brought
within the sphere of consciousness,they hold that it is

reprcsented by a vicarious image, uumerically diScr-

ent from mind, but situated somewherc, either iu the

brain or mind, within the sphere of consciousness.

Otber8,again,d'eny to the mind not only any conscious-

ness of an external non-ego, but of a non-ego at all,

and hold that what the mind immediately perceives,
and mistakes for an external object, is only the ego
itself peculiarly modined. These two are thé only

generic varieties possible of the representative hypo-
thesis. And they have each their respective advan-

tages and disadvantagea. They both equa!)y af!brd

LKCT.
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a buis for idcalism. On the former,Berkelcyestab.

lished his Theological,on tbe latter, Fichte his An-

thropological,Idealism. Both violate the testimony
of consciousness,the one the more complex and the

clumsier,in denying that we are consciousof an ex-

ternal non-ego, though admitting tbat we are con-

sciousof a non-egowithin the sphereof coosciousness,
either in thé mind or brain. The other, the simpler
and more phUosophica!,outrages, however,sti!I more

flagrantly the veracity of consciousness,in denying
not only that wearc consciousof an external non-ego,
but that weare consciousof a non-egoat all.

Each of these !)ypothesesof a representative per-

ception admits of various subordinate hypothèses.
Thus thé former,which ho!dsthat thé représentative
or immédiate object is a ~'<K~ ~!f:< dincrent both

fromthe mind and fromthe external reality,is subdi-

vided accordingas thc immedinteobject is viewedas

material,as immaterial,or as neither,or as both, as

somethingphysical,or as somethinghyperphysical,as

propagatedfrom thé external object,as generatedin

the medium,or as fabricated in the soul itself and

this latter either in the intelligent mind or in thc

animal life, as ini'nsedby God or by ange!a,or as

identicalwith thé divine substance,and so forth. In

the latter, the representntive modificationbas been

regarded either as factitious, that is, a mere product

Hf'torico)
snneyofof

opinion!) in

rt-sttft <o

Perception.

of mind or as innate, that is, as independentof any
mental energy."

1 must retum on thia subject more articu!atc!y,
when1 have finished the historical survey. At pre-
sent 1 only beg to call your attention to two facts

which it ia neccssary to bear in mind: the first

aSee~<-)'~!f'o)-;h,Note(, p.6ta.8]9.–En.
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regards a mistake of Reid, the second a mistake of

Brown and the propcr understandingof these will

enableyou casily to apprehend how they have both

wanderedso widelyfrom the truth.

Reid,"who,as 1 shall hercafter endeavourto show

you, probahlyholds thé doctrine of an Intuitive or

ImmediatePerception,ncvcrgcneraliscd,neverarticu-

latcly nnderstood,thé distinctionof thé two formsof

thé ReprésentativeHypothesis. This was the cause

of thé mostimportant errors onhis part. In the first

place,it prevented him from observiugthe obtrusive

and vital distinction t)€tweenPerception,to him a

faculty immediatelycognitiveor presentativeof ex-

tcrnal objects,and the facultieaof Imagination and

Mcmory,in which externalobjcctscan onlybc known

to thé mind mediatelyor in a représentation. In thé

second place,this, as we shall see,causes him the

greatest perplexity, and sometimes leads him into

errors in his history of thc opinionsof previousphi-

losophera,in regardto which hc bas, independcntlyof
this, beenguilty of variousmistakes.

As to Brown,again,–lie holds the simpledoctrine

of a representativeperception,–a doctrinewhichReid

doesnot seemto haveunderstood;and this opinionhc

not only ho!dshimself,but attributes, withone or two

exceptions,to ail modem philosophers,nay even to

Reidhimself,whosephilosophyhc thus mainta.insto be

onegreat blunder,both in regard to thc newtruths it

professesto establish,and to the olderrors it professes
to refute. It turns out, howevcr,that Brownin re-

lation to Reid is curiouslywrong from first to last,-
not one of Reid's numcrous mistakes,historical and

aSecthe Author'a~MOM!<oH<,D<'Mf)'~<w)M~o7?f/(f<M~o'b,~fot(")
p.39et«-?.,andbis~'K~f?nf)t<<BandC.–Eo.

LBCT.
XXt.

Rt)<).Hd
notd)<-

tin);
thetwu
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thfM)'n"
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LH<T.
XXI.

Rfht'shis-
torieattitW
'~fthfthe.
ori« of

Pe~eutiot).
T)MP)a.
toNtc.

philo80phicat,doesbetouch,far less redargue;wberças

in every point on wbich he assailsReid, ho himself is

historicallyor philosophicallyin crror.

1 meant to have first shown you Reid's misrepre-
sentations of the opinionsof other philosophers,and

then to have shown you Brown's misrepresentntions
of Reid. 1 Sud it bettcr to effect both purposes

together, which,having nowpreparcd you by a state-

nient of BrowQ'sgeneral error, it will not, 1 hope, bc

ditticult to do.

This bciug premised,1 now proceed to foUowReid

tbrough hia historicalview and scientiHccriticism of

the various theoriesof Perception aud 1accordingly
commencewith the PIatonic. In tbis, however,he is

unfortunatc, for the simile of thé cave which is ap-

plied by Plato in thé sevcnth book of the Rcpublie,
was not intended by him as an illustration of tho

modeof our sensibleperceptionat all. Plato," says

Reid,a iUustrates our manner of perceivingthe oh-

jccts of sense in this manner. He supposes a dark

subterraneouscave,in whichmen lie bound in such a

manner tbat they can direct their eyea only to one

part of tbe cave far bebind, there is a. light, some

rays of which corne over a waU to that part of the

cave which is bcfore thc eyes of our prisoners. A

number of persons,variouslyemployed,pass between

them and the ligbt, whose shadowsare seen by thc

prisoners,but not the persons themselves.

In this manner, tbat philosopherconccivedthat,

by our senses,we perceivethe shadowsof thingsonly,
aud not things themscives. He seemsto have bor-

rowedbis notions on this subject from the Pythago-

reans,andthey veryprobablyfromPytbagorasbimsc!f.

e ~o~, p.2M.-ED.



LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS. 33

If we make allowancefor PIato's allegoricaîgcnius,
his sentiments on this subject correspondvery well

with those of his scholarAristotle, and of the Peri-

patetics. The shadowsof Plato may very well repre-
sent the species and phantasms of the Peripatetic
schoo!, and the ideas and impressions of modern

philosophers."
Reid's account of thé Platonic theory of percep-

tion is utterly wrong. PIato's aimileof the cave he

coïBpIetetymisapprehends. By his cave, images,and

shadows,this philosopher intcnded only to iMustrate

the great principleof his philosophy,that the sensible

or ectypal world,-the worldphsenomena!,transitory,
cver becoming but never being, (ae~ ytyfo/jK~of,

~8e?roT€&?),stands to the noeticor archetypalworld,
-the world substantial,permanent (oM-m:Sf), in t!ie

samerelation of comparativeunreality, in which the

shadowsof the images of sensible existences them-

selves,stand to thc objectsof whichthey are the dim

and distant adumbrations. The Platonic theory of

these two worids and their relations, is accurately

LËCT.
XXI.

Reidw!'ot!j{
in regard
tothet't.t.
tontetbe-

ory of per.
e<pt)on,
MdtxiM)'
Utehend)'
Ptato'â
simOeof
thecave.

stated in some splendid verses of Fracastorius,-a Fr~caxtori.

poet hardiy inferior to Virgil, and a philosopherfar"°

superior to his age.

An nescis,qumcunqueheic suut, qumhacnocteteguntur,
Omniares prorsusverasnon esse,sed umbras,
Aut spécula,unde ad nosaliéna elucet imago9

Terra quidem,et maria atta, atque bis circmnftuusner,
Et qua)consistuntex us, heecomnia tenueis

Sunt umbreo,humanosqua)tanquamsomnmqucKlam
Pertinguntanimos,fallaciet imagineludunt,

Nunqnatucadeu),Huxusempervariata perenni.
Sol autem,Lunmqueglobua,MgenttMtUeastm

Cœtem,sint quamviamclioripnedita vita,

a See Reid'a ~o)-& p. 293 b, n., and Note f., p. 950, (compl. edit.)–ED.

VOL. U. C



LECTURESON METAPHYSICS.34

LELT.
XXI.t.

Now, as well might it be said of thèse verses,that

they are intended to illustrate a theory of perception,
as of Plato's cave. But not only is Reid ~vrongin

regard to the meaning of the cave,he is curiously

wrongin regard to PIato'sdoctrine,at Icast of vision.

For so far was Plato from holding that we only per-
ceive in consequenceof the representationsof objects

being thrown upon the percipient mind,-he, on the

contrary, maintainedin the 7'~<p!M,that, in vision,
a percipient power of the sensible soul sa!Iies out

towards the object, the images of wbich it carries

back into the ey e,-an opinion, by the way, held

likewise by Empedoc!es,~Alexander of Aphrodisias,~

a Theselines Meuvent)) the Au-

thor's note, A-t<f~ M'c~, p. 262,
and occur in the C'arMtmad. J/. ~M'

hMttXM~TtMtt'MtMntc<Oa<fa<t'XM~o-

r)'m/)))<tMn),–0~<M,Venet. J584, f.

2oe.–Ën.

PP.O.–ED.

'y "Vieionem fieri pfT ez<ramt~-

M'ctu'm" (as opposedtn the ot/fMnM*

sionemof Demonnhts, Leucippus, and

Kpienras). "Mt Empedoctea, cui et

HipparchM astipulatua est, ita ut

radii exeuntea quasi manu compre-
hendant imagiues rentm qate vMoats

sint efîectrtces." Gabrie! Buratellus,
An FKiO~'ta<&<ntMt«MX&),Ub. v.

Et donataeevoimmortali,hfecipsa tamcn eunt

~Etemispécula,in qumanimus,qui est inde profcctn",

Impieiens,patria)quodamquasi tactus amore,
An!cscit. Sed enim,quoniamheicnon perstat,et uUm

Neecioquid sequiturMcum,tacitnsquerequirit,
XnMelicet circumheccip«umconfistereven)))t

Kon finem verutnessealiud quid, cujns imago

Splendet in ih, quodper se ipsumest, et principiutue!«e

OmnibustBtemum,fmteomnemnumerumqnediemque¡
In quoalium Solematque a)iumeptendeficereLunam

Ad~piciM,aHosqueorbes,alia astra manere,

Terrnmque,nuviosqueotio",atque aéra, et ignem,
Et nemora,atque aliis erroreaninMiia~tvis.

Cf. ~M/~Of~t .Fr<)MH<<éd..Sh)M,

p. 416; St&Ubaam,/MPlat, ~tx~xM),

p. 45. Buratellus thM etatea Dato'se
doctrine of vision VMoMm Plato
fieri sentit ut ocult ex eo notumm

quandam lucitlam habeeat, ex qua
vietri radii effluentes !n extremam
aeris tncem obJMtBrei itn~nem ad.

ducant, et in animo repre'sentent, ex

qna KprteseDtationefitviM9.t~.
Cf. Léo Hebrœns, De ~MOM,Dial.

iii. ChfdcidiuB,/)! 7'!mŒuntf/a~M,

p. 388. See BemfttdM, &mfM<tnKMt

/?<MopA)Œ/Vtt<<M)M-<t,p. 922.-En.
< In ~rM<. De &;MM,ff. 8S, 88,

edit. A)d. The Conhnbricenses re.
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Sen@ca/ChaJcidius,~EueUd,~Ptn!emy~ Alchindus,'
Galen,tLactantius,~and Lord Monboddo.~

The account which Reid gives of the Aristotclic
doctrineis, likewise,verycrroneous. "Aristotleseems
to have thought that the soul consistsof two parts, or
rather that we have two soûls–thé animal aad thé

rational or, as he ca!Ia them, the soul and the intel-
lect. To tbe~ï~, belongthe senses;memoryand im-

agination to the last, judgment, opinion,belief,and

reasoning. The first wehave in commonwith brute

animals; thé last is peculiarto man. Theanimalsoul
he held to be a certain form of tbe body, which is in-

séparablefromit, and perishesat death. To this soûl
the sensesbelong and hc donnes a sense to be that
which is capable of receiving the sensible forms or

speciesof objects,without any of the matter of them
ns wax receivesthe form of the seal without any of
the matter of it. The forma of sound, of colour,of

taste, and of other sensiblequalities,are, in a manncr,
received by the senses. It seems to be a necessnry
consequenceof Aristotle's doctrine, that bodies are

constantly scnding forth, in all directions, as many
different kinds of formswithout matter as they have
different sensible qualities for the forma of colour
muât enter by the eye,the formsof sound by the car,
-and so of the other sensés. This, accordingly,waa
fer to the (probably spnriona) T~o-

M<-MMf<t,()ib. t. § S7, L&t.tr 69, ed.

AM.)-ED.
a A'0<!W!!t'MMp!MN<t'OM!<))t,lib, L

c.B.?.-Eo.

C In 7't'm<rt<M~o/eKM, p. 338.
Cf. p. 329 e«~ (ed. !6!7).–ED.

'ySee ConimMeeceM, ftt De ~Mt-

HM,lib. <t. e. vii. qa. 6, art. i. p.
23!, (edit. 1829).-ED.

t See ContmbriceMes,Ibid.-ED.
8<eConimbricenses,/&<Ko.

( De Plac. Ftpp«cr<!<t<et P&!<CtM,

U!CT.
XXI.

Retd'HM.
fountof
theArh.
totcUf
't'ftnne.

lib. vit. c. 6 (vol. v. p. 216, edit.

Chartier).–ED.
t De O~CM D< c. 8. ~nt, p.

n6t (edit. 1739), where Lactantius,
înoreever, deniM the necessity of
vianat species. See Con:mt)ricensps,
as above; and cctnpare 8tat)banm'<
note on thé y~M, p. 46, B.–
Eo.

0 ~))<)'<))<~/<-<<~)/fy~'e!,book fi.

chap. iL, vol. i. p. 161. Cf. 0<-)?t)t
and jPn~reM o/' Z<!Myuay<vol. i. p.
26,(2dedit.)-ED.



LECTURESON METAPHYSÏCS.36

LECT.
XXt.

Onty~r.
t~Uycf)'
rect.

maintained by the ibUowersof Aristotle,though not,

M fur as 1 know, expressly mentioned by himself.

Theydisputed concerningtho nature of thoscformsof

species,whether they werereal beingsor nonentities

and some held them to bo of an iutcrmedtate nature

between the two. The whole doctrine of the Peri-

patetics and schoolmenconceruingforma,substautial

and accidental, and coucerning the transmission of

sensible species from objecta of seuso to the mind, if

it be at all intelligible,is so far abovemy comprehcn-
sion that 1 should perhapado it injustice,by entering
into it moreminute!y.

In regard to the statcment of the Peripatetic doc-

trine of species,1must observetbat it is correctonlyas

nppliedto the doctrinetaugbt as the Aristotclicin the

schoolsof the middle ages; and even in these schools

there was a large party who not only themselvesdis-

avowed the wholedoctrine of species,but maintained

that it receivedno countenancefrom the authority of

Aristot!e.~ This opinion is correct and 1couldeaaily

<t tror~. p. 297–Et).

(See Durandus, /n & lib, il.

<)ti.t.ii(.qa.6,§9:"Specie8or~n.
aliter intKdttctos videntur esse prop-
tct'MMntnvMna,etMnsiM){tt))it)!f
settSM. Sed quia qatdtm cre-

dunt qnod species coloris t'a c<'K&)te.

prcsent&t visut colorem, cqjM est

species, ideo ponuut in intellectn

quidam Bpecjesad repreeentandum
te< at cojtn<Mcautur. 9 10 Hoc

ftutem non reputo venun nec in «'MM
nec in t')!/<Mcf<tt.Et quod non ait

pouere speclom tn <fM«f,patet aie:–

Omne iltad per quod tanquam pcr
reprfsentativutn potent!tt cogniUva
f<'<txrin fdterum est primo cognitum
sed specles coloris fa ocnto non est

primo cognita seu visa ab eo, hntno

nullo Ht<x~M<visa ftt eo; ergo, per

!psam tMqMm pcr repK~ext&t~'um

visus, non fertur in aliquid aliud.
g U Quamvia enim color hnprim~t
in medio et in oculo suam apecien~

proptcr Bimi)pm di"poMtionent dM-

phaneitatia qttn!eat in els, illa tamcn

nihU facit a<t vtsionen), neque visai

representat colorem at vidfatur. g
21 SeMibitm secundum ae prtMen-
tia wnsni cogxoscuntnr per sensum,

pot& omnta cotorata, et omata ta-

centia '{0~ secuodum se p!TBsentta!i.
terobjieiunturvi.stti.statimvMen.

tur, quia unum rst n~t'rMMtet aliud

('i~)4t7c,propter qnod, eh approxiata.
tia, statim sequitur vieto,a qaoean'jue
att (fit eSecti~re. Et eimiliter est
de a)its Mnsit'us." Dnrandus thn9
reduces fpcctM to the physical im.

pression of the MterMi object, which
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prove to you,had wctime, that there is nothing in the

motaphoricalexpressionsof <ÎSo<and TMro<,which on

one or two occasions he cursorily uses, to warrant

the attribution to him of the doctrine of bis disciples.
This is even expres8lymaintained by several of his

Greek comnjentators,–as the Apbrodisian,~Michae!

la unknown to tbe mind, and not

)i)«theob)ect.] [8eeConimbriceMet<,
/t De ~tt()M, lib. fi. c. vi. qH. 2, p.
188. The ConimbricenMHrefer be.

sidea to Océan), Gregory (Ariminen-

ei:<),and Biel, among tho achoulmen,
as concurring with Durandua on this

point. The doctrine of species WM,

indeed, genemUy rejected by thé

Komi)t&!iats. See Totetna, /)t De

~ttwa, lib. it. c. xH.f. 109.(ed. 1664.)
Cf. Plotinus, &t)). iv. lib. fi), c. 26,

p. 39!, (éd. !M6): T) e&' '< et~

~)f ~t~)~oft<<,T~ M ~f~<}~t<tT<tfffu,

t<j!j*<t<eCo~(Codd. fcreomnMft9ep~)
<?M«'4~A*6<nnpwctmCt~o~fa~tTtt~.
e<utt~arat vott T&' mf~tfM' T)!iMut,
tei T&o~ef!!?(«' ~f Ty~~<tT<)tp&tT&

~apaB~x'< Sf*tp ~epa)!~<!tr
*AAAà*p&ro)'~t))'<! Tt~ot, eu~n~Ct)'
cM' S~rfp al A'<f~~ay~t<t,aM*t)~

ptfMtt, T<~Arf(t,&T) «6«y~t,

~t))!'Sft~ <f <tt;p~,4A~'ATp<firft«ref

f~<t, <ai <<rtTmfaMt)TM'. 8ee ttso

Ga!en, De ~Y<M-~x//)~oe)'a~H <<

~~nù, lib. vii. c. ix. It should be

observed, howevcr, that the great

mtjohty of the schoottnenattributed

species both <o the external and )n-

ternal senses, and beld that thta was

the doctrine cr Aristotte. To this

<M3 belong AnMtm, John of Damas.

CM, Angustin, AqninM, Alenais, At.

bertue Ma~nna,Boaaventura, Scotus,

Argentinaa, Richardus, Capreo!u3,

M<Mi)ios, Hervens, and ~gidiaa.
See Conimbricennes, /? De Anima,

p. !C0.10t, and Toletus, 7)t De ~at'.

nM,f. 109. OeneniHy,on the Aris-

totelian doctrine ofspMJes,Me 7!<«<'<

(comp)tted edition), Note M.

LHCT.
XXt.

p.96t<<ED.] 1

aSee~e~tM.tib. U.c.)!)(.§],

(edit. Trend.) KeMAew9) )Mp)*<<<n)t

aM~<M t<?Ae~f ~< pb af~tft
~~TtT~ t«[T)<t~ft<Sf~<))fM)' <tMf

&'<ft9< CA~t,eïef <Mp~t foB ta~ïf.

Afee<tf<t<TeCt<«)))eoxa! feC )[pMeO

<~(' <n!/t<?of,AefB<tf« !t ï~

Xpu~oCft T~ ~<tA«eE~<D);tt!)M',AAA*

""X xpf~t ~aA)f<~t.f. t. A. /Af<<
lib. iii. c. tt. §§3,4: T~~ptttf~T~p"
6'xTttt~f TeS aMttfeC <b't«T~<CAtt
ftHur~e~<t~Ko) ttfAMt~to' T<Sfab-

OtttMt<f<tMfai ~9~tttt tt<lt~<UTtt.
~(<UJv T<?t <~tC))tt)pto<t.'H M TeB

<t<tCttTe5Vftpy«a nul ï~t a~~<TfM

tur~ ~f V<rrttt<d~J<t,t~ B' <ff<ue&

Tatr~ <tj<r<tft. CL De J)~f)?)en<tet

~!<M!'t)<M<)!«0,C. t., and De ~tt., lib.

ii.c. iv.; lib. fii. c. Tiii.–ED. [On
Ari<tot!e's'ioc'Hne in these passages
see GaMenJi, ~Ay~'M, Sect. iii.,
Memb. Pn8t. tib. vi. c. ii., Opera, t.

ii.p.339.(edit.I658). Cf./tM.,)).

337,Mdt.i.p.«3;t.tii.p.467;
Piccoloinini, /)t. Phya, p. !308; Zt.

b4)-eU&,De AtttM JVa<t<n!MM,p.
889, Liber, De ~xfMhM 7)t<<MytM<.
t)M DeviUemandy,~p~ctnM'M Z)f.

M~M, c. X!ttV.p. 16:.] [Cf. A'«f<!

~or<b, (completed edition,) Note K,

p. 948.949.–ED.]J

C{~ De ~Ht))Mt.!ib. i. f. !36a,
(e<!it.AIJ. !:3<) Xp<)M 10: T~cu

Mt~~tpef M ï~t ~<it~a<~<a<Afte~tf.

Kf~a't ~f v~p ï~ret, t~ we~*t~o~f
T< ta) ~e~f, ï~ ïef tt~eCt~et

~fr~TMMt~t~f~ ~X~f ru'~MMf, &t

<~tv vt ~) t&<'<r~peyMMf~ot~t-

obx eCret M T& 4<r&ttSf ~~ïef

YftttVaA'~afa 'y{ftT<!t~f OM~
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LECT.
XXt.

Theoryof
DemorhtU!'
a.ndEpi''u-
nw,ot)!tt.
tedby
ttei<t.

Ephesius,"and PhUoponua.~In fact,Aristotleappears
to hâve hcld the samedoctrineiu regardto perception
as Reid himself. He waaa natural reatist.~i

Rcid givcs no account of the famous doctrine of

perceptionheld by Epicurus, and which tbat philoso-

pher had borrowedfrom Democritus,-namely, tbat

the <S<o\a,<Hro~poMH,imagines,.KWM~ao'oyerMnt,etc.,

are like pelliclescontinuallyByingoff from objects;
and that thèsemateriallikenessea,diR'usiugthemselves

-~p T)j</tpx~ MT~ <rx~

a<'t~)TM)'~yr(At)~)t. [!<)«)<' ~X~

T~ ÀtM~f, :ÂMt Ta Xp<)it <)'KM)'

t~n~a <t 'AAA~Mditep<af tt~fow

T<~< ~f<f)Mtf«t,T~ fxvol col <ymt<t-

At~t~a &<r~KMfAt~ t&' a<T~))tMf

<)' ~~f T~tof )taAei~M<'ttMt<t~~po~«

Tot~ofta.] [Cf. Ibid., Ub. i. P. 135b:

A'<~ ~<M<r<<u<f tj~m'~t*~tN~ ~ftp-

'ytw Teif *<pt Ta <tMifrd, efaf t<~cy

Ttf~ <MtAfe~yp~MUt iv T~ ttpt~Tt)

~9Trn)p<~ M<iiror< ai eù~ <

tt~et t~ftt ~<u~fM~~<t,tAAA «pt

t~f n~tef mTef tT)t ~~t~re~Tnnt te.

v4,.aGl.I".P'Yf¡fI, The Apbrodisian i8<~mx! ~f<'pv«a. The Aphrodisian is

Uter&Uy followed by Thetui~tiue, /H

De Jleutoria <<&)nt)HM<;)tKt, c. t. f.

96 b tf. alao the MtHf, /h De /<)u'i-

)!)<t,lib, H. c. ~L If. 78 a, 83 a, 93 a,

9<!b, (<~itt. AM. 1634) aod by Simon

Simonina, lit de jffMtorM et ~tMtttt.

&'c)t<t<t,c. i. §§ 12, 14, p. 290.61, (d.

1566).–ED.] J
a [/!< De ~t);MTM et ~nuntMOt.

lia, Procem.] [f. 127 b, ed. 1527.-

Eu.]1
8 /tt De Anima, lib. il. c. v. text

62: &<ifa~«9< <<~tT~ ttt<T<<)Tm~e!ef

<t{<r~TA"fCtt4 '~X <<)~<~0'<)tt~ftU'.

Ob w<te<(~ra[*~t. ït'], eW

Atft&t< f{M)t (Kt~tt~e)' ~~teC~a)

<ttr~, A~AàT&<t9e! t~feC t<<fe)~

e~ A< 6Â<)ti&TeC~tf<<fe)r ettt ~p

A<«ft<)~fftfat ab9')<n! <<{f~Y)~

tBe< te! ateO))TeC'(8<6 em iKht~ttf
etM tAÀOMn!t9<ttftfpfft A~tTe')' t\À&

ï~f \~ef TeS <!Bef<~txrttXMt <f<OMTp

t<~t~Y)~).°<te<r<p*)ft~ï~ ttD~x ~o~f

te~<~m <!Mt 8*tp t~ !o)t?~Ate<'(tt~tt

<ntC<~ft** etro!! ~ff<tat &Kp ~ern'

/<t<?M<~)'<~y< e& 8~f <wte"

!<~f[)HM<,4A~à ~yof v~ t!!M- eBre'

ttttt ef~t)<rn weOeMtat)~ T&f a!?'

<~TWT&<) ettSf &ftt~Tt)t &f<~t~T'

t<T<n-Ata~~tt B), Bït A~f tn)~t atr~t

~ffrnu teu <t!o))t ~eS <)'t~ !M-

Te)J~ f orc9))<')t, o~ CAit~MTef

tei! <t!<~6<)te!)&AÀ~ycMMtttSt T~" )!<a)'

t~reS ~ft~t[tv<vet. 'E~ M wÂ~ »

&b6')~t! M~ -rt)' tn}~ A ~f <t)~

')fAp.<( «ai CAt)~(ftTttt ve! t!BeptTôt <f

T~ <<mn'\t~, ~\A o& tt* SAoxatroC

<<~<T<HT~ tMût, ~A* <*t1MÀ<)~ ~<t"

TM e!<t6vrtK~ t)iM)i« !\t) !)' BA);t

foTUt~t ïAt T&f o!o9<)T&fJUre~tttUTtU

a«u. Cf. /&M., c. xii. text 121. !n

thix pMsage Philoponus closely 6p-

proximales to tbe doctrine of the

Ptatonixta, as expounded by Priscla.

nu Lydus, according to whicb, per.

ception tokes place on conditio)) of

au assiniilation between the living

organ and the object, by meaBa of

fonos and immaterta! TeMoa~ (<MTà
fa t<!<)«at Tett À~ottt <tweï~t BA))t).

See Mtv<~p<nM TeS 8to~~<t<fï<M'n<pt

A<<0~t<Mt,e. i. (version of Ficinue.

a. i. ~.), and Reid'a ~<M'A~,p.

2<2, n&te.–Ëc.

'y See above, voL i. p. 2M, note.-
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Reid'sstatcmentof the Cartesiandoctrineof percep-
tion is not exemptfromseriouserror. After giving a

long,and not very accurate,accountof the philosophy
uf Descartesin general,hc proceeds Toreturn to
DesCartes'snotionsof the manner of our percciving

externalobjects,fromwhicha concernto dojustice to
the merit of that great reformerin philosophybas led
tnc to digress,hc took it for granted, as the old phi-
losopherahaddone,that whatweimmediatelyperceive
must be either in the mind itself,or in thé braiu, to
which the mind is immediatelypresent. Thé impres-
sionsmade upon our organs,uerves, and brain, could
bc nothing, according to hia philosophy,but various
modificationsof extension,figure,and motion. There
could be nothing in the brain like soundor colour,
taste or smell, heat or cold these arc sensations in
the mind,which,by thc lawsof thé unionof soûl and

body,are raised on occasionof certain traces.iu the

brain and although he gives the naineof ideas to
those traces in thé brain, bc does not think it neces-

eary that they should be periectiy like to thé things
which they represent, any more than that words or

signeshould resembic the things they signiiy. But,

says he, that we may followthe received opinionas
far as is possible,we may allowa slight resemblancc.
Thuswe knowthat a print in a book may represent
houses, temples, and groves; and so far is it from

beingnecessarythat the print shouldbepcrfectiylike

a !.ib.tf. 35. Soquotedtntho Mn~rcadingt!tcorpore,not(w<<t.
Anthur'a~MfMttOM,7!,butthe –KD.

everywherein the air, arcpropagatedto the perceptive

organs. lu the wordsof Lucretius,–

Qua;,quasi Membnme,muumode cortieererum

Dereptmvolitnutultro citroqueper auras."ca
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the thing it représenta,that itsperfectionoftenrequires
the contrary for a circle must often be reprcsented

by an ellipse,a square by a rhombus,and so of other

things.
Thewritings of Des Carteshave, in general,a. re-

markabledegrec of perspicuity and he undoubtedly
intendedthat, in this particular, bis philosophyshould

be a perfectcontrast to that of Aristotle yet, in what

he bas said, in different parts of his writings,of our

perceptionsof externalobjects,there seemsto be some

obscurity,and even inconsistency whethcr owing to

his having had different opinionson the subject at

different timea, or to the difficultyho found in it, 1

will not pretend to say.
"There are two points, in particular, whercin 1

cannot reconcilehim to himself the first, regarding
the placeof the ideas or imagesof external objects,
which are the immediate objectaof perception the

seco~, with regard to the veracity of our external

senses.

Asto the first, he sometimesplaces the ideasof

material objects in the brain, not only when they arc

perceived,but whenthey are rememberedor imagined;
and this bas aiways been held to be the Cartesian

doctrine yet he sometimessays, that we are not to

conceive the imagesor traces in the brain to bc per-
ceived,as if there wereeyes in the brain thèse traces

are only occasionson which,by the laws of the union

of soul and body,ideas are excited in the mind and,

therefore,it is not necessarythat there should be an

exact resemblancebetween the traces and the things

represented by them, any more tban that words or

signs should be exactly like the things signified by
thcm.
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Thèsetwoopinions,1 think, cannot be reconciled.

For, if the imagesor traces in the brain are perceived,

tbey must be the objectsof perception,and not thé

occasionsof it only. On the other band, if they arc

only the occasionsof our pcrceiving, they are not

perceivedat all. DesCartes seemato bave besitated

betweenthe two opiuiona,or to have passedfrom the

one to the other."

1 have quoted to you this passagein ordcr that 1

may clearlyexhibit to you, in the first place,Reid's

misrepresentationsof Descartes and, in thé second,
Brown'smisrepresentationof Reid.

LECT.
XXL

In regard to the former, Reid's principal error con-

sists in chargiog Descartes with vacillation and incon-

sistency, and in possiblyattributing to him thé opinion
that the l'epresentative object of whieh thé mind is

conscious in perception, Issomething material,-some.

thing in the brain. This arose from his ignorance of

the fundamental principle of the Cartesian doctrine.~

By those not possessed of the key to the Cartcaian

theory, there are many passages in the writings of its

author which, taken by themselves,might naturally be

construed to import, that Descartes supposcd the mind

to be conscious of certain motions in the brain, to

whicb, as well as to the modifications of the intellect

itscif, he applies thé terms iniage and idea. Rcid, who

did not understand the Cartesian philosophy as a

system, was puzzled by thcse supernemi ambiguitica.
Not aware that the cardinal point of that system is,
that mind and body, as essentially opposed,are natur-

ally to each othcr as zéro; and that their mutual

n /tt/<HM<u<~tetft, EssayiL printedin the Anthor'earticleon
chap.vtii. Wvrka,p.272. ReidandBrowu.See.Pt~MtMt',

Thefollowingremarkshavebeenp.72.–En.
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intercoursecan,therefore,onlybesupernaturallymain-

tained by the concourseof the Deity, Reid was led

into the error of attributing, by posaibility,to Des-

cartes,thé opinionthat the soûlwas immediatelycog-
nisant of material images in the brain. But in the

Cartesiantheory, mindis only consciousof itself; the

affectionsof body may by the law of union be proxi-

matcly the occasions,but can nevcr constitute the

immediateobjects,ofknowledge. Reid,however,sup-

posingthat nothing could obtain the nameof image,
whichdid not represent a prototype,or the nameof

idea, whichwas not an objectof thought, whoUymis-

interpreted Descartes,who applies,abusivelyindeed,
thcse terms to the occasionof perception,that is, the

motionin the sensorium,unknownin itself,and repre-

sentiug tiothing; as well as to the objectof thought,
tbat is, the representationof whichwe are conscious

in the mind itself. In the Leibnitzio-Wolnansystem,
two clements,both aisodcnominatedideas,are in like

manner accura-telyto be contradistinguishedin the

processof perception. The idea in the brain, and the

idea in the mind,are,to Descartes,preciselywhat tho

mn<e7'<f<~idea and the ".se~Mt<~idea are to the

Wolfians. In both philosophies,the two ideas are

harmonie modifications,correlative and coexistent;
but in neither is the organicaffectionor sensorialidea

an object of consciousness. It is merelythe unknown

and arbitrary conditionof the mental representation
and in the hypothesisboth of Assistanceand of Pre-

cstablished Harmony, the presence of the one idea

impliesthe concomitanceof the other, only by virtue

of the byperphysicaldétermination."

a On the Cartcsian thfory of Per- comrleted edition, Note !f, p. 961

ception and IdeM, arc ~fM'< «'M/ {<~Ec.
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THEPRESENTATIVEFACULTY.-I.PERCEPTION.–REtD'S
HISTORICALVIEWOFTHETHEORIESOFPERCEPTION.

INour last Lecture, aftcr recapitulating,with varied

illustrations, the Distribution of the CognitiveFacul-

ties,which1had detailedto youin the Lecturebefore,
1 cntered upon the particular considérationof the

SpecialFacultiesthemselves,andcommencedwith tbat
whichstands first in order, and which1 had denomi-
nated the Acquisitive,or Receptive,or Present~tive.
And as this faculty is again subdividedinto two, ac*

cordingas it is conversanteitheraboutthé pheenoniena
of matter, or about the phcenomenaof miud, the non-

ego, or the ego, 1 gave prccedcnceto the former of

these,-the facultyknownunderthe nameof External

Perception. Perception, as matter of psychologicat
consideration, is of the very highest importance in

philosophy as the doctrine in regard to the object
and operationof thia faculty, aSbrds the immediate
data for determiningthe great question touching the
existenceor non-existenceof an extcrnal world and
tbere is hardly a problemof anymoment in the whole

compassof philosophy,of which it does not mediatcly
a9ect the solution. The doctrine of perceptionmay
thus be viewedas a cardinal point of philosophy. It ]
is aisoexclusivelyin relation to this faculty, that Reid i
must claim his great, his distinguishing glory, as a

1
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philosopher and of tbis no one was more conscious

than himself. "The merit," he saye,in a letter to Dr

James Gregory,"of what you are pleasedto call my

philosophy,lies, 1 think, chieny in having called in

question the common thcory of ideaa or images of

things in the mind being the only objectsof thought;
a theoryfoundedon natural prejudices,and so univer-

sally receivedas to be interwovenwith the structure

of language." 1 think," he adds, there is hardiy

anything that can be called sciencein the philosophy
of the mind, wbichdoesnot followwith ease from the

detectionof this prejudice." The attempts, therefore,

amongothers,ofPriestley,Gleig,Beasiey,~and,though
last not least,of Brown,to showthat Rcid in his refu-

tation of the prcvious theory of perception,wasonly

fighting with a shadow,–was only combating philo-

sopherawho,on the point in question,reallycoincided

with himself,would, if successful,prove not merely
that the philosophicalreputation of Rcid is only based

upon a blunder,but would,in fact, leaveus no rational

conclusionshort, not of idealismonly, but of absolute

scepticism. For, as 1 have shown you, Brown'sdoc-

trine of perception, as founded on a refusai of the

testimony of consciousncssto our knowledgeof an

external world,virtually discréditsconsciousnesaas an

evidenceat all and in placeof bis system being, as

ita author confidentlyboasts, thc one w!uchallows

the sceptic no place for his foot,–no fulcrumfor the

instrument he uses,it is, on the contrary, perhaps
the system which,of all others, is the most contradic-

a fFbrJb, p. 88.–ED.

6 See Ptieattey, &Mm)))a<fo!t</

~M~, BeaUie, <!M<<0~!<'<tM,sect. iii.

(p. 80, 2J edition) Bishop Gteip,

art. J~<«p~yMM,JPt<T/< ~~ft.,

vot.itiv.p.604,7thedit.;BeM!ey,
.S'MM'Ae/' Tt~<Ain <Ae&!<;t<eq~ the
~KMC« ~Vt<t<<,bock U. c. iU. p. ]23

el M?. cf. ce. iv., v., vL (Philadel.

phia, U.S., t822.)-Eo.
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on the contrary, 1 acknowledgedthat 1 found him

frcquently at fault in both. His mistakes,however,
1 hope to showyou, are not of vital importance,and
1 am confident their exposurewill only conduce to
illu.strateand confirm the truths which he bas the

merit, though amid cloudand confusion,to haveestab-
lished. But as to Brown'selaborateattack on Reid,
-this, 1 have no hesitation in asserting, to be not

only unsuccessfuiin its results, but that in all its

details, without a single,even the most insignificant,
exception,it bas the fortune to be regularly andcuri-

ously wrong. Reid had errors enough to be exposed,
but Brown bas not been so lucky as to stumble eveu

upon one. Brown,however,sung his paean,as if his

victory were complete and, what is singular, he
found a general chorusto his song. Even Sir James
Mackintoshta!ks of Brown's triumphant exposureof
Reid'smarvellousmistakes.

To enable you provisionallyto undersLmd Reid's

errora,1showedyouhow,holding himselfthe doctrine
of an intuitive or immediate perception of external

things, he did not see that the counter doctrine of a
mediate or representative perception admitted of a

tory and suicidai, and which,conaequently,may most

easily be developedinto scepticism. The determina-
tion of thia point is, therefore,a matter affecting the
vital interests of philosophy; for if Reid, as Brown
and hia coadjutors maintaiu, accomplishednothing,
then is aUpbilosophicalreputation empty, and pbi-

losophyitself a dream.

In preparingyou for thé discussionthat was to fol-

low,1 stated to you that it wouldnot be in my power
to maintain Reid's absolute immunity from error,
either in hia philosophicalor in his historicalviews;A
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subdivision into two forms,-a simplerand a more

complex. The simpler, that the immediateor repre-
sentative object is a mere modificationof the per-

cipicnt mind,-the morecomplex,that this représen-
tative object is something different both from the

reality and from the mind. Hia ignorance of these

two'formsbas causedhim great confusion,and intro-

duced much subordinateerror into bis system,as he

has often confoundedthe simpler form of the repre-
sentative hypothesiswith the doctrineof an intuitive

perception but if he be allowed to have held the

essential doctrine of an immediate perception, his

errors in regard to the variousformaof the represen-
tative hypothesis must be viewed as accidental,and

comparativelyunimportant.
Brown's errors,on the contrar)~,are vital. In the

first place,he is fundamentallywrong in holding, in

the tceth of consciousness,that the mind is incapable
of an immediate knowledge of aught but its own

modes. He adopts the simplerform of a représenta*
tive perception. le the seoondplace,he is wrong in

lmversingReid'swholedoctrine,by attributing to him

the sameopinionon this point whiehhe himselfmain-

tains. In the third place, he is wrong in thinking
that Reid only attacked the more complex,and not

the more dangerous,formof the representativehypo*
thesis,and did not attack the hypothesisof represen-
tation altogether. In the fourth place,he iawrong in

supposingthat modernphilosopherain generalheldthe

simplerformof the representativehypothèses,and that

Reidwas,thcrefore,mistakeninsupposingthemtomain-

tain the morecomp!ex,–mistaken,in faet,insupposing
them to maintain a doctrinedifferentfrom bis own.

Havingthus preparedyou forthe subsequentdiscus-
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sion, I proceededto considerReid'shistoricalaccount

of the opinionson Perceptionheld by previousphilo-

sophers. This historicalaccountis withoutorder,and

at once redundant and imperfect. The most im-

portant doctrines are altogether omittcd; of others

the statement is repeated over and ovor in different

places, and yet never completely done at last no

chronologicalsuccession,no scientincarrangement,is

followed,and with all thia the survey is repletewitli

seriouamistakes. Without,therefore,followingReid's

confusion,1 took up the opinionsonwhiehhe touchcd,
in the order of time. Of these thé first was the doc-

trine of PIato in regard to which 1 showedyou,that

Reidwassiogularlyerroncousin mistakingwhat PIato

meant by the simileof the cave. Thonfollowedthe

doctrine of Aristotle and his school, in relation to

whom he was hardly more correct. Did our time

aUowme to attempt a historyof the doctrineson per-

ception,1 couldshowyou that Aristotlemust bc pre-
sumedto hâve hcld the true opinionin regard to this

iaculty;" but in respect to a considérablenumberof

the Aristotelic schoolmen,1 could distinctjy prove,
not only that the wholehypothesisof specieswas by
them rejected,but that their hithertoneglectedtbeory
of perceptionis, even at this hour, the most philoso-

phical that exists.~ 1 bave no hesitation in saying
that, on this point, they are incomparablyauperiorto

Reid for whilohe excusesBrown'smisinterpretation,
and, indeed,all but annihilates his own doctrine of

perception,byplacingthat powerin a line with imagi-
nation and memory,as all faculties immediatelycog-
nisant of the reality tbey, on the contrary, distin-

a Seevol.1.p.?6,andvoLti.p, CSeeabove,voLU.p.88etseq.,
36et)eo.-Eo. andbelow,p.M.–Ec.
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guish Perception as a faculty intuitive, Imagination
and Memoryas facultiesrepresentativeof theirobjects.

Following Reid in his descent to modem philoso-

phera, 1 showed you bow, in consequenceof bis own

want of a systematicknowledgeof tho Cartesianphi.

losophy, he had erroneouslycharged Descarteswith

vacillation and contradiction, in sometimes placing
the idea'of a representative image in the mind, and

sometimesplacing it in the brain.

Such is tho error of Reid in relation to Descartes,
which 1 find it ncccssaryto acknowledge. But, on

the other hand, 1 must defend him on another point
from Browu's charge of baving not only ignorantly
misundcrstood,but of having exactly reversed, the
notorioua doctrine of Descartes; in supposing that

this philosopherhcld the more complexhypothesisof

a representativeperception,which viewsin the repre-
sentative image something different from the mind,
instcad of holding,with Reid himself andBrown,the

simpler hypothesis,which viewsin this imageonly a

modeof the percipient mind itself.

Nowhere you must observe that it would not be

enough to convict Reid and to justify Brown, if it

weremade out that the former was wrong,the latter

right, in his statement of Descartes'opinion and 1

might even hold with Brown tbat Descartes bad

adopted thé simpler theory of representation,and still

vindicate Reid against bis reproachof ignorant mis-

representation,-of readingthe acknowledgeddoctrine
of a philosopher,whoseperspicuityhe himselfadmits,
in a sense exactlythe reverse of truth. To deter-
mine with certainty what Descartes'theory of percep-
tion actually is, may be difficult,perbaps impossible.
It here sumces to show that bis opinionon the point
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in question ia doubtfu!ia even one mootcd among
his disciples and that Brown,whollyunacquainted
with the doubta and difficulticsof the problem,dog-
matises on thé basisof a singlepassageof Descartes,

-nay, of a paMagewhollyirrdevant to the matter in

dispute. The opinionattributed by Reid to Descartes

is the one whicb was almost univcrsallyheld in the

Cartesianschoolas the doctrine of its founder and

Arnauldis the only Cartesianwhoadoptedan opinion

upon perception identicalwith Brown'a,and whoa!so

assigned that opinion to Descartes. The doctrine of

Arnauld was long regarded throughout Europe as a

Paradox, original and peculiar to himself.

LECT.
XX!).

Matebranehe," thé most illustrious name in the

school,after its founder,and who, not certainly with

legsability, may he supposed to have studied thé

writingsof hta master with far greatcr attention than

cither Reid or Brown,ridicules,as contrary to cotn-

monsenseand justice," the suppositionthat Descartes

had rcjected ideas in thc ordinary acceptation,"and

adopted the hypothMisof their heing représentations,
not really distinct from their perception. And while
hecertain as be possiblycanbe in suchmatters,"
that Descarteshad not dissentedfromthe generaldoc-

trine, he taunts Amauld with resting his paradoxical
interpretationof tbat philosopher'sdoctrine, not ou

any passagesof biaMetaphysiescontraryto thé com-
mon opinion,' but on bis own arbitrary limitation
of 'the ambignous term perception. That ideas
are found in the mind, not formedby it," and, con-

sequently,that in the act of knowledge.the represen-
tation is really distinct from the cognitionproper, is

aGivealn/)uc)t.t!tO)M,p.74.–En.eim.–ArnauM,<Z'MfM<,xxx~t!.pp.
<!~ooM<ailZicre<~M/<??,lias-388,989.
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LECT.
XXt). strenuousiyasserted as the doctrine of his master by

the CartesianRoeM,"in the controversyhe maintained

with the anti-CartesianDe Vries. But it is idle to

multiply proofs. Brown'acharge of ignorance falls

back upon himself and Rcid may lightly bear the

reproachof exactly reversing"the notoriousdoctrine
of Descartes,whenthus bornealong with him by the

proibuhdestof that philosopher'sdisciples.
RcM'sac.
eonntof
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Malebrancheand Arnauldare the next philosophera,
in chronologicalordcr, of whom Reid speaks. Con-

cerning the former,his statements,though not com-

plete, cannot bo considered as erroneous; and Dr

Brown, admitting that Malebranche is one of the

two,and only two modem philosophers,(Berkeleyis

the other), who held the more complexdoctrine of

representation,of course does not attempt to accuse

Reid of misrepresentationin referenceto him. One

error, however, though only an historical one, Reid

does commit,in regard to this philosopher. He ex-

plains the polemicwhich Arnauld wagedwith Mâle-

branche,on the ground of the antipathy betweenJan-

senist andJcsuit. NowMalebranchewas not aJesmt,
but a pricst of the Oratory.

In treating of Arnauld'sopinion,weseethe confusion

arising fromReid'snotdistinctly apprehendingthe two

formsof the representativehypothesis. Arnauldheld,
and was the first of the philosopheranoticedby Reid

or Brownwhoclearly held, the simplerof thcse forme.

Nowin h!s statement of Amauld's doctrine,Reid was

perpicxed,–was puzzled. As opposing the pbiloso-

pherawho maintained the more complexdoctrineof

representation,Amauld seemedto Reidto coincidein

opinionwith himself; butyet, thoughhe neverrightly
a Cf.Roe)),/)tM~<a<MHMfA)Ye~AMf,t.43; Ui.§68.–Ec.
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underatoodthe simpler doctrine of representation,ho

still feelsthat Arnaulddid not holdwith him an intui-

tive perception.DrBrownis,therefore,wrooginassert-

ing that Reid admits Arnauld'sopinionon perception
and his ownto be identical.* Il Totheseauthors,"says
Dr Brown, whoseopinionson the subject of percep-
tion Dr Rcid bas misconceived,1 may add one whom
even he himself allows to have shaken off the ideal

System,and to have considercdthe idea and thé per-

ceptionas not distinct, but the same,–a modification
of the mind, and nothing more. 1 allude to the cele-
brated Jansenist writcr, Arnauld, who maintains this

doctrine as expresslyas Dr Reid himself,and makcs
it the foundation of his argument in his controvcrsy
with Malebranchc. If this statement be true, then

is Dr Brown's interpretation of Reid himself correct.

A representativeperception uuder its third and sim-

picat modification,is held by Arnauld as by Brown
and his expositionis so clear and articulate tbat all

essentialmisconccptionof thesedoctrinesis preeltided.
In these circumstances,if Reid avowthe identity of

Arnauld'sopinion and his own, this avowal is tanta-

mount to a déclaration that bis peculiar doctrine of

perceptionis a schemeof representation whereas,on

the contrary, if he signalisethe contrast of their two

opinions,he clearlyévincesthe radical antithcsis,and

bis senseof thé. radical antithesis, of his doctrine of

intuition, to every, even the simplest, form of the

hypothesisof representation. And this last he docs.

It cannot be maintained, that Reid admita a philo-

sopher to hold an opinion convertiblewith his own,
whomhe states to profesathe doctrine, universally
received,that we perceive not material things imme-

a SeeDt'MttMtOH~,p.79.–Eo. Lect.xxvii.p.173(edit.1880).
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XXU. diatety,–that it is their ideas that are the immediate

objectaof our thoughts,–and that it is in the ideaof

everything that we pcrceive its properties. This

fundamentalcontrast beingestablished, wemayanfely
allowthat the original misconccption,whieh caused

Reidtooverlookthe differenceof our intuitive and re-

presentative faculties, causedhim,likewise,to believe

that Arnauldhadattcmpted tounité twocontradictory
theorieaofperception. Notaware,that it waspossible
to maintain a doctrineof perceptionin whichthe idea

was not really distinguished from its cognition,and

yet to hold that the mind had no immediateknow-

ledge of external things, Reid supposes,in the firat

place, that Arnauld, in rejecting the hypothcsis of

ideas,as representativeexistences,really distinct from

the contemplative act of perception,coincided with

him in viewing the material reality, as the immedinte

object of that act and, in tbe second,that Arnauld

again deserted tbis opinion,when,with the philoso-

phers,he maintainedthat the idea,or act of the mind

representing the external reality, and not the exter-

nal reality itself, was the immediateobjectof percep-
tion. But Arnauld's theoryis one and indivisible;

and, as such, no part of it is identical with Reid's.

Reid'sconfusionhere,as eisewhere,is explainedby tbe

circumstance, that he had never speculatively con-

ceivedthe possibilityof the simplest modincationof

the representative hypothesis. He saw no medium

bctween rejecting ideas as somethingdifferent from

thought, and his owndoctrineof an immediateknow-

ledgeof the material object. NcitherdoesArnauld,as

Reid~supposes,ever nssertagainstMalebranche,"that

a /~<&f<M<t~f<Mc<re,EssayU.ch. Ibid.,p.2S6.
ïui. Worka,p. 265.
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wc perceiveexterne things immediately,"that is, in

tbemselves maintaining that all our perceptionsarc

modificationsessentiallyrepresentative,he everywhere
avowsthat he denies ideas,only as existencesdistinct

from the act itselfof perception.
Reid was, therefore,wrong, and did Arnauld lesa

than justice, in viewinghis tbeory "asa weakattcmpt
to reconciletwo inconsistentdoctrines he waswrong,
and did Arnauld more than justice, in supposingthat

oneof thèse doctrineswas not incompatiblewith his

own. The détection,however,of this erroronly tends

to manifest more clearlyhowjust, even when under

ita iunuence,was Reid's appréciationof the contrast,

subsisting between his own and Arnauld's opinion,
consideredas a whole; and exposesmore glaringly
Urown'sgénéral misconccptionof Reid's philosophy,
and his présent gross misreprescntation,in aSIrmiog
that the doctrinesof the two philosopherswereiden-

tical, and by Reidadmitted to be thé same.

I.BC'l'.
XXII.XXtt.

Lockeis the philosophernext in order, and it i:

principally against Reid'a statement of the Lockiar

doctrine of idcas, that the most vociferousclamoui

bas been raised, by those who deny that the crudo

form of the representative hypotbesiawas the onc

prevalent amongphilosophers,after the declineof th<

suholustictheoryof species and whodo not see,that

thoughReid'srefutation,fromthé causeI haveairead)
noticed, was. ostensibly directed only against tba)

cruder form, it was virtually and in effect lovellec

against the doctrine of a rcpresentative perception

altogether. Even supposing that Rcid was wrongit

attributing this particular modificationof the repre.
scntative hypothesisto Locke,and the philosopherah:

a <Etft-re<,tom.xwiU.187,198,199,389.)SMD~cM~MM~p.77.–Et).

}R<i'tun
Loch.
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LECT.
XXH.

Priestley
quoted on
Keid'svkw
nfLoc)(e'6

opinion.

general,-this would be a trivial error, provided it

can be shown that he was opposedto evcry doctrine

of perception,except that foundedon the fact of the

dualityof consciousncss. But Ict us considerwhether

Reid be really in error whenhe attributes to Lockethe

opinionin question. Andlet us first hear the charge
of his opponents. Of these, 1 shall only particularly
refer to the first and last,-to Priestley and to Brown,

-though the sameargumentisconfidentlymaintained

by severalother philosophers,in the interval bctween

the publicationsof Priestley and of Brown.

Priestley asserts, that Reid's whole polemic is di-

rected against a phantom of his own creation, and

that the doctrineof ideaswhichhe combatswas never

seriouslymaintained by any philosopher,ancient or

modern. Before,"says Priestley, Dr Reid had

rested so much upon this argument, it behovedhim,
1 thiuk, to hâve examined the strength of it a little

more carefully tban he seems to have done for he

appears to me to have suHeredhimself to be misled

in the very foundationof it, mcrely by philosophera

happeningto call ideas imagesof external things; a<

if this ?'0~ not known to be C[~M?*(!<H'6expression

denoting,not that the actual shapes of things were

delineated in thé brain, or upon the mind, but only
that impressionsof some'kindor othcr wereconveyed
to the mind hy meansof thé organsof senseand their

correspondingnerves,and that betweenthèse impres-
sionsand the sensationsexisting in thé mind,therc is

a real and necessary,though at present au unknown,
connection.

a ~<!Htt!m<;<m</~<')'< ~M«t<, Phil. JEs. Note Il, C?M. ~<wh,

<t))J Owa~ sect. iit.,(r'. 30, 2d vo).v.p.422.–ED.
fdition). On Priestley, see StfWMt,
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Browndoes not go the length of Priestley he ad-

mits that, in moreancicnt timcs,the obnoxiousopinion
was prevalent, and allow8even two among modern

philosophers,Malebrancheand Berkeley,to bave been

guilty of its adoption. Both Priestley and Brown

strcnnousiycontend against Reid'a interpretation of

the doctrine of Locke,whostates it as that philoso-

pher's opinion "that images of external objects are

conveyedto the brain but whether he thought with

LECT.
XXH.

Brown
cofnct'
wtthPri't.
teytncen-
oartng
RtM'few
of Lorke'ss

opinion.

Descartes[/eyeOM~t'noDr Clarke]and Newton,that

the images in the brain are perceived by the mind

there present, or that they are imprintedon the miud

itself, is not so evident."

This Brown, Priestley, and others,pronounce a

flagrant misrepresentation. Not only does Brown

maintain,that Locke never conceived the idea to be

substantiallydifferent from the mind, as a material

image in thc brain but, that he never supposed it

to have an existence apart from the mental energy
of which it is the object. Locke, he asserts, liko

Arnauld, considered the idea perceived and the

percipient act, to constitute thc same indivisible

modificationof the consciousmind. This we shall
consider.

In his language, Locke is of all philosopherathe c

most figurative,ambiguous,vacillating, various, and o

evencontradictory as bas beennoticedby Reid and

Stewart, and Brownhimself,–indeed, webelieve,by
everyphilosopherwhobas had occasionto animadvert
on Locke. The opinions of such a writer are not,

therefore,to be assumedfrom isolated and casual ex-

pressions,which themselvesrequire to be interpreted

a/n/<~M<K(tf~)tff~,Essayil.ch. ~See~MCM~t'MM,p.78. ED.
iv. M~-tt,p.256.
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tMt6ty)t.
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on the general analogyof the system and yet tbia

is the only ground on which Dr Brown attempts to

cstablishhia conclusions. Thus, on the matter under

discussion,thoughrcally distinguishing,Lockeverbally
confbunds,the objectaof sense and of pure intellect,
the operation and its object, the objecta immediate

aud mediate, the object aud its relations,the images
of fanèy and the notionsof the understanding. Con-

sciousnessis convertedwith Perception Perception
with Idea Idea with the object of Perception,and

with Notion, Conception,Ptmntastn,Representation,
Sense,Meanicg,&c. Now, Lis language,identifying
ideas and perceptions,appearsconformableto a dis-

cipleof Arnauld; aud now,it proclaimshima follower

of Democritusand Digby, explaining idens by mc-

cbauica! impulse and the propagation of material

particles from the external reality to the brain. lu

one passagethe idea wouldseeman orgauicaffection,
-the mere occasionof a spiritual representation in

anothera representativeimage,in the brain itself. In

employing thus indifferently the language of every

hypothesis,may we not suspect that he was anxious

to be made responsiblefor none?1 One,however,he

bas formally rejected, and that is the very opinion
attributed to him by Dr Brown,-that the idea or

object of consciousnessin perception,ia only a modi-

ficationof the mind itself.

1 do not deny that Locke occasionallyemployas

expressions,which, in a writer of more considerate

language,would imply the identity of ideas with the

act of knowledge; and, under the circumstanccs,1

shouldhâve consideredsuspensemore rational than a

dogmatic confidencein any conclusion,did not the

followingpassage, which bas never, 1 believe,been
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noticed,afforda positiveand explicit contradictionof

Dr Brown's interpretation. It ia from Locku'sExu-

?M~!o<OMo/e&roMc~e'~ Opt'H~M,which,as subse-

quent to the publication of the J~way,must be held
decisivein relation to the doctrinesof that work. At
the same time,the statement is articulatc and précise,
and possesses aU the authority of one cautiously
emitted in the course of a polemical discussion.

Malebranchecoincided with Arnauld, Reid, and re-

cent philosopherain general, and conscquentlywith

I~ocke,as interpreted by Brown,to the extent of sup-

posing that se~Mo~î~tproper is nothing but a state

or.modification of the mind itself; and Locke had
thus the opportunityof expressing,in regard to this

opinion,his agreementor dissent. An acquiescence
in the doctrine,that the secondaryqualities,of whicit
we are conscious in sensation, are merely mcntul

states, by no means iuvolves an admission that the

primary qualities,of wbich wo are consciousin per-
ception,are nothing more. Malebranche,forexample,
aSirmathe one and denies the other. But if Locke
bc found to ridicule, as he does, evcn thc opinion
whichmerelyreducesthe secondaryqualitiesto men-
tal states, ct~b)'<or<,and this on the principle of his
own philosophy,he must be hcld to reject the doc-

trine,wbichwouldreducenot only the non-resembling
sensationsof the secondary,but even the rcsembling,
and consequcntlyextended,ideasof the primaryqua-
lities of matter, to modificationsof the immaterialun-
extended'mind. In thesecircumstances,the following
passageis superauousiyconclusiveagainstBrown;and

equallyao,whetherwe coincideor not m all the prin-
ciples it involves. "But to examine their doctrine
of modificationa little farther.-Different sentiments

Ï.MT.XXH.

Locke
quoted.
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LECT.
XXII. (sensations)are different modificationsof the mind.

The mind, or soul,that perceives,is one immaterial

indivisiblesubstance. Now1seethe white and black

on this paper; 1 hear one singing in tbe next roont;
1 feel thé warmth of the nre 1 sit by; and 1 tnste an

apple 1 am eating, and all this at thc same time.

Now, 1 ask, take modificationfor what you pleasc,
can thc same unextended indivisible substance have

different,nay, inconsistent and opposite (as these of

white and black must be) modincationsat the same

time 1 Or must wo supposedistinct parts in an iu-

divisible substance, one for black, another for white,
and another for red ideas,and so of the rest of those

infinite sensations,which we hâve in sorts and de-

grees all which we can distinctly perceive,and so

are distinct ideas,somewhereofare opposite,as heat

and cold,whichyet a man may feel at the sametime1
1 was ignorant before,howsensation was performed
in us this they caUan explanation of it t Must 1

say now 1 understand it better 1 If this be to cure

one's ignorance,it is a very slight disease, and the
churrn of two or three insignificant words will at

any time remove it; pro6f<<M~e~ This passage
is correspondent to the doctrine held, on this point,

by Locke'spersonalfriend and philosophicalfollower,
Le Clerc.

But if it be thus evident that Locke held neither

the third form of representation,that lent to him by
Brown,nor even the second it followsthat Reid did
him anything but injustice,in supposinghim to main-
tain that ideasare objects,eitherin the brain, or in the
mind itself. Even the morematerialof thèsealterna-
tives bas been the onegenemllyattributed to him by

a Section39.
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hia critica," and the one adopted from him by his

disciples.~ Nor is this to be deemedan opiniontoo

monstrous to be entertained by so cnligbtencd a

philosopher. It was the commonopinionof the âge
the opinion,in particular, held by the most illustrious

philosophers,hia countrymen and contemporaries,-

by Newton,Clarkc,Willis, Hook,&c.~

LECT.
xxn.

Descartes,Arnauld,and Locke,are thé only philo-

sophera in regard to whom Brown attempts articu-

lately to show, that Reid's account of their opinions

touchingthe point at issue is erroneous. But there

are others, such as Newton, Clarke, Hook, Norris,
whom Reid charged with holding the obnoxious

hypothcsis,and whomBrownpasses over without an

attempt to vindicate,although Malebrancheand Ber-

kelcybe the only two philosophersin regard to whom

he explicitly avows that Reid is correct. But as an

instance of Reid'a error, Brown allègesHobbea and

as an evidenceof its universality,the authority of Le

Clercand Crousaz.

To adduce Hobbea as au instance of Reid'smis-

representationof thé conunondoctrine of ideas,"be-

trays, on the part of Brown,a total misapprehension
of the conditionsof the question or he forgetsthat

Hobbeswas a materialist. The doctrine of représen-
tation, under aU its modifications,is properly subor-

dinate to the doctrine of a spiritual principle of

thought; and on thé supposition,all but universally
admitted among philosophcrs, that the relation of

knowledge implied the analogy of existence, it was

e~?. SetgeantandCousin.See16,18,(2d.edit.)SeeDt~x~'oM,
Dt.scuMMHM,p. 80,note and p.80,notet. –Eu.
Stewart,Phil. &M~ NoteH, 'YSee.PMMMM<p.M.–Ef.
Col.~e~, vol.v.p.422.–Ec. aSee/t«<p.76.–Et'.

Tucker'aLight A'a<xr<,i.pp.

Brown
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LECT.
XXII. mainly devised to explain the possibilityof a know'

ledge by an immaterialsubject,of an existenceso dis-

proportionedto its nature, as the qualitieaof a mate-
rial object. Contending,tbat an immediatecognition
of the accidentsof matter, infers an essential identity
of matter and mind, Brownhimself admits, that the

hypothesis of representation belongs exclusively to
the doctrine of dualism whist Reid, assaUingthe

hypothesis of ideas only as subverting the reality
of matter, could hardiy regard it as parcel of that

scheme which acknowledges the reality of nothing
else. Rut though Hobbes cannot be adduced as a

competent witnessagainst Reid, he is, however,valid

evidence against Brown. Hobbes, though a materi-

alist, admitted no knowlcdgeof an external world.

Like his friend Sorbiere,he was a kind of maturiul

idealist. Accordiugto him, we know nothing of the

qualities or existence of any outward reality. All

that weknow ia the sceming,"the apparition,"the

aspect,"thé phœnomenon,"the "pbantaam," within

Otirselvea and this subjectiveobject,of wbichwe are

conscious,and which is collsciousnessitself, is nothing
more than the agitation of our internai organism,
determined by the unknown "motions," which arc

supposed,in like manner,to constitute the worldwith-

out. Perception he reduces to Sensation. Memory
and Imagination are faculties specificallyidentical

with Sense,differingfrom it simply in the degrec of
their vivacity and this diference of intensity, with
Hobbes as with Hume, is the only discrimination
betweenour dreaming and our waking thoughts.–A
doctrine of Perceptionidentical with Reid's1

Dr Brown at length proceedsto consummatehis

aLect.xxv.pp.15C,160,(edit.1830.) CSeeDMnM!tMM,f.8t.–ED.
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victory,by that most decisiveevidence,found not

in treatises, read only by a few,but in the popular

elementaryworksof science of thé time, thé general
text*boo!<snf 8choolsand colleges." He quotes,how-

ever,only two,-the .P~eMMf(<o/o~of Le Clerc,and

thé Logicof Crousaz.

Le Clerc,"says Dr Brown, in bis chapteron thé

LRCT.
xxn.

LeCterr
and Crou.
6M,re.
f<;m:ftto
by Brown.

LeOf)-

nature of ideas,gives the history cf the opinions of

philosopherson this subject, and states among them

thé very doctrine which is most forcibly and accu-

rately opposed to the ideal system of perception.

pM<nM<ideas et perceptionesidearum easdem

esse,licet ~tt<OH:'&M~<~<rftM<. Idea, uti censent,

propriead objectumrefertur, quod mensconsidérât

pcrceptio vero ad mentem ipsam quae percepit sed

duplex illa relatio ad unam modificationemmentis

pertinet. Itaque, sccundumhoscephilosophos,nu!!se

sunt,proprieloquendo,ideaea mentenostradistinctœ
1

What is it, 1may ask, whicb Dr Reid considerahim-
self as having addedto this very philosophicalviewof

perception? and if he added nothing, it is surely too
muchto ascribe to him the merit of dctecting errors,
the counter-statementof which had long formed a

part of the elementaryworksof the schools. a

In the firstplace, DrRcidcertainly"added" nothing
to thisveryphilosophicalviewof perception,"but he

cxplodcdit altogether. In the second,it is fajseeither
tbat this doctrine of perception had long formed

part of the elementaryworksof the schools,"or that
Le Clerc aSurds any countenance to this assertion.
On the contrary, it is virtually stated by him to be
the novelparadoxof a single philosopher nay, it is

already, as such a singular opinion, discnsscdand
a Lect.Mvii.p. 174(e<Ut.ÏS80).-ED.
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Crousaz.

referred to ita author by Reid himself. Had Dr

Brown procecdedfrom the tenth paragraph, which

he quotca,to the fourteenth,whichhe could not have

read,he wouldhavefound that the passageextracted,
so far from containing the statement of an old and

familiar dogmain the schools,was ueither more nor

less than a statement of the cootemporaryhypothesis
of Antony Arnauld, and of Antony Arnauld alone.

In tbe third place,from the mode in whichhe cites

Le Clerc,his silenceto the contrary, and the general
tenor of hia statement, Dr Brownwould lead us to

believethat Le Clerchimself coincidesin "this very

philosophicalview of perception." So far, however,
from coinciding with Arnauld, he pronounces his

opinion to be taise controverts it upon very solid

grounds; and in deliveringhis own doctrinetouching
ideas, though sufficientlycautious in telling us what

they are,he bas no hésitation in assuring us, among
other things which they cannot be, that they are not

modificationsor essential states of mind. ~M est

(idease.) wo<tc«<M)<<<essentia mentis nam prae-

terquam quod sentimus ingens esse discrimen inter

ideœperceptionemet se~a~OHem quid habct mens

nostra similemonti, aut innumeris ejusmodiideis?""

Such is the judgment of that authority to which Dr

Brownappealedas the most decisive."

In Crousaz,Dr Brown bas actually succeeded in

finding one example,(he might have found twenty),
of aphilosopher,beforeReid,holding the same theory
of ideas with Arnauld and himself.~

a T'Mcttrn~o~'o, sect. i. c. 6, § 3. j9See this subject farther puraued
–Eu. in 2)MC!MMOM,r. 82 e<«~. –Eo.
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THE PRESENTATIVE FACULTY.-I. PERCEPTION,–

WAS REID A NATURAL REALISTa

ly our last Lecture, 1 concludedthe reviewof Reid's
HistoricalAccountof thé previousOpinionson Per-

ception. In entering upon this revie. 1 proposed
thc followingends. In thé first place,to affordyou,
not certainly a complète, but a compétent, insight
into the varioua theories on this subject and this

WMsufficientlyaccomplishedby limiting myself to

the opinionstouched upon by Reid. My aim, in the

secondplace, was to correct someerrors of Reid aris-

ing from, and illustrativeof, those fundamentalmis-

conceptionswhich have infected his whole doctrine

of the cognitive faculties with confusionand error

and, in the third place, 1 had in view to vindicate

Reid from the attack made on him by Brown. I,

accordingly, showed you, tbat though not without

mistakes, owing partly to his limited acquaintance
with the worksof previous philosophers,and partly
to not having generalisedto himself the variouspos-
sible modificationsof the hypothesisof representative

perception,-I showed you, 1 say, that Reid, though
certainly anything but exempt from error,was, how-

ever, absolutelyguiltlessof all and cveryone of that

marvellous tissue of mistakes, with which he is so

rccklcsslyaccusedby Browa,–whereas Brown'sown

LECTURE XXIII.
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attack is, from first to last, itself that very series of

misconceptionswhich he imputes to Reid. Nothing,
indeed,can be more applicable to himself than the

concludingobscn'ationswbich he makes in reference

to Rcid aud as these observations,addressedto his

pupi!s, embody in reality an edifying and well-cx-

pressedadvice,they will losenothingoftheir relevancy
or effect,if the one philosophermust be substituted

for the other."a "That a mind so vigorousas that of

Dr Reid should have been capableof thé series of

misconceptionawhichwe bave traced,may seemwon-

derful, and truly ia so and equally,or ratber still

more wonderful,is the general admissionof bis merit

in this respect. 1 trust it will impresayou witb one

important lesson-to consult the opinionsof authors

in their own works,and not in the worksof those

wboproiessto give a faitbful accountof them. From

my own experience1 can most truly assureyou that

there is scarcelyan instance in whicb 1 bave found

the view which 1 had receivedof them to be iaitbfu!.

There ia usually somethingmore, or something less,
whichmodificsthe generalresult; and by the various

additions and subtractions thus made,so muchof the

spirit of the original doctrine is lost, that it may, in

somecases,be consideredas having made a fortunate

esnape,if it be Bot at last represented as directly

oppositeto what it is.

The mistakes of Dr Brown in relation to Reid, on

which1bave hithertoanimadverted,arecomparatively

unimportant. Their refutationonlyevincesthat Reid

did not erroneouslyattributeto philosopherain general
thé cruder fom of the representative bypothesis of

aSee~Mfx~ttMM,p.82.–Eu. LectureKviLp.IM(edit.1830).
<!~MMeptyc/'theNn)MH~t'n<
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voL.n. E

perception and that he was fully warrantcd in this

attribution, is not onlydemonstratedby thc disproval
of ail the instanceswhich Brown has allegedagainst
Reid, but might be shownby a whole crowd of ex-

amples,were it necessary to prove so undeuiable a

fact. In addition to what 1 hâve alreadyarticulately
proved,it will be enoughnow simply to mentionthat
thé most learned and intelligent of the philosophera
of last century might be quoted to the fact, that the

opinionattributed by Reid topsychologiatsin general,
was in reality the prevalent and that the doctrineof

Arnauld,which Brownsupposesto have been the one

universally received,was only adopted by the few.
To this point Malebranche,Leibnitz,and Brucker,the

younger Thomasius, 'S Gravesande, Genovesi, and

Voltaire," are conclusive evidence.

LRCT.
XXIII.

But a more important historical question remains,
and one which even more anects the reputations of

ReidandBrown. It is this,-Did Reid,as Brownsup-
poses,hold, not the doctrineof Natural ReaUsm,but
the finerhypothesisof a RepresentativePerception1

If Reiddid hold tbis doctrine,1 admit at once that
Brown is right.~ Reid accomplisbed nothing Lis

philosophyis a blunder,and his wholepolemicagainst
the philosophera,too insignificant for refutation or

comment. The one form of représentation may he

Mmcwhat simpler and more philosophicaltban the

other but the substitutionof the formerforthe latter

is hardly desemng of notice and of all conceivable

hallucinations the very greatest would be that of

Reid,in arrogating to himself the merit of thua sub-

verting the foundation of Idealism and Sccpticism,

aThMetestimonfetaregiven!n ~Ste~ùo'Mt'mM,p. 9).–Ku.
full,~~tM~~Mt,p.S3-M.–ED.
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Before,however,discussingthis question,it may be

proper here to consider more particularly a matter of

whichwe hâve bitherto treated only by the way,-I
mean the distinction of Immediate or Intuitive, in

contrast to Médiate or Représentative, Knowledgc.
This is a distinction of the most important kind, and

it is one wbich bas, however, been almost wholly
overlookedby philosophers. This oversight is less to
be wondered at in thosewho allowed no immediate

knowlcdgeto the mind, exceptof its proper modes
in their systems the distinction, tbough it still sub-

sisted,had little relevancyor effect,as it did not dis-
criminate the faculté' by which we are aware of the

presenceof externalobjects,from that by which,wbcn

absent, thcse are imaged to the mind. In neither

case, on tbis doctrine,are we consciousor immedi-

ately cognisantof the external reality, but only of thé
mental mode through which it is rcpresented. But
it is more astonishing that those who maintain, that
the mind is immediatelypercipientof external things,
should not bave signalised this distinction as on it
is estaMishedthe essentialdifferenceof Perceptionas
a faculty of intuitive, Imagination as a faculty of re-

presentative,knowledge. But the marvel is still more

and of philosopheraat largein acknowledgingthe pre-
tension. The idealist and scepticcan establishtheir

conclusionsindifferentlyou either form of a represen-
tative perception nay, the simpler form affords a

securer,as the more philosophical,foundation. Thé

idealism of Fichte is accordinglya system far more

firmlyfoundedthan the idcalismof Berkeley; and as

the simpler involvesa contradictionof conseiousness

moreextensiveanddirect, so it furnishesto thé sceptic
a longerand more powerfullever.
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enhancedwhcnwe find that Reid and Stewart, (if to

them this opinion really belongs),eo far from distin-

guishing Perception aa an immediate and intuitive,
from Imagination (and undcr Imagination,be it ob-

served,1 includeboth the Conceptionand the Memory
of these Philosophera),as a mediate or representative,

faculty,-in languagemake them both equally imme-

diate. You will recollect the refutation 1 formerly

gave you of Reid's self-contradictoryassertion, that

in Memory we are immediately cognisant of that

which,as past, is not nowexistent, and cannot,there-

fore, be known in itself; and that, in Imagination,
weare immediatelycognisantof that whichis distant,
or of that which is not, and probably never was, in

being." Here the term immediate is either absurd,
as contradictory; or it is applied only, in a certain

special meaning,to designatethe simpler form of re-

presentation,in which nothing is supposed to inter-
vene between the mental cognition and the external

reality; in contrast to the more complex,in which
the representativeor vicariousimageis supposedto be

somethingdifferentfromboth. Thus,in consequence
of this distinctionnot onlynot having been traced by
Reid, as the discriminative principle of his doctrine,
but having been even overihid, obscured,and per-
plexed, his whole philosophybas been involved in
haze and confusion insomuch that a philosopherof
Brown'sacuteness could, (aswe hâve seen, and shall

see),actuallysofar misconceive,as even to reverse,its

import. The distinction is, therefore,one which, on

every account,merits your most sedulousattention
but though of primary importance,it is fortunately
not of any considérabledifficulty.

e See Lect. xi)., Yot.L p. 218et tfo.–ED.
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As every cognitive act which,in one relation, is a

mediate or representative,is, in another, an immé-

diate or intuitive, knowledge,let us takc a particular
instanceof such.an act; as herebywe shall at once

obtain an exampleof the one kind of knowledge,and

of the other, and these also in proximatecontrast to

each other. 1 call up an imageof the 77:A Churcla.

Now,in this act, what do 1 know immediatelyor in-

tuitivelywhat mediatelyor by representation1 It

is manifest that 1 am consciousor immediatelycog-
nis~nt of all that is knownas an act or modification

of my mind, and, consequently,of the modificationor

act which constitutes the mental imageof the Cathe-

dral. But as, in this operation,it is evident, that 1

am consciousor immediatelycognisantof the Cathe-

dral, as imaged in my mind; so it is equallymani-

fest,that 1 am not consciousor immediatelycognisant
of the Cathedralas existing. But stiJl 1am said to
knowit; it is even called the objectof my thought.
1can,however,onlyknowit mediately,-only through
tite mental image which represents it to conscious.

ucss and it can only hc styled the objectof thought,
inasmuchas a referenceto it is necessarilyinvolved
in the act of representation. From this example is

manifest,what in general is meant by immediateor

intuitive,–what by mediate or representative,know-

ledge. Ail philosopheraare at one in regard to the
immediate knowledgeof our present mental modi-

ncations; and ail are equally agreed, if we remove
someverbal ambiguities,that we are only mediately
cognisant of all past thoughts, objecta, and events,
and of everyexternal realitynot at the momentwith-
in the sphere of sense. There is but one point on
which they are now at variancc,–viz. whether thé
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thinking subject is competentto au intuitive know-

ledgeof aught but the modificationsof the mental

self, in other words,whether wecan have any imme-

diate perceptionof external things. Waiviug, how-

ever, this questionfor the moment,let us articulately
atate what are the differentconditionsinvolvedin thé

two kinds of knowlcdge.
In the nrat place, consideredas acts.–An act of

immediate knowledge ia simple; there is nothing

t.ECT.
XXIII.
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beyondthe mereconsciousness,by that wbich knows,
of that wbichis known. Hcreconsciousnessis simply

contemplative. On the contrary, an act of mediate

knowledgeis complex for the mind is consciousnot

only of the act aa ita own modification,but of this

modificationas an object representativeof,or relative

to, an object beyond the sphère of consciousness. Iii

this act, consciousnessis both representativeand con-

templativeof the representation.
In the secondplace, in relation to thcir objects.–

In an immediate cognition,the object is single,and

the term unequivocal. Here the object in conscious-

ne3s,and the object in existence,are the same in the

languageof the schools,thé esse!t!<6M<OMO~eor ?'ep~6-
sentativumcoincideswith the esseeM<:<c~f:<M.In a

mediate cognition, on the other hand, the object is

twofold,and the term equivocal; the objectknown

and representingbeing differentfrom the object un-

known,exceptas represented. The immediateobject,
or object known in this act, should be called the

aM~c~'t'e~ec<, or ~M~c<-o~'ec<,in contradisticction

to the mediate or unknown object, wbich might be

discriminatedas the object-object. A slight acquaint-
ancewith philosophicalwritings will show you how

necessarysuch a distinction is the want of it bas

2.h)re):(
tioa to
thcirob-
jectt.
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caused Reid to puzzle himself,and Kant to perplex
hia readers.

In the third place, considered as jndgmenta, (for

you will recollect tbat every act of Consciousnesain-

volvesan aflirmation).-In an intuitive act, the object
known is knownas actually existing the cognition,

therefore,is assertory,inasmuchas the reality of that,

its object, is given unconditionallyas a fact. In a

represcntative act, on the contrary, the represented

object is unknown as actually existing the cogni-

tion, therefore, M problematicaj, the reality of the

object represented being only given as a possibility,
on thé hypothesisof the object representing.

In the fourth place, in relation to their sphere.-

Represeutative knowledge is excluaivelysubjective,
for ita immédiateobjectiaa merementalmodification,
and its mediate object is unknownexcept in so far

as that modificationreprésenta it. Intuitive know-

ledge, on the other hand, if consciousnessis to bc

credited, is either subjectiveor objective,for its single

object may be a phaenomenoneither of the egoor of

the non-ego,-either mental or material.

In the fifth place, consideredin referenceto their

perfection.-An intuitive cognition,as an act, is com-

plète and absolute, as irrespectiveof aught beyond
the dominionof consciousness; whereaaa représenta*
tive cognition,as an act, is incomplète,being relative

to, and vicariousof, an existence beyondthe sphere
of actual knowledge. The object likewise of the

former is complete, heing at once known and real

whereaa, in the latter, the object known is ideal,
the real object unknown. In their relations to

each other, immediate knowledge is complete, as

self-sumcient mediate knowledge,on the contrary,
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is incomplete,as dépendent on the other for its reali-
sation."c¡

Such are the two kinds of knowledgewhich it is

necessary to distinguisb, and such are the principal
contrasta they présent. 1 said a little ago that this

distinction, so far from being signalised, had been

almostaboliahedby philosophera. 1 ought, however,
to have exceptedcertain of the schoolmen,~by whom

this discriminationwas not only taken, but admirably

applied and, though 1 did not originallyborrowit

from them, 1 waa happy to find that what 1 had

thought out for myself,was con6rmed by the autho-

rity of these subtle apirits. The namesgiven in the

schoolsto the immediateand mediatecognitionswere

ut<M~t~e,andctOs<r<M'<e,(co~t~to tn<Mî<:t'o,cognitio
abstractiva), meaning by the latter term not mercly
what we,with them,call abstract knowledge,but a!so

the representationsof concrèteobjectain the imagina-
tion or memory.

Now, possessedof thia distinction, of which Reid

knew nothing, and asserting far more clearly and

explicitly thau he lias ever done the doctrine of au
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intuitive perception, 1 think the affirmation1 made
in my last Lecture is not ~nwarranted,–that a con-
siderablesectionof the schoolmenwcreincomparably
superior to Reid,or any modemphilosopher,in their

expositionof the true theory of that faculty. It is

only wonderful that this, their doctrine, bas not
bitherto attracted attention, and obtained the ccleb-

rity it merits.

Having now prepared you for the question con-

cerning Reid, 1 shall proceed to its consideration
and shall, in the nrat place, state the argumenta
that may be adduced in favour of the opinion,that
Reid did not assert a doctrine of Natural Realism,-
did not accept the fact of the duality of consciousnesa
in its genuine integrity, but only deluded himself
with the belief that he was originatinga new or an

important opinion, by the adoption of the simpler
form of Representation and, in the second place,
state the arguments that may be aJlegedin support
of the oppositeconclusion,that his doctrineis in truth

the simpledoctrineof Natural Bealism.

But before proceeding to state the grounds on

which alone 1 conceive any presumption can bc

founded that Reid is not a Natural Realist,but, like

Brown,a CosmotheticIdealist,1shall state and refute

the only attempt made by Brown to support this, bis

interpretationof Reid'sfundamentaldoctrine. Brown's

interpretation of Reidsecrns,in fact,not groundedon

anytbing which he found in Reid, but simply on bis

ownassumptionof whatReid'sopinionmust bc. For,
marvellousas it may sound, Brownbardly seemsto

have contemplated the possibilityof an immediate

knowledgeof anything beyondthe sphèreof self; and

1 shouldsay, without qualification,that ho had never
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at ail imagined thia possibility, were it not for the

singleattempthe makeaat a proofof the impossibility
of Reidholdingsuchan opinion,whenononeoccasion

Rcid's languageseemsfor a moment to baveactually

suggested to him the question,–Might that philoso-
pher not perhapsregard the external object as identi-

calwith the immediateobject in perception1 In the

followingpassage,you will observe,by anticipation,
that by Sensation,whichought to be calledSensation

Proper, is meant the subjectivefeeling,-the pleasure
orpain involvedin an act of sensibleperception and

by Perception, which ought to be called Perception

Proper, is meant the objective knowledgewhich we

have,or think we have, of the external object in that

act. Sensation,' saysDr Reid,can benothing e!se

tban it is felt to be. Ita very essence consista in

beingfelt; and when it is not felt, it is not. There
is no differencebetween the sensation and the feel-

ing of it they are one and the same thing.' But

this is surelyequallytrue ofwhat he terms perception,
which,as a state of the mind, it must be remembered,
is,accordingto his ownaccountof it, as differentfront

theobjectperceivedas thesensationis. Wemaysayof

thementalstate of perceptiontoo,in hisownlanguage,
as indced wemust sayof all our statesof mind,what-

ever they may be, that it can be nothing else than itt

is felt to be. Its very essenceconsistsin being felt
and when it is not felt, it is not. There is no diner-

encebetweenthe perceptionand the feelingofit they
are oneand the same thing. The sensation,indeed,
whichis mental,is diSerent from the object exciting
it, whiehwe term material but so also is the statoof

mind which constitutes perception for Dr Reid was

surely too zealous an opponentof thé Systemswhicb

LECT.
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ascribeeverything to mind alone, or to matter alone,

toconsiderthe perceptionas itself theobjeetperceived.
That in sensation,as contradistinguishedfrompercep-

tion, there is no referencemade to an external object,
is true beeause,when the referenceis made,we then

use the new term of perception but that in sensation

there is no object distinct from that act of the mind

by which it is felt,-no object independent of the

mental feeling, is surelya very strange opinionof this

philosopher sincewhathe termsperceptionis nothing
but the referenceof this very sensation to its external

object. The sensation itself he certainly supposesto

depend on the presenceof an externalobject,which is

aH that can be understood in the case of perception,
when we speak of its objecta,or, in other words, of

thoseexternalcausesto wbichwerefer our sensations;

for the material ohject itself he surely could not con-

sider as forming a part of the perception,whicb.is a

state of the mind alone. To be the objectof percep-

tion, is nothing more than to be the foreigncauseor

occasion,on whieh this state of the mind directly or

indirectiy arises; and an object, in thia only intel-

ligiblesense, as an occasionor cause of a certain sub-

sequent cffect,must, on his own princip!cs,be equally
allowed to sensation. Though he does not infbrm us

what hemeansby the term object,as peculiarlyapplied
to perception,–and, indeed, if be bad explained it,
1 cannot but think that a great part of his system,
whichis founded on the confusionof this singleword,

as something different from a mere external cause of

an internai feeling,must bave fallento the ground),–
he yet tells us veryexplicitly, that to be the object of

perception,is sometbingmore than to be the external
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occasionon whichthat state of the mind arises wbich

he terms perception for, in arguing against the

opinionof a philosopherwhocontenta for the exist-

enceof certain imagesor traces in the brain, and yet

saya, that weare not to conceivethe imagesor traces
in the brain to be perceived,as if thero wereeyes in

the brain; these traces are only occasions,on whicb,

by the laws of the union of soul and body,ideas are

excited in the mind and thereforeit is not necessary
that there ahould be an exact resemblancebetween

the traces and the things represented by them, any
more than that wordsor signsshould be exactly like

the things signified by them,' he adds Thèse two

opinions, 1 think, cannot be reconciled. For if the

imagesor traces in the brain are perceived,they must

be the objecta of perception, and not the occasions
of it oaty. On the otbcr band, if tbey are only the

occasionsof our perceiving,they are not perceivedat

all.' Did Dr Reid, then, suppose that the feeling,
whatever it may be, which constitutes perception as

a state of the mind, or, in short, ail of wbich we are

consciousin perception,is not strictly and exclusively
mental,as much as aUof which we are consciousin

remembrance,or in love,or hate or did he wish us

to believethat matter itself, in any of its forms, is, or

can be,a part of the pbeenomenaor statesof the mind,
-a part, therefore, of that mental state or feeling
which we term a perception?1 Our sensations, like

our remembrancesor emotions,werefer to somecause

or antecedent. The difference is, that in the one

case we consider the feeling as having for its cause
some previous feelingor state of the mind itself; in

the other case weconsider it as having for its cause

LECT.
XXIII.
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LECT.
xxm. something which is external to ourselves,and inde-

pendent of our transient ieeHngs,–somethingwhicb,
in consequenceof former feelings suggested at tbe

moment, it is impossiblefor us not to regard as

extended and resisting. But still what we thus

regard as extended and resisting, is known to us

only by the feelingswhich it occasionsin our mind.

What matter, in its relation to percipient mind, can

be, but the cause or occasion,direct or indirect,
of that class of feeHngswhich 1 term sensationsor

perceptions, it is absolutely impossible for me to

conceive,

The percipient mind, in no one of its affections,
can be said to be the mass of matter which it per-
ceives,unless the separate existence,either of matter

or of mind,beabandonedby us, the existenceofeither

ofwhich,Dr Reid wouldbavebeen the last of philoso-

phersto yield. Heacknowledgesthat ourperceptions
are conséquenton the presenceof external bodies,not

from any necessary connection subsisting between

them, but merely from thé arrangement wbich the

Deity, in his wisdom, bas chosen to make of their

mutual phaenomena whichis surely to say, that the

Deity bas rendercd the presenceof the external object
the occasionof that affectionof the mind which is

termed perception or, if it be not to say this, it is to

say nothing. Whatever state of mind perceptionmay
be whethera primary result of a peculiarpower,or

a meresecondaryreferenceof associationthat follows

tbe particularsensation,ofwhichthe referenceis made,
it is itself, in either view of it, but a state of thé

mind; and to be the external occasionor antécédent

of this state of mind, sinceit is to produce,directiy
or indirectly,ail wbichconstitutesperception,is surely,
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therefore,to be perceived,or there must be something
in the merowordperceived,differentfromthe pbysical
reality which it expresses.

~Nowthe sumand substanceof this reasoningis,as

far as 1eau comprehendit, to the followingeSect

To assert an immediateperceptionof material quali-
ties, is to assert an identity of matter and miud for

that which is immediatelyknown must be the same

in nature as that whichimmediatelyknows.

But Reid was not a materialist,was a aturdy spir-
itualist therefore, he could not really maintain an

immediateperceptionof tho qualities of matter.

The whoïcvalidityof this argumentconsists in the

truth of the major proposition,(for the minor propo-
sition that Reid was not a materialist is certaiu),-To
assert an immediate perceptionof materia! qualities,
is to assert an identity of matter and mind for that

wbich is immediately known must be the same in

essenceas that whichimmediatelyknows.

Now in support of the propositionwhich consti-

tutes thé foundationof his argument, Brownooersno

proof. He assumesit as an axiom. But so far from

his being entitled to do so, by ita being too evident

to fear denial, it is, on the contrary, not only not

obtrusively true, but, when examined, precisely the

reverseof truth.

In the first place, if we appeal to the only possible
arbiter in the case,-the authority of consciousness,
-we nnd that consciousnesagivesus an ultimate fact,
in the unity of knowledge,thé duality of existencei
that is,it assuresus that, in thé act of perception,the

percipientsubject is at once consciousof something

a f/«7Mcp~yc/'<AeFM'H«HJ~tM~,C8ceDt«;)M:)'<H«,p.60.–E)'.
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But, in the secondplace, if Reid did not maintain

this immediacyofperception,and assertthe veracityof

consciousness,he wouldat oncehe forcedto admit one
or other of thé unitarian conclusionsof materialismor

idealism. Ourknowledgeof mind and matter, as sub-

stances, is merelyrelative; they are known to us only
in their qualities; and wecanjustify the postulationof
twodifferentsubstances,exclusivelyon the supposition
of the incompatibilityof thé double series of phspno-
menato coinherein one. Is tbis suppositiondisprovcd?1
-The prcsumptionagainst dualism is again decisive.
Entities are not to be multipliedwithout necessity
a plurality of principles is not to be assumed,where
the pbœnomenacan be explainedby one. In Brown's

theory of perception,he abolisbesthe incompatibility
of the two series and yet his argument, as a dualist,
for an immaterialprincipleof thought, proceedson the

ground that this incompatibilitysubsists." This philo-
sopher denies us an immediate knowledge of aught
beyond the accidents of mind. The accidentswhich
we refer to body,as known to us, are only states or

modificationsof the percipientsubject itself in other

words, the qualities we call material, are known by
us to exist, only as they are known by us to inhcre
in the same substanceas the qualities wedenominate

efAt/aNipA~o/'<A<~MMM)tMind,Lect.xcvi.pp.646,647.

whichit distinguishesas a modificationof self,and of

sometbingwhichit distinguishes as a modificationof

not-self. Reid, therefore,as a dualist, and a dualist

foundingnot on the hypothesesof philosophers,but
on the data of consciousness,might safe!ymaintain
thc <actof our immediate perceptionof external ob-

jects,withoutfear of involvinghimself in an assertion
of the identity of mind and matter.
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mental. There is an apparent antithcsia,but a real

identity. Onthis doctrine,the hypothesisof a double

principle losing its necessity,becomesphilosophically
absurd on the law of parcimony, a psychological
unitarianism is established. To the argument, tbat
thé qualities of thé object, are so repugnant to the

qualitiesof thé subject,of perception,that they cannot
be supposedthé accidentsof the same substance,the

unitarian,–whether materialist,idealist,or absolutist,
has only to reply :–tbat so far from thé attributes of
the objectbeingexclusiveof the attributes of the sub-

ject, in this act, the hypotheticaldualist himselfeatab-

lishes,as the fundamentalaxiomof bis philosophyof

mind, that the object known is universally identical
with the subject knowing. The materialist may now
derive the subject fromthé object,the idealist derive
the object from the subject,the absolutist sublimate
both into indifference,nay, thé nihilist subvert the
substantialreality of either;–thc hypotheticalrealist,
so far from being able to resist the conclusionof any,
in fact accordstheir assumptivepremisesto a]!.

Sofar,therefore,is Brown'sargument frominferring
the conclusion,tbat Rcid could not bave maintained
our immediateperceptionof external objects,that not

only is its inferenceexpresslydenied by Reid, but if

properlyapplied, it would prove the very converseof
what Brown employsit to establish.

But there is a ground considerablystronger tban
that on which Brown bas attempted to evince the

identity ofReid'eopinionon perceptionwith his own.
This ground is his equalisingPerception and Imagi-
nation. (Under Imagination you will again observe,
that 1includeReid'sConceptionand Memory.) Other

philosophersbrought perceptioninto unisonwith ima-
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LECT.

That this latter alternative is greatly the more

probable,1 shall now proceed to show you and in

doing this, 1 beg you to keep in mind the necessary
contrastsby which an immediate or intuitive is op-
posed to a mediate or representativecognition. The

question to be solved is,-Does Reid hold that in

perceptionwc immediatelyknow the external reality,
in its own qualities, as existing or only mediately
knowthem, through a représentativemodificationof

the mind itself? In the followingprooi,1 select only
i fewout of a great number of passageswhich might
3e adduced from the writings of Reid, in support
)f the same conclusions. 1 nm. however,confident

gination,by making perceptiona faculty of mediate

knowledge. Reid,on thé contrary, haa brought ima-

gination into unison with perception,by calling ima-

ginationa faculty of immediateknowledge. Now,at;

it iamanifestthat, in an act of imagination,the objcct-

object ia and can possiblybe knownonly mediately,

through a representation,it followsthat we must per-
force adopt oneof two alternatives,-we may either

suppose that Reid means by immediate knowledge

only that simpler form of representatiou from which
the idea of <<<«Mïquid, intermediate between the

external reality and the consciousmind, is thrownout,
or that, in hia extreme horror of the hypothesisof

ideas,he bas altogether overlookedthe fundamental

distinction of médiate and immediate cognition, by
which thé facultiesof perceptionand imaginationarc

discriminated and that thusbis very anxietyto sepa-
rate more widelyhis own doctrine of intuition frum

the representativehypothesisof the philosophers,bas,
in fact, caused him almost inextricablyto confound

the two opinions.
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F

that they are suScient; and quotationa longer or

more numerous would tend rather to obscure than

to UluBtratc.
Q

In the first place,knowledgeand existenceare then

only convertiblewhen the reality ta knownin itaelf;
for then only can we say, that it is known becauseit

exista,and exists since it is known. And this consti-
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tutes an immediateor intuitive cognition,rigorousiy
so called. Nor did Reid contemplateany other. It

seems to be admitted,"he says, as a firat principle,

by the learnedand the unlearned,that what is really

perceived must exist, and that to perceivewhat docs

uot exist is impossible. So far the unlearned man

and thé philosopheragree."
a

In the second place, philosophersagree, that the

idea or representativeobject,in their theory,is, in the

atriotest sense,immediatelyperceived. And so Reid

understandsthem. 1perceivenot, says theCartesian,
the external object itself; (sofar he agreeswith thé

Peripatetic,and differsfrom the unlearnedman) but

1perceivean image,or form,or idea,in my own mind,
or in my brain. 1 am certain of the existenceof the

idea, because1 immediatelyperceiveit. 'r

In the third place,philosopheraconcurin acknow-

ledging that mankind at large believe,that the ex-

ternal reality itsetf constitutes the immediate and

only objectof perception. 80 also Reid On the

same principle, the uniearned man paya, 1 perceive
the external object, and 1 perceive it to exist.

The vulgar undoubtedly believe that it is the ex-

temal object whichwe immediatelyperceive,and not

e8eethlsquestiondbcnMedta <)M~M,p.<8<<E['.
~'<f<M'M-tt.6app!.DiMert.,Note e Worka,p.Mt.–Ep.
C,9it.,p.8!9<<e~.CompareDis. v~M<ED.
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a representative image of it only. It is for this

reason,that they look upon it as perfect lunacy to

call in question the existenceof external objecta."
°–

Thévulgar are firmlypersuaded that the very iden-

tical objecta which they perceive continue to exist

when they do not perceive them; and are no lésa

firmly perauaded, that, when ten men look at the

aun or the moon, they ail see the same individual

object." Speakingof Berkeley Thevulgaropin-
ion he reduces to thia, that thé very things which

we perceive by our senses do reallyexist. Thia he

grants."
y

Finally, speakingof Hume It is there-

fore acknowledgedby this philosopher,to bea natural

instinct or preposseasion,an universal and primary

opinion of all men, a primary instinct of nature, that

the objecta which we immediately perceive by our

senses,are not images in our minds, but external ob-

jecta, and that their existence is independent of us

and our perception."a
In the fourth place,all philosopheraagreethat con-

sciousuessbas an immediate knowledge,and affords

an absolutecertainty of the reality,of its object. Reid,
as we have seen, limits the nameof consciousnessto

self-consciousness,that is, to the immediateknowledge
we possessof the modificationsof self; whereas,he

makes perceptionthe faculty by whichweare imme-

diately cognisantof the qualities of the not-self.

In these circumstanccs,if Reid either, l", Main-

tain that his immediateperceptionof external things
is convertiblewith their reality or, 2",Assert, that,
in his doctrineofperception,the external realitystands
to the percipient mind face to face, in the same im-

e ~o)-Jb,p.274.–Eo. y p.28t.–Eo.
CIbid.,p.284.–Eo. albid.,p.29&ED.
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mediacyofrelation whichthe idea holdain the repre-
sentative theory of the philosophera or, 3",Declare
the identity of bis own opinionwith the vulgar belief,
as thus expounded by himself and the philosopherai
or, 4", Declare, that his Perception affordsus equal
evidenceof the existenceof cxternal phaenomena,as
his Consciousnessaffordsus of the existenceof inter-

nai ;–in all and each of these suppositions,he would

unambiguousiydeclare himself a natural realist, and

evincethat his doctrine of perceptionis one not of a

mediateor representative,but of an immediateor in-
tuitive knowledge. And he doesall four.

The.first and Mco?M~ We have beforeexamined
the reasonsgiven by philosophersto prove that ideas,
and not cxternal objecta,ara the immediate objects
of perception. We shall only here observe, that if
external objects be perceived immediately,"[and he
had just beforeasserted for the hundredth time that

they were so perceived,] we have the samereason to
believetheir existence,as philosopherahave to believe
the existenceof ideas,whilethey hold them to be the
immediateobjectsof perception.

n

?%6</tM~Speaking of the perceptionof the ex-
ternal world We have here a remarkableconflict
betweentwo contradictoryopinions,whercinail man-
kind are engaged. On the one side stand ail the

vulgar,whoare uapractised inphilosophicalresearches,
and guided by the uncorrupted primary instincts of
nature. On the other side stand ail the philosophers,
ancient and modem everyman, without exception,
who reflects. In this division,to my great humilia-

tion, I findmyselfclassedwith the vutgar."
7%e/bM~& Philosopherasometimessay that we

a ~o~, p.446.Cf.pp.263,272.–Eo. ~o~, p.302.–ED.
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perceive ideas, sometimes that we are consciousof

them. 1 can hâve no doubt of the existenceof any-

thing which 1 either pcrceive,or of which 1 am con-

scious but 1 cannot find that 1 either perceiveideas

or am consciousof them."
Variousother proofsof the same conclusioncould

bc adduced these, for brevity, we omit
On these grounds, therefore, 1 am confidentthat

Reid's doctrine of Perception must be pronounceda
doctrineof Intuition, and not of Representation; and

though, as 1 have shownyou, thereare certainlysome

plausibleargumentswhichmight beallegedin support
of the oppositeconclusion,still these aregreatly over-
balancedby strongerpositiveproofs,and bythe general
analogyof his philosophy. And here 1 wouldimpress
upon you an important lesson. That Reid, a dis-

tinguished philosopher,and even the founder of an
illustriousschool,could be so greatly misconceived,as
that an eminent discipleof that schoolitself ahould

actually reversethe fundamentalprincipleof his doc-

trine,–this may exciteyour wonder,but it ought not
to moveyou to diaparagoeither the talent of thé phi-
losophermisconceived,or of the philosophermiscon-

ceiving. It ought, however,to provc to you the par-
amount importance,not only in speculation,but in

practice,of precise thinking. Youought never to rest

content, so long as there is aught vagueor indefinite
in your reasonings,–so long as you havenot analyscd
everynotion into its elements,and excludedthe pos-
sibility of ail lurking ambiguity in your expressions.
One great, perhaps the one greatest, advantage, re-

sultingfrom the cultivationof Philosophy,is the habit

a H~~b,p.373.–ED.
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it induccaof vigorous thought. that ia, of allowing
notbing to pass without a searching examination,
cither m your own spéculations,or in thosoof othem
We may never, perhaps,arrive at truth, but we can

always avoid self-contradiction.

LECT.
XXIII.
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THE PRESENTATIVE FACPLTY.–1. PERCEPTION.–THE

DISTINCTION OF PERCEPTION PROPER FROM SENSA-

TION PROPER.

IN my last Lecture, having concluded the review of

Reid's HistoricalAccountof Opinionson Perception,
and of Brown's attack upon that account,1 proceeded
to the question,-Is Reid's own doctrineof perception
a schemeof Natural Realism,that is, did he accept
in its integrity thé datum of consciousness,-that we

are immediatelycognitiveboth of the pheenomenaof

matter and of the phaenomenaof mind ordid he, like

Brown,and the greater number of more recent phi-

losophers,as Brownassumes,hold onlythe finer form

of the representativehypothesis,whichsupposesthat,
in perception,the external reality is notthe immediate

object of consciousness,but that the ego ia onlydeter-
mined in someunknownmannerto representthe non-

ego,whichrepresentation,though only a modification

of mind or self, we are conipelled,by an illusion of

our nature,to mistake for a modificationof matter, or
not-self?1 1 stated to you how,on thé determination

of this question,dependednearly the wholeof Reid's

philosophicalreputation his philosophyprofessesto

subvert the foundationsof idealism and scepticism,
and it is as having accomplishedwhat he thus at-

LECTURE XXIV.
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tempted, that any principalor peculiar glory can be

awarded to him. But if all he did was merely to

explodethe cruder hypothesisof representation,and

to adopt in ita placethe finer,-why, in the first place,
so far from depriving idealism and scepticismof all

basis,he only placed them on one firmer and more

seeure and, in the second,ao far from originatinga

newopinion,he couldonly have added one to a class

of philosophera,who,after the time of Arnauld, were

continua!!yon the inerease,and who,amongthe con-

teïDporariesof Reid himself,certainly constituted the

majority. His philosophywouldthus beat once only
a silly blunder its pretenceto originalityonlya pro-
clamationof ignorance and sofar frombeingan hon-
our to the nation from which it arose,and by whom
it was respected,it would,in fact, be a scandai and a

reproachto the philosophyof any country in which it
met with any milder treatment than derision.

Previously, however,to the determination of this

question,it was necessaryto place before you, more

distinctly than had hitherto beendone,the distinction
of Mediateor Representativefrom Immediateor In-
tuitive knowledge,-a distinctionwhich,thoughover-

looked,or cven abolished,in tbe modern systemsof

philosophy,is,both in itself andin its consequences,of

the highestimportancein psychology. Throwingout
of view,as a nowexplodedhypothesis,the cruder doc-

trine of representation,that, namely,which supposes
the immediate,or representative object to be some-

thing different froma meremodificationof mind,-
fromthe mereenergyof cognitions,-I articulatelydis-

played to you these two kinds of knowledgein their
contrasts and correlations. They are thus defined.

Intuitive or immediate knowledge is that in which

LECT.
XXtV.
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there is only one object,and in which that object is
known in itself, or as existing. Représentative or

mediateknowledge,on the contrary, is that in which
therc are two objecta,an immediate and a mediate

object ;-the immediateobjectorthat knownin itself

being a mère subjectiveor mental mode relative to

nnd representinga reality beyond the sphereof con-

sciousness the mediateobjectbeingthat reality, thus

supposedand represented. Asau act of representative

knowledge involveaan intuitive cognition,1 took a

special exampleof such an act. 1 supposedthat we

calledup to our mindsthe imageof the .HighChurch.
Now here the immediate object,-the object of con-

sciousness,is the mental imageof that edifice. This

we know,and knownot as an absolute object,but as

a mental object relative to a material objectwhich it

represents; which matenal object,in itself, is, at pré-
sent, beyond the reachof our facultiesof immediate

knowledge,and is,therefore,onlymediatelyknown in
its representation. Youmust observetbat the mental

image,-the immediate object, is not reallydifferent
from the cognitivcact of imagination itself. In an
act of mediate or representativeknowledge,the cog-
nition and the immediateobjectare rcallyan identical

modification; the cognitionand the object, the ima-

gination and thé image,being nothing more than the

mental representation,-the mental reference itself.
The indivisible modificationis distinguished by two

names, beca-useit involves a relation between two

terms, (the two term being the mind knowing and

thé thing represented), and may, consequently,be
viewed in more proximate referenceto the one or to

the other of these. Lookingto the mind knowing,it
is calleda cognition,an act of knowledge,an imagi-
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nation, etc. ;–looMng to the thiug represented,it is

calleda representation,an object,an image,an idca,
etc.

AUphilosopheraadmit that the knowledgeof our

present mental atates is immediate if we discount
some verbal ambiguities, all would admit that our
actual knowledgeof all that is not now existent,or
not now existent within thé sphere of consciousness,
must be mediate or representative. The only point
on whichany seriousdifferenceof opinioncan obtain,

is,–Whether the egoor mind can bemorethan medi-

ately cognisantof the phsenomenaof the non-egoor
matter.

LECT.
XXtV.

1 then detailed to you the grounds on which it

ought to be held tbat Reid'sdoctrineof Perception is
one of Natural Realism, and not a form of Cosmo-
thctic Idealism,assupposedby Brown. An immediate
or intuitive knowledgeis the knowledgeof a thing as

existing; consequently,in this case, knowledgeand
existenceinfereachother. Onthe one hand,weknow
the object, becauseit exists, and, on the other, the

object exista, since it ia known. This is expressly
maintained by Reid, anduniversally admittedby phi-
losophera. In the first place, on this principle, the

philosopheraholdthat ideas,(whetberonthe onehypo.
thesis of representation,or on the other,) necessahly
exist,becauseimmediatelyknown. Now,if Reid,fully
awareof this, assert that, on his doctrine,the extemal

reality holds, in the act of perception,thesameimmé-
diate relation to the mind, in which the ideaor repre-
sentativeimagestandsin the doctrineof philosophers;
and that, consequently,on the one opinion,we have
the same assuranceof the existenceof the material

world, as, on the other, of the reality of the ideal

Summary
oftherca
soMfor

holding
Reid 1\
Nature
ReaU't.
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world;-if, 1say,he doestbis, he unambiguouslypro-
claims himself a natural realist. And that tbis he

actually does, 1 showed you by various quotations
from bis writings.

In the secondplace,upon the sameprinciple,man-
kind at large believein the existenceof thé external

universe,because they believe that the external uni-

verse is by them immediatelyperccived. This fact,
1 showed you, is acknowledgedboth by the philoso-
phera, who regard the commonbeliefitself as an illu-

sion, and by Reid. In these circumstances, if Reid

declaresthat he coincideswith the vulgar, in opposi-
tion to the learned, belief, he must again be held

unambiguouslyto pronouncebis doctrine of percep-
tion a schcmeof natural realism. And that he em-

phatically makcs this déclaration, 1 also proved to

you by sundry passages.
In the third place, Reid and all pbilosophersareat

one in maintaining, that self-consciousness,as imme-

diately cognisantof our mental modifications,affords

us an absoluteassuranceof their existence. If then

Reid hold tbat perceptionis as immediatelycognisant
of the external modification,as self-consciousnessis of

the internai, and that the one cognition thus affords

us an equal certainty of the reality of its object as

doesthe other,-on this supposition,it is manifest that

Reid, a third time, unambiguouslydeclares his doc-
trine ofperceptionadoctrineof natural realism. And
that he doesso, 1 proved by variousquotations.

1might bavenoticed,iu the fourth place,that Reid's

assertion, that our belief in the existenceof extemal

thinga is immediate,and not the result of infercnceor

reasoning, iswhollyincompatiblewith the doctrineof
a representative perception. 1 do not, howevcr,lay
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muchstresson this argument,becausewemay possibly

suspectthat he makesthe same mistake in regard to

the term immediate,as appliedto this belief,wbichhe

doesin its applicationto our représentativecognitions.
But, independentlyof this,thé three formerargumenta
are amply sumcientto establishour conclusion.

Thèseare the grounds on which 1 wouldmaintain

that Brownbas not only mistaken,but absolutelyre*

versed,thefundamentalprincipleofReid'Hphilosophy;

although it must be confessed,that tbe error and per-

plexity of Reid'sexposition,arising from his non-dis-

tinction of thé two possible formsof representation,
and hia confusionof representative and of intuitive

knowledge,afjrd a not incompetentapologyfor those

whomight misapprehendhis meaning. In tbis dis-

cussion,it may be matter of surprise, that 1 bave not

calledin the evidenceof Mr Stewart. The truth is,–
hiswritingsanbrd noapplicabletestimonyto thé point
at issue. His own stat<'mentsof thé doctrineof per-

ceptionarebrief and general,andhe iscontent to refer

thc reader to Reid for the details.

LECT.
XXIV.

Of the doctrine of an intuitive perceptionof ex-
ternalobjects,-which, asa factofconsciousness,ought
to be unconditionallyadmitted,-Reid bas the merit,
in these latter times, of being the first champion. 1

hâve already noticed that, among the scholasticphi-
losophera,there weresomewho maintained the samc

doctrine,and with far greater cleamcssand compre-
hensionthan Rcid. Theseopinionsare,however,even
at this moment, I may say, whollyunknown and it
wouldbe ridiculousto supposethat their speculations
had exerted any innuence,direct or indirect, upon a

thinker so imperfectlyacquaintedwith wbat had been

eSeeabove,voLil.pp.86,47,7!,not~a.–ED.
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doncby previousphilosophera,asReid. Sincethe re-

vival of letters, 1 have met with only two anterior to

Reid,whosedoctrineonthé presentquestioncoincided

with his. Oneof thesemay,indeed,bediscounted;for

hc bas stated his opinionsin so paradoxicala manner,
that his authority is bardly worthy of notice." The

other,~whoflourisbedabout a centurybeforeReid,has,

a The philosopher bere meant ta

probably John Sergeant, who incul.

cated a doctrine of Reattsm against
modern phUoaophen genernlly, aod

Locke in ptrtieutar,–in bis J~A<x<

toScience(1696)and Solid PAt/csfpAy
a~~)~<<<<)))M<the ~t!!C!<! e~ the

/<~u~ (!667). See of the latter

Mr~ Preface,especially §§7, t8. t&

pp. 23, 42.44, 68 et 142, 338 e<

f~t. See below, voL iL p. 123.124.

-ED.

The latter of the two philoso.

pheK here refen~l to, b doabttess

Peter Poiret. He la mentioned in

the Aathor'8 Uomïnonptace-Booh,na

holding a more correct opinion than

Reid on the point rataed in tLe text.

Poiret was born ia !648, and died in

1719. He states hia doctrine M fol.

lows la nobia duplicis ~Eeria
(saltemquantum ad cognltionem, voce
hac !ate sumpta) facultatea ineMe;
reales aKerM,qas res ipsas attfMa

ombratHeis qacerernm pictarM, am-

breave sive ideasexhibeant et titras.

que quldem faeultatea i))M itenxn

dup!icts existere nempe, vel rea]ea

spiritales, pro rebus spiritalibne; vel

reales corporMs, pro rebua materiali-

bus. ~p<n'<a/e~M<!<Mmut paMtvaa
intellectus aenMxquospiritales et in.

timi, qni ab objectia ipsia retttibMac

spiritalibus, eorumve <'<rtu~t8veris

afMantur. CM'poreŒfea~ fa.

cultates sont (hoc in negotio) visua

aensusqne eeteri corporel qui ab ob-

jectis tpsb corporeis aneet), eomnt

exhibent nobh foy))«:'o)t~nMtM<M?<tn.
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gines sive Ideas in M excitat et con-
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on the contrary, stated thé doctrine of an intuitive,
and refuted tbe counter hypothesis of a representa-
tive perception,with a brevity,perspicuity,and pre-
cisionfar superiorto the Scottish philosopher. Both

of thèse authors, 1 may say, are at present wholly
unknown.

Having concluded the argument by which 1 en-

deavouredto satisfyyou that Reid'sdoctrineisNatu-

ral Realism,1shouldnowproceedto showthat Natural

Realismis a morephilosophicaldoctrine than Hypo-
theticalRealism. Before,however,takinguptbis sub-

ject, 1think it better to disposeof certain subordinate

matters,with whichit is properto have someprepara-
tory acquaintance.

Of these, the first is the distinction of Perception
Proper from SensationProper.

1havehad occasionto mention,that the word Per-

ception is, in the languageof phUosopherspreviousto

Reid, used in a veryextensivesignification. ByDes-

cartes,Malebranche,Locke,Leibnitz, and others,it ia

employed in a sense almost as unexclusiveas con-

sciousness,in its widest signification. By Reid, this
word was limited to our faculty acquisitiveof know-

ledge, and to that branch of this faculty whereby,
through the sensés,we obtain a knowledgeof thé ex-
ternal world. But his limitation did not stop here.
In the act of.external perception, he distinguished
twoelements,to whicbhe gave the names of Percep-
tion and Sensation. He ought, perhaps, to have
called these perceptionproper and M~~M~<ï<M~proper,
when employed in his special meaning; for, in the

languageof other philosophers,semation was a term
whichincludedhis Perception,and perception a term

comprehensiveof what he called Sensation.

J.l~cr,
LKCT.XXtV.

Thedi)!.
tinction of

Perception
Proper
from Sen-
MttOBPro.

per.

UMûfthe
term Per-

ception
previottty
to Réf.).



LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS.94

Wantt~g
fa préci-
sion.

SenMtiou.

LECT.
XXIV.

Retd'aac.
count of

Perception

There is a great want of precisionin Reid's account
ofPerceptionand Sensation. Of Perceptionhesays

If, therefore,we attend to that act of our mind

whichwe caUthe perceptionof an externalobject of

sense,we sbaMfind in it these three things :-First,
Some conception or notion of the objectperceived

~eco?: A strong and irrésistible conviction and

beliefof ita present existence; and, Thirdly, That

this convictionand beliefare immediate,and Dotthe

effectof reasoning.
"First, it is impossibleto perceive an object with-

out having somenotion or conceptionof what weper-
ceive. We may, indeed, conceivean objectwhich we
do not perceive but whenwe perceivethe object,we

must have someconception of it at the same time
and we have commonlya more clear and steady
notion of the object while we perceive it, than we
have from memoryor imaginationwhen it is not per-
ceived. Yet, even in perception, the notion which
our senses give of the object may be more or less

clear, more or lessdistinct, in all possibledegrees."
°

Now, here you will observe that the "having a
notionor conception,"by whichhe explains thé act of

perception,might at first lead us to concludethat he

held, as Brownsupposes,the doctrineof a representa-
tive perception for notion and conception are gen-
erally used by philosopherafor a representationor

mediate knowledge of a thing. But, though Reid
cannot escapecensure for ambiguity and vagueness,
it appears fromthe analogyof his writings, that by
notion or conceptionho meant nothing more than

knowledgeor cognition.
Sensation he thus describes :Almost all our per-

a /)t<<~«M<t<~oco-t,Essayii. eh. v. !t~< p. ?8.
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ceptions have corresponding sensations, wbich con-

stantly accompany them, and, on that account, are

very apt to beconfoundedwith them. Neitherought
we to expect that the sensation,and its correaponding

perception, shou!d be distinguishcd in commonlan-

gitage, because the purposesof common life do not

require it. Language is made to serve the purposes
of ordinary conversation and we bave no reasonto

expect that it shouldmake distinctions that are not

of common use. Hence it happens that a quality

perceived, and the sensation corresponding to that

perception,often go under the same name.

Thismakes the namesof most of our sensations

ambiguous,and this ambiguity hath very much per*

plexedthe philosophera. It will be necessaryto give
some instances,to illustrate the distinction between

our sensationsand thc objectsof perception.
When 1 smcil a rose, tbere is in this operation

both sensationand perception. The agreeable odour

1 feel, consideredby itself, without relation to any
external object,ia merely a sensation. It anects the
mind in a certainway and thia affectionof the mind

may be conceived,without a thought of the rose or

any other object. This sensationcan be nothing else
than it is felt to be. Its very essenceconsists in be-

ing felt and, when it is not felt, it is not. There is
nodifferencebetweenthe sensationand the feelingof

it-they are one and the same thing. It is for this
reason that we before observed that, in sensation,
there is no objectdistinct from that act of the mind

by which it is felt; and this holds true with regard
to ail sensations.

Let us next attend to the perceptionwhich we

have in smelling a rose. Perceptionhas always an

Lüi"l'.
LKUT.xxtv
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external object; and the object of my perception,in
this case,is that quality in the rose which1discern

by the senseof smell. Observingthat the agreeable
sensation is raised when the roseis near, and ceases

when it is removed,1 am led, by my nature, to con-

clude some quality to be in the rose which is the

causeof this sensation. This quality in the roseis the

objectperceived and that act of my mind, by wbich
1 have the conviction and belief of this quality, is

what in tbis case 1 call perception."

Byperception, Reid,therefore,means the objective

knowledgewe have of an external reality tbrough the

senses by~Mo<OM,the subjectivefeelingof pleasure
orpain with wbichthe organicoperationof senseisac-

companied. Thisdistinctionof theobjectivefromthe

subjectiveelementin the act is important. Reidis not,
however,the author of this distinction. He himself
noticesof Malebranchethat "he distingoished,more

accuratelythan any philosopherhad done before,the

objectswhichwe perceivefrom tbe sensationsin our
own minds, which, by the laws of nature, always
accompanythe perceptionof the objcct. As in many
things, so particularlyin this, he bas great merit; for

this, 1 apprehend, is a key that opensthe way to a

right understanding,both of our extemal sensesand
of other powers of the mind. I may notice that
Malebranche'sdistinction is into Idée, correaponding
to Reid's Perception,and <y€M<îMeM<,correspondingto
his Sensation and this distinction is as precisely
marked in Malebrancho~as in Reid. Subsequentlyto

Malebranche,the distinction becameeven common
a f~?!M<Ma!fM~t,Essayil.ch. ~M&e<~<de!oFATM,liv.t)!.

xvi. ~<M't<,p.810. ~artiLch.e,and7,withEclaircisse.
/)t<<«M<t«t<~MW~,Essayii.ch. mentontest. See~<<f<Works,pp.

viL Workl,p.266. 834,887.-ED.

a
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and there is no reason for JMrStewart" being struck

when he found it in Crousazand Hutcheson. It ie

to be found in Le Clerc/ in Siasart,~in BuËer,*in

Genovesi,' and in many othcr philosopliers. It ie

curious that Malebranche's distinction was appre-
hendcd neithcr by Locke nor by Leibnitz, in theil:

counter-examinationsof the theoryof thatphilosopher.
Both totally mistake its import. Malebranche,how-

ever,was not the original author of the distinction.

He himself profcssedlyevolves it out of Dcscartes.~

But long prcviouelyto Descartes,it had bcen clearly
established. It formeda part of that admirable doc-

trine of perception maintained by tho pa.rty of the

Schoolmcnto whom1 have already alluded. 1 nod

it, however,long prior to them. It is, io particular,
statcd with great precision by PIotinus/ aud even

somciuferencesdrawa from it, whichare supposedto

bc the discovericsof modern philosophy.
Before proceeding to state to you the great law

which regulates the mutual relation of these phaeno-
mena,-a law whicb bas beenwhollyoverlookedby
our psychologtsts,–it is proper to say a few words,
illustrative of the nature of tbe phaenomena.them-

selves for what you will find in Reid,is by nomeans
citber completeor definite.

The opposition of Perception and Sensation ia truc,

a /'At<MOpAtM!&s«~, Notes F 6~09-Ul. Cf.~wMrJbwCfOttMt,
aud G. The passages frum Hutche. art. titi. p. 427 (Eaf{.TrMa.)–Eo.
wa and Croa.MZare given in Sir W. e [F&'M<H~t~fe~tc, parj it.

Hami!ton'8 edition of the CeMf<-<c~p. 12.)
tf'on~, vol. v. p. 420.–Eo. f See ~M'< t7o~, p. 831.-

~<tMM<0/M/tO,§ L eh. v. C~'CM ~U.

/%tV<Me~tM,toto. U. p. 3!, (edit. n S<e above.-t.eet~uiiii., vo!. i

1729).–ED.
dcsPetis&ssur

p. 71, an~HM M~ 887.–

t [/!«'!<<{?</<~P<M~M<Mff/ntHMi'- ËD.

<a~~e ~M< p. 110.]J 9
~)~. lib. vf. c. ~&<f<

9 Ft~ y)t<~ part ch. xiv.
~~{);887t4Ei4<

~)
VOL. II. t (t"/

LECT.
XXIV.

1

CroMM.
Hutthe~on,

LeClerc,
'8tMM-t,

BufBer,
Oenoyeaf.

DeMtrtM.

DotXjm.

The nature
oftitapha:-
MUMM,–
Perception
M'tSeuM-
t)oa.t!)M'
trated.



LECTURES ON METAPHY8IC8.98

LECT.
XXIV.

Thé cm.
tMttof
Perception,
and SeaM-
tion, the
apetta)
m<uUfMt<.
tion ofo
contrast
whfchant'
veniaOy
.)MJei

Knowledge
anftFeet.
'ng.

Perception
Properand
~eBJ~tion
Proper,

srftigely
'1

tHst!n-
gutshe'L

but it is not a statement adequate to the generality
of the contrast. Perception is only a specialkind of

knowledge,and sensationonly a special kind of feel-

'ing and ~o~ec~c and Feeling, you will recollect,
are two out of the three great classes,into which we

primarilydividedthe phœcomeuaof mind. Cb~a~oM

was.the third. Now, as perceptionis only a special
modeof knowledge,and sensationonlya specialmode

of feeling,so the contrast of perceptionand sensation

is only the specialmanifestationof a contrast, wbich

universallydividesthe genericpha~nomenathemselves.

It ought, therefore, in the first place, to bave been

noticed, that the generic phœnomenaof knowleJge
and feeling are always found coexistent, and yct

always distinct; and the oppositionof perceptionand

sensation sbould have been stated as an obtrusive,
but still only aparticular, exampleof the general law.
But not only is the distinction of perceptionand sen-
sation not generalised,-not referred to its category,

by our psychologista it is not conciselyand precisely
stated. A cognition is objective, that is, our con-

sciousnessis then relative to somethingdifferentfrom

the present state of the mind itself a feeling,on the

contrary, ia subjective, that is, our consciousnessis

exclusivelylimitcdto the pleasureor pain experienced

by the thinking subject. Cognition and feeling are

liways coexistent. The purest act of knowledgeis

!tlwayscolouredby somefeelingof pleasureor pain
forno energy is absolutely indiffèrent,and the gross-
it feelingexista only as it is knownin consciousness.

rhis beingthe caseof cognitionand feelingin general,
he same is true of perceptionand sensationin parti-
cular. Perceptionproperis the consciousness,through
he senses,of the qualities of an objectknown as dif-
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forentfrom self Sensationproperis theconsciousness

of the subjectiveaNcctionof pleasureor pain, which

accompaniesthat act of knowledge. Perception is

thus the objectiveelement in tbe complexstate,–thé
elementof cognition senafitionia the subjectiveele-

ment,-the element of feeling.
The most remarkable defect,bowever,in the pre-

sent doctrineupon this point, is the ignoranceof our

psychologistsin regard to the law by wbich the phee-
nomcnaof cognition and feeling,of perception and

sensation,are governed,in their reciprocal re!ation..

This lawis simpleand universal and,once enouneed,
its proof is found in every mental manifestation. It
is tbis :–KnowJedge and Feeling, Perception and

Sensation,though atwayscoexistent,arealwaysin the
inverseratio of cach otber." That these twoclements
arc always foundin coexistence,as it is an old and a

notorioustruth, it isnot requisitefor meto prove. But
that these élémentsare always found to coexistin an
inverseproportion,–In support of thia universal tact,
it will be requisite to adduceproofand illustration.

In doingthis 1aha! however,confinemyselfto the
relation of Perception and Sensation. These afford
the bestexamplesof the genericrelationof knowledge
and feeling and we must not now turn aside from
the specialfaculty with which we are engaged.

Thé first proof 1 shall take froma comparisonof ]

thé severalsensés and it will be found that, preciselyf
as a sensebas moreof the one element,it bas less of

E

theother. LayingTouchasidefor the moment,as this
aThislawh thMenunciatedby mf)8MnalemttMfga<Bc!rft)."~M.

KMt JestarkerdieSiane,bel Mrcpe~M',§20,(~er~,edit.RoMn.
ebenden~ethenOradedesanfsio kmnzandSchubert,vii.part2,p.
~eoeheheBenEioHMses,sich<ct'r<6L)SMofthitedttioneorrMpondB
ftih)en,destoweniger&A~Msie.nn). to§tC,edit.!800.–Eo.
K)<ehrt;wennétévieltehtcnM)!et),
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LECT. requiresa special explanation, the other four Sensés

divide themselves into two classes,accordingas per-

ception,the objective element,or sensation,the sub-

jectiveelement,predominates. The two in whichthc

formerelement prevails,arc Sight and Hearing the

two in which the latter, are Taste and Smell.A

Now,here,it willbeat onceadmitted,that Sight,at

the sameinstant presents to us a greater number and

a greater variety of objects and qualities, than any
other of the senses. In this sense,therefore,percep*
tion,-the objectiveelement,is at its maximum. But

sensation-the subjectiveelement,is here at its mini-

mum for, in the eye weexperiencelessorganicplea-
sure or pain from the impressionsof its appropriato

objecta(colours),thau we do in nny other sense.

Next to Sight, Hearing affordsus, in the shortcst

interval, the greatcst variety and multitude of cogni-
tions and as sight divides space almost to infinity,

tbrough colour, so hearing does the same to timc,

through sound. Hearing is, however,much lessex-

tensive in its sphèreof knowledgeor perceptionthun

sight but in the same proportion is its capacity of

feelingor sensationmore intensive. Wcbavegreater

plcnsureand greaterpain fromsinglesoundathanfrom

single colours and, in !ikcmanner, concordaand dis-

cords,in the onesense,affectus moreagreeablyor dis-

agreeably,than anymodificationsoflightin the other.~

In Taste and Smell,the degrccof sensation,that ip,
of pleasureorpain, isgrcat in proportionasthe percep-

a Compare Kant, ~t<Ay<'pof<<,§
15.–En.

a [tu M~ard to the sut~jfctivcand

objective nature of the scnmtion<of

the SMeraIsensés, or ratber the per-

ceptiona we have tbrough thent, it

m~y be obserred, that what is more

élective is more easily rcMemtered

whereos, wbat iii muro subjective
aB'ord; a much less distinct remem.

brance. Thus, what we perceirc by
the tyf, is betler rementbcrcd than

what we hMr.]–0/!t! 7f<<o~.
<<0)t.
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objectiveand subjective. But it is morecorrect,as we

shall see, to regard it as a plurality of senses,in which

caseTouch,propcrlysocallcd,bavinga principalorgan
in the nng<-r-points,willbelongto thé firstclass,-the
c!assof objectivesenses,-the perceptions,-that class

in which perceptionproperpredominates.
The analogy,then, which we have thus seento hold

goodin the several senses in relation to each other,

prevails likewiseamongthe several impressionsof the

same sense. Impressions,in the same sense, differ
bothin degreeand in quality or kind. By!Mpff~oM

you will observe that 1 mcan no explanation of thé

modein whichthe external realityacts uponthe sense,

(the mctaphor you must disregard), but simply the

fact of the agency itself. Taking, then, their differ-

encein degree,and supposingthat the degreeof the

tion, that is, thc informationthey afford,is small. fn

aHthèsesensés,thcrefbre,–Sight, Hcaring.Taste,Sme!
it will bo admittcd that the principle holdagood.

The senseof Touch, or Feeling strictly so called,
1 hâve rcserved,as this requireaa word of comment.

Some philosophers include under this name all our

sensitiveperceptions,not obtained through someone

of the four specialorganaof sense,that is,sight, !iear-

ing, taste, smell; others, again,divide the senseinto

several. To us at present this differenceis of no in-

terest for it is sufficientfor us to know,that in thosc

parts oftbe bodywheresensationprédominâtes,percep-
tion is feeble and in thosewhereperceptionislively,
sensationis obtuse. In the nnger-points, tactile per-

ception is at its height; but there is hardly another

part of the body in whichsensationis not moreacutc.

Touch, or Fec!ing strictly so called, if viewed as a

single sensé,belonga,therefore,to both classes,-the

LRCT.
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XXtV. impressiondeterminesthe degree of the sensation,it

cannot certainly be said, that the minimumof sensa-

tion infersthe maximumof perception forperception
always supposesa certain quantum of sensation; but
this is undeniable,that, abovea certain limit, percep-
tion declinesin proportion as sensationrises. Thus,
in the sense of sight, if the impressionbe strong we

are dazzled,blinded,and conaciousnessis limited to

the pain or pleasureof tbe sensation,in the intensity
of winch perceptionbas been !oat.

Take now the difference,in kind, of impressionsin
thé same sense. Of the sensés, take again that of

Sight. Sight,as will hereafter be shown,is cognisant
of colour,and, through colour,of figure. But though
figure is known only through colour,a very imperfect

cognisanceof colour is necessary,as is shown in the

case (and it is not a rare one)of thoseindividualswho

hâve not the facultyof discriminatingcolours. These

persons,who probablyperceive only a certain diner-

ence of light and shade,bave as clear and distinct a

cognisanceof figure, as others whoenjoy the senseof

sight in absolute perfection. This being understood,

you will observe,that, in the visionof colour,there is

moreof sensation; in that offigure,moreofperception.
Colouraffordsour facultiesof knowledgea far smaHer

numberof differencesandrelationsthan figure; but, at

the sametime,yieldaourcapacityof feelinga farmore

sensualenjoyment. But if tbe pleasurewederivefrom

colour be more gross and vivid, that from figure is

morerefinedand permanent. It isa lawofournature,
that the more intense a pleasure, the shorter is its

duration. Thepleasuresof sensearegrosserand more

intense than those of intellect; but, while the former

altemate speedilywith disgust,with the latter weare

never satiatcd. The same analogybolds among the
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sensesthemselves. Thosein whichsensationpredomi-

nates,in whichpleaaureis mostintense,soonpall upon

us whereasthose in whichperceptionpredominates,
and which hold more immcdiately of intelligence,
affordus a lessexclusivebut a morecnduring gratifi-
cation. How soon are we cloycdwith the pleasures
of the palate, comparedwith those of the cyo and,

amongthe objectaof the former,the meats that please
the most are soonestobjects of disgust. This is too

notoriousin regard to taste to stand in need of proof.
But it is no less certain in the case of vision. In

Painting, there is a pleasurederivedfrom a vivid and

harmoniouscolouring,and a plcasurefrom the draw-

ing and grouping of thé figures. The two pleasures
are distinct, and even, to a certain extent, incom-

patible. For if we attempt to combine them, the

grosserand moreobtrusivegratification,whichwe find

in the colouring,distracts us from the more refined

and intellectual enjoymcntwe derive from the rela-

tion of figure while, at the same time, the disgust
we soonexpérience from the one tends to rcnder us

insensibleto the other. This is finely expressedby a.

modernLatin poet of high gcnius

Mensuratebneeatsua dulcibM

Est modaset dulci nimis immoderatavolupta8
TfedtaBnitimolimitesemperhabet.

Cernenovastabulas rident florentecolore,
Picta velut primo \'):i'ecoruscathumus.

Cernedia tamenhas, hebetataqûelumina ûectea,
Et tibi coMpectuanauseamollieent

SubquetUMoca!o!)aliquid revocarelibebit,
Priscaquod inculta seclatulere maNU.a

a Joannes SeMndns, .B<MM,ta. 0 Joannes Secundus, ~t'ymM.
[Opera,p. 86,(edit.1691).–ED.] m<t/<t,IliL [O~mt,p. nc.–KD.]
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Ut quodquemcntMsuaviuaafficit,
FaetidiutnBtctrMteeecum

Limiteproximioreducit."<t
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His Icamed commentator,Bosscha,bas not, how-

ever, noticedthat these are only paraphrasesof a re-

markable passage of Cieero."
4 Ciceroand Secundus

have not, however,expressed the principle more ex-

plicitly than Shakespeare

The result of what I hâve now stated, therefore,is,
in the first place,that, as philosophcrshave observed,
therc is a distinctionbetweenKnowledgeand Feeling,

-Perception and Sensation,as between the objective
and the subjectiveélément; and, in the second,that

this distinction is, moreover,governed by the law,-
that the two éléments,though each neccssarilysup-

poses the other, are still aiways in a certain inverse

proportionto each other.~

Before lenving this subject, I may notice that the

distinction of perceptionproper and sensationproper,

thoughrecognisedaaphcenomenalby philosopherswho

hold the doctrineof a representativeperception,rises

into reality and importanceonly in thé doctrineof an

intuitive perception. In the formerdoctrine, percep-
tion is supposed to be only apparently objective;

being, in reality, no !ess subjective than sensation

proper, the subjective element itself. Both are

a DeOM~ iif.25:"DifBcitetnur."&c.–ED.
enim dictu est, qnfen~m causa eit,
mr ta, que mMime Mnma noBtres

impettutt voluptnte, et epecie prima
Merrime commovent, ah fMcelerrime

fMtidioqnodnm et satietate aMfene-

These violent delightshave violentends,
And in their triumph die. The eweetesthoney
Is loathsomein ita owndelicioueceM,
And in the taste confonndsthe appetite.
Therefore,lovemcderately long lovedoth "o.
TooawiftarrivesMtardy natoo elow.

P ~MMoand ~)<~f<,Act !i. ecene

6.

'y For hktorieal notices of appMx-
imations to this Law, Me 7!n<<

~onb. Note D', p. 887.–ED.
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nothingmorethan meremodesof theego. The philo-

sopherawho hold thé hypothesisof a représentative

perception,make thé diftcrenceof the two to consist

only in this ;-that in perceptionproper,there is refer'

ence to an unknown object, different from me; in

sensation, there is no referenceto augbt beyond my-
self. Brown,on the supposition that Reid held that

doctrine in common with himself and philosophers
at large, states sensation, as understood by Rcid, to

be the simple feeling that immediatelyfollowsthe

action of an external bodyon any of our organs of

sense, consideredmerely as a feeling of the mind
the correspondingperception being the reference of

this feelingto the external body as ils cause."CI The

distinction he allows to be a convenicnt one, if the

nature of the complex processwhich it expressesbe

rightly understood. The only question," he says,
that seems,philosophically,of importance,with re-

spect to it, is whcther the perception in this sense,-
the referenceof the sensation to its.external corporea!

cause,-implies, as Dr Reid contends,a peculiar men-

tal power, coextensivewith sensation, to be distin-

guished by a peculiar name in the catalogue of our

faculties; or be not merely one of thé results of a

more general power,which is aftcrwards to be con-

sidered by us,-the powerof association,-by wbich

one feeling suggests, or induces, other feelings that

have formerlycoexistcdwith it." s

LECT.
XXtV.

If Brownbe correct in his interpretation of Reid'e

general doctrine of perception, bis criticism is not

only true but trite. In the hands of a cosmothetic

idealist,the distinction is only superficial,and mani-

fcstlyof no import; and the very fact, that Rcid laid

eLecturexxvi.,p.162(<dtt.ï830).-Eo. /M.-Eb.
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so great a stress on it, would tend to provo, inde-

pendently of what we have already alleged, that

Brown's interpretation of his doctrine is erroneous.

You will remark, likewise,that Brown, (and Brown

only speaks the languageof ail the philosopherawho

do not aUowthé mind a consciousnesaof aught be-

yondita ownstates),misstateathe phceuomenon,when

he asserts that, in perception,there is a referencefrom

the internai to the external, from thé known to the

unknown. That this is not the fact, an observation

of the pheanomenonwill at once convinceyou. In

an aet of perception,1 am consciousof aomethingas

self,and of somethingas not-self:-this is the simple
fact. The philosophers,on the contrary, who will

not accept this fact, misstate it. They say that we

are there consciousof nothing but a certain modifica-

tion of mind; but this modificationinvolvesa refer-

ence to,-in other words,a representationof,–some-

thing external, as its object. Now this is untrue.
We are consciousof no reference,-of no repreenta-
tion we believethat the objectof wbichwe are con-
scious is the object which exista, Nor could there

possiblybesuch referenceor representation forrefer-
enceor representation supposesa knowledgealready
pONsessedof the object referredto or represented; but

perceptionis the faculty by which our first know-

ledge is acquired, and, therefore, cannot suppose a

previousknowledgeas its condition. But this 1notice

m!y by the way this matter will be regularlycon-
sideredin thé sequeL

1 may here notice the false analysis, which bas
'ndeavouredto take perceptionout of the !ist of our

aculties, as being only a compound and derivative
jower. Perception,say Brown and others, supposes
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memoryand comparisonand judgment; therefore,it

is not a primary faculty of miud. Nothing can be

more erroneoua than this reasoning. In the first

place,1 have formerlyshown you tbat consciousness

supposesmemory,anddiscrimination,and judgment
and, as perceptiondoeanot pretendto beRimplertban

consciousness,but in fact only a modificationof con-

sciousness,that, therefore,the objectiondoesnotapply.
But, in the second place, the objection is founded
on a misapprehensionof what a faculty properlyis.

It may be very true that an act of perceptioncannot

be realised simply and alone. 1 have often told you
that the mental pbeenomenaare never simple, and
that as tissues are wovenout of many tbreads, so a

mental phœnomenonia made up of many acts and

affections,which we can only consider separatelyby
abstraction,but can nevereven conceiveas separately

existing. In mathematics,we considera triangle or

a square, the aides and the angles apart from each

other,thoughwe are unable to conceivethemexiating

independentlyof each other. But becausethe angles
and aidesexist only through each other, wouldit be

correctto deny their reality as distinct mathematical

elementa1 As in geometry, so is it in psychology.
Weadmit that no faculty can exist itself alone and

that it ia onlyby viewingthe actual manifestationsof

mind in thcir different relations,that we are able by
abstractionto analyse them into elements,whichwc

refer to different faculties. Thus, for example,every

judgment,everycomparison,supposestwoterms to be

compared,and, therefore, supposesan act of repre-
sentative,or an act of acquisitive,cognition. But go
back to one or other of thèse acts, and you will find

a Seeabove,voLt.p,202.205.-ED.

LECT.
XXIV.

Perc<[)ti")t
takenullt
oftheH).t

of primary
fMutttes

tbrough Il
fat'eau~-

tyfth.



LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS.108

LECT.
XXIV.

ThePH.
maryand
Secondary
QM)itie!00
matter.

Historical
notices ot
thhdis.
fonction.

Democri.
tns.

Dfscart~.

that eachof themsupposesa judgment and a.memory.
If 1 represent in imaginationthe termsof comparison,
there is involved a judgment; for the fact of their

representation supposesthe affirmationor judgment
tbat they are caUedup, that they now ideally exist
and tbis judgment is only possible,as the result of a

comparisonof the presentconsciousnesaof their exist-
encewith a past consciousnesaof their non-existence,
which comparison,again, ia only possiblethrough an
act of memory.

Connectedwith the preceding distinction of Per-

ception and Sensation, is the distinction of the Pri-

mary and SecondaryQualitieaof matter. This dis-
tinction cannot be omitted but 1shall not attempt
to followout the various difficult and doubtful pro-
b!emswhich it présents."

It would only confuseyou were 1 to attempt to

détermine,how far this distinction wnsknown to the
Atomic Physiologists,prior to Aristotle,and how far
Aristotle himselfwas awareof the principleon which
it proceeds. It is enoughto notice,as the most re-
markable opinion of antiquity, that of Democritus,
who, cxcept the commonqualitiesof body whichare
known by Touch,denied that the sensesafforded us

any information concerning the real propcrties of
matter. Amongmodem philosophera,Descarteswas
the first who recalled attention to the distinction.

Accordingto him,the primaryqualiticsdiffcrfromthe

secondaryin this,-that our knowJedgcof the former
is moreclear and distinct than of the latter. "Longe
alio modocognoscimusquid sit in corporemagnitudo
vel figura quam quid ait, in eodemcorpore,color,vel

a Fora fullerandmoreaccuratetinction,8ee H'o~,NoteD.
accountof thehtiitoryofthudia.–ED.
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odor, vel sapor.–Longe evidentiuscognoscimusquid
sit in corporecssofiguratumquam quid Bitcsso colo-

ratum. CI

Thé qualities of external objects,"says Locke,
Meof twosorts first,Originalor Primary; suchare

solidity,extension,motionor rest, numberand figure.
Theseare inseparablefrom body, and such as it con-

stantly keeps in all its changesand alterations. Thus

take a grain of wheat, divide it into two parts; each

part has still solidity, extension, figure, mobility;
divide it again,and it still retains thé same qualities
and willdo still, thoughyou dividt it on till the parts
becomeinsensible.

Secondly,Secondary qualities, such as colours,

smeUs,tastes, sounds,&c.,which, whateverreality wo

by mistakemay attribute to them,are in truth nothing
in the objects themselves,but powcratoproduccvari-

oua sensations in us and depend on the qualitics
bcforementioned.

The ideasof primary qualitiesof bodies are re-

semblancesof them and their patterns reallyexist in

bodiesthemselves but the ideas produced in us by

secondaryqualities hâve no resemManceof them at

aU and whatis sweet,blue,or warmin the idea,is but

the certain bulk, figure,and motion of thé insensible

parts in the bodies themselves,whieh we call so."

Reid adopted the distinctionof Descartes he hoids

that our knowledgeof the primary qualities is clear

and distinct, whereasour knowledgeof the secondary

qualitieais obscure.~ Everyman,"ho says, capable
of reflection,may casilysatisfyhimself,that he bas a

a T'nMt'pM, § 09.–Et).

CJEim~, bookii.ch.Tiii.SC.
The text la an abtidgment of Locke,

Dotan MMt qnotation.– F.n.

/M<fy<!<<M<!</~)fC~,HsMyIl. cli.

xfii. n'o~, p. 314.–ED.
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LECT.
XXtV.

perfectlyclear and distinct notion of extension,divi-

sibility, figure,and motion. The solidity of a. body
meansno more,but that it excludesotherbodiesfrom

occupying the same place at the same time. Hard-

ness,softness,and fluidity,are differentdegreesof co-

hesionin the parts of a body. It is nuid when it bas

no sensiblecohésion softwhenthe cohésionis weak
and hard when it is strong. Of the causeof this co-

hesionwe are ignorant,but the thing itself weunder-

stand perfectly,being immediatelyinformedof it by
the senseof toucb. It is evident, thercfore,that of thé

primaryqualitieswe havea clear and distinct notion
we know what tbey are, though we may be ignorant
of the causes." But he did more, he endeavoured

to show that this differencearises from the circum-

stance,-that the perception,in the caseof the pri-

mary qualities,is direct in the caseof thé secondary,

only relative. This he explains 1 observefurther

that the notionwehave of primaryqualities is direct,
and not relative only. A relative notionof a thing
is, strictly speaking,no notionof the thing at ait, but

only of somerelationwhichit bearsto somcthingelse.
Thus gravity sometimessignifiesthe tendency of

bodies towards the eartb sometimesit signifiesthe

cause of that tendency. When it means the first, 1

have a direct and distinct notionof gravity I see it,
and feel it, and know perfectly what it is; but tbis

tendencymust have a cause. Wc give the samename

to the cause and that cause bas been an objectof

thought and of speculation. Now what notion have

we of this causewhenwethink and reason about it ?1

It is evident we think of it as an unknowncause of

a knowneffect. This is a relativenotion aud it must

be obscure,becauseit gives us no conceptionof what
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tbe thing is, but of what relation it bcara to some-

thing else. Every relation which a thing unknown

bears to somethingthat is known, may give a rela-

tive notion of it; and there arc many objecta of

thought and of discourse,of whichour faculties can

giveno better than a relative notion.

Having premised thèse things to explain what is

meant by a relative notion, it is evident that our

notion of Primary Qualitiesis not of tbis kind we

know what they are, and not barcly what relation

they bear to somethingelse.

It is otherwiaewith SecondaryQualities. If you
ask me,what is that quality or modificationin a rose

which 1call ils smell, 1 am at a loss what to answer

directiy. Upon reflection,1 find, tbat 1 have a dis-

tinct notion of the sensationwhichit produceain my
mind. But there can be nothing like to this sensa-

tion in the rose,becauseit is insentient. The quality
in the roseis somethingwhichoccasionsthe sensation

in me but what that somethingis, 1 knownot. My
sensesgive me no informationupon this point. The

only notion, therefore,my senses give ia this-that

smellin the roseis an unknownquality or modinca-

tion which is the cause or occasionof a sensation

which1 knowwetL The relationwhichthis unknown

quality bearsto the sensationwith wbichnature hath

cocneetedit, isail 1 learn fromthe senseof smelling
but this is evidently a relative notion. The same

reasoningwill apply to every secondaryquality.
ThusI think it appears,that there is a real foun-

dation for thé distinction of primary fromsecondary
qualities; and that they are distiaguished by this,
that of the primary we have by our sensesa direct
and distinct notion but of the secondaryonly a

LECT.
XX!V.
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relative notion, which must, becauseit is oniy rela-

tive, be obscure they are conceivedonly as the un-

known causesor occasionsof certain sensations,with

which weare well acquainted."
You will observe that thé lista of the primary

qualities given by Locke and Reid do not coincide.

Accordingto Locke, these are Solidity, Extension,

Motion, Hardness,Softness, Roughness,Smoothness,
and Fluidity.

Mr Stewart proposesanother line of demarcation.

1 distinguish,"he says, Extension and Figure by
the title of the ~6[~M(!<ce:J~ec<MMof matter re-

stricting the phrase Primary Qualities, to Hardness

and Softness,Roughnessand Smoothness,and othcr

propertiesof the same description. Theline which1

would draw between ~r/Mta~ and &co~<M'yÇMa.*
lities is this, that the former necessarilyinvolve the
notion of Extension,and consequentlyof externality
or outness; whereas the latter are only conceivedas
thé unknowncauses of known sensations and ~e~

a~p~AcM~ec!&ythemind, do not implythe exist-

ence of anything locallydistinct from the subjects of

its own consciousness."

AUthese Primary Qualities,iucludingMr Ste~art's

Mathematica!Affectionsof matter, may easUybe re-

duced to two,-Extension and Solidity. Thus

Figure is a mere limitation of extension Hardness,

Softness,Fluidity, are onlySolidityvariousiymodificd,

–only its different degrees; while Roughness and

Smoothnessdénoteonly the sensationsconnectedwith

certain perceptionsof Solidity. On the other hand,
in regardto Divisibility,(whichis properto Reid),and

to Motion,–thèse can hardly be meredata of sense.

a~t7..EsMy%n*f~ voLc.pp.1!6,!I7.
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Divisibility supposes division, and a body divided

supposesmemory,for if we did not remcmberthat it
had been one,weshouldnot knowthat it is nowtwo
we could not compare its present with its former

state and it is by this comparisonalone that wo
learn the fact of division. As to Motion, this sup-
posesthe exerciseofmemory,and the notion of time,
and, therefore,we do not owe it exclusivelyto sense.

Finally as to Number,wbich is peculiar to Locke,
it is evident that this, far from being a quality of

matter, is only an abstract notion,-the fabrication
of the intellect, and not a datum of sense.

Thus, then, we bave rcduced all primary qualifies
to Extension and Solidity, and we are, moreover,it

would seem,beginning to sec light, inasmuchas the

primary qualities are those in wbich perception is

dominant,the secondarythose in whieh sensationpre-
vaUs. But here we areagain tbrown back for exten-

sion is only another name for space, and our notion

of space is not onewhich we derive exclusivclyfrom

sense,-not one which is generalised only from ex-

perience for it is one of our necessarynotions,-in

fact, a fundamental conditionof thought itself. Thé

analysisof Kant, independentlyof all that has been

done by other philosophera,bas placed this truth

bcyond the possibilityof doubt, to all those who un-

derstand the meaning and conditionsof the problem.
For us, however.this is not the time to discusa the

subjeet. But, taking it for granted that the notion

of apace is native or a ~or!, and not adventitious

a !n thts reductlon of the pdf)Mry
!)ua))tics to Extension and SoXdity,
the author follows Royer- Co)!mni,
whoiteTtnin~e will be found quoted
in ~exft tF'OTJb,p. 844. From the

VOL. Il.

notes appeoded to that qnotation, it

will be Mcn that Sir W. Hamitton'a

final opinion diCera in eotne respecte
from that expressed in the present
text.–En.

H

Thf<rc<)uc-
tionin-
votte~~a

ditticalty.

W~t, an't
howsotve').bo\Vsolve.l.



LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS.114

UMfrat
reM)t.–t[
thePr).
mary Qua-
tit)t<.P<r-
eepttonpre
<tomfnaMx
in the

8eton!)afy.
8M;iation.

t.ECT.
XXIV.

Space
knowttaa
~<f' Ex
temtouta
/MJ~-M)-

The following is the result of what 1 think an

accurate analysis would afford, though there are no

doubt many difficulties to be explained.-That our

knowledgeof ail the qualities of matter ia merely
relative. But though the qualitiesof matter are all

a Here,onblankleafofMS.,are ence.Mrevealingtoustheparttcu-
jotted<hcwords,"SoCaM&!fty."!afMuseofMye<rect.]–0~/)t<fr.
[CaM&Htydépends,6Kt,onthea ~o/a/xM,bntnotat thfapaMage.–
priorinecessityinthemindtothinkED.
some cause and, second, on Mperi-

or a posteriori, are.we not at once tbrown back into

idealism?1 For if extensionitself be only a necessary
mentalmode,bowcan wemakeit a quality ofexternal

objecta,knownto us by sense or howcan wecontrast

the outer world,as the extended,with the inner,as the

unextended world To this difficulty,1 see only one

possibleanswer. It is this :–It cannot bedcaied that

space,as a necessarynotion, is native to the mind
but does it follow,that, becausethere is an a pr<Mt

space,as a formof thought, wemay not alaobave an

empirical knowledgeof extension, as an element of

existence? The former,indeed,maybe onlythe con-

dition through whichthe latter is possible. It is true

that, if we did not possessthe general and necessary
notionof spaceanterior to, or as the conditionof, ex-

perience,fromexperienceweshouldneverobtainmore

than a generalisedand contingent notion of space.
But there seemsto me no reasonto deny,that because

we have the one,wemay not also have the othcr. If

tbis be admitted, the whole difficultyis solved and

we may designate by the name of extensionour em-

pirical knowledgeof space,and reservethe term space
for spacoconsideredas a formor fundamental lawof

thought."Thismatterwill,however,comeappropria.tely
to beconsidered,in treating of the RegulativeFaculty.
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knownonly in relation to our facultics,and the total

or absolute cognitionin perceptionis only matter in

a certain relation to mind, and mind in a certain

relation to matter; still, in different perceptiona,one

term of the relation may predominate,or the other.

Where the objective element predominates,-where
mattcr is knownas principal in its relation to mind,

and mind only known as Bubordinatein its correla-

tion to matter,-we have Perception Proper, rising

superior to sensation this is seen in the Primary

Qualities. Where, on the contrary, the subjective
element prédominâtes,–wbere mind is known as

principal in its relation to matter, and matter is only
known as subordinato in ita relation to mind,–we
have SensationProper rising superior to perception
and this is seen in the Secondary Qualities. The

adequate illustration of this would,however,require
both a longer,and a more abstruse, discussion than

we can aSord."
la

a Cf.?'«<'<Works,NoteaDandD'En.

LRCT.
XXH.
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THEPRESENTATIVEFACULTY.-I.PERCEPTION.-OBJEC-

TIONSTOTHEDOCTRINEOFNATURALITEALISM.

FROMour previousdiscussions,you arc now, in sorne

measure,preparedfor a considérationof the grounds
on whichphilosopherahave so generallyasserted the

scientificnecessityof repressingthe testimonyof con-

sciousnessto the fact of our immediateperceptionof

external objects,and of aUowingus oniy a medinte

knowledge of the material world a procedure by
which they either admit or cannot ratiunally deny,
that Consciousness is a mendaciouswitness; that

Philosophyand the CommonSensé of mankind are

placed in contradiction; nay, that the only legiti-
mate philosophyis an absoluteand universal scepti-
cism. That consciousness,in perception,affords us,
as 1 have stated, an assuranceof an intuitive cogni-
tion of the non-ego,is not onlynotoriousto everyone

who will interrogate consciousnessas to the fact, but

is, as 1 have already shown you, acknowledgednot

only by cosmothetic idealists, but even by absolute

idealiatsand sceptics. It seemsevident" saysHume,
who in this concessionmust be allowed to express
thé commonacknowledgmentof philosophera, that

when men followthis blind and powerfulinstinct of

nature,they alwayssupposethe very images,presented

by the sensés,to be the external objects, and never

entertain any suspicion,that the one are nothing but

LECTURE XXV.
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représentationsof the othor. This very table, which
wc see white,and which we feel hard, is believed to

exist, independentof our perception,and to bc some-

thing external to our mind, which perceivesit. Our

presencebestows not being on it our absence does
not annihilate it. It preservesits existence,uniform
and entire,independent of the situation of intelligent
beings,whoperceiveor contemplateit. But this uni-
versal andprimaryopinionof aUmenis soondestroyed
by the slightest philosopby,whichteachesus that no-

thing can ever bc present to the mind but an image
or perception,and that the sensesarc only the inlets,

through which these images arc received, without

being ever able to produceany immediateintercourso
bctweenthe mind and the object."

LECT.
XXV.

In consideringthis subject,it is manifestthat, before

rejecting the testimonyof consciousnessto our immé-
diate knowlcdgeof the non-ego,the philosopherswcre

bound, in the first place, to evincethe absoluteneces-

sity of their rejection and, in the second place, iu

substituting an hypothesisin thé roomof the rejected
fact, tbey were bound to substitute a legitimate hy-
pothesis,-that is, onewhichdoesnot violatethe laws
under which an hypothesiscan berationallyproposed.
1 shall, therefore,divide thé discussioninto two sec-
tions. In thé former, 1 shall state the reasons,as far
as 1 have beenable to discoverthem, on which philo-
sophershave attempted to manifest the impossibility
of acquiescingin thé testimony of consciousness,and
the général beliefof mankind and, at the sametime,
cndeavour to refute these reasons, by showing that

they do not establish the necessityreouired. In the

a ~Kt~eMe~n'~J~MmanUn.f/<y,~a~ p.367,edit.1769.~<.
dcrstanding,§xit.,Essaya,&e.[<y~sopA(«!<~OMb,Tôt.ir. p. 177.-
the~Ctt<&Mt<M!M-&cptical/%)7MO.Et).]1

Thediscua
Bfondi-
t'iJcdtnto
two parts.
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Thefirst

latter, 1 ahaU attempt to prove that the hypothesis

proposedby the philosophera,in place of the fact of

consciousness,doeanot fulfilthe conditionsof a legiti-
mate hypoth€sia,–in tact, violatesthem almost all.

In the first place,then, in regard to the reasonsas-

signed by philosopherafor their refusaiof the fact of

our immediateperceptionofexternalthicgs,–of these

1 have been able to collect in all five. As they can-

not be very brieny statcd, 1 shall not first enumerate

them together, and then considereach in détail but

shall consider them one aftcr the other, without any

generaland preliminarystatement.

The nrat, and highest,ground on whichit may be

held, that the objectimmediatelyknownin perception
is a modificationof the mind itself, is the following

Perceptionis a cognitionor act of knowledge a cog-
nition is an immanent act of mind but to suppose
the cognitionof anything externalto the mind would

be to supposean act of the mind going out of itself,
in other words,a transeunt act; but action supposes

existence,and nothing canact where it is not; there-

fore, to act out of self is to exist out of self,whichis

absurd."
CI

This argument, though 1 have never met with it

explicitly announced, is still implicitly supposed in

the argumente of those philosopherswho hold, that

the mind cannot be consciousof aught beyond its

own modifications. It will not stand examination.

It is very true that we can neither prove,nor even

conceive,how the egocan beconsciousor immediately

cognitive of the non-ego but this, our ignorance,is

no sufficientreasonon whichto deny thepossibilityof

a SeeBiunJe,t~weA<tn<<y<<<-
<!M!<M<~)tFfAaM<KttMy<&rfmpt't-MeA<~
f~o&)~, To).i. § 81,p. 139.
[BinnderefeM<oFichteMholding

the principle of thls argument.-

ED.] Cf. Schulze, ~~Kipo~M, g
tS, p. !07, (edit. J826.)[Cictro, ~M<<.

CMtE!<iv. 24.–ED.]
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the fact. As a fact,and a primaryfact, of conscious-

neas,we must be ignorant of the why and how of its

reality, for wehâve no higher notion through which

to comprehendit, and, if it involveno contradiction,
weare, philosophically,bound to accept it. But if we

examine the argument a little closer, we sball find

that it proves too much; for,on the sameprinciple,
we should establishthe impossibilityof any overtact

of volition,-nay, even the impossibilityof all agency
and mutual causation. For if, on the ground that

nothing can act out of itself,because nothing exista

out of itself, we deny to miud the immediateknow-

ledge of things external on the same principle,we

muât deny to mind the power of determining any
muscularmovementof tho body. And if the action

of every existencewere limited to the sphèreof that

existenceitself, then, noonething couldact upon any
other thing, and ail action and reaction, in the uni-

verse,wouldbeimpossible.Thisisagénéralabsurdity,
wbich follows from the principle in question. But

there is a peculiarand proximateabsnrdityinto which

this theory runs, in the attempt it makesto escapethe

inexplicable. It is this :–Thé cosmotheticidealists,
whofoundtheir doctrineon the impossibilityof mind

acting out of itself, in relation to matter, are obliged
to admit the still lessconceivablepossibilityof matter

acting out of itself,in relationto mind. They deny
that mind is immediatelyconsciousof matter and, to

save the pheenomenonof perception,they assert that

the non-ego,as given in that act, is ohly an illusive

representation of the non-ego, in, and by, the ego.
Well,admitting this, and allowingthem to belie the

testimonyof consciousnessto the reality of the non-

egoas perceived,what do thcy gain by this ?1 They
surrenderthe simpledatum ofconsciousness,-that the

LECT.
XXV.
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external objcct is immediatelyknown and, in lieuof

that real object, they substitute a representativeob-

ject. But still they hold (at least thosowho do not

fly to somehyperphysicalhypothesia),tbat the mind

is determined to this representation by the material

reality, to whichmaterial reality they must, therefore,
uccordthe very transeuut efficiencywhich they deny
to the immaterial principle. This first and highest

ground, therefore,on which it is attempted to estab-

lish thé necessityof a representativeperception,is not

only insufficieut,but self-contradictory.
The secondgroundon which it bas been attempted

to establish the necessity of this hypotheais,is one

which bas been more generally and more oponly
founded on than the preceding. Mind and matter,
it is said, are substances,not onty of different,but of

the most opposite,natures aeparated,as somephilo-

sophers express it, by thé whole diameter of being
but what immediately knows must ho of a nature

correspondent,analogous, to that which is known;
mind cannot, therefore,be consciousor immediately

cognisantof what is so disproportionedto its essence

as matter.

This principle is one whose influence is seen per-

vading the wholehistory of philosophy,and the trac-

ing of this influence would form the subject of a

curious treatise. To it we principally owc the doc-

trine of a ~~eM<a<~e ~e~c6/)<c7:,in one or other

of its ibrms and in a higher or lowcr potence,ac-

cording as the représentative object was held to be,
in relation to mind, of a nature either the same or

similar. Derivative from the principle in its lower

potenceor degree, (that is,the immediateobjectbeing

supposed to be only something similar to the mind,)
e Cf.~«f<Works,p.300,note,andZMftKœt'oM,p.6!Eo.
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we hâve, amoug other lesscelebratedand less definite

théories,the îM<e?:<M<~speciesof the schoolmen,(at
least as generallyheld,) and thé ideas of Malebranche

and Berkeley. In its higher potence, (that is, where

the representativeobject is supposcdto beof a nature

not mcrelysimilar to,but identicalwith,mind,though
it maybonumericallydifferentfromindividualminds,)
it affords us, among other modifications,the gnostic
reasons (\oyot y~M~r~oQof the PIatonists, the y?!'c-

e.<'M<ï7:yspeciesof Avicennaand other Arabian Aris-

totelians, thé ideas of Descartes, Arnauld, Leibnitz,

BuSer, and Condillac, the pA~t~T~no of Kaut, and

the external states of Dr Brown. It is doubtful to

which hoad weshould refer Locke,and Newton,and

Clarke,-nay, whether we should not refer them to

the classof thosewho,like Democritus,Epicurus,and

Digby, viewedthe representativeor immediateobject,
as a materia! emux or propagation from the external

reality to the brain.

This principlealsoindirectly determinedmany cele-

brated theoriesin philosophy,as the A/erarcAïca~gra-
dation of soulsor substantialfaculties, held by many
followersof Aristotle, the o~otor vehicular media of

the PIatonists, the j)~M<!cmedium of Cudworth and

Le Clerc, the doctrineof the commuiiity,oMe?:eM,or

identity of the human intellect in all men,maintained

by the Aphrodisian,Themistius,Averroes,Cajetanus,
and Zabarella,the vision of all things in (lie Deity
of Malebranche, and the Carteaian and Leibnitian

doctrine of assistance and pre-establishedharmony.
To the influence of the same principle, through the

refusaiof the testimonyof consciousnessto the duality
of our knowledge,are aisomediately to be traced the

unitarian systems of absolute M?eM<<y,M~/e~'a~

and idealism.

LECT.
XXV.
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But, if no principlewas ever moreuniversal in its

efeets, none was ever more arbitrarily assumed. It

not only can pretend to no necessity; it bas abso-

lutely no probability in its favour. Some philoso-

phers,asAnaxagoras,Heraclitus,Alcrnœon,have even

beld that the relation of knowlcdge supposes,not a

similarity or samenessbetween subject and object,
but, in tact, a contrarietyor opposition and Aristotle

himselfis sometimesin favourof this opinion,though,
sometimes,it would appear, in favourof the other."

But, howeverthis may be, each assertion is just as

!ike!y, and just as unphilosophical,as its converse.

We know,and can know,nothing a priori of what is

possibleor impossibleto mind, and it is only by ob-

servation and by generalisationa posteriori that we

can ever hope to attain any insight into the question.
But the very first fact of our experiencecontradicts

the assertion, that mind, as of an oppositenature,can

have no immediatecognisanceof matter; for the pri-

mary datum of consciousnessis, tbat, in perception,
we have an intuitive knowledgeof the egoand of thé

non-ego,equallyand at once. This second ground,
therefore,affords us no stronger necessity than the

first, for denying the possibilityof the fact of which

consciousnessassuresus.

The third groundonwhichthe representativehypo-
thesis of perception is founded,and that apparently
alonc contemplatcdby Reid and Stewart, is, that the

mind can only knowimmediatelythat to wbichit is

immcdiatelyprésent but as external objectscan nei-
ther themselvescorneinto the mind, nor the mind go
out to them, such presenceis impossible therefore,
externalobjectacanonlybe mediatelyknown,through
some représentative object,whether that object be a

a Seeabove,Lect.x~t.,vol.i.p.296,note.-ED.



8 ONMETAPHY8IC8. 123

modincationof mind, or somethingin immediaterela-

tion to the mind. It was this difficultyof bringing
the subject and object into proximate relation,that,
in part, determinedall the varionsschemesof a repre-
sentative perception but it seemsto hâve been the
one whichsolelydeterminedthe peculiarformof that

doctrine in the philosophyof Democritus,Epicurus,

Digby, and others, under whieh it is heJd,that the

immediateor internai object is a representativeema-

nation, propagated from the external reality to the

LMT.
XXV.

sensorium.

Now,this objection to the immediatecognitionof

externalobjecta,bas,as far as 1 know,beenredargued
in threedifferentways. In the first place,it bas been

denied, that the external reality cannot itself come
into the mind. In the second,it bas been asserted,
tbat a faculty of the mind itself doeaactually go out
to the external reality and, in the third place,it bas
been maintained that, though the mind neither goes
out nor the reality comesin, and though subjcct and

object are, therefore,not present to each other, still
that the mind,through the agencyof God, bas an im-

mediate perceptionof the external object.
The first modeof obviating the present objection

to the possibilityof an immediate perception,might
be tbought too absurd to bave been ever attempted.
But the observationof Varro,"that there is nothing
so absurd which bas not beenassertedby somephilo-
sopher,is not destined to be negativedin the present
instance. In opposition to Locke's thesis, that the
a Ina fragmeatofhissattre&<-ButtheworJainthetextoccurmore

me!t«<M,preservedbyNoniusMar-exactlyin Cicero,De~tMMa<tMt<
''eUua,DefroprM<tt<<!~wtcnM,c.i. ii.68 Sed,nescioquomodo,nihU
n.276,c./!{/<!M:– tamabsurdedicipotest,quodnon
"PMtTtinocemott~rotatqottquMxtom.dicatnrabaliquophitoMphorum.

ËD.
T&mtnhndtimqllodnonttfqufed)c<ttph)-
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mind knowsnot things immediately,but only by the

interventionof the ideas it basof them,"and in oppo-
sition to the whole doctrine of representation,it is

maintained,in terms, by Sergeant, that I knowthe

vcry thing therefore, the very tbing is in my act

of knowledge but my act of knowledge is in n)y

understanding; therefore, the thing which is in my

knowledge,is also in my understanding. We may

suspect that this is only a paradoxicalway of stating
his opinion but though this author, the earliest and

one of the most éloquentof Locke's antagonists, bc

dcstitute ncither of leai'ningnor of acuteness,1 must

confessthat Lockeand Molyneuxcannot be blamed

in pronouncinghis doctrine unintelligible.
The second mode of obviating the objection,-by

allowing to thc mind a powerof sallyiugout to the

external reality, bas bigher authority in its favour.

That vision iaeffcctedby a perceptiveemanation from

the eye, was hcld by Empedoctcs,thé PIatonists,and

Stoics,and wasadopted alaoby Alexanderthe Aphro-
disian, by Euelid, Ptolemy, Galen, and Alchindus.~

ThisopiQton,asheldbythèsephilosophera,waslimited;

and, though erroneous, is not to be viewed as irra-

tional. But in thé hands of Lord Monboddo,it is

carried to an absurdity which leaveaeven Sergeant
far behind. Themind," says the leamed author of

~4M<KMetapltysics,"is not wherethe body ia,when

it perceiveswhat is distant from the body, either in

time or place,becausenothing can act but when and

where it is. Nowthe mind acts whcn it perceives.
The mind, therefore,of everyanimal whohas memory
or imagination,acts,and, by consequence,exista,when

a .SMMMt/oM~/fy,p. 29. [See <9Seoabove,Lect.xxi.,vo!.ii.pp.
aboYt-,Lect.xid\Yol.ii.p.92.–Eu.)34,35.–Eu.
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and wherc the body is not; for it perceivesobjects
distant from the body, botb in time and place."

The third modeis apparently that adoptedby Rcid

and Stewart, who hold, that the mind has an imme-

diateknowledgeofthe externalreality,though the sub-

ject and objectmay not be present to eachother and,

thoughthis bonot explicitlyorobtrusivelystated, that

the mind obtains this immediate knowledgethrough
the agencyof God. Dr Reid'sdoctrine of perception
is thus summed up by Mr Stewart "To what then,
it may boasked,doesthis statementamount1 Mercly
to this that the mind is so formedthat certain im-

pressionsproduced on ourorgans of senseby external

objects,are followedby correspondentsensations,and

that these 'sensations, (which have no more resem-

blancc to the qualitiesof mattcr than the wordsof a

languagehave to the things they denote),are followed

by a perceptionof the existenceand qualities of the

bodiesby which thé impressionsare made that all

the stepsof this processare equallyincompréhensible
and that, for anything wecan prove to the contrary,
the connectionbetweenthe sensationand the percep-

tion, as well as that between the impressionand thé

sensation,may be both arbitrary that it is therefore

by no means impossible,that our sensationsmay be

merely the occasionson wbich the correspondentper-

ceptions are excited and that, at any rate, the con-

siderationof thèse sensations,wbich are attributes of

mind, can throw no light on the manncr in which we

acquire our knowledgeof the existenceand qualities
of body. From this view of the subject it follows,

that it is the cxtemal objectathemselves,and not any

a See ~o<t0~ ~<&!pty~M.voJ. ti. ii. p. 36.–Eo.

p. 306; and above, Lect. xxi., vol.
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speciesor images of the objects, that the mind per-
ceives and that, although,by the constitutionof our

nature, certain sensations are rendered the constant

antécédentsof our perceptions,yet it is just as diffi-

cult to explain how our perceptionsare obtained by
their means, as it wouldbe upon the suppositionthat

the mind.wereall at onceinspired with them,without

any concomitantsensationswhatever.
This statement,whenillustrated by the doctrineof

thèse philosophersin regard to the distinctionof Effi-

cient and PhysicalCauses,might be almost identified

with the Cartesian doctrine of OccasionalCauses.

Accordingto Reid and Stewart,~and the opinionbas

bccn moreexplicitlyassertedby the latter, there is no

reallyefficientcausein nature but one-viz. the Deity.
What are called physical causes and effects being
antecedentsand consequents,but not in virtue of any
mutual and necessarydependence;-the onlyefficient

being God,who,on occasionof the antecedent,wbich
is called the physicalcause,producesthe consequent,
which is called the physicaleffect. So in the caseof

perception the cognitionof the externalobjectMnot,
or may not be, a consequenceof the immediate and

natural relationof that object to the mind,but of the

agencyof God,wbo,as it were,revealsthe outerexist-
ence to our perception. A similardoctrineis held by
a greatGermanphilosopher,FrederickHenry Jacobi.~

Andtxpcx.
ett to man)
o)'Jfction<

To this opinion many objectionsoccur. In the
first place, so far is it from being, as Mr Stewart

a~MM))/<,ve!.Lc.§3;C'oM. iv.§t.-Et).
Worb, vol. il. pp. !U. 112. y ~evM ~«M e~A~ Ohn&f)).

<!RetJ, /<!«</6e<M<P<MC<M,Essay -Werke, it p. J66; Mer die Lehre
il. c. vi. ~«tM ~'OMO't,EsMy L c. da ~)t)tOM, ~c, iv. p. 210.
v. vi.; EsMy iv. c. iL tti. Stewart, Quoted by8ir W. HamUtoa, &ttf<

~n)~t<<, vol. t. c. i. § 2 vol. Ii. c. ~or~, p. 793.-En.
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anirms, a plain statement of the iact, apart from aU

hypothesis, it is manifestly hypothetical. In the

secondplace, the hypothesisassumesan occult prin-

ciple,-it is mystical. In the third place,the hypo-
thesis is hyperpbyaica!ca!Hng in thé proximate
assistance of the Deity,while the necessityof auch

intervention is not established. In the fourth place,
it goeaevenfar to frustrate the wholedoctrineof the

two philosopherain regard to perception,as a doctrine

of intuition. For if God bas bestowed on me the

faculty of immediatelyperceivingthe externalobject,
there is no need to supposethe necessityof an im-

mediate intervention of the Deity to make that act

cSectaal; and if, on the contrary, thc perception 1

have of the reality is only excited by the agency of

God,then 1eau hardly be held to know that reality,

immediatelyand in itself,but onlymediately,through
thé notion of it determined in my mind.

Let us try, then, whether it be impossible,not to

cxplain, (for that it would be ridiculous to dream of

attempting), but to render intelligible the possibility
of an immediateperceptionof extemal objecta with-

out assumingany of the three preceding hypotheses,
and without postulating aught that can fairly be

cfused.

Now, in the first place,there is no good ground to

suppose,that the mind is situate solely in the brain,
orexclusivelyinany onepart of thebody. Onthe con-

trary, the suppositionthat it is reallypresentwherever

weareconsciousthat it acts,-in a word,thePeripatetic

aphorism,the soulis aUin the wholeand ail in every

part,is morephilosophical,and,consequently,more

a Ar~totte,D~~<Mt'n)o,L 6,26 CMft'~t~t~px«Td~ffaDit~~t.
(cj.Trend.) 'Ef<)tttT~eT&'nM~fAa~Mttn,DeT'fott'~h,vi.6: Ideo
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of extensionand place,and thosewhosupposethis scat

to be but a point, only aggravate the difficulty. Ad-

mitting the spirituality of mind, ail that we knowof

the relation of soul and body is, that the former is

connectedwith the latter in a way of whichwe are

wholly ignorant and that it holds relations,different

both in degree and kind, with differentparts of tho

organism. We have no right, however,to say that it

is limited to any one part of the organism for even
if we admit that thé nervous system is the part to

wbich it is proximately united, still the nervoussys-
tem is itself universallyramifiedthroughoutthe body;
and wehave no more right to deny that the mind feela

at the finger-points,aa consciousnessassures us, than

to assert that it thinks exclusivelyin tho brain. The

sum of our knowledgeof the connectionof mind and

bodyis, therefore,this,-that the mental modifications

are dependent on certain corporealconditions; but of

the nature of these conditionsweknownothing. For

example,we know,by experience,that the mind per-
ceivesonly through certain organsof sense,and that,

through these differentorgans,it perceivesin a differ-

ent manner. But whether the sensesbe instruments,
whether they be media, or whether thcy be only par-
tial outlets to the mindincarceratedin the body,-on

BimpUctorestcorpore,qa!anonmoleet tnqna]tbetejuspartetott'Mt."
di<ron<titurperspatiumtoct,sedln Seeabove,Lect.xx.,voLIl.p.6,note
anoqnoqaecorporeetintotototaeat, < endJMtft)~<M'Jh,p.86J,note.

probable than any other opinion. It has not been

always noticed,even by those who deem themselves

the chosen championsof the immateriality of mind,
that we materialise mind when weattribute to it thé

relations of matter. Thus,wecannot attribute a local

seat to the soul,without clothingit with the properties
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all tbis wccan onlytheoriseand conjecture. We have

no reasonwhatevcr to believe,contrary to the tcsti-

mony of consciousness,that there is an action or

affectionof the bodily sense previous to tho mental

perception; or that tho mind only perceives in the

head, in consequenceof the impressionon the organ.
On tho other hand, we have no reason whatever to

LECT.
XXV.

doubt the report of consciousness,that we actually

perceive at the external point of sensation,and that

we perceivethe material reality. But what is meant

by perceivingthe material reality?I

In the first place, it doesnot meanthat weperceive
the material reality absolutelyand in itself, that is,
out of relation to our organs and faculties; on the

contrary, the total and real object of perception,is the

external objectunder relation to our senseaud faculty
of cognition. But though thus relative to us, tbe

object is still no representation,-no modificationof

the ego. It is the non-ego,-the non'egomodified,and

relative, it may be,but still the non-ego. 1 formerly
illustrated this to you by a supposition. Suppose
that the total object of consciousnessin perception
is ==12 and suppose that the external reality con-

tributes 6, the material sense 3, and the mind 3
this may enable you to form somorude conjectureof

the nature of the objectof perception."
Q

But, in the secondplace, what is meant by the ex-

ternal object perceived1 Nothing can be conceived

more ridiculous than the opinion of philosophersin

regard to this. For example, it bas been curiously
held,(and Reid is noexception),that in lookingat the

sun, moon,or any other object of sight, we are, on the

onedoctrine.actuallyconsciousof thesedistant objecta;
oSeeabove,Lect.v!!t.,vol.i.p.H7.–ED.
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or, on thé other, that these distant objecta arc those

really representedin the mind. Nothingcan be more

absurd wo perceive,through no sense,aught external

but what is in immediaterelationand in immediate

contactwith its organ and that is true whichDemo-

critus of old asserted,that all our sensesare only mo-

dincations of touch."Il Through the eye we perceive

nothing bat the rays of light in relation to, and in

contact with, the retina what weadd to this percep-
tion must not be taken into account. The same is

truc of the other senses. Now,what is there mon-

strous or inconceivablein this doctrineof an imme-

diate perception?1 Theobjectaare neithercarriedinto

the mind, nor the mind made to sally out to them
nor do we require a miracle to juatify its possibility.
In fact, the consciousnesaof external objects,on this

doctrine,is not moreinconceivabletban the conscious-

ncss of speciesor ideason the doctrineof the school-

men, Malebrancheor Berkeley. In either caae,there

is a consciousnessof the non-ego,and, in either case,
the egoand non-egoare in intimate relation. There

is, in fact, on this bypothesis,no greater marvel, that

thé mind shouldbe cognisantof the external rcality,
than that it should be connectedwith a bodyat all.

The latter being the case, the former is not even im-

probable ail inexplicable as both equally remain.

We arc unable,"says Pascal, to conceivewhat is

mind weare unable to conceivewbat is matter still

less are we able to conceivehow these are united

yet this is our proper nature. So much in refuta-

tion of the third ground of difficultyto the doctrine
t)fan immediateperception.

a See Mow, L<ct. xxvü., vol. <t. C ~.)M~, [partie L ttrt. vi. § 26;

p. t52.–ED. vol. ii. p. 74, edit. Faugère.-ED.]
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The fourth groundof rejectionis that of Hume. It

is alleged by him in the sequel of the paragraph of

which I have aircadyquoted to you the commence-

ment "This universal and primary opinion of all

men is soon destroycd by the slightest philosophy,

LECT.
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wbich teachcaua, that nothing can ever be present to

the mind but an image or perception,and that tho

sensesare only the inlets,throughwbicb these images
are conveyed,without being ever able to produceany
immediate intercourse between the mind and the

object. The table,whichwesee,seemsto diminish,as

we rcmovefurther from it; but the real table which

exista independentof us suffersno alteration it was,

therefore,nothingbut its image,which was present to

tho mind. Theseare the obviousdictates of renson;
and no man, whoreftcets,ever doubted that the exist-

ences,whichwe consider,whenwesay this AoM~,and

that tree, are nothing but perceptionsin the mind, and

fleeting copiesor representationsof other existences

whichremainuniformand independent."
This objectionto the veracityof consciousnesswill

not occasionus much trouble. Its réfutation is, in

fact, contained in the very statement of the real ex-

ternalobjectof perception. Thewholeargumentcon-

sists in a mistake of what that object is. That a

thing,viewedcloseto the eye,shouldappearlarger and

differentlyfigured,than when seen at a distance, and

that, at too great a.distance,it should even become

for ua invisible a.Itogether;–this only shows that

what changes the real objectof sight,-the reflected

rays in contactwith the eye,-also changes,as it ought
to change,our perceptionofsuch object. Thisground

e ~t~Kt'fyOMMfat'My~nM't~t. <&'mtM!e~.S'«y<t<!<t<7%t'!MopAy,fp.
~)-)M<tM.seet.xii. ro/the~M. 867.398.edit.1768.–ED.1
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but its weight is not sufficientto entitle it to any
further considération."

Tho fifth ground on whichthe necessityof substi-

tuting a representativefor an intuitive perceptionbas

been maintained, is that of Fichte.~ It asserts that

the nature of the ego,as an intelligenceendowedwith

will,makeait absolutelynecessary,that, of all external

objecta of perception,there should bo representative
modificationsin the mind. For as the ego itself ia

that whichwilla therefore,in so far as thé will tends

toward objecta, thèse muât lie within the ego. An

external reality cannot lie within the ego; therc

must, therefore,be supposed,within the mind, a re-

presentationof this reality differentfrom the reality
itself.

This fifth argument involves aundry vices,and is

not of greater value than the four preceding.
In the firstplace,it proceed3onthe assertion,that the

objecteonwbichthé willisdirected,muâtliewithin the

willing egoitself But howis this assertion proved1

That the will can only tend towards thosethings of

which thc ego bas in itself a knowledge,is undoubt-

cdly true. But from this it doesnot follow,tbat thé

object to wbich the knowledgeis relative,must at the
sametime be presentwith it in the ego but if therebe
a perceptivecognition,that is,a consciousncsaof some

object external to the ego, this perception is compe-
tent to excite,and to direct, thé wiU,notwitbstanding
that ita object lies without the ego. That, therefore,
no immédiate knowledgeof extemal objects is pos-

a VideSebulze,~~M~!< IL 10. !F<;nte,Lpp.134,St3<!
49. andbis&s<t'MMtMM~<<MMenschen.

SeeospectaHyhiaCfioxMa~der Werke,iLp.2171<M~ED.
gesammten~tt!MtM~/b!e~,Il 4,
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sible,and that consciousnessis cxclusivelylimited to
the ego,ia not evinced,by this argument of Fichte,
but simply assumed.

In the secondplace, this argument is faulty, in that
it takcs no account of the diScrencebetween those

cognitionswhich lie at the rootof the energiesof will,
and the other kinds of knowledge. Thus, our will
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never tends to what is present,-to what we possess,
and immediatelycognise but is always dirccted on
the future, and is concernedeither with the continu-
ance of those states of the ego,whichare already in

existence, or with the production of wholly novel
states. But the future cannot be intuitively, imme-

diately, perceived,but only represented, and medi-

ately conceived. That a mediatecognition is neces-

sary, as the condition of an act of will,-this doea
not provethat evcry cognitionmust be médiate.

We hâve thua found by an examination of the

various grounda on which it baa been attempted to
establish the necessityof rejecting the teatimony of
consciousnessto the intuitive perceptionof the exter-

nal world,that these grounds are, one and all, incom-

petent. 1 shall proceed in my next Lecture to the
second section of the discussion, to consider the

nature of the hypothesisof Représentationor Cosmo-
thetic Idealism, by which it is proposedto replace
the fact of conseiousness,and the doctrine of Natural

Realism; and shall show you that tbis hypothesis,

though,under variousmodifications,adoptedin almost

every system of philosophy,fulfilsnoue of the condi-

tions of a legitimate hypothesis.
a VideSchulze,j4n</<Mp<)~<f,ii. p. 62. [Cf.§ 63,thirdedit.–ËD.]
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THE PBESENTATIVE FACULTY.-I. PERCEPTION.–THE

REPRESENTATIVE HYPOTHESIS.

No opinionhas perhaps been so universally adopted
in the variousschoolsof philosophy,and more espe-
cially of modern philosophy,as the doctrineof a Re-

presentative Perception and, in our last Lecture, I

was engagedin consideringthe groundson whichthis

doctrine reposes. The order of the discussionwas
determined by the order of the subject. It is mani-

fest, that, in rejecting the testimonyof coDsciousncss
to our immediateknowledgeof the uon-cgo,thé philo-
sopherawere bound to evince the absolutc necessity
of their rejection and, in the second place,in sub-

stituting an hypothesis in the roomof the rejected
fact, they wereboundto substitute a legitimatehypo-
thesis, that is, one which does not violate the laws
under whicban hypothesiscan be rationallyproposed.
1 stated, therefore,that 1 shoulddivide the criticism
of their doctrine into two sections:–that, in the

former, 1 should state the reasonswhich hâve per-
suaded philosopbersof the impossibilityof acquics-
cing in the evidence of consciousness,endeavouring
at the same time to show that thèse reasonsanbrd
no warrant to the conclusionwhich they arc sup-
posedeven to necessitate and, in the latter, attempt

LECTURE XXVI.



LECTURES ON METAPHY8IC8. 135

to prove, that the hypothesiaproposed by philoso-
phers in lieu of the fact of conseiousncss,does not

fulfil the conditionsof a legitimatehypothesis,and is,

therefore,not onlyunnecessarybut inadmissible. The
firstofthese sectionsterminatedthe Lecture. 1 stated

that there are in ail fivegrounds,on which philoso-
phcrs have deemedthemselvescompelledto reject the
fact of our immediatecoasciousnessof the non-egoiu

perception,and to place philosophyin contradiction
of the common-senseof mankind. The grounds 1

consideredin detail, and gave you some of the more

manifest reasons which went to prove their insunl-

ciency. This discussion1 shall not attempt to reca-

pitulate and now proceed to the second section of

the subject,-to considerthe nature of the hypothesis
of a Representative Perception, by which it is pro-

posedto replacethe fact of conseiousnesswhich testi-

nes to our immediateperceptionof the extcrnalworld.
On the A~po<AMM,the doctrineof CosmotheticIdeal-
ism is estublished on the fact, the doctrine of
Natural Dualism.

In the first place,from the grounds on which the

cosmothetic idealist wotild vindicate the necessityof
his rejection of the datum of consciousness,the hypo-
thesisitself is unnecessary. The examinationof these

grounds proves, that the fact of consciousnessis not

shownto bc impossible. Sofar, therefore,there is no

necessitymade out for its rejection. But it is said

the fact of consciousnessis inexplicable;-we cannot

understand how the immediate perception of an ex-
ternal object is possible whereas the hypothesisof

representationenablesus to comprehendand explain
thé phaenomenon,and is, therefore,if not absolutely

a See~tKM~MK~p.63.
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I.ECT.
XXVI. necessary, at least entitled to favourand préférence.

But even on this lower,-this precariousground, the

hypothesis is absolutely unnecessary. That, on tho

incomprehensibilityof the fact of consciousness,it is

allowable to displace the fact by an hypothesis,ia of

ail absurdities the greatest. As a iact,–an ultimate

fact of consciousnesa,it must be incomprchenaibic
and were it compréhensible,that is, did we know it

in its causes,-did we know it as containedin some

higher notion,-it would not be a primary fact of

consciousness,-it wouldnut be an ultimate datum of

intelligence. Every how(StM-t)rests ultimately ona

that (oït),everydémonstrationis deduced fromsome-

thing given and indemonstrable all that is compre-
hensible hangs from somo revealedfact, whichwe
must believe as actual, but cannot construe to the

reflectiveintellect in its possibility. In consciousnesa,
in tbe originalspontaneityof intelligence(~oS?,locus

~tttc~Mm), are revealed thé primordial facta of
our intelligent nature.

But the cosmotheticidealistbas no right to ask the
natural realist for an explanation of the fact of con-

sciousness supposingeven that bis own hypothesis
were in itself both clear and probable,-supposing
that thé consciousuesaof self were intelligible, and
the consciousnessof the not-s~lf the reverse. For,
on this supposition,thé intelligible consciousnessof
self could not be an ultimate fact, but must be com-

prehendedthrough a higher cognition,–a highercon-

sciousness,whichwouldagain be itself either compre-
hensible or not. If comprehensible,this would of

a[ThhMpMmionh nottneantto ofthefactwhichtnustbebeUeved,
imptyanythinghyperphysical.Itis thoughitcannotbeunderstood.can.
usedtodenotetheultimateand!n- notbeexplained.]~~MMtO!p.
comprehenalblenatureofthefact 63,note.–Ko.
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course requiroa still higher cognition,and so on till

we arrive at some datum of intelligence,which, as

highest, we could not underatand through a higher;
so that, at best, the hypothesisof representation,pro-

posed in placeof the fact of consciousness,only re-

moves the difficultyby one or two steps. The end

to be gained is thua of novalue and, for this end,as

we hâve seenand sball see, therowould be sacrificed

the possibilityof philosophyas a rational knowledgc

altogether and, in the possibility of philosophy,of

course,the possibilityof the very hypothesisitself.

But is the hypothesis really in itself a whit more

intelligible than the fact wbich it displaces?1 The

reverseis true. What doesthe hypothesis suppose?1

It supposesthat the mind can represent that of whicb

it knows nothing,-that of which it is ignorant. 18

this more comprehensiblethan the simple fact, that

thé mind immediatelyknowswhat is different from

itself, and what is really an affectionof the bodily
organism?1 It seems, in truth, not only incompre-
hensible,but contradictory. The hypothesisof a re-

presentativeperceptionthusviolatesthé firstcondition

of a legitimatehypothesis,-it is unneccssary;–nay,
not only unnecessary,it cannot do what it professes,
-it explains nothing, it renders nothing compre-
hensible.

The secondconditionof a legitimate hypotbesisis,
that it shall not subvert that wbich it is devised to

explain,–that it sball not explode the system of,
which it forms a part. But this, the hypothesis in

question does it annihilates itself in the destruction
of thé wholeedificeof knowledge. Belyingthe testi-

monyof consciousnessto our immediateperceptionof

an outer world, it beliestho veracity of consciousness

Thé hypo.
thedsMt
tnotc intel.
HgiMethM
thé fact
whtchttit

dhp)MtS.
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The third conditionof a legitimate hypothesis is,
that the fact or facts, in explanationof which it is

devised, be ascertained really to exist, and be not

themselveshypothetical. But so far is the principal
fact which the hypothesisof a representativepercep-
tion is proposedto explain,frombeingcertain, that its

reality is even renderedproblematicalby the proposed

explanation itself. The factewhich this hypothesis

supposesto be ascertainedand establishcdare two-

firat, the fact of au external world existing second,
the fact of an internai world knowing. These, the

hypothesistakes forgranted. For it is asked,Howare

these connected?-How can the internai worldknow

the external worldexisting? And, in answerto this

problem,the hypothesisof representationis advanced
as explaining the mode of their corrélation. This

hypothesisdénies the immediate connectionof the
two facts it dénies that the mind,the internaiworld,
can bc immediatelycognisantof matter, the external i
and betweenthe two worldsit interpolatesa represen-
tation which is at once the object known by mind,
and,as known,an imagevicariousor representativeof

matter, ex A~po~e~ in itself unknown.
But mark thé viceof thé procedure. We canonly,

1°,Assert the existence of an external world, inas-
much as we know it to exist and we can.only, 2°,
Assert that one thing is representativeof another,in-
asmuchas the thing represented is known, indepen-
dently of the representation. But how does the hy-
potbesisof a représentativeperception proceed?1 It

actuallyconvertsthe fact into an hypothesis actually
convertsthe hypothesisinto a fact. On this theory,

altogether; and the truth of coosciousnessis the

conditiouof thé possibilityof all knowledge.
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we do not kuow the existenceof an external world,

except on the suppositionthat that whichwedoknow

truly representsit as existing. Thehypotheticalrealist

cannot, therefore, establish the fact of the extemal

world,exceptuponthe fact ofits representation. This

is manifest. We have,therefore,next to ask him, how

he knows the fact, that the externalworld is actually

reprcseoted. A representation supposes something

represented, and thé représentation of the external
woridsupposesthe existenceof that world. Nowthe

hypothetical realist, when asked how he proves the

reality of the outer world,which,ex /~o<~e~, hedoea
not know, can only say that he infers its existence
from the fact of its representation. But the fact of
thé representationof an external world supposes the
existenceof that world therefore,he is again at thé

point fromwhichhe started. He has beenarguing in
a circle. There is thus a see-sawbctwcen the hypo-
thesis and the fact the fact is assumedas an hypo-
thesis the hypothesis explained as a fact each is

established, each is expounded, by the other. To
account for the possibility of an unknown external

world, the hypothesis of représentation is devised
and to account for the possibilityof représentation,
we imagine the hypothesisof an external world.

The cosmotheticidealist thus begs the fact which
he would explain. And on the hypothesisof a repre-
sentativeperception,it is admitted by the philosophers
themselveswho hold it, that the descent to absolute
idealism is a logical precipicefrom which they can
alone attempt to save themselvesby appealingto the
natural beliefs,-to the common-sense,of mankind,
that is, to the testimonyof that very eonsciousnessto
which their own hypothesisgives the lie.

LECT.
XXVI.
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In the fourth place, a legitimate hypothesismust

save thé phaenomenawhich it is invented to explain,
that is, it must account for tbem adequately and

withoutexclusion,distortion,or mutilation. But the

hypothesisof a représentativeperceptionproposesto

accomplishits end only by first destroying,and then

attempting to rccreate, the phaenomena,for the fact
of which it should,as a legitimate hypothesis, only
afford a reason. The total, the entire phaenomehon
to bcexplained,is the phaenomcnongiven in conscious-

ness of the immediate knowledge by me, or mind,
of an existence dinërent from me, or mind. This

phoenomenon,however, the hypothesis in question
doesnot prcserveentire. On the contrary, it hewsit

into two;-into the immediateknowledgeby me, and

into the existenceof somethingdifferent from me,-
or morebriefly,into thc intuition and the existence.

It séparâtes in its explanation,what is given it to

explain as united. This procedure is at best mon-

strous but this is not thé worst. The entirephaeno-
menon being eut in two, you will observe how thé

fragments are treated. The existence of the non-

ego,-the one fragment, it admits ita intuition, its
immediatecognitionby the ego,-the other fragment,
it disallows. Nowmark what is the characterof this

proceeding. The former fragment of the phœno-
menon,-the fragment admitted, to us exista only
through the other fragment which is rejected. The

existenceof an externalworldis onlygivenus through
its intuition,-we only believeit to exist becausewe

believe that we immediatelyknow it to exist, or are
consciousof it as existing. The intuition is the )'<t~'o

jCo~!<MceK<and, therefore,to us the ratio essendi,of

a material universe. Prove to me that 1 am wrong
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in regard to my intuition of an outer world,and 1

will grant at once,that 1 have no ground for sup-

posing1 am right in regard to the existenceof that

world. To annihUate tbe intuition is to annibilate

what is prior and constitutive in the phœnomenon
and to annihilate what is prior and constitutive in

the pha~nomenon,ia to annihilate thé phBenomenon

altogether. The existenceof a material world is no

longer,tberefore,even a truncated, even a fractional,
fact of consciousness for the fact of thc existenceof

a material world,given in consciousness,necessarily
vanishedwith the fact of the intuition on which it

rested. The absurdity is about the same as if we

should attempt to cxplain the existenceof colour,on

an hypothesiswhichdenied thé existenceof extension.

A representative perception is thus an hypothetical

cxplanation of a supposititious fact it createa the

nature it interprets."
ca

LECT.
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In the fifth place,thé fact whicha legitimatehypo-
thesis explains,must be within tho sphèreof experi-
ence but the fact of an external world,for which

the cosmothetic idealist would accouut, tmnsccuda,
ex A~po<AM~all experience,being unknown in itself,
and a mere hyperphysicalassumption.
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reality, of an external world. Thctr

attempta at this solution, are aa un.

satisfactory sa they are operose. On

the doctrine of an intuitive percep-

tion, all this ia given in the tact of an

immediate knowledgeof the non'ego.

To us, theretore, tho problem does

not exht and Mr Stewart appeara
to me to bave mbandeMicod thé
eonditioM of his own doctrine, or

rather not to have formed a very
clear conception of an Intuitive per.

ception, when he endeavoura to ex.

plain, by inference and hypothesis, a

knowledgeand belief in the outness
of the objecta of seMe, and when he

deniea the reatity of onr sensations
at the points where we are conMioas
that they wa.] [Bee Stewart, fM.

&M~/ tt~ v. 101 <<<ED.]
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In tho sixth place, an hypothesis is probable in

proportionas it workasimplyand naturally that is,
in proportion as it is dependent on no subsidiary

hypotheais,–M it involves nothing petitory, occult,

supernatural,as part andparcelof its explanation. In

this respect, the doctrineof a representative percep-
tion is not less viciousthan in others to explain at

all, it must not only postulatc subsidiaryhypothèses,
but subsidiarymiracles. The doctrine in question

attempts to explnin the knowledgeof an unknown

world, by the ratio of a représentative perception
but it is impossible by any conceivablerelation, to

apply the ratio to thé facts. Thementalmodification,
of which,on the doctrine of representation,we aro

exclusivelyconsciousin perception,either represcnts
a real external world,or it does not. The latter is a

confessionof absolute idealism we have, thereforc,

only to considerthe former.

The hypothesisof a representative perceptionsup-
poses,that the mind does not know the external

world,which it represents for tbis hypothesisis ex-

presslydevisedonly on thé supposedimpossibilityof
an immediateknowledgeof aught differentfrom,and
external to, the mind. The percipient mind must,
therefore,be, somehowor other, detcrmined to repre-
sent the reality of wbich it is ignorant. Now,here
oneof two alternatives is necessary;–either the mind

blindly determines itself to this representation,or it
is determined to it by some intelligent and know-

ing cause,different from itself The formeralterna-
tive would be preferable,inasmuchas it is the more

simple, and assumes nothing hyperphysical,were it
not irratioual, as whollyincompetent to account for
the pheenomenon. On this alternative, we sbould

suppose,that tbe mind represented,and truly repre-

€

t



LECTURESON METAPHYStCS. 143

sented, that of whose existenceand qualities it kncw

nothing. A great effect is here assumed,absolutely
without a cause for we could as easily conccivcthe

cxtcrnaJ world springing into existence without n,

creator,as mind represcnting tbat external world to

itself,without a knowledgeof that which it repre-
sented. Tho manifcst absurdity of this first alterna-

tive bas accordingtyconstraincd the profoundcstcos-

mothetic idealista to cal! in supernatural aid by em-

bracingthe second. To saynothingof less illustrious

achemes,the ayatcmsof Divine Assistance,of a Pre-

eatablishedHarmony,and of thc Visionof all things
in the Deity, arc onlyso manysubsidiaryhypothèses
–so many attempts to bridge,by supernatural ma-

chinery,tho chasmbetweentherepresentationand tho

reality, which all human ingenuity had found, by
natural means,to be insuperaMe. The hypothesis of
a representativeperceptionthus presupposesa miracle
to let it work. Dr Brownand others, indeed,reject,
as unphilosophical,these hyperphysicalsubsidiaries;
but thcy ocly saw less clearly the necessityfor thcir
admission. The rejection, indccd, is another incon-

sequenceadded to their doctrine. It is undoubtedly
true that, without necessity,it ia unphilosophicalto
assume a miracle, but it is doubly unphilosophical
first to originate this necessity,and then not to sub-
mit to it. It is a'contemptiblephUosophythat eschcws
the Deus ex machina, and yet ties the knot which
can only be loosedby his interposition. Nor will it
here do for the cosmotheticidealist to pretend that
the difficultyis of nature's, not of his, création. In

fact, it onlyarises,becausehe bas closedhiseyes upon
the light of nature, and refused the guidanceof con.
sciousness but having awampedhimselfin following
the ny~M/~M:Mof a theory, he bas no right to refer

LECT.
XXVt.
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its private absurdities to thé imbecility of human

reason,or to excuse bis self-contractedignoranceby
the narrow Jimitsof our present knowledge."

Somuch for the méritaof the hypothesisof a Re-

presentativePerception,-an hypothesiswhichbegins

by denying the veracity of consciousness,and ends,
when carried to ita legitimate issue,in absolute ideal-

ism, in utter scepticism. This hypothesis bas been,
and is, one more universallyprevalent among philo-

sophers than any other; and 1 have given to its con-

sideration a larger share of attention than 1 sbould

otherwisehave done, in consequenceof its being ono

grcat sourceof the dissensionsin philosophy,and of

the opprobriumthrownon consciousnessas the instru-

mentof philosophicalobservation,and the standard of

philosophicalcertainty and truth.

With this teminates the most important of the

discussionsto which the Faculty of Perception gives
rise the other questions are not, however,without

interest, though their determination does not affect

the vital interests of philosophy. Of thèse the nrst

that 1 shall touch upon, is the problem;–Wbether,
in Perception,do we 6rat obtain a generalknowledge
of the complexwholespresented to us by sense,and

then, by analysis and limited attention, obtain a spé-
cial knowledgeof their severalparts or dowenot first

obtain a particular knowledgeof the smaUestparts to

whieh senseis competent,and then, by aynthesis,col-

lect them into greater and greater wholes1

The second alternative in this questionis adopted

by Mr Stewart; it is, indeed,involved in his doctrine

in regard to Attention,-in holding that we recollect

eSeeZ)tWMM~M,pp.67,M.–ED.
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nothing without attention, that wecan attend only to

a singleobject at once,which one object is the very

LECT.
XXVt.

smallest that is disceruible through sense. It is

eommonly,"he says, understood,1believe,that, ina
concert of music, a goodcar can attend to the differ-
ent parts of thé music scparatcly, or can attend to
themall at once,and fcel the full effect of the har-

mony. If tho doctrine, however,wbich 1 have en-
deavourcd to cstablish, ho admitted, it will follow,
that in tho latter case the mind is constantlyvarying
its attention from the one part of the music to thc

other, and that its operations arc so rapid, as to give
us no perceptionof an interval of time.

The same doctrine leads to some curious conclu-
sionswith respect to vision. Supposethe eye to bc
fixed in a particular position,and thc picture of an

objectto be painted on the retina. Does the mind

perceivethe complètefigureof the object at once,or
is this perceptionthe resultof the variousperceptions
we have of the dînèrent points in the outline1 With

respect to tbis question, the principles alrendystated
lead me to conclude,that the mind does at one and
the sametimc perceive every point in the outline of
the object,(providedthe wbo!eof it be paintedon the

retina at the same instant,) for perception,like con-

sciousness,is an involuntary operation. As no two

points,however,.ofthe outline are in the samedirec-

tion, every point by itself constitutes just as distinct
an objectof attention to the mind, as if it were sepa-
rated by an interval of empty spacefrom all the rest.
If the doctrine, therefore,formerlyBtatcd,bejust, it is

impossiblefor the mind to attend to more than one
of these points at once and as the perceptionof the

figureof the objectimpliesa knowledgeof the relative

8t«Mrt

quote't.
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situation of thc diSbrent points with respect to each

other, wemust conclude,tbat the perceptionof figure

by the cyo,is the resuit of a number of diffcrentacts

of attention. These acts of attention, however,are

performedwith such rapidity, that thc effect, with

respect to us, is the same as if the perceptionwere

instantanéeus.
x

It may perhapsbe askedwhat 1 meanby a p<~<
in thé outline of a figure, and what it is that consti-
tutes this point oneobjectofattention. Theanswcr,1

apprehend,is, that tbis point is thc ?MîMï~MWvisibile.
If the point be less,we cannot perceive it if it be

greater, it Is not ail seen in one direction.
If these observationsbe admittcd, it will follow,

tbat, without the faculty of memory,we could hâve
had no perceptionof visiblefigure.

The same conclusionis attained, through a some-
what different process,by Mr James Mill, in bis in-

gcniOUSAnalysis of < P~6FH0~6Maof the TyMMO~
3fu~. This author, followingHartley and Priestley,
bas pushed thé principleof Associationto an extrême
which réfutes its own exaggeration,-analysing not

only our belief in the relation of effectand causeinto
that principle, but even the primary logical laws.

According to Mr Mill, the necessityunder which wc
lieof thinking that onecontradictoryexcludesanother,
-that a thing cannot at oncebe and not be, ia only
the reault of association and custom.~ It is not,
therefore,to be marvelled at, that he shouldaccount
for our knowledgeof complexwholes in perception,
by the same uuiversal principle and tbis he accord-

a ~Mt<M<to~A<fA<?M~y~'«<vol.ii.p.!<I.I<3.
~«Matt Mind, vol. i. c. il. R~)' a Chap. ii). p. 76.–Eo.
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ingly does." Where two or more ideas have becn

often repeated together, and thé associationbas be-

come very strong, they sometimesspring up in such

cloaccombinationas not to bo distinguishaMe. Some

casesof sensationarc analogous. For example when

a wheel,on thé sevenparts of which the seven pris-
matic coloursare respectivelypainted, is made to re-

volverapidly, it appears not of seven colours,but of

one uniform colour, white. By the rapidity of the

succession,the several sensationscease to be distin-

guishable they run, as it were, together, and a new

sensation, compoundedof ail the seven, but appa-

rcntly a simple one, is the result. Ideas, also, which

havebeenso oftenconjoined,that wheneveroneexists

in the mind, the others immediatelyexist along with

it, seemto run intooneanother,to coalesce,as it were,

and out of many to formone idea which idea, how-

ever in reality complex,appears to bo no less simple
than any one of those of which it is compounded."

It is to this great law of association that wo

trace the formationof our ideas of what we call ex.

ternal objects that is, the ideas of a certain numbei

of sensations,receivedtogethersofrequentlythat thé)
coaleaceas it were, and are spokenof under tbe idea

of unity. Hence, what wecall thé idea of a trec, tht

idea of a stone,the idea of a horse,the idea of a man.

In using the names,tree,borse,man, the namesoi

what 1 call objects, 1 am referring,and can bo refer

ring, only to my own sensations in fact, thcreibre

onlynaminga certainnumber of sensations,regardet
as in a particular state of combination that is, con

comitance. Particular sensationsof sight, of touch

a Chap.tiLp.6S.–ËO. 6Chap.iii.p.70.–ED.
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of the muscles, are thc sensations, to the ideaa of

which,colour,extension,roughness,bardness,smooth-

ness, taste, smell,so coalescingas to appear one idea,
1 give the namc, idea of a tree.

<t

Someideasare by frequencyand strength of asso-

ciation so closelycombiued,that they cannot bc sepa-
rated. If oneexists, the other exists alongwith it, in

spitc of whatevereffortwe make to disjoin them.

For example it is not in our power to think of

colour,without thinking of extension or of solidity,
without figure. We hâve scen colour constantly in

combinationwith extension,spread,as it were, upon
a surface. We have neverseen it exccpt in this con-

nection. Colourand extension have been invariably

conjoined. The idea of colour, therefore,uniformly
coniesinto the mind,bringing that of extensionalong
with it and so closeis the association,that it is not

in our power to dissolve it. We cannot, if we will,
think of colour,but in combinationwith extension.

The one idea calls up the other,and retmns it, so long
as the other is retained.

This great law of our nature is illustrated iu a
manner equally stril:ing, by the connection between

th(: ideaaof solidity and figure. We never have thc
sensationsfromwhich the idea of solidity is derived,
but in conjunctiouwith the seusationswhencethe idea

of figureis derived. If we handle anytbing solid, it
is alwayseither round, square,or of someother form.

The ideascorrespondwith the sensations. If the idea

of solidityrises,that of figurerises along with it. The

idea of figure whichrises,is, of course,more obscure

than that of extension becausefigures being innu-

merable,the general idea is exceedinglycomplex,and
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bence,of necessity,obscure. But, such as it is, the

idea of figureis alwayspresent whcn that of solidity
is present nor can wc, by any effort,think of the

OMwithout thinking of the other at the sametimo."

Nowin oppositionto this doctrine,nothing appears
to me clearerthan the first alternative,–and that, in

placeof nscendingupward fromthe minimumof per-

ception to its maxima, we descend from masses to

détails. If the opposite doctrine were correct,what

would it involveI It would involve as a primary
inference,that, as we know the whole through the

parts, we shouldknowtbe parts better than the whole.

Thus, for example,it is supposed that we know the

faceof a friend, through the multitude of perceptions
which we bave of the dinerent points of whichit is

ruadeup in other words,that we should know the

whole countcnance less vividly tban we know the

foreheadand eyes, the nose and mouth,&c.,and that
we should know ench of these more feeblytban we
knowthe variousultimatc points,in fact, unconscious

minima,of perceptions,whichgo to constitute them.

According to thé doctrine in question, we perceive

only one of thèse ultimate points at the same instant,
the othersby memoryincessantlyrenewed. Now let
us take the face out of perceptioninto memoryalto-

getlier. Let us closeour eyes,and let us represent in

imaginationthe countenanceof our friend. This we

can do with the utmostvivacity; or, ifwe seea picture
of it, we can détermine,with a consciousnessof the

mostperfcctaccuracy,thatthe portrait is Ukeorunlike.
It cannot,therefore,bedenied that webavethe fullest

knowledgeof the faceas a wholc,–that weare familiar
with its expression,with the generalresultof its parts.
On the hypothesis, then, of Stewart and Mil!, how
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accurateshould beour knowledgeof theseparts them-
selves. But makethe experiment. Youwill findthat,
unlessyou hâve analysed,–uniessyou bavedescended
froma conspectusof the wholefaceto a detailed exa-
mination of ita parts,-with the most vivid impres-
sion of the constitutedwhole,you are almost totally
ignorant of the constituentparts. You may probably
be unable to saywhat is the colourof the eyes,and if

you attempt to delineatothe mouth or nose,you will

inevitably fail. Or look at the portrait. You may
find it unlike,but unless,as 1said,you bave analysed
the countenance,unlessyou havelookedat it with the

anatytic scrutinyof a painter's eye,you will assuredly
be unable to say in what respect the artist bas failed,

-you will be unable to specifywhat constituent hc
bas altered,though you are fullyconsciousof thé fact
and eoect of the altération. What we have shown
fromthisexamplemayequallybedonefromany othcr,
-a house,a tree, a landscape,a concert of music,&c.
But it is needless to multiply illustrations. In fact,
on the doctrine of these philosophera,if the mind, as

they maintain,wereunable to comprehendmore tbnn
one perceptibleminimumat a time, the greatestof all
inconceivablemarvelswouldbe, howit bas contrived
to realisethe knowledgeof wholesand masseswhich
it bas. Another réfutation of this opinion might be
drawn from the doctrine of latent modifications,-
the obscureperceptionsof Leibnitz,–of which we
hâve recently treated. But this argument 1 think

unneeessary.
CI

a Show thhatso,l*,bytbe mit.
lions of acta of attention requiaite
in each of our perceptions. [Cf. Dr
T. Young's Z<c<Mre)on Natural Phi.

~MopAy,voL Il. Ess. v., The J/tc/tca.

('.Mt<~ the ~c, g M. p. 6~. edit.

1807.–ED.] 2", Byimperfection of

Touch, which ia a synthetic seube,
as Sight is MtJytic.–JA!)'
ling.
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THEPRESENTATIVEFACULTY.–I.PERCEPTION.–GENE-

RALQUESTIONS!N RELATIONTOTHESENSES.

IN my last Lecture, 1 was principally oecupied in

showingthat the hypothesisof a RepresentativePer-

ception,consideredin itself,andapart fromthe grounds
on whichphilosopherabavedeemedthemselvesautho-

rised to reject the factof consciousness,whichtestiBcs

to our immediateperceptionof externalthings,violates,
in many variousways, the laws of a legitimatehypo-
theais and having, in the previous Lecture, shown

you that the grounds on which the possibilityof an

intuitive cognitionof external objcctshad beensuper-
seded, are hollow, 1 thus, if my reasoning be not

erroneous,was warrantcd in establishmgthe conclu-

sion that there is nothing against, but everything in

favour of,the truth of consciousness,and the doctrine

of an immediate perception. At the conclusionof

the Lecture, 1 endeavoured to prove, in oppositionto

Mr Stewart and Mr Mill, that we are not percipient,
at thé same instant, only of certain w~îTHCt,our cog-
nitions of which are afterwards,by memoryor asso-

ciation, accumulatedinto masses but that we are at

once and primarily percipient of masses, and only

require analysisto obtain a minute and moreaccurate

knowledge of their parts,-that, in short, we can,

LECTURE XXVII.

LECT.
XXVII.

Recapitula.
tton.
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MCT.
XX\')t.XX1'iI.

T~ pro.
Men~un'
der sonse
ofTouch.

1. Mayall
the Senses
beoa!)ty<c<i
tntoTouch

Democri.
tus.

Aristotle.

In what
sense the
tfEnnatiTe
correct.

within certain limits, make a single object out of

many. For example,we can extcnd our attentive

perception to a house,and to it as only oneobject
or we can contemplate its parts, and considercachof

these as separateobjects."
a

Resumingconsiderationof the moreimportantpsy-

chologicalquestionsthat have becn agitated concern-

ing thé Senses,1 procced to take up thoseconnected

with the senseof Toucb.

Thoproblemswhicharise undcr this sense,may bc

rednced to two opposite questions. The first asks,

Maynot ail the Sensesbe analysedinto Touch? The

secondasks, Is not Touchor FeeHng,consideredas one

of thefiveSenses,itselfonlya bundleofvarioussenses1

In regard to the first of these questions,-it is an

opinionas old at leastas Democritus,and oneheld by

many of the ancieut physiologists,that the foursenses

of Sigbt,Hearing,Taste,and Smell,are onlymodifica-

tions of Touch. ThisopinionAristotle recordsin the

fourth chapter of his book0~ Sense OMc!the Object

of Sense(De <Se7MMet <Se?!s:7t),and contents himself

with refuting it by t!te assertion,that its impossibility
is manifest. So far, however,frombeiog manifestly

impossible,and, therefore, manifestly absurd, it can

now easily be shown to be correct, if by touch is

understood the contact of the external objectof per-

ception with the organ of sense. The opinion of

a Sir W. HamiJton hère oecMton-

ally ictrodnced an acconnt of the

mechanismof the organaof Sense;ob*

serving the following order,-Sight,

Hearlng, Taste, Smell, and Touch.

Thia, he remarke, ia the reverse of

the order of nature, and ta adopted

ty him because nnder Touch cer*

tain questions arise, the discussion

of which reqnires some preliminary

knowledgeof the nature of thesenses.

As the Lecture devoted to this snb-

ject main)y consista of a series of

MtrMts from Young and Bostock,
and ie purely physiological, tt it bero

omitted. See YouDg'a ZMh«'M ot

Natural Philosophy, vol. i. pp. 387,
«7 et tf?. col. il. p. 674 (4to edit.);
Bostor!<'a/'AyM'o/o~,pp. 692 f<M?.,

723, 726.733, (3d edit.)-ED.
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Democritus was revived, in modem times, by Tele-

sius, an Italian philosopherof thc sixteenth century,
and whoprecededBaconand Descartes,as a reformer

ofphilosophicalmethods. 1say, the opinionof Demo.

critus can easilyboshownto becorrect; for it is only
a confusionof ideas,or of words,or of both togcther,
to talk of the perceptionof a distant object,that is,
of an object not in relation to our sensés. An ex-

ternal object is only perceived inasmuch as it is in

relation to our sense,and it is only in relation to our

sense,inasmuchas it ia present to it. To say, for ex-

ample,that we perceiveby sight the sun or moon,is a

false,oran elliptical,expression. Weperceivenothing
but certain modificationsof light in immediaterela-

tion to our organ of vision and so far fromDr Reid

beingphiJosophicaIlycorrect,whenhc saysthat "when

ten men lookat the sun or moon,they ail seethe same

individualobject,"tbe truth is thatcachofthèsepersons
sees a differentobject,becauseeachpersonseesa dif-

fercntcomplementof rays,in relationto bis individual

organe In fact, if we lookalternately with each, wc

have a different object in our right, and a different

objectin our left, eye. It is not by perception,but by
a processof reasoning,that we connectthe objectsof

sensewith existencesbeyond tbe sphèreof immediate

knowledge. It isenoughtbat perceptionaffordsusthe
a [De ~crMm Natura, Ub. vii. c.

viH.] From this reductlon Telesiua

excepta Hearh)!. With regard to the

senses of Taste, Smell, and Sight,
he says Non recte !Mem

gnstam, olfactumque et ~sam a tac.

tu divermm pMneK, qui non tactna

modo sunt omnea, sed mnito etittn

quam qui tactus dicttnrexqaMttores.
Non MiUcet ea modo, que nniverso

!n corpore pereipinntur, et qttm tac.

tllla (ut dictnm est) dieunhtr, prop.

LECT.
XXVII.

Teleslu.

The proper
object of
Perception.

terea percip!nnh)r, quod eonm actio

et vis eubstantiaqne splritum con.

tiagit, sed magis qure in lingun, et
multo etiam magis qate per nares, et

qate ln ocuiis perciptantnr.Zoc.
tt'<ED.

P On this point, see Adam Smith,

JEsa~ on PAt?oMjp~t'«!<.S't<fc&–
~4MCt'fH<Logics and j/f<a~Ay~)'M,p.
163. Cf. <y ~< ~)'/<TMa<&))?-<,p.
289,(edit.!800.)-ED.
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2. Does
Touchcom.
prehendaa
plurality
of Sensest

ASrma-
tive main.
t~ined.

This determination of the first problem docs not

interferewith the considerationof the second for,in

the second,it isoniy asked,Whether,consideringTouch

or Feeling as a special sense,there are not compre-
hended under it varieties of perceptionand sensation

so different,that these varieties ought to be viewedas

constitutingso many specialsenses. This question,1

think, ought to be answered in the amrmntive for

though 1 hold that the other sensesare not to be dis-

criminated from Touch,in so far as Touch signifies

merely the contactof the organ and the objectof per-

ception, yet, consideringTouchas a special sensedis-

tinguished from the other four by other and peculiar
characters,it may easily, 1 think, be shown, that, if

Sightand Hearing,if SmellandTaste,are tobedivided

fromeach other and from TouchProper,under Touch

there must, on the same analogy,be distinguisheda

plurality of special senses. This problem, liko the

other, is of ancient date. It is mootcdby Aristotlein

knowledgeof thé non-egoat the point of sense. To

arrogate to it the powerof immediatelyinformingus

of external things, which are only the causes of the

object we immediately perceive, is either positively
erroncous,or a confusionof language,arising from an

inadequatediscriminationof the pheenomenon. Such

assumptions tend only to throw discréditon thé doc-

trine of an intuitive perception and such assump-
tions you will find scattered over the worksboth of

Reid and Stewart. 1 would,therefore,establishas a

fundamentalpositionof the doctrineof an immediate

perception, the opinion of Democritus,that all our

sensesare onlymodificationsof touch; in other words,
that the external object of perception is always in

contact with the organof sense.
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the elevcntb chapter of the second book De Anima,
but his opinion is left doubtful. His followen wero

consequentlydivided upon the point."
CI

Among his

Greek interprétera,Themistius adopta the opinion,
that there ia a plurality of sensesunder touch. A!ex-

acder~favours,butnot decidedly,theoppositeopinion,
which wasespousedby Simpliciusand Philoponua.'
The doctrine of Themistiuswas, howevcr,undcr va-

riousmodifications,adoptedby Averroesand Avicenna

among the Arabian, and by Apollinaris, Albertus

Magnus, ~Egidius, Jandunus, MarceIluB,and many
others,amongthe Latin, schoolmen.~Thèse,however,
and succeedingphilosophers,wero not at one in re-

gard to thé number of the sensea,which they would

distinguisb. Themistius andAvicenna8 allowedan

many sensesas thereweredifferentqualifiesof tactile

feeling but the numberof thèsethey did not specify.
Avicenna,however,appears to have distinguisbed as

one sense the feeling of pain from thé lesion of n.

wound, and as anothcr, tho feeling of titiUation.'

Others, as jEgidius,"gave two senses,one for tbe bot

a See Conimbricenses, /M /<fM<.de

~!tt~,[lib.it.c.xi.p.326.–ED.j
/<t De ~Hi'mo, Ub. iL c. xi. fol.

82 &,(edit. Ald.,1634) Ot< ~e

aiMt~tt A~' ~)~<!o!' <f vu M~M,
T&/t~ ~St <Ct[fTK~<TM)t tfptTt'

,n¡II 'r1l~1I 'Ñ/II dl79!¡tTllI' lSnr.p ,IIt~p Te'!ntf t~f af<f~)t~<)''Bnr<p T<)f

<<)'? Ànoto! tta) ~<A<tfM ~f0f, '<at

TSf ~nT<~)!' jtai &<tei)f,~ot fttti

~p<e)t, «td TMf~ttTa~ <m)T~ '~tS~tf,

fttt~eC )f<dyAu)t<et' <<*M ïe~ &tmMt,
feAAat t!cu' <Mt~Mt<Tt«M! tE~tt <

~t<r«, ~<~<<T<)Tot«ae* <<[<f<rT<p'c!t'ht

~tf~f/t~t' o!cf e<~f, ~e~)~ {')p~"t

~yp<!f' MA~f, ~aAtUt~ ~&, "oB-

~of- Attef, Tox<. Cf. Aristotle, texte

106, 107.-ED.

-y 7'n)MfM)<!<t!,IL 62, (probably

épurions).–ED.

LECT.
XXVII.

Htaterict)
notteesof
thtspro.
blem.

Aristotle.

(ireek corn-
tueotators.

ArahtM
and Latin
Schoolmen.

Themfsttue
nndAt'i.
cenna.

~Bgtdius.

B/!tDe~)')Mtn,!ib.i{.c.]!i.tfxt

t06, fol. 44a b.(edit. Atd. 1527).–Eu.

</)t~M<Ht<ltb.ti.c.xLtexts

J06, 107.–ED.

See CoMMb~eeuses, /)t De <4tt:.

Ma, lib. Il. xi. p. 326.–ED.

8ee above, note and Conim-

bricenMH,as above, p. 327.–En.

6 See CoatntbrieeneM,M above, p.
827.-En.

tSf-ef~M.–ED.

ttSee~M.–ED. [Cf.DeRafi,
C/nc~ fA:7a!fopA)<BA'<)<M~M, De

~V<H<M~MM«tM(B~MK~a/ttM, § 76,

p. 366. b'Atembert, J~hK~, t. v.

p. 115. Cf. Scaliger, De ~6t)f)~(<,
Ex. cix., where he observes that, in

paratysii),heat ta felt, after thé power
of apprehending gt~vity b gone.]
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xxvn.

AvertOM.

Galen.

Cantan.

Scaliger.

Bacon,
Buffon,
Voltaire.

Locke.

Hatcheson

I.ECT. and cold, another for the dry and moist. Averroes

seccrnsa senséof titillation and a senseof hunger and

thirst. Galen~also.1shouldobserve,alloweda sense

of heat and cold. Amongmodern philosophers,Car-

dan distinguishes four senses of touch or feeling
one, of the four primary tactile qualities of Aristotle,

(tbat is, of coldand hot, and wet and dry) a second,
of the light and heavy a third, of pleasureand paini
and a fourth, of titillation. His antagonist,the elder

Sca!iger,~distinguished as a sixth special sense the

sexual appetite, in which he bas been followedby
Bacon,' Buffon,Voltaire,~and others. From these

bistoricalnoticesyou will see howmarvellouslyincor-

rect is the statement, that Lockewasthe first philoso-

pher who originatedthis question,in allowinghunger
and thirst to be thé sensationsof a sense dioercut

from tactilo feeHng. Hutcbeson,in bis workon tbe

P<MM07M/says, The divisionof our external senses

into five common classes is ridiculously imporfect.
Somesensations,such as hunger and tbirst, weariness

and sickness,can bc reduced to none of them or if

they are rcduccd to feclings,they are perceptionsas

differentfrom the other ideas of touch, such as cold,

heat, hardness,softness,as the ideas of taste or smeH.

Others ha.vchinted at an cxternal sensedifferentfrom

all of these." What that is,Hutchesondoesnot men-

tion and someofourScotchphilosophcrshavepuzzled

a See CotttmMMMet, In De ~'ft-

ma, lib. il. c. 9d.p. 327.–Eo.

S [LeMecffMt,DeMente~xma)M!,
c. ii. § 4, p. !C.]

y De .M<< lib. aiti. See

~f-)~ ~onb', p. 867, note.–ED.
DeSubtititate, Ex. cekxx~. § 3.

–Ec.

< [Sylra ~MrMm, cent. v)!. 693.

H'&b, edit. Montaga, h. 361.]
fSee Reid's ~o)- p. J24; and

Poor, y~n'a &))~M:<M,pars i. § 34,

p. 88. Voltaire, ~)e<.Philosophique,
art. ~fttM/t'cn, reduces this sense to

that of Touch. Cf. TfCt'Mde Meta.

physique, eh. iv. Œ't<<!M<C<MH~M<<
tom. vi. p. 961 (edlt. !8I7).-ËD.

Bee Ztf<MM<on /?t<t?~fc<Ma!Phi.

losophy, by John Young, LL.D., p.
80.

6 Sect. f., third edition, p. 8, uote.

-En.
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themselvesto conceivethe meaning of his allusion.

There is no doubt that he refcrred to thc sixth sense

of Scaliger. Adam Smith, in his posthumousj~ssa~s"
observes,that hunger and thirst are objectsof feeling,
not of touch and that heat and coldarc felt, not as

pressing on thé organ, but as in the organ. Kant,~
dividesthe wholobodilyaenacainto two,–into a Vital

Sense (<S'eMMMFo~M~),and an OrganieSense(~e?MM

~CM). To thc formerclassbc!ongthe sensationsof

heat and eold,shuddering, quaking, &c. The latter

is divided into the five sensés,of TouchProper,Sight,

Hearing,Taste,and Smell.

This divisionhas nowbecomegeneral in Germany,
the Vital Sensereceivingfromvariousauthorsvarious

synonycM,as ca'M~<Ac~M,co~M~M~e~'Hy,vitalfeel-

ing, and sense of feeling,sensu latiori, &c. and the

sensationsattributed to it arc heat and cold,shudder-

ing, feelingof health,hunger and thirst, visceralsen-

sations,&c. This divisionis,likewise,adoptedby Dr

Brown. He divides our sensationsinto those which

are less definite,and into thosewhich are moredefi-

nitc and these,his two classes,correspondprecisely
to the M?MM~~a~M~and ~e/MM~~Mof the German

philosophers.~
The proprietyof throwingout of the senseofTouch

those sensationswhich afford us indications only of

the subjectiveconditionof the body,in other words,
of dividing touch from sensiblofeeling,is apparent.
In the first place,this is manifcst on the analogyof

thé other specialsensés. These,as wchave seen,arc

a <ythc&<<nM~~OM<~p. 262,
(edit.1800).-ED.

~~AH)jM)h~te,§ 16.–ED. [Pre.

viona!yto Kant, whoae~!t<AK!po!o~M
WM6Kt pnbU~hedin 1798, Leiden.

frost, in tda~~H<<~f«moK<t(t7M),

c. IL § 2, p. 14, distingnished the

Vital Sense from the Organlc Senscs.

See also HUbner'8/)/œe7<a<M)M(178~).
Cf.GraithuiMn, Anthropologie,§ 476,

p. 894 <e<Ut.1810).]

y Lectures ~vii. xviti.–ED.
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divided into two classes,accorclingas perceptionpro-
per or sensationproper prédominâtes thc senses of

Sight and Hearing pertaining to the first, those of
Smelland Taste to the second. Hereeachis decidedly
eitherperceptive or sensative. But in Touch,under
the vulgnr attribution of qualities, perception and
sensation both nnd theu' maximum. At the finger-

points, this sensewouldgive us objective knowledge
of the outer world, with the least possiblealloy of

subjective feeling in hunger and thirst, &c.,on the

contrary,it wouldaffordus a subjectivefeelingof our
own state, with the least possibleaddition of objective
knowledge. On this ground, therefore,we ought to

attribute to differentsensés,perceptionsand sensations
so differentin degree.

But, in the second place, it is not merely in the

opposite degree of thèse two counter-elementsthat
this distinction is founded,but likewise on thé dif-
férent quality of the groups of the perceptions and
sensations themselves. There is nothing similar be-
tween these differentgroups,cxcept the negative cir-

cumstance that there is no special organ to which

positivelyto refer them and, therefore,they are ex-

clusively slumpcd together under that sense which
is not obtrusively marked out and isolated by the
mechanismof a peculiar instrument.

Limiting, therefore,the special sensé of Touch to
that of objective information,it is sufficientto say
bhat this sense bas its seat at the extremity of the
nerves which terminate in the skin; its principal

)rgans are the finger-points,the toes, the lips, and the

longue. Of these, the first is the most perfect. At
,hetips of tbe fingers,a tender akincoversthe nervous

Mpillsp,and hère the nail serves not ouly as a pro-
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tecting sbicld to the organ, but likewise,by aSbrdiug
an oppositionto the bodywhichmakes an impression
on the finger-ends,it renders more distinct our per-

ception of the nature of its surface. Through tlie

great mobility of the fingcrs,of the wrist, and of the

shoulder-joint,we are able with one, and still more

effectually,with both hands, to manipulatean objcct
on all sidcs,and, thereby, to attain a knowledgeof ita

figure. We likewiseowe to the senseof Toucha per-

ceptionof thoseconformationsof a body,accordingto

which we call it rough or smooth,hard or soft, sharp
or blunt. The reposeor motionof a bodyis also per-
ccivcd through thé touch.

To obviatc misunderstandicg, 1 should, however,
notice that the properorgan of Touch,–thé ner~'ous

papillse,–rcquires,as the conditionof its exercise,thé

movementof the voluntary muscles. This condition,

however,oughtnot to be viewedas a part of the organ
itself. This being understood,the perception of the

weight of a bodywill not fall under this sensé,as the

nervcs lying under the epidcrmisor scurf-skinhave

little or no sharo in this knowledge. We owe it al-

most exclusivelyto the consciousnesswe have of the

cxertion of the muscles,requisiteto lift with the hand

a heavy body from the ground, or when it is laid on

the shoulders or head, to keep our own body erect,
and to carry the.burthen from one place to another.

1 next proceed to consider two counter-questioDs,
which are atill agitated by philosophera." Thé first is,
-Does Sight affordus an original knowledgeof ex-

tension, or do we not owe this exclusivelyto Touch1

The second ia,–Does Touch afford ua an original
e Fora dtsCMsionofcertainques.NoteE,gt.,p. M?e<tc~completed

tionsco~ateto thefoUowing,seeedition.-ED.
&t<f~ ?'0)' Suppkm. Dtesert.,
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knowlcdgcof extension,or do we not owe this cxclu-

sively to sight ?1

Both questionsare still undetermined and, conse-

quently, thé vulgar belief is also unestablishcd,that

wc obtain a knowledgoof extension originally both

from sight and touch.

I commence,then, with thé nrst,–Does Vision

affordus a primary knowledgeof extension,or do wc

not owethis knowledgeexclusivelyto Touch?1 But,
beforcentering on its discussion,it is propcr to state

to you, by preamble,what kind of extension it is

that those wouldvindicate to sight, whoanswerthis

question in the affirmative. The whole primaryob-

jecta of sight, then, are colours,and extensions,and

forms or figures of extension. And hère you will

observe,it is not all kind of extension and form that

ia attributed to sight. It is not figuredextensionin

all the threedimensions,but onlyextensionas involved

in plane figures that is, only length and breadth.

It bas generally been admitted by philosophers,
after Aristotle, tbat colour is the proper object of

sight, and that extensionand figure,commonto sight
and toucb, are only accidcntally its objects,because

supposedin the perceptionof colour.

The Ërst philosopher,with whom1 am acquainted,
who doubted or denied that vision is conversantwith

extension,was Berkeley but the clear expressionof

his opinion is containedin his Defence of the T~eo~

of r~oM, an extremelyrare tract whichbas escaped
the knowledgeof ail his editors and biographera,and

is, consequently,not to be foundin any of the editions

of his collectedworks. It wasalmost certainly,there-

fore,whollyunknown to Condillac,who is the next

philosopherwhomaintainedthe same opinion. This,
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however,he did not do either vcry cxplicitlyor with-

out change; for the newdoctrinewbichhc hasards in

hia earlier work, in his later he again tacitly replaces

by thé old."1&After ita surrender by Condillac,the

opinionwas, howevcr,aupported,as 1 nnd, by Labou-

lini~re.~ Mr Stewart maintains that extensionis not

an objectof sight. 1 formerly,"he says, hadocca-

sion to mention Boveralinstances of very intimutc

associationsformedbetweentwo ideas whichhâve no

neccssary connectionwith each other. One of the

most remarkableis, that whiehexistain everypersons
mind between thé notions of co~w and ca;~M~:oM.

The former of thcse worda expresses(at least in the

sense in which we commonlyemployit) a sensation

in the mind, the latter denotesa qualityof an cxtcrnal

object; so that thero is, in fact, no more conncction

between thé two notionsthan between thoseof pain
and of solidity; and yet, in consequenceof our always

perceiving extension at the same time at which the

sensationof colour is excited in the mind, wc find it
a The order of Condithc'B opinions

Is the reverse of that etated in thé

text. In hh eartiest work, the Ori.

~f'tt<: Co)t;toMsaK<'tj~/Km<!<)t<part
i. sect. vi., he combats Berhe)ey's

theory of vision, and maintaina that

extension cxtetlor to the eye is dia.

cernible by Bf~ht. Subsequentty, tn

the 7V<M dM &Ma<M!«,part t. ch.

xi-, part ii. ch. tv. v., be asserta that

the eye b incapable of perceiving
extenaion beyond itself, and that thia
iJea is ongiMtty due solely to the

lieuseof touch. This opinionhoagain

repeats in !r< de~Mff, part i. ch.

xi. Bat aeitber Condillacnor Berke.

ley goFs M far as to My that colour,

regarded as an affection of the v~u~t

or~nbm, isapprehended as absolute.

ly unextended, M mftthem&tieat ED.

point. Nor h this the question in Il See .Ro'~ ~e)- p. 868.–Ec

VOL. Il. L

dispnte. But Rranting, as CondiOac

in bis )ttcr view Oiprcs~ty aiwerttf,
that colour, M a visuai spnMtiou,

necessarilyoecupies space, do we, by
tneaDsof that sensation, acqnfre a)iio

the proper !det of extension, M corn.

p<M<:dot' parts exterior to each othcr 1

ln other wonb, does the sth~tion of

diffettat cototM, which ts necessary
to the distinction of parts nt all, ne.

cessarOy ea~geat difforent nnd con.

tiguous localities t This question (:<

explicitty anM'ered in thé négative

by CondiUac,nnd in the nHirtnatifo

by Sir W. Hemiitoa. Cf. ?*/«?~<or~

of ~tî)'<M<t'))<<C<!<<M<(!)t<<e.r~at'Xftt,

London, I7M; especially, §§ 41, 42,

44, 45, 46. Bee also ~cxf: ~~b,

completed edition, p. 919 a, cote.–

LECT.
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impossibleto think of that sensationwithout conceiv-

iug extensionalong with it." But beforeand after

Stewart, a doctrine,virtually the same,is maintained

by the Hartleian school who assert,as a consequence
of their universal principle of association,that the

perceptionof coloursuggests the notionof extension.~

The.ncomes Dr Brown,who,in his Lectures,aftcr

having repeatedlyasserted,that it is, and always bas

been, thé universal opinionof philosophers,that the

superficialextension of iength and breadth becomcs

known to us by sight originally,proceeds,as lie says,
for the first time, to controvert this opinion; though
it is whollyimpossiblethat he could have been igno-
rant that the samehadbeendonc,at least byCondillac

and Stewart. Brown himself, however, was to be

treated somewhat in the fashion in which he treats

his predecessors. Sometwenty years a,go,there were

publisbedthe Lectureson 7M<fMee<Ma~~A~osopAy,by
the lato John Young,LL.D.,Professorof Philosophy
in BelfastCollege a work wbich certainlyshowscon-

siderable ahrewdnessand ingenuity. This unfortu-

Ba.tcspeculator seems,however,to have been fated, in

almost every instance, to be anticipated by Brown

and,as far as 1 have lookedinto thèse Lectures,1 have

beenamused with the never-failingpreamble,-of the

astonishment,the satisfaction,and so forth, which the
author expresses on finding, on the publication of
Brown'sZcc~M~'M,that the opinionswhicb he himself,
as he says, had always held and taught, were those
alsowhich had obtained tho countenance of so dis-

a ~!M!t<t < f~t&MOpty<j~the

~!t!M!t J~t)«f, vol. t. chap. v. part
iL 9 ~<M- vol. Il. p. 309. [Cf.
7tt< Note P.–En.]

P 8ee Priestley, ~ar<!M/*<7'~M-

Prop. 20. Belsham, ~MMt)« of the

fAt7o!o~yo/'<A<Jt/!))d,p.85. James

MH),~tM~M of ~MOM~~t')M~,
vol. L pp. 72, 73.–Kc.

y Lecture MriM.–Eo.
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tinguisheda philosopher. The coincidenceis,however,
toosystematicand preciseto be tho eôect of accident;
and the identity of opinion betwcen the two doctors
can only (plagiarismapart) boexplaincdby borrowing
from the bypothesisof a Pre-establishedHarmonybe-

tween their minds." Of course,they are both at one

on tlie problemunder considération.~

But to return to Brown, by whom the argument

against the common doctrine is most fully stated.
He aays:–

The universal opinionof philosopherais,that it is

not colourmerelywhieh it (the simpleoriginal sensa-

tion of vision)involves,but extensiona!so,–that there
is a visible figure, as well as a tangible figure,-and
that thé visible figureinvolves,in our instant original

perception,superficial length and breadth, as a tan-

gible figure,which we leam to see,involvcs length,
breadth, and thickness.

That it is impossiblefor us, at présent,to separate,
in the sensationof vision,the colour from the exten-

sion, 1 admit thoughnot morecompletelyimpossible,
than it is for us to look on the thousand feet of a

meadow,and to perceiveonly thé small inch of green-
nessonour retina; and the one impossibility,as much

as the otber, 1 conceiveto arisc only from intimate

association,subsequent to the original sensations of

sight. Nor do I deny, that a certain part of the retina

-which, being limited, must thereforebave figure-
is affected by the rays of light that fall on it, as a

certain breadth of nervous expansé is affectedin all

the other organs. 1contendonly,that the perception
a 1nowHnd,andhâveelsewheretheeameacarce,–DoTtMy.S~e

etated,thattheeimt!ahtybetweea2?tMe!<a<t«MonReid,NoteD,p.869.
theMphUesopheKarisesfromthetr PSeeYoung,tedttre)on/tt<<f<ec-
borrowing,1maysayetealing,6om<tMt!Philosophy,p.116.
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of this limited figure of the portion of thé retina

affected,doesnot enter into the sensationitself,more

than, in our sensationsof any otber species,there is a

perceptionof the ncrvousbreadth affected.
"Thé immediate perception of visible figure bas

been assumed as indisputable, rather than attempted
to be proved,-as beforethe time of Berkeley,the im-
mediatevisualperceptionof distance,and of thé three
dimensionsof matter, was supposed,in like manner,
to bewithout any needof proof ;-and it is, therefore,

impossibleto refer to arguments on thé subject. 1

présume,however,that the reasonswhichbave Jed to
this bélier of the immediate perception of a figure
termcd visible, as distinguished from that tangible
figure,which we learn to see,are the followingtwo,-
the only reasonswhicb 1 can even imagine,-that it
is absolutelyimpossible,in our present sensationsof

sight, to separate colour from extension,-and that
there are, in fact, a certain length and breadth of the

retina, on which the ligbt falls."°

He then goeson to argue, at a far greater length
than can be quoted, that the mere circumstanccof a
certain definitespace,viz., the extended retina, being
affectedby certainsensations,does not necessarilyin-
volve the notion of extension. Indeed in all those
cases in whicbit ia supposed,that a certain diffusion
of sensationsexcites the notion of extension,it seems
to be taken forgranted that the being knowsaiready,
that he has an extendedbody,over which these sensa-
tions are thus diffused. Nothing but the sensc of

touch, however,and nothing but tbose kinds of touch
which implythe ideaof continuedresistance,can give
us any notion of body at ail. Ail mental affections

a Lect.xxt&,p.185(edit.M30).–ED.
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whicharc regardedmerelyas feelingsof the mind,and

which do not givc us a conceptionof their external

causes,can never bo known to arise from anything
which is extended or solid. So far, however,is the

mere sensationof colourfrom being able to produce
tbis, that touch itself,as felt in many of its modifica-

tions,couldgiveus no ideaof it. That tbc sensationof

colouris quitc unfit to givc us any idea of extension,

merclyby its being diffusedover a certain cxpanse of

tbe retina, scemsto be corroboratedby what wc expe-
riencein the other senses,cvcn aftcr we arc perfectly

acquaintcdwith the notionof extension. In hearing,
for instance,a certain quantity of the tympanutn of

the ear must be anectcd by the pulsationsof the air

yet it gives us no idea of thé dimensionsof the part
affected. The same may, in general,be said of taste

and smell.

Nowin aU their elaborate argumentation on this

subject,theacphilosophersseemneveryet to havesccn

the real dimeulty of their doctrine. It can casilybc

shownthat the perceptionof colour involvesthc per-

ceptionof extension. It is admitted that wchave by

sight a perceptionof colours,consequently,a percep-
tion of the differenceof colours. But a perceptionof

the distinctionof coloursnecessarilyinvolvcsthe per-

ceptionof a discriminatingline for if one colourbe

laid besideor uponanother, weonly distinguishthem

as different by perceivingthat they limit each other,
whichlimitationnecessarilyaffordsa breadthlessline,
-a lineofdemarcation. Onecolourlaid uponanother,
in fact, gives a lino returning upon itself, that is, a

figure. But a line and a figure are modificationsof

extension. The perceptionof extension,therefore,is

necessarilygiven in the perceptionof colours.

LECT.
XXVII.

Thcpctftt-
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LECTURE XXVIII.

THEPRESENTATIVEFACULTY.-I.PERCEPTION.–RELA-

TIONSOFSIGHTANDTOUCHTOEXTENSION.

Ix my last Lecture,after showingyou that the vulgar
distribution of the Sensesinto five,stands in need of

correction,and stating what that correction is, 1pro-
ceededto the considerationof someof the more im-

portant philosophicalproblems,which arise out of the

relation of tho senses to thé elementary objects of

Perception.
1 then stated to you two counter-problemsin rela-

tion to the genealogyof our empirical knowledgeof

extension and as, on the onehand, somephilosophers
maintain that we do not perceivo extension by tho

eye, but obtain this notion through touch, so, on thé

other, there are philosopherawho hold that wedo not

perceiveextension through the touch,but exclusively
by the eye. The considerationof these countcr-ques-
tions will, it is evident, involvea considérationof the

commondoctrine intermediatebetween theseextreme

opinions,–that we derive our knowledgeof extension

from both sensés. 1 keep aloof from this discussion

the opinion, that space,under which extensionis in-

cluded,is not an empirical or adventitious notion at

ail, but a native formof thought for admitting this,
still if space be also a necessaryformof the external

world,weshallalsobavean empiricalperceptionof it

by our senses,and the question, therefore,equallyre-
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mains,–Through what sense,or sensea,have wc thu

perception1

In relation to the first problem,1 stated that th<

position which denies to visual perception all cog
nisanceof extension,was maintainedby Condillac,b~
Laboulinicre,by Stewart, by thé followersof Hartley

(Priestley,Bcisham,MiU,&c.),and byBrown,-to say

nothingof several recent authors in this country, and

in America. 1 do not think it necessaryto state to

you the long processof reasoningonwhich,especially

by Brown, this paradox bas been grounded. It ia

sumcicnt to say, that there is no reasonwh~tsoever

adduced in its support, which carries with it thé

smallestweight. The whole argumentation in reply
to the objectionsuupposedby its defcnders,is in rep!y
to objectionswhichnoone,1conceive,whounderstood

his case,would ever dream of advancing while the

only objectionwhich it was incumbent on the advo-

cates of the paradox to have answered,is passedover

in total silence.

This objectionis stated in threewords. AUparties
are,of course,at one in regard to the fact that we sce

colour. Thosewho hold that we seeextension,admit

that we see it only as coloured and those who deny
us any vision of extension,make colourthc exclusive

object of sight. In regard to this first position,ail

are, therefore,agreed. Nor are they less harmonious
in reference to the second;–tbat the powcrof per-

ceiving colour involves the powerof perceiving the

differencesof colours. By sight we, therefore, per-
ceivecolour, and discriminateone colour,that is, one

colouredbody,-one sensationofcolour,fromanother.
This is admitted. A third positionwill alsobedenied

by none,that the coloursdiscriminatedin vision,are,
or may be,placedside by sidein immediatejuxtaposi-

3 LECT.
XXVHt.
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tion or,onemaylimit anotherbybcingsuperinduced
partially over it. A fourth positionis equally indis-

putaMe,–that tho contrasted colours,thus bounding
cach other, will form by their meeting a visible line,
and that, if thé superinducedcolourbesurroundedby
thé other, this line wiHreturn upon itself,and thus
constitute the outlineof a visiblefigure.

Thcsûfourpositionscomma,nda.peremptoryassent

they are all self-évident. But their admissionat once

explodcs the paradox under discussion. And thus:
-a line is extension in one dimension,–length; a

figureisextensionin two,-length andbreadth. Thcre-

fore, the visionof a Une is a vision of extension in

length the vision of a figure, the vision of exten-
sion in length and breadtb. This is an immediate

démonstrationof the impossibilityof the opinion in

question and it is curiousthat the ingenuity which

suggestcd to its supporters the petty and recondite

objections they have so operosclycombatcd,should
not have shown them this gigantic ditliculty,which

lay obtrusivelybeforethem.
Sofar, in fact, isthe doctrinewhichdivorcesthe per-

j ceptionsof colourand extensionfrom being true, that
wecannotevenrepresentextensionto the mind except
as coloured. When we come to thé considerationof
the Representative Faculty,–Imagination,–1 shall
endcavourto showyou, (what bas not been observcd

bypsychologists,)that in the représentation,–in the

imagination,of sensibleobjecta,we alwaysrepresent
tbem in the organ of Sensethrough whichwe origin-
ally perceived them. Thus, we cannot imagine any
particular odourbut in thé nose nor any sound but
in thé ear nor any taste but in the mouth and if
we would represent any pain we have ever felt tbis
can only be donc tbrough thé local nerves. In like



LECTURES ON METAPHY8IC8. 169

mn.nner,whenwe imagine any modificationof lig!it,
wedo so in the eye and it is o.curiousconfirmation
of this, es is well known to physiobgists, that when

Dotonly the extcrual apparatus of the eye, whichis

a mère mechanica!instrument, but thé real organof

sight,–thé opticncrvcsand their tbnlami,havebecome

diseased,thé patient loscs,in proportionto the extent

of tho morbid affection,cithcr whollyor in part, the

faculty of rcca.iog visible pbœQomenato his mind.

1 mentionthis at présentin order to show,that Vision

is not only a sensecompetentto the perceptionof ex-

tension,but the sense~ar' if not exclusively,
so competent,-and this in the following manner

Youeithcr now know,or willhereafter learn, tbat no

notion, whether native and general, or adventitious
and genernlised,can be rcprcsentcd in imagination,

except in a concrète or singular example. For in-

stance, you cannot imngine a triangle which is not

either an equilateral,or an isosceles,or a scalene,–in

short, Borneindividualibrm of a triangle nay more,

you cannot imagine it, except either large or sma!
on paper or on a board, of woodor of iron, white or

black or green in short, exceptunder all thé special
determinationswhich give it in thought, as in exist-

ence, singularity or individuality. The samchappens
too with extension. Space 1 admit to be a native

form of thought,–not an adventitious notion. We

cannot but think it. Yet 1eannot actually rcpresent

spacein imagination,stript ofall individualisingattri-

butes. In this act, 1cancasilyannihilateail corporeal
existence,–1 can imagine empty space. But thero

are two attributes of which1 cannotdivest it, that is,

shapeand colour. This may soundalmost ridiculous

at &rst statement, but if you attend to the phceno-
menon,you will soon be satisfiedof ita truth. And

LECT.
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Infinite space is only conceivednegatively,-only by

conceivingit inconceivable in other words,it cannot

be conceived at all. But if we do our utmost to

realisethis notion of infinite extensionby a positive
act of imagination, how do we proceed1 Why, we

think out froma centre, and endeavour to carry the

circumierencoof the sphere to infinity. But by no

one effortof imagination canweaccompUshthis; and

as wecannotdo it at onceby oneinnnito act, it would

require an eternity of successiveunité eSbrts,–an
eudiess séries of imaginings bcyond imaginings, to

equalise the thought with ita object. Tho very at-

tempt is contradictory. But when wo leave off,bas

the imaginedspace a shape?1 It bas for it is finite
and a finite, that is, a bounded, space constitutes a

figure. Wbat, then, is tbis figure1 It is spherica!

necessarilyspherical for as the effort of imagining

space is an effort outwards from a centre, the spaco

represented in imaginationis nccessarilycircular. If

there be no shape,thcrc bas beennopositive imagina-
tion and for any other shape than the orbicular no

reason can be assigned. Such is thc figure of space
in a free act of phantasy.

This, however,will be admitted without scruple
for if real space, as it is well described by St Augus-

tin, be a sphere whose centre is everywhere, and

whose circumference is nowhere," imagined space

a The editoM bave not been able

to discover this paM~e in 8t Augus-
tin. As quoted in the text, with M-

ference to apace, it closely rcsembtcs

the words of Pasca), ~M<o, partie
i. art iv. (vol. U. p. Ct, edtt. Fau-

gère): "Tout ce monde visible n'est

qu'un trait Imperceptible dans !'nm-

p!ete!t)de)anttaK. Nulle idéen'en

approche. Noua avons beau en8er

nos coBMptioM eude!~ des tspficts

imaginables nous n'enfantona que
des atomes, au prix de la )~a)M des

choses. C'est une sphère infinie,
dont !e centre est partout, la circon-

férencenulle part." But thc expres-
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may be allowedto ba a sphèrewhosecircumferenceis

representedat any distancefrom its centre. But will
its colourbeas easilyallowed?1 lu explanationof this,

you willobservethat under colour 1of course include

black as well as white; the transparent as weU as
the opaque,-in short, any modificationof liglit or

darkness. This being understood,1 maintain that it
is impossibleto imaginefigure,extension,space,except
as colouredin somedeterminate mode. Youmay re-

present it under any, but you must rcpresent it uuder

some,modificationof light,-colour. Makethe expe-
riment, and you will find 1am correct. But 1 anti-

cipate an objection. The non-perceptionof colour,
or the inability of discriminatingcolours,is a caseof

`

not unfrequent occurrence,tboughthe subjcctsof this

deficiencyare, at the same time, not otherwisedefec-

tive in vision. In cases of this description,there is,
however,necessarily a discrimination of light and

shade, and the coloursthat to us appear in ail the

sevenfoldradiance of en'ulgentlight," to thcm appear

only as different gradations of clare-obscure. Were
this not the case,there could be no vision. Suchper-
sons,therefore,havestUItwo great contrastsof colour,
-black and white, and an indetinitenumberof inter-
mediategradations,in whicbto representspaceto their

imaginations. Nor is there any difficultyin thé case
of the blind, the absolutelyblind,–thé blind from
birth. Blindnessis the non-perceptionof colour; the

ston is more nmaUy cited as a de6at.

tionoftheDeity. luthfereMonit
haa been attributed to tbe mythical
Hermes 'MsmegiotUB(see Alexander

AtMius,tS'KMTno2% para i. qu. vtL

memb. 1), and to Empedoclee (see
Vtncenttus Bellovacenais, ,S~e<:tt!u~

~Mtor~t~, Mb. iL e. 1 ~p«'!<!um

J~MM& Ilb. L c. 4). tt was a fav.

ourite expression with the mystica of

the middle agpa. See Mti)!fr, C~rx.

h<m /)cc<)-t)tf Sin, vol. il. 134

(Eng. tMM).) Sonte fntet-cstin~bis.

tohc<dnotices of thi< cxprcMionwill

be found in a leamed note m M.

H&vet'8 édition of PasctJ'e Pftt~M,

p. 3.–ED.
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non-perceptionof colour is simple darkness. The

spaco, therefore, represented by thé blind, if repre-
sented at all, will be rcpresentedblack. Somemodi-

ficationof ideal light or dnrkncssis thus the condition

of the imagination of space. This of itself powcr-

fully supports the doctrine, that vision is conversant
with extension as its objcct. But if the opinion 1

have stated be correct, that an act of imagination is

only realisedthroughsomeorganof sense,the impos-

sibility of repreaenting space out of all relation to

light and colour at once establisbes tbe eye as the

appropriate senseof extensionand figure.
In corroborationof the gênera! view I have taken

of the relation of sight to extension,I may translate

to you a passage by a distinguished mathematician

and philosopher,who,in writingit,probablyhad inhis

eye the paradoxicnlspéculationof Condillac. It is

certain,"says D'AIembert," that sight alone,and in-

depcndfntlyof touch, affordsus the ideaof extension
for extensionis the necessaryobjectof vision,and we

should seenothing if we did not see it extendcd. 1

even believethat ~igbtmust giveus the notionof ex-

tension morereadily than touch, becausesight makes

us remark more promptly and perfectly than touch,
that contiguity,and,at the sametime,that distinction
ofparts in whichextensionconsists. Moreover,vision

alonegives us the idea of the colourof objects. Let

ussupposenowparts of spacedifferentlycoloured,and

presented to our cyes; the dincrenceof colourswill

necessarilycauseus to observethé boundariesor limits

which separate two neighbouringcolours,and, con-

sequently,will give us an idea of figure for we con-

ceivea figurewhen weconceivea limitationor boun-

dary on all aides."

a J/~<tH~M,t. v. p. 10C.–ED.
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1 am confident,thcrefbre,that wemay safelyestab-

!iahthe conclusion,that Sight is a sense principally
conversantwith extension whether it bc the only
sense thus conversant,remains to bc considered.

1 proceed,tbcrefore,to the secondof the counter-

problems,-to inquire whether Sight be exclusively
tbe sensewbichaobi~s us a knowledgeof extension,
or whether it does this only conjunctlywith Toucb.
As some philosophershave denied to vision all per-

ception of extensionand figure,and given this solcly
to touch,so others have equally refusedthis percep-
tion to touch, and accordedit exclusivelyto vision.

This doctrine is maintained amongothers by Plat-

ner,-a man no lesscelebratedas anacute philosopher,
than as a learnedphysician,and an clegantscholar. 1
shall endeavourto rcnder bis philosophicalGerman

into intelligibleEnglish,and translate someofthepre-
liminarysentenceswith whichhe introducesa curious
observationmade by him on a blind subject. It is

very true, as my acute antagonist observes,that the

gloomyextensionwbich imaginationpresentsto us as

an actual object, is by no means the pure a ~'Mr~

representationof space. It is very truc, that this is

ooly an empiricalor adventitious image,which itself

supposes the pure or a pn'M'tnotion of space,(or of

extension),in other words.thenecessitytothink every-
thing as extended. But 1did not wishtoexplain the

origin of this mental condition or form of thought

objectively,through the senseofsight,–but onlytosay
this much:-that empiricalspace,empiricalextension,
is dependent on the senso of sight,-that, allowing

space or extensionas a form of thought, to be in us,
werethere even nothingcorrespondentto it out of us,
still the unknownexternal tbings must operatcupon
us, and, in fact, through the senseof sight,do operate
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upon us,if this unconsciousform ia to bebrought into

consciousness."

Andafter someotherobservationshegoeson In

regard to the visionless representationof spaceor ex-

tension, the attentive observationof a person born

blind,which 1 formerlyinstituted, in the year 1785,

and, again, in relation to the point in question, hâve

continued for three wboleweeks,-this observation,1

say, bas convinced me, that the sense of touch, by
itself,isaltogether incompetentto affordus the repre-
sentation of extensionand space,and is not even cog-
nisant of local exteriority (oertliches Auseinander-

seyn), in a word,that a man deprived of sight bas

absolutelyno perceptionof an outer world,beyondthe

existenceof somethingeffective,differentfrombis own

feelingof passivity,and in general only of the numeri-'

cal diversity,–sball 1 sayof impressions,orof tbings?
In fact, to those bom blind, time serves instead of

spa-cc. Vicinity and distance mean in their mouths

nothing more than the shorter or longer time, the

smalleror greater number of feelingswhicb they find

necessaryto attain from someone feeling to some

other that a person blind from birth employs the

language of vision,-that may occasionconsiderable

error,and did, indeed, at the commencementof my
observations,lead me wrong; but, in point of tact, he
knowsnothingof thingsas existingout of each other;
and, (this in particular 1 hâve very clearly remarked),
if objecta,and the parts of bis body touchedby them,
did not make different kinds of impression on bis
nerves of sensation,hewould take everythingexternal

for one and the same. In his own body,heabsolutely
did not discriminatehead and foot at ail by their dis-

tance, but merely by thé differenceof the feelings,
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(and his perceptionof such differencewas incredibly

fine),whichho cxperienccdfrom the one and from the

other; and, moreover,through time. In like manner,
in externalbodiea,!tadistingnishedtheir figure,merely

by the varicties of impressedfeelings inasmuch,for

example,as the cube, byits angles,affectedhis feeliug

differcntlyfromthc spbcrc. No onecan conceivehow

deceptive is thé use of langunge accommodated to

vision. When my acute antagonist appeals to Che-

seldon'scase,whichprovesdirectly the reverseof what

it is adduced to refute, he does not consider that the

first visual impressionswhich one born blind reçoives

aftcr eouching,do not constitutevision. For thé very
reason, that spaccand extension are empiricallyonly

possiblethrough a perceptionof sight,-for that very
reasoo, must sucha patient, aftcr his eyes are frced

from the cataract, first Icarn to livo in space if he

could do this previously,then would not the distant

seemto him near,-the separate would not appear to

him as one. These are thé grounds which make it

impossiblefor meto believeempiricalspaceiu a blind

person and from these 1 infer, that this form of sen-

sibility, as Mr Kant calls it, and which,in a certain

signification,mayvery properlybestyled a purerepre-
sentation, cannot come into consciousnessotherwise

than through the mediumof our visual perception
without,however,denying that it is somethingmerely

subjective, or affirming that sight affords anything
similartothis kind of representation. Theexampleof

blind geometerswouldlikewiseargue nothing against
me, even if the geometers had been bom blind and

this they were not,if,even iu their early infancy,they
had seen a single cxtended object.

a fA<<M«pttK/«~&))'MM~t,vol. L § 766, p. 439 et edit. t793.–Eo.

LECT.
XXV!
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LECT. To what Platner bas hère stated I wouldadd, from

personalexperiment,and observationuponothers,that

if any one who is not blind will go into a roomof an

unu8ualshape,whollyunknownto him,and into which

no ray of light is allowed to penetrate, he may gropc
about for houra,–he maytouch and manipulateevery
side and corner of it; still, notwithstandingevcry en-

deavour,notwithstanding aU the previoussubsidiary
notionshe bringsto thé task, he will bcunableto form

any correctideaofthe room. In likc manner,a blind-

folded personwill make the most curiousmistakes in

regard to the figureofobjectspresented to him,if these

are ofanyconsidérablecircumfcrencc. But if thesense

of touchin suchfavourablecircumstancescan effectso

little, howmuch lesscould it affordus any knowledge
of forms,if the assistancewhichit here bringswith it

from our visual conceptions,werewhollywanting?1

This view is, 1 think, strongly connrmed by thc

famouscaseof a young gentleman,blind from birth,
couchedby Cheselden;–a case remarkablefor being

perhaps,of thosecured, that in whichthe cataractwns

most perfect, (it only allowedof a distinction of light
and darkness); and, at the same time, in which thé

phaenomenahâve been most distinctly described. In

this latter respect,it is, however,very deUcient and

it is saying but little in favourof thé philosophical
acumenof medicalmen,that thenarrativeof this case,
with all its faults,is, to the present moment,the one

most to be relied oc."

Now 1 contend, (though 1 am aware 1hâve high
authority against me), tbab if a blind man had been

able to forma conceptionofa squareor globeby mere
a SeeNnnnetey,0)t<A<'0~a7Maervatioca,whichconfirm,in aU

</~M/M,p.31,(m8),forarecentessentialpartieutMt,theconctusionB
caseofconching,withcareMob. ofCheseMca.–ED.
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touch,he would,on first perceivingthem by sight, be

able to discriminatethem from each other for this

supposesonlythat he had acquiredthe primarynotions

of a straight and of a curved line. Again, if touch

affordedus the notion of spaceor extensionin general,
the patient, onobtainingsight,wouldcertainlybeaMo

to conceivethc possibilityof spaceor extensionbeyond
the actual boundary of his vision. But of both of

thèseCheselden'spatient wasfound incapable. As it

is a celebratedcase,1 shallquoteto youa fewpassages
in illtistration you will find it at large in the Philo-

sophical 7~'a?Mac<tOMfor thé year 1728.

LECT.
XXVIII.

"Though we say of this gentleman that he was

blind,"observesMr Cheselden, as we do of a11peo-

ple who have ripe cataracts; yet they arc never so

blind from that cause but that they can discern

day from night; and for the most part, in a strong

light, distinguish black, white, and scarlet; but they
cannot perceivethé shape of anything for the light

by which these perceptionsare ma.de,being let in ob*

liquely through the aqueous humour, or thc anterior

surfaceof the erystalline,(by which the rays cannot

be brought into a focus upon the retina,) they can

discern in no other manner than a sound eye can

through a glass of broken jelly, where a great vari-

ety of surfaces so differently refract the light, that

the severaldistinct pencilsof rays cannot be collect-

ed by the eye into their proper foci; whereforethe

shape of an object in such a. case cannot be at all

discerned,though the colour may and thus it was

with this young gentleman, wbo, though he knew

those colours asunder in a good light, yet when he

a Onthiaqaettion,seeLooT<e,IL0; andSirW.Hantttten'enote,
&«K/M!<&eZfMtMtttM!<&M<C~tM,&~ ~M- p.187.–En.

Cheselden
queted.

VOL.IL
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LECT.
XXVIII.

sawthem after hewas couched,the faint ideas he had

of them beforewero not sufficient for him to know

them by afterwards; and therefore he did not think

them the same which ho had before known by thosc

naines."
<t

When he first saw, he was ao far from making

any judgment about distances, that he thought all

objectswhatever touchedhis eyes (as he expressedit)
as what he felt did hia skin and tbougbt no objecta
so agreeableas those whichwore smoothand regular,

though he could form no judgment of their shape,or

guess what it was in any object that was pleasing to

him. He kncw not the shape of anything, nor any
one thing from another,howeverdifferentin shape or

magnitude; but upou being told what things were,
whose form he before knew from feeling, he would

carefully observe,that he might know them again;
but having too many objectato learn at once, he for-

got many of them and (as he said) at first learned

to know,and again forgota thousand things in a day.
One particular only (though it may appear trifling) I

will relate Having often forgotwhich waa the cat,
and wbichthe dog,he wasashamedto ask, but catch-

ing the cat ( whichheknewby feeling)he wasobserved

to look at her steadfastly, and then setting her down,

said, So, posa 1 shall knowyou another timc.'

x <

Wethought ho soon kuew what pictures repre-
sentedwhiehwere showedto him, but wefound after-

warda wcwere mistaken for about two months after

hewascouched,he discoveredat once theyreprescnted
solid bodie3,when, to that time, he considered them

only aa parti-coloured plains, or surfaces diversified
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with variety of paints but even then he was no Icss

surprised,expecting the pictures would feel like the

things they represented, and was amazed when he

found those parts, which by their light and shadow

appeai'ednow round and uncven, felt only Sat like

the rest and askedwhichwasthe lying sense,feeling
or seeing."

LECT.
XXVIII.

The wholeof this matter is still envelopedin grea<

uncertainty,and 1 shouldbe sorrycither to dogmatisE

myself,or to advise you to form any decidedopinion
Without, however, going the length of Platner, it]

denying the possibilityof a geometerblindfrombirth,
we mayallow this, and yet vindicate exclusivelyte

sight the powerof affordingus our empirical notions
of space. The explanationof tbis supposes,however,
an acquaintancewith the doctrineof pure or a ~of!

space,as a formof thought; it must,therefore,for the

present be deferred.

The last question on which 1 shall toucb, and with
which1shall concludethe considerationof Perception
in general, is,–How do wc obtain our knowledgeof

Visual Distance? Is this originalor acquired1

With regard to the mctbod by whichwe judge of

distance,it wasformerlysupposedto depend upon an

original lawof the constitution,and to be independent
of any knowledgegained through the mediumof the

external sensés. Thisopinionwasattacked by Berke-

ley in bisNew 7%ë<~of Vision,oneof the finest ex-

amples, as Dr Smith justly observes,of philosophical

analysis to be found in our own or in any othcr lan-

guage and in which it appears most clearlydcmon*

strated, that our whole informationon this subject is

n BeeAdamSmfth's&M~ou 206,299,eJit.1800.Cf.Ac(<<
fA~M<!p&t«t<~M&M<[Pp.294,tf<M'p.137,note.–Et).].
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the eye.

acquiredby expérienceand association. This conclu-

sion is supported by many circumstancesof frequent
occurrence,in which wefall into the greatest mistakes

with respect to the distanceof objects,when we form

ourjudgment solelyfromthe visible impressionmade

upon the retina without attending to the other cir-

cumstanceswhich ordinarilydirect us in formingour

conclusions. It also obtains confirmationfrom the

case of Cheselden,which 1 bave already quoted. It

clearlyappearsthat, in the first instance, the patient
had nocorrectideasofdistance and wearc expressly
told that he supposed ail objecta to touch the eye,
until he learned to correct his visible,by meansof his

tangible impressions,and thus gradually to acquire
morecorrect notionsof the situation of surrounding
bodieswith respect to his own person.

On the hypothesis that our ideas of distance arc

acquired,it remainsfor us to investigate the circum-

stanceswhichassist us in forming our judgment re-

specting them. We shall find that they may be

arranged under two heads, someof them depending

uponcertain states of the eye itself, and others upon
variousaccidentsthat occur in the appearanceof the

objects. With respectto distancesthat are soshortas

to require the adjustmentof the eyein order to obtain

distinct vision, it appears that a certain voluntary.
effortis necessaryto produce thé desiredeffect this

effort, wbatever may be ita nature, causes a. corre-

spondingsensation,the amountof whichwe learn by

expérienceto appreciate and thus, through the me-

dium of association,we acquire the powerof estimat-

ing the distancewith sufficientaccuracy.
When ohjects are placed at only a moderate dis-

tance, but not such as to require the adjustment of
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thé eye, in directing tbe two eyes to the objectwe

incline them inwards; M is the case likewise with

very short distances so tbat what arc tcrmed the

axesof.the eycs,if produced,wouldmake an angle at

thc object,thé anglevaryinginvcrselyas thé distance.

Hcre,as in the former case,we have certain percep-
tionsexcited by the musculareffortsnecessaryto pro-
duce a proper inclination of the axes, and these we

learn to associatewith certain distances. As a proof
that this is thé modeby whichwejudge of those dis-

tanceswhere the opticaxesform an appreciableangle,
when the eyes are both directed to the sameobject,
whilethe effortof adjustment is not perceptible,-it
bas been rcmarked,that personswho are deprivedof

the sightof oneeye,arc incapableof forminga correct

judgment in this case.

LMT.
XXVIII.

When we are required to judge of still greater dis-

tances,where the object is so remoteas that the axest

of the two eyesare parallel,we are no longer abio to
`

form our opinionfrom any sensationin the eye itself.

In this case, we have recourseto a variety of circum-

stancesconnectedwith the appearanceof the object;
for example, its apparent size, the distinetness with

which it is seen,the vividnessof ita colours,the num-

ber of interveningobjecta,and other similaraccidents,
all of winch obviouslydepend upon previous expe-
rience,and which we are in the habit of associatiag
with different distances, without, in each particular
case, investigating the cause on which our judgment
is ibunded.

The conclusionsof science seemin this case to be â
décisive and yet the whole questionis thrown into i
doubt by the analogyof the loweranimais. If in man é
the perceptionofdistancebenot originalbut acquired,
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the perceptionof distance must be also acquircd by
them. But as this is not the casein regard to animais,
this confirmathe reasoningof thosewhowouldexplain
the perceptionof distance in man, as an original, not
as an acquired knowledge. Tbat the Berkelciandoc-
trine is opposedby the analogyof the loweranimais,
is admitted by one of ita most intelligent supporters,
-Dr Adam Smith."

a

That, antecedent to all experience,"says Smith,
"the young of at least the greater part of animais

possesssome instinctiveperceptionof tbis kind, seems

abundantly evident. The hen never feedsher young
by dropping the foodinto their bills, as the linnet and

the tbrush feedtheira. Almostas soonasher chickens
arc hatched, sbedoes not feed them, but carries them
to the field to feed,where they walk about at their

eue, it wouldseem,and appear to hâve the most dis.

tinct perceptionof all the tangibleobjectawbiehsur-
round them. We may often see them, accordingly,
by the straightest road, run to and pick up any little

grains which she ahowsthem, even at the distanceof

severalyards and they no soonercomeinto the light
than they seem to understand this languageof Vision
as well as they everdo afterwards. The young of the

partridgo and the grouse seemto bave, at the sama

earlyperiod,the mostdistinct perceptionsof the same
kind. The youngpartridge, almostas soonas it comes
from the shell, runs aboutamonglonggrass and corn;
the young grouseamonglong heath; and wouldboth
most essentiallyhurt themselves if they bad not the
most acute as well as distinct perception of the tan-

gible objectswhich not only surround thetn but press
upon them on all aides. This is the case,too,with thé

a See&M~–(y<A<.E~na!NeMM,p.299.304,edit.ÏMO.–ËD.
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young of the goose,of the duck, and, so far as 1 bave

been able to observe,with thoseof at least tbe grcatcr

part of thé birds which make their nests upon the

ground, with thc greater part of those wbich are

ranked by Linnœus in thc ordcrs of the hen and the

goose,and of many of thoselong-sbankcdand wading
birdswhichhe placesin theorderthat hedistinguishcs

by the name of GraHœ.
<t

It seemsdifficultto supposethat man is t!io only
animalof whichthé youngare not endowedwith some

instinctiveperceptionof this kind. The young of the

humanspecies,however,continue so long in a state of

entiredependency,they muâtbe so long carried about

in the arms of their mothersor of their nurses,that

such an instinctive perception may scem less neccs-

sary to them than to any otherraceof animais.. Before

it couldbe of any use to them, observationand expe-
riencemay,by thé knownprincipleof the association

of ideas, have sufficientlyconnected in their young
minds cach visibleobjcct with the corrcspondingtan-

gible one which it is ntted to represent. Nature, it

may be said, never bestows upon any animal any
facultywhich is not either necessaryor useful,and an

instinct of this kind wouldbe altogetheruselessto an

animalwhich must necessarilyacquirc the knowledge
whichthé instinct is given to supply,longheibrethat

instinct could be of any use to it. Children,however,

appear at sovery early a period to knowthe distance,
the shape,and magnitudeof the differenttangibleob-

jects whichare presentedto them, that 1 am disposcd
to believe that even they may have some instinctive

perception of this kind though possiblyin a much

weakerdegrecthan thé greater part of other animais.

LECT.
XXVHf.
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LECT.
XXVHI.

A child that is scarcclya month old,stretchesout its

hands to feel any little playtbing that is presentedto

it. It diatinguishesits nurse, and the othcr people
who are much about it, from strangers. It c!icgs to

the former,and turns away from the latter. Hold a

small looking-glassbeforea child of not more than

two or thrce months old, and it will stretch out its

little àrmsbehind the glass,in order to feel the child

which it sees,and which it imaginesis at the back of

the glass. It is deceived,no doubt but even this

sort of deceptionsuffieientlydemonstratesthat it bas

a tolerablydistinct appréhensionof the ordinaryper-

spective of Vision,which it cannot weH bave learnt

from observation and experience."
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THEPRESENTATIVEFACULTY.–II.SELF-CONSCIOCSNESa.

HAViNG,in our last Lecture,concluded the consider-

ation of External Perception,1 may now brieny reca-

pitulate certain results of the discussion,and state in

wbat principal respects the doctrine 1 would main-

tain differs from that of Reid and Stewart, whom 1

suppose always to hold, in reality, the system of an

Intuitive Perception.
In the first place,-in regard to the relation of the

external object to the senses. The general doctrine

on this subject is thus given by Reid Alaw of our

nature regarding perception is, that we perceive no

object,unlesssomeimpressionis madeupon the organ
of sense,either by the immediate application of the

object,or by somemediumwhich passes betweenthe

object and the organ. In two of our senses, viz.,
Touchand Taste, there must be an immediateappli-
cation of the object to the organ. In the other three,
the object is perceivedat a distance,but still by meana

of a medium,by whichsomeimpressionis madeupon
the organ."

Nowthis, 1showedyou,is incorrect. Theonly ob-

ject ever perceivedis the object in immediatecontact,
-in immediaterelation,with the organ. What Reid,

a /n<<<<M<u<~PctMM,Eaaayii.ch.tl. [ ~c!-t<,p.247.–Eo.]
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and philosopherain general,call the distant object, is

wholly unknownto Perception;by reasoningwcmay
connect the object perceivedwith certain antécédents,
--certain causes,but these, as the results of an infer-

ence, cannot bc thé objectaof perception. The only
objects of perceptionare in all the sensésequally im-

mediate. Thus the object of my visionat present is

not the paper or letters at a foot from my eye,but the

rays of light reflectedfrom theseuponthé retina. The

object of your hearing is not the vibrations of my

larynx, nor tbe vibrationsof the interveningair; but

the vibrationsdetermined therebyin the cavity of the

internai ear, and in immediatecontact with the audi-

tory nerves. In both senses,the external object per-
ceived is the last effect of a series of unperceived
causes. But to call theseunperceivedcausesthe o~ec<
of perception,and to call the perceived e8ëct,–thé
real object, only thc medium of perception,is either

a gross error or an unwarrantableabuseof language.

My conclusionis, therefore,that, in ail the senses,the

external object is in contactwith the organ,and thus,
in a certain signification,all the sensesare oulymodi-

ficationaof Touch. This is the simplefact, and any
other statement of it is either the effector the cause

of misconception.
In the secondplace,-in relation to the numberand

consecutionof the elementarypbeenomena,-it is, and

must be, admitted, on all hands,that perceptionmust

be precededby an impressionof the externalobjecton

the sensé in other words, tbat the material reality
and the organ must be brought into contact,previous
to, and as the conditionof, an act of this faculty. On

tbis point there can be no dispute. But the case is

differentin regard to the two following. It is asserted
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by philosopherain general :–1°, That the impression
made on the organ must be propagated to the brain,
beforea cognitionofthe objecttakesplacein the mind,
-in otherwords,that an organicaction must precede
and determine the intellectual action; and 2°,That

SensationProper prccedesPerceptionProper. In re-

gard to the former assertion,–if by tbis were only
meant, that the mind does not perceiveexternal ob-

jeets out of relation to its bodilyorgans,and that the

relationof the object to the organism,as the condition
of perception,must, tberefore,in the ordcr of nature,
be viewedas prior to the cognitionof that relation,–

LBCT.
XXtX.
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no objectioncould be made to the statement. But if
it be intended, as it seems to be, that the organic
affectionprécèdesin the order of time the intellectual

cognition,–of this we bave no proofwhatever. Thé
fact as stated would be inconsistentwith the doctrine
of an intuitive perception for if the organicaffection
werechronologicallyprior to the act of knowlcdge,the

immediate perceptionof an obje"t different from our

bodily senses would be impossible,and thé external
world would thus be representedonly in thc subjec-
tive affectionsof our own organism. It is, therefore,
more correct to hold,that the corporealmovementand
the mental perceptionare simultaneous and in place
of holding that the intellectualactioncommencesafter
thé bodilybasterminated,-in placeofholdingthat the
mind is connectedwith the body only at the central

extremity of the nervoussystem,it is moresimpleand

philosophicalto supposethat it is unitedwith thé nerv-

oussystemin its wholeextent. Themodeof this union
is of courseinconceivable but the latter hypothesis
of union is not more inconceivablethan the former;

and, while it bas the testimony of consciousnessin its

Inwhmt
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favour, it is otherwisenot obnoxiousto many aerious

objectionsto which the other ia exposed.
In regard to the latter assertion,–viz., that a per-

ceptionproper is alwaysprecededby a sensationpro-

per,-this, though maintained by Reid and Stewart,
is even more manifestly erroneous than tbe former

assertion,touching thc precedenceof an organic to a

mentalaction. In summingup Reid'sdoctrineofPer-

ception,MrStewart says,"To what doestbe statement

of Reid amountÏ Merelyto this; that the mind is

so formed,that certain impreseionsproduced on our

organs of sense by external objects,are followedby

correspondentsensations; and that these sensations,

(which bave no more resemblanceto the qualities of

matter, than the words of a language hâve to the

tbings they denote), are followed by a perceptionof

the existenceand qualitiesof the bodiesby whicht!te

impressionsare made."° Youwill findin Reid'sown

worksexpressionswhich,if taken literally,wouldmake

us believe that he held perception to be a mere in-

ferencefromsensation. Thus Observingthat the

agreeaMesensationis raisedwhenthe roseis ncar, and

ceaseswhen it is removed,1 am led,by my nature, to

concludesomequality to be in the rose,which is the

cause of this sensation. This quality in the rose ia

the object perceived and that act of my mind, by
wbich 1 have the convictionand beliefof this quality,
is what in this case 1 call perception."P 1 have, how-

ever,had frequentoccasionto showyou that we must
not alwaysinterpret Rcid'sexpressionsveryrigorously;
and we are often obligedto save his philosopbyfrom
the consequencesof his own looaeand ambiguouslan-

o~k~Mb,wt.i.ch.U.g8. Ce! 7n<<~tKf~EsmyiLeh.xvL
?%)'<%voLiLp. tt~r~,p.810.
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guage. In the present instance,if Reid weretaken at

tus word,bis perceptionwould be only an inatmctivo

bclief,consequenton a sensation,that there is somo

unknown external quality the causeof thé sensation.

Bo this, however,as it may, there is no more ground
for holding that sensation precedes perception,than

for holding that perception precedes sensation. In

fact, both oxist only as they coexist. They do not

indced alwayscoexistin the same degreeof intensity,
but they are equallyoriginal and it is onlyby an act,
not of the easiest abstraction, that we are able to dis-

criminate them scientincallyfromeachother.*

So much for the first of the two faculties by which

we acquire knowlcdge,–thé faculty of External Per-

LECT.
XX!X
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ception. The second of these faculties is Self-con.

sciousness,which bas likewisereceived,amongothcrs,
the Dameof Internal orReflexPerception. Thisfaculty
will not occupyus long, as the principal questionsre-

garding its nature and operation have beenalready
considered,in treating of Consciousnessin gênera!

1 formerlyshowedyou that it is impossibleto dis-

tinguish Perception, or the other Special Faculties,
from Consciousness,–in other words,to reduce Con-

sciousnessitself to a special faculty; and that the

attempt to do so by the Scottish philosophersis self-

contradictory.~ 1 stated to you,however,that though
it be incompetentto establisha faculty for the imme-

diate knowledgeof the external world,and a faculty
for the immediate knowledgeof the internai, as two

ultimate powers, exclusive of each other, and not

merelysubordinateformsof a higherimmediateknow-

a Compare&t<fa~t~i6e.NoteD', t.–ËD.
p. 882 e<<ED. See above, Lect xUI., voh i. p.

S See above, Lect. zl. et xq., voL 224 e<<M.–ED.
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ledge,under which they are comprehendedor carried

up into one,–1 stated, 1say, that though the imme-
diate knowledgesof matter and of mind are atill only
modificationsof consciousness,yet tbat their discrimi-

nation, as suhaltern faculties, is both allowable and

convenient. Accordingly,in the schemewhich 1gave

youof thedistributionofConsciouanesBinto its special
modes,–1 distinguisheda faculty of External, and a

facultyofInternai,Apprehension,constitutingtogcther
a moregoneraimodificationof consciousness,which 1

called the Acquisitive or Presentative or Receptive

Faculty.
In regard to Self-consciousness,–théfaculty of In-

ternai Expérience,–philosophershâve been far more
harmoniousthan in regard to External Perception. In

fact their differencestouching this faculty originate
rather in the ambiguitiesof language,and the dînèrent

meanings attached to the same form of expression,
than in any fundamentaloppositionof opinion in re-

gard to its reality and nature. It is admitted cqually

by all to exist, and to exist as a sourceof knowledge;
and the supposed differencesof philosophersin this

respect,are, as I shall show you, mere errors in the
historical statement of their opinions.

The sphèreand characterof this faculty of acquisi-
tion, will be best illustrated by contrastingit with the
other. Perceptionis the powerby whichweare made
aware of the phaenomenaof the externalworld Self-
consciousnessthe power by which we apprehendthe

phaenomenaof the internai. The objectsof the former

are all presentedto us in Spaceand Time spaceand
time are thus the twoconditions,-the two fundamen-
tal fbrms,of external perception. The objectsof the
latter are ail apprehendedby us in Time and in Self
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time and selfare thus the two conditions,-the two

fundamental forma, of Internai Perception or Self-

consciouaness. Time ia thus a formor conditioncom-

mon to both faculties while Bpaceia a formpcculiar

LECT.
XXIX.

to the one, self a form peculiarto the other. What

1 mean by the formor conditionof a faculty, is that

frame,–that setting, (if 1maysospeak),out of which

noobjectcanbeknown. Thusweonlyknow,through
Self-consciousneas,the phoenomenaof the Internai

world,as modificationsof the indivisibleego or con-

scious unit; we only know, tbrough Perception,tho

phaenomenaof the external world, under space,or as

modificationsof the extended and divisiblenon-egoor

knownplurality. That the formaare native, not ad-

ventitious,to the mind, is involvedin tbeir nccessity.
What 1cannot but think,must bea priori, or original
to thought it cannot be engendered by experience

uponcustom. But this is not a subject the discussion

of whicbconcernaus at present
It may be asked, if selfor ego be the form of Self-

conaciouaneaa,why is the not-self,the non-ego,not in

like manner called the fbnn of Perception?1 To this

1reply, that the not-selfis onlya negation,and though
it discriminatesthé objectaof the external cognition
from those of the internai, it does not afford to the

formerany positivebond of union amongthemselves.

This,on the contrary,is suppliedto them by the form

of space,out of which they can neither be perceived,
nor imagined by the mind ;-space, therefore,as tho

positivecondition under which the non-egois neces-

sanly knownand imagined,and through which it re-

ceives ita unity in conseiousness,is properlysaid to

affordthe conditionor formof External Perception.
But a more important questionmay be started. If

Whtt
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space,–if extension,be a necessaryform of thought,
this, it may be argued,proves that the mind itself is

extended. The reasoning hère proceeds upon the

assumption,that the qualities of the subjectknowing
must be similar to the qualitiesof the object known.

This,as 1 hâvealreadystated," is a merephilosophical
crotchet,-an assumptionwitbout a shadoweven of

probability in its favour. That the mind has the

power of perceiving extended objects, is no ground
for holding that it is itself extended. Still lesscan it

be maintained,that becauseit has ideally a native or

necessaryconceptionof space, it must really occupy

apace. Nothing can bemoreabsurd. Onthis doctrine,
to exist as extended is supposednecessaryin order to

think extension. But if this analogyhold good, the

aphere of ideal space which the mind can imagine,

ought to be limited to the sphèreof real spacewhich

the mind actuallyDlla. Thiais not, however,the case;
for though the mind bc not absolutelyunlimitcd in ils

powerofconceivingspace,still the compassof thought

may beviewedas infinite in this respect,as contrasted

with the petty point of extension,which the advocates

of the doctrine in question allowit to occupyin its

corporealdomicile.

The facultyof Self-consciousnessaffordsus a know-

ledge of thé phaenomenaof our minds. It is the

sourceof internai experience. Youwill,therefore,ob-

serve, that, like External Perception,it onlyfurnishes

us with facts; and that the usewemakeof thesefacts,
-that is, whatwe find in them,what wededucefrom

them,–belongs to a different processof intelligence.
Self-consciousnessaffords the materials equally to ail

système of philosophy all equally admit it, and all

elaborate the materials which this faculty supplies,
a Seeabove,Lect.Mv.,voLfi.p.120e<«~ED.
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according to tbeir fashion. And here 1 may merely
notice,by the way,what, in treating of the Regulativo

Faculty, will fall to be regularly discusscd,that thèse

fitets,these materials,maybe consideredin two ways.
We may employeither Induction alone,or also Ana-

lysis. If we merelyconsidcr the phmnomenawhich

Self-consciousnessreveals,in relationto ench other,-

merely compare them together, and generalise the

qualities which they display in common,and thus

arrange them into classesor groupa governedby the

same laws,we performthe processof Induction. By
this processwcobtain what is general,but not what

is necessary. For example,having observedthat cx-

teriial objecta prcsentcd in perceptionare cxtended,
we generalise the notion of extensionor space. We

hâve thus explainedthe possibilityof a conceptionof

space, but only of spacc as a gene~ and contingent
notion for if we hold that this notion exists in tho

mind only as the resuit of such a process,we must

hold it to be a ~<M<€~o~or adventitious, and, there-

fore,contingent. Suchis the procesaof Induction,or

of Simple Observation. The other process, tbat of

Analysisor Criticism,does not rest satisfiedwith this

comparisonand generalisation,whichit, however,sup-

poses. It proposesnot merelyto find whatis general
in the phœnomena,butwhat is neceasaryand universaL

It, accordingly,.takesmental phsenomena,and, by ab-
straction, throws aside all that it is able to detacb,
without annihilating thé phaenomenaaltogether,–in
short, it analyses thought into its essentialor neces-

sary, and its accidental or contingent,elements.

Thus, fromObservationand Induction,we discover

what experienceaffords as its general result; from

Analysisand Criticism,wc discoverwhat experience
VOL.H. N

LECT.
XXIX.

Twotuodt;!)
of destin);
withttte

pha:no.
tnenm)!tven
fn Seit-to".
BCioUi)Ce69,
–<<
ettLerb)'
In'tuctfon
atone, or

by tuJuc*
tionaod
At)~yëhtogetuer.

Thé tpheM
oftMticat

l An&tyeiB.



LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS.194

the employ.
ment of the
Inductive
M4CTit)cat
MethodsiN

phtioso-
phy.

DMC&ttO).

LECT.
XXIX.

AUnecM-
iitvtom

<uf)jc<:tbc.

Btstorica.t
noticeof

Locke.

supposesas its necessarycondition. You will notice,

that the critical analysis of which 1 now speak, is

limited to the objectaof our internai observation for

in the phoenomenaof mind alonecan we be conscious

of absolute necessity. AUnecessityis, in fact, to us

subjective for a thing is conceivedimpossibleonlyas

we are unable to construeit in thougbt. Whatcver

does not violate the lawsof thought is, therefore,not

to us impossible,howeverfirmlywe may believethat

it willnot occur. For example,we hold it absolutely

impossible,that a thing can begin to bo without a.

cause. 'Why? Simplybecausethe mindcannotrealise

to itself the conception of absolute commencement.

That a stone should ascend into thé air, wo firmly
believewill never happen but wc find no dimculty
in conceiving it possible. Why~Merely becausc

gravitation is onlya fact generalisedby inductionand

observation and ita négation, therefore,violates no

lawof thought. When wetalk, therefore,of the ~cc~-

~y of any external phaenomenon,the expression is

improper,if the necessitybe only an inferenceof in-

duction, andnot involvedin anycanonof intelligence.
For induction proves to us only what is, not what

must be,-the actual, not the necessary."
CI

The two processeaof Inductionor Observation,and

ofAnalysisorCriticism,havebeenvariously employed
by differentphilosophers. Locke,for instance,limited

himselfto the former,overlookingaltogetherthe latter.

He, accordingly,discoverednothing necessary,or a

priori, in the phaenomenaof our internal experience.
To him all axioms are only generalisationsof expe-
rience. In this respect ha was greatly excelled by
Descartesand Leibnitz. The latter, indeed,was the

aSeeA-)~~o;-&(completedédition,)NoteT,p.971.–Eo.
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philosopherwho clearlyenunciatcdthe principle,that
tho phœnomenonof necessity,in our cognitions,could
not bc explainedon thc ground of experience. Ali
the examples,"hosays,"whichconfuma generaltruth,
how numcrous soever,would not suSce to establish
t!touniversalnecessityof thia sumetruth for it does
not foUow,that what haa hitherto occurredwill al-

wayaoccur in future. If Locke," hc adds, had

suSicientIyconsidered the differencebetween trutha
whichare nccessaryordémonstrative,and thosewhich
wcinfer frominductionalone,he wouldhave pcrceived
that neccssarytruths could onlybe proved frompriu-

cipleswhich command our assent by their intuitive

evidence; inasmuchas our sensescan inform us ouly
ofwhat is,not of whatmust neccssaruybc. Leibnitz,

however,wasnot himselffullyawareof the importof

the principle,-at least he failed in cnrrying it out
to its most important applications; and though hc

triumphantly demonstrated, in opposition to Locke,
thé « ~rM~ character of many of those cognitions
wtlichLockehad derivedfrom experience,yet he left

to Kant the honourof having beenthe first whofully

applied the critical analysiain the philosophyof mind.
The faculty of Self-consciousnesscorrespondswith

the Reflectionof Locke. Now there is an interesting,
questionconcerningthis faculty,-whether the philo-

sophyof Locke bas been misapprehendedand mis-

represented by Condillac,and other of his French

disciples,as Mr Stewart maintains or, whether Mr

Stewart bas not himself attempted to vindicate the

a A'OMK<!)H!~'MaH, AVMt.fMttOS,

p. 6 (edit. RMpe).-Ec. [Cf. liv. t.

c. L 15, t). 39 liv. ti. c. xvU. g

)'. !!< Z<-<~<o~uroc< e/cHUM~

(t706), O~M, t. vL r. 27~ (edit.

DutoM). J~Mcf <o &'c~)'My(1710),

~cfa, t. v. p. 358. yA<-oA'<-&,(1710),
i. g 2, p. 480 (EnitMM), or <~x)Y<,
t. i. p. 65 (Dutena). J/cMat&)~te

(1714),p. 707 (edit. ErdmaM).]
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XXtX. tendency of Locke'sphilosophyongroundswhichwill

not bear out his conclusions. Mr Stewart bas can-

vassed this point at considerableIengtb,both in his

~Ktya" and in bis Disseotation on the ~'oyr~~ of

3~<;<npA~<C<Etlaical,and Political ~<7~0p~. In

thé latter, the point at issue is tbus brieny atated
Theobjectionsto whichLocke'sdoctrineconcerning

the origin of our ideas, or, in other words,concerning
the sourcesof our knowlcdge,are, in my judgment,
liable, 1 bave stated so fully in a formerwork,that 1

shall not touch on them hère. It is quite sufficient,
on the present occasion,to remark, howvery unjustly
this doctrine (imperfect,on the most favourablecon-

struction, as it undoubtedly is) bas been con~bunded

with those of Gassendi,of Condillac,of Diderot, and

of Home Tooke. The substanceof all tbat is common

in theconclusionsof thèselast writers,cannotbebetter

exprcasedthan in the wordsof their master,Gassendi,
AUour knowledge,'he observes in a letter to Des-

cartes, 'appears plainly to derive its origin from thc

senses and although youdeny the maxim, Quicquid
est in intellectuprœeMcdeberein sensu,'yettbis maxim

appears, nevertheless,to be true; since our knowlcdge
is all ultimately obtained by an t'~Mj: or ~CK~OM
from things external; which knowledge afterwards

undergoesvariousmodificationsby meansof analogy,
composition,division, amplification,extenuation, and
other similarprocesses,whichit is unnecessaryto enu-
merate.' This doctrineof Gassendi'scoincidesexactly
with that ascribcd to Lockeby Diderotand by Home

Tooke and it differsonly verballyfromthe morecon-
cisestatementof Condillac,that ourideasare nothing
morethan ~'<ïM~o?'Mtec?sensations.' Every idea/ says

aColl.~or~,vol.v.partt.,ManyL,p.66etM~Eo.



LECTURES 0~ METAPHY~ICS. 197

the first of thèse writers, 'must necessarily, whcn

brought to its state of ultimatc decomposition,re-

solve itacif into a s<MA:Mereprésentationor picture
and since cvcrything in our understanding bas becn

introducedthere by the channelof sensation,whatever

proceedsout of theunderstandingis either e!nmerica!,
or must be able, in returnin~ by the sameroad, to re-

attach itself to its sensiblearchetype. Henccan im-

portant ru!o in philosophy,-that every expression
which cannot nnd an external and a sensibleobject,
to whichit can thus establish its affinity,is destitute

of signification.' Such is thé exposition given by

Diderot, of wbat is regarded in France as Locke's

grcat and capita! discovery;and preciselyto thé same

purpose we are to!d by Condorcet,that Lockewas

the first who provedthat all our ideasare compounded
of sensations.' If this were to be admitted as a fair

account of Locke's opinion, it would follow that lie

bas not advanceda single step beyond Gassendiand

Hobbes; both of whom have repeatedly expressed
thcmselvcs in nearly thé same words with Diderot

and Condorcet. But although it muât bc granted, in

faveur of thcir interpretation of bis language, that

various detachcd passages may be quoted from bis

work which seem, on a superficial view, to justi~'
their comments,yet of what wcight, it may be asked,

are these passages, wheu compared with thc stress

laid by the author onRection, aa an original source

of our ideas, altogether diffcrent from <S'~M<t<MH.

Thaother fountain,'says Locke, from which expe-
rience fumisheth thé understandingwith ideas, is thé

perceptionof the operationsof our own minds within

us,as it is employedabout the ideas it basgot; which

operations,whenthe soulcomesto reflecton and con-

f.FTT.
XXfX.
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sider, do furnish thé understandingwith anotherset

of ideas,whichcould not be had fromthings witbout;
and sucit are Perception,Thinking,Doubting, Believ-

ing,Reasoning,Knowing,Willing,and aUthe di8crent

actings of our own minds, which,we being conscious

of, and observing in ouraelvcs,do from thèse receivc

into our understandings ideas as distinct as we do

frombodicsaffectingour senses. This sourceof idcas

every man has wholly in himself; and though it be

not sense,as baving nothing to do with external ob-

jects,yet it is very like it, and mightproperlyenough
be called 7n~)'a~ fS'e7?.<e.But as 1 call the other

Sensation,so 1 call this Reflection the ideasit affords

being such only as the mind gets by reflectingon its
own operations within itse!f. Again.'The under.

standing seemsto me not to bave the least glimmer-
ing of any ideaswhichit doth not receivefrom oneof

these two. External objects furnish the mind with
the ideas of sensiMequa!itics and the mindfurnishes
the understandingwith ideasof its ownopérations.'

On these observations1 must remark, that they do
nut at all satisfy me and 1 cannot but regard Locke
and Gassendias exactlyupona par,and both as deriv-

ing all our knowledgefrom experience. The French

philosopheraare, therefore,in my opinion,fally justi-
fied in their interpretation of Locke'sphilosophy;and
Condillacmust,1 think, be viewedas bavingsimpli6ed
the doctrineof his master,without doing the smalleat
violenceto its spirit. In the first place,1 cannot con-
cur withMr Stewart in allowingany weightto Locke's
distinction of Reflection,or Self-consciousncss,as a

a Loc){f, tTo~, vol. t. p. 78. c. i. § R.–Stewort, D~r~hon, part

f~May, B. il. c. i. § 4.-ED.] il. g i. Coll. frc~. vol. i. p. 224

/M<<,vol. i. p. 79. [& B. il. <<«~ED.] J
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second source of our knowledge. Such a sourceof

expérienceno senaualistever denied,bccauseno sen-

sualist ever denied that sensewas cognisantof itsetf.

Jt makes no difference,that Locke distinguishedRe-

flection from Sense,"as baving nothing to do with

LECT.
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external objects,"admitting, however,that "they arc

verylike,"and tbat Reflection"might properlyenough
be called Internai Sensé, wbile Condillacmakes it

only a modincation of sense. It is a matter of no

importance,tbat we do not call Self-conseiousnessby
the nameof <Sc?Mc,if we allowthat it is only conver-

sant about thé contingent. Now no interpretation
of Lockecan ever pretend to find in bis Reflectiona

revelationto him of aught native or necessaryto the

mind, beyond the capabilityto act and sufferin cer-

tain manncrs,–a capabilitywhicbno philosophyevcr

dreamt of denying. And if this be tbe case,it follows

that the formalreduction, by Condillac,of Reflection

to Sensation,is ontya consequentfollowingout of the

principlesof the doctrine itself.~

Of howlittle import is tbe distinctionof ReflectionF

fromSensation,in thé philosophyof Locke,is equally&

shown in the philosophyof Gassendi in regard to

which 1 must correct a fundamental error of Mr~c

Stewart. 1 had formerlyoccasionto point out to you
the unaccountablemistakeof this very learnedphilo-

sopher,in relation to Locke'suse of the term Reflec-

tion,~which,both in bis jF~ftysand hia Dissertation,

!te states was a word first employedby Locke in its

psychologicalsignification.8
8

Nothing, 1 stated, could

a Essay, B. iL c. 5 4.–Eo.
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be more incorrect. When adopted by Locke,it was <t

wordof universalcurrency,in a similarsense,in every
contemporarySystemof philosophy,and had been so

employed for at least a thousand y ears previously,
Thisbeingunderstood,Mr Stcwart'smistake in regard
to Gassendiis lesssTtrprising."The word7?~c/o/

says Mr Stewart, "expresses the peculiarand charac-

teristicaldoctrine,hywhichbisSystemis distinguished
from that of the Gassendistsand Hobbists. A!l this,
however,serves only to prove still moreclearly, low

widely rcmote his real opinion on tbia subject was

from that commonlyascribed to him by the French

and German commentators. For my own part, 1 do

not think, notwithstanding some casual expressions
wbich may seem to faveur the contrary supposition,
that Lockewouldhâvehesitatedfora momentto admitt

with Cudworthand Priée, that the ~7?:<7~<ftMt~:yis

itself a sourceof new ideas. That it is by Reflection,

(which,accordingto his own definition,means merely
the exerciseof the ~e?€~(!n~Myon the interna!phœ*

nomena),that we get our ideas of Memory,Imagina-
tion, Reasoning,and of all other intellectual powers,
Mr Lockebas again and again told us; and from this

principle it is so obvious an inference, that aU the

simple ideas which are nccessarilyimplied in our in-

teUectuaIoperations,are ultimately to be referred to

the samesource,that wecannot reasonablysupposea

philosopherof Locke's sagacity to admit the former

proposition,and to withhold his assent to the lattcr.

The inferencewhich, in the latter part of this quo-
tation, Mr Stewart speaks of, is not so obvious as ho

supposes, seeing that it was not till Leibnitz that

the character of necessitywas cnounccd,and clearly
a Z)tMe)'M)Mt,pjrt il. § t., footnote, tfoyte, vot. L p. 230.-ED.
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enounced,as thc critcrion by whicb to discriminato
the native from thé adventitious cognitions of thé
mind. This is, indeed,shownby the examplcof Gas-
sendihimself,whois justly representedbyAI).'Stewart
M a sensationalistof the purest water but wholly
misrcpresentedby him, as distinguishcd from Locke

byhis négationofany facultycorrespondin to Lockes

Reflection.Sofar is this frombeingcorrect,–Gassendi
not onlyalloweda faculty of Self-consciousnessann!o-

gous to the Reflectionof Locke,ho actualtyheld such
a faculty, and even attributed to it far highcr func-
tions than did the English philosopher; nay, what is

more,held it undcr the very nameof Reflection."
(1

In

fact,fromthe Frenchphilosopher,Lockeborrowedthis,
as ho did the principal part of his wholephilosophy
and it is saying but little either for the patriotism or

intelligence of their countrymcn, that the worksof
Gassendi and Descartes should hâve bcen so long
eclipsed in France by those of Locke, who was in

truth only a follower of the one, and a mistaken
refuter of the other. In respectto Gassendi,there are

reasons that explain this neglect apart from any
want of merit in himself; for hc is a thinkcr fully

equal to Lockein independenceand vigourof intellect,
and, with the exceptionof Leibnitz, he is, of all the

LECT.
XXtX.

great philosopheraof modem timcs, the most varicd

and profoundin learning.
Now,in regard to the point at issue,so far is Gas-

sendi from assimilating Reflectionto Sense,as Locke

virtually, if not expressiy,does,and for whichassimi-

lation he has bcen principally lauded by thosc of his

followerswhoanalysedeverymental processinto Sen-

sation,–se far, I say, is Gassendifromdoingthis, that
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a Seeabove,!~ct. xiii., vol. t. p. 234.–Ec.
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he placesSenseand Reflectionat the oppositemental

poles, making thé former a mental function wholly

dependentupon the bodilyorganism the latter, an

energy of intellect whollyinorganicand abstract from

matter. Thecognitivephaenomenaof mind Gassendi
reducesto threegeneralclassesor faculties:–1', Sensé

2°,Phantasy (or Imagination) and 3°,Intellect. The

two former are, however,virtually one, inasmuch as

Phantasy, on bis doctrine,is onlycognisantaboutthe

forms,which it receives from Sense,and is, equally
with Sense,dependentona corporealorgan. Intellect,
on the contrary,he holds,is not so dependent, and

that its functionsare, therefore,of a kind supcrior to

those of an organicfaculty. Thesefunctionsor facul-
ties of Intellect he reducesto three. Théfirst," he

says, (and 1 litcrally translate lus wordsin orderthat

1 may showyou howfiagrantlyhe bas beenmisrepre-
sented), is Intellectual Apprehension,-that is, the

apprehensionof tbings whichare beyondthe reachof

Sense,and which,consequently,leavingnotrace in the

brain, arc also beyond the kenof Imagination. Such,

especially, is spiritual or incorporealnature, a~, for

example,the Deity. For althoughin speakingof God,
we say that He is incorporeal,yet in attempting to

realiseHim to Phantasy, weonly imagine something
with the attributes of body. It must not, however,be

supposedthat this is all for, besides and above the

corporealform whichwe thus imagine,there is, at the
sametime, another conception,which that fonn con-

tributes, as it were,to veil and obscure. Thisconcep-
tion is not confinedto the narrowlimits of Phantasy,

(praeter Phantasiœ cancellos est) it is proper to

Intellect; and, therefore,sacban appréhensionought
not to be calledan imagination, but an intelligence
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or intellection,(non MM<tMa<o,sed M~cM!'y~<!<!vel

intellectio,dicioportct)." In Lisdoctrineof Intellect,
Gassenditakes, indeed,far higherground than Locke
and it is a total reversai of his doctrine,when it is

stated, that he allowed to thé mind no different,no

higher, appréhensionsthan thé derivative imagesof

sense. He says, indeed,and he says truly, that if we

attempt to figure out the Deity in imagination,wc
cannot depict Him in that faculty,except undcr sen-
sible forms as, for cxample, under the form of a

venerableold man. But does he not condemn this

attempt as derogatory and docshe not allow us an
intellectualconceptionof the Divinity,superiorto the

grovellingconditionsof Phantasy?1 The Cartesians,
however,were too well disposcdto overlookthe limits
under whichGassendihad advanced his doctrine,-
that the sensesarc the source of all our knowledge
and Mr Stewart bas adopted, fromthe Port Royal
Logic,a Rtatementof Gassendi'sopinion,which is, to

say the leastof it, partial and incomplete.

LEGT.
XXtX.

The secondfunetionwhich Gassendiassignsto In- s

tellect, is Reflection,and the third is Rcasoning. It is '3
with the formerof these that wearc at présent con-

Il

cerned. Mr Stewart,youhâve seen,distinguishesthe

philosophyof Lockefrom that of his predecessorin

this,-that tho formerintroduced Reflectionor Self-

consciousneasas a source of knowledge,which was
overlookedor disallowedby thé latter. Mr Stewart
is thus wrong in the fact of Gassendi'srejectionof any
sourceof knowledgeofthe nameand nature of Locke's

Reflection. So far is tbis frombeing the case,that
Gassendi attributes far more to this faculty than

a /&< 8fct.i)f.Mem~.Post.,Il.p.4:1.–Eo.
lib. ix. c. 3; Ooo~, LuoL J658, t.

2. Reflec.
tion.
3.h<:ason

tng.
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Locke for ho not onlymakes it an originalsourceof

knowledge,but foundsupon thé nature of its action
a proofof thoimmateriaHtyof mind. To the second

opération,"he says, "belongs the Attention or Reflec-

tion of theIntellect uponits properacts,-an operation
by whichit understandsthat it understands,and thinka

that it thinks, (qua se intelligero intelligit, eogitatvc
se cogitare)."

JI
We haveformerly,"he adds, ahown

that it is above thé power of Phantasy to imagine
that it imagines,because,being of a corporealnature,
it cannotact upon itself; in fact, it is as absurd to say
that 1 imaginemyselfto imagine,as that I see myself
to see." He then goeson to show,that thé knowledge
weobtain of aUour mental operationsand affections,
is by this reHectionof Intellect; that it is necessarily
of an inorganicor purely spiritual cbaracter that it

is peculiar to man, and distinguishes him from the

brutes and that it aids us in the recognitionof dis-

embodiedsubstances,in the confessionof a God,and

in according to Him the veneration which we owe

Him.

From what 1 hâve now said, you will sec,that the

mere admissionof a facultyof Self-eonsciousness,as a

sourceof knowledge,is of no import in determioingthe

rational,-the anti-sensual,character of a philosopby
and tbat even thosophilosopherswhodiscriminatedit

the moststronglyfromSense,might atillmaintain that

experienceis not only the occasion,but the source,of

all our knowledge. Such philosopherawere Gassendi

and Locke. On this faculty 1 do not think it neces-

sary to dwell longer and, in our next Lecture, 1

shall proceedto considerthe ConservativeFaculty,-

Memory,properly so called.
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THECONSERVATIVEFACULTE–MEMORYPROPER.

1 COMMEKCEDand concludcd,in my last Lecture, the

considerationof the second source of knowledge,–
thé faculty of Self-consciousnessor Internai Percep-
tion. Through thé powersof External and Internai

Perceptionwe are enabled to acquire information,–

experience: but this acquisitionis not of itself inde-

pendent and complete it supposes that we are also

able to rctain the knowledgeacquired,for we cannot

besaidto gct whatwearcunableto keep. The faculty
of Acquisition is, therefore,only reuliscd through an-

other faculty,–thé faculty of Retention or Conser-

vation. Hère, we have another example of what 1

have already frequcntly had occasion to suggest to

your observation,–wc bave two faculties, two ele-

mentary phœnomena,evidently distinct, and yet each

depending on the other for its realisation. Without

a.powerof acquisition,a. powerof conservationcould

not be exertcd; and without the latter, the former

would be frustrated, for we should lose as fast as we

acquired. But as the facultyof Acquisitionwouldbe

useless withoutthe facultyof Retention,sothe faculty
of Retention wouldbe uselesswithout the facultiesof

Reproductionand Representation. That the mind re-

taincd, beyondthe sphère of consciousness,a treasury
of knowledge,wouldbe of no avail, did it not possess
the powerof bringing out, and of displaying,in other

words, of reproducing,and representing, this know-
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ledge in consciousneas. But because the faculty of
Conservation would be fruitless without the ulterior
facultiesof Reproductionand Représentation,we arc
not to confound these faculties,or to viewthé act of
mind whichis their joint result, as a simpleand ele-

mentary phœnomenon. Though mutually dependent
on each other, thé faculties of Conservation,Repro-
duction,and Representationare governedbydifferent

laws; and, in different iudividuals,are found greatly
varying in their comparativevigour. The intimate

connectionof these three faculties,or clementaryacti-
'y vities,is the cause,howevcr,wby tbcy have not been

» distinguishedin the analysisof philosophers and why
their distinction is not preciselymarked in ordinary

language. In ordinarylanguagewehaveindeedwords

whicb,witbout excluding the other faculties,denote
one of these more emphatically. Thus in the term

J~e~ory,the ConservativeFaculty,-the phaenomenon
of Retention ia the central notion, with which,how-

evcr, those of Reproductionand Représentation arc

associated. In thc term ~co~<?c<M)M,agaiD,the phœ-
nomenon of Reproduction is the principal notion,

accompanied,however,by thoseof Retentionand Re-

presentation,as its subordinates. This beingthe case,
it is évident what must beour coursein regard to the

employmentof common language. We must either

abandon it altogether, or take the term that more

proximatelyexpressesour analysis,and, by definition,
limit and spcciiy its signification. Thus, in the Con-

servative Faculty, we may either content ourseives
with thé scientinctcrmsof Conservationand Retention

alone,or wc may moreoveruse as a synonymthé vul-

gar term J~Mo~'y,detcrmining its application,in our

moutbs,by a preliminary definition. And that tho

word J~MK)~ principally and properly dénotes the
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power the mind possessesof retaining hold of thé

knowledgeit bas acquired, ia generallyadmitted by

philologers,and is not denied by philosophera. Of

the latter, somohaveexpresslyavowedthis. Of these

1 shall quote to you only two or tbrcc, whichhappen
to occurthe first to my recollection. Plato considéra

Memorysimplyas the fucultyofConservation,~~M~

<y«)T~pMM0-~<yt<t«)."AristoticdistinguishesMemory,

(/*t~~), as the faculty of Conservationfrom Remi-

niscence,(tu'a~o'n), the faculty of Reproduction.~
St Augustin,whois not onlythe mostillustriousof the

Christian fathers, but one of the profoundestthinkcrs

of antiquity, finclycontrasts Memorywith Recollec-

tion or Réminiscence,in one of thé most eloquent
and philosophiealchaptersof hisC~€MM?! Hseo

omniarecipit recolendu,cum opus est,et ~'fM~c~a

grandismemonœrecessus. Et nescioqui secretiatque
ineSabilessinus ejus; quseomniasuis quaequeforibus

intrant ad eam,et reponuntur in ea. Nec ipsa tamen

intrant, sed rerumsensarumimaginesillieprœstosunt,

cogitationireminiscenticas." The samedistinction is

likewisepreciselytakenbyoneof theacutestof modem

philosophera,tho cider Scaliger.~ JfeHtortomvoco

hujusce cognitionis co~M~~a<t0~e~. /~Mt~MCCM-

tiam dico, repetitionent disciplinae,quso e memoria

delapsa fuerat." This is from bis commentary on

Aristotle's~fM<oryof~nî~a~; the followingia from

bis De <SM&<~ï<ct~c~Quid J~eM)or:'<ï?Q Visanimœ

communisad fe~MeM~M~tam rerum imagines,ï.e.

pbantasmata,quam notionesunivcrsales casque,vel

simplices,vel complexas. Quid .Rccor~a~o? Opera

e~tMtt<,[p.34.–ËD.] a[~)'M<oh~M~Mon'ade~Htm~K'
~CMtOn'Œet7?f)<tt'X)«~)t<t'«,[C.&fM,JulioC'ESHM~M~<f0t')t<C)'*

2,§2E. Cf.ConimMceMes,7)tD<!p~f,To)o!iel6IC,p.3C.]
3/tM.~cnt.,c.tii.p.10.–Eu.] <[Ëxen;it.cccvU.g28.]

yLib.x.c.8.–ED.
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intellectus, species recolentis. Quid ReminiscentiaP

Disquisitio tectarum specierum; amotio importu.
narum, digestio obturbatarum." The father suggests
thé son,and the followingoccursin the Secunda Sca-

ligerana, which is one of the two collectionswe hava
of the table-talk of Joseph Scaliger. The one from

which1quote wasmadeby the brothersVassan,whom

the Dictator ofLetters, fromfriendshipto thcir learned

uncles, (the Messrs Pithou), had received iuto his

house,whenpursuing their studiesin the Universityof

Leyden and Secunda Scaligerana is made up of the

notes they had takenof the conversationshe had with

them,and othersin their presence. Scaliger,speaking
of himself,is made to say 1 hâvenot a goodmem-

ory, but a good reminiscence proper names do not

easily recur to me,but when 1 tbink on them 1 find

them out."
a

It is sufficientfor our purpose that thé

distinction is here taken betweenthé RetentivePower,

–Memory, and the Reproductive Power,-Reminis-
cence. ScaHger'smemorycould hardiy be calledbad,

though his reminiscencemight be better; and thèse
éléments in conjunctiongo to constitute a goodmem-

ory, in the comprehensivesenseof the expression. 1

say the retentive faculty of that man is surely not to
bedespised,whowasable to committomemoryHomer
in twenty-one days, and the whole Greek poets in
three months,~and who,taking him all in ail,was the
most learned man the world bas ever seen. 1 might
adduce many other authorities to the sameeffect; but

this, 1 think, is sufficientto warrant me in using the
term AfgMM'yexclusivelyto denote the facultypos-

aTom.Il.p.662.–Eo. tfaqaartammensmnpoetnn,ctetpfos
SeeHeinains,lu ~<M<?&:~Mh'.autemictr<tbienninmsctiptoreaper.

geri0&t<MM~'«K<&)~On~t'o,(!609),dise<tet."Seebelow,Lect.xxxt.,p.
p. !6. Hieworda&re:Unoet 224.–Eo.
viginti diebM Homemm, rettqnos tn.
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seascdby tbe mind of preserving what bas oncebcen

present to consciousuess,so that it may again be re-

called and represented in consciousuess."
CI So mue!)

for the verbalconsideration.

By Memoryor Retention.youwillsee,is onlymeatit

the condition of Reproduction and it is, thereforc,
évident that it is only by an extensionof the term

that it eau be called a faculty, that is, an active

power. It ismorea.passiverésistancethan au energy,
and ought, therefore, perhaps to receive rather the

appellation of a capacity.~ But thé nature of thia

capacity or faculty we must now proeeedto consider.

In the first place, then, 1 presumethat the fact of

retention is admitted. Wo are consciousof certain

cognitionsas acquir~d,and we are consciousof thèse

cognitionsasresuscitated. That, in the interval, whcn
out of consciousncss,thèse cognitionsdo contittue to
subsist in the mind, iscertainlyan hypothesis,because

whatever isout uf consciousnesscanonlybe assumed
but it is an hypothesiswhichwo are not only war-

ranted, but necessitatcd,by the phœnomcna,to cstab-

ush. 1 recollect, indeed, that one philosopher bas

proposa aoothcrhypothcsis. Avicenna,thé celebratcd

Arabian philosopher and physician, denies to the

human mind the conservationof its acquired know-

ledge and he explaius the processof recollectionby
an irradiation .ofdivine light, throughwhich the reco*

veredcognitionis infusedinto the intellect,or Assum-

a Suabedissen make~Hemory c~oi.
Mtont to Rétention see bis Cru))~-

tfi~eder ~</tMt0)t dcm Jf<M<~<:M,p.
107. So Fncs, SchmM. [Cf. heib-

nitz, A'o; ~< liv. i. e. i. § S; liv.

U. c. xix. g 1. Conimbrlcenses, 7t

~!j/CM.f<AM.,C. c. p. 2. [FM.
cMtorttm, De /))h~c<tMf, lib, i.,

VOL. 11.

J J L

Opt~, f. !26 (éd. t68<).–E&.]
Sec SuabediKiCC,M tbnYC.

'y Sec ContinbrieMf-es,In De Me.

)MO)')'<tet &M)))t!tt'H<M!,[c. 1. p. 2,
edit. 1831. Cf. the saime, De

~)tt')«ft, lib. {U.c. v. qu. iL art. ii.

p. 430.–ED.J
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ing,however,that the knowledgewebave acquiredis

retainedinaud by the humanmind, wemust,ofcourse,

attributc to the mind a powerof thus retaining it.

Thefact of memoryis thus establisbed.

But if it cannot be denied, that the knowledgewe

bave acquired by Perception and Self.consciousness,
doesactuallycontinue,though out ofconsciousness,to

endure can we, in the secondplace,find any ground
onwhich to explain the possibilityof this endurance?1

1 think we can,and shall adduceauchan explanation,
foundedon thegênera!analogiesof ourmental nature.

Before, however,commencingthis, 1maynoticesome

of the similitudeswhichhavebeensuggestedbyphilo-

sophers,as illustrativeof this faculty. It bas been

comparedto a storchouse,–Ciccrocalis it thesaurus

omniumyerM~provided withcellaor pigeou-holes
in which its furniture is laid up and arranged.~ It

bas been likenedto a tablet on whichcbaracterswere

writtenor impressed.~ But ofail thesesensibleresem-

blanccs,nonc is so ingeniousas that of Gassendi8to

the Mds in a piece of paper or cloth though 1 do

not recollectto hâve seen it cver noticed. A shcet of

paper, or cloth,is capable of receiving innumerable

folds,and the folds in which it basbeen oftenestlaid,
it takes afterwardsof itself. "Concipi charta valcat

plicarum innumerabilium,inconfusarumque,et juxta
suosordines,suasqueseriesrepetendarumcapax. ScIIi-

cet ubi unam seriem subtilissimarum induxerimus,

supcrinducerelicet alias,queeprimam quidemrefrin-

a De 0)'a&n-c,i. S.–Eo.

0 Cf. Plato, 77M<~e<)M,p. ]&7.–
ED.

-y Cf. Plato, ?'%«E<<!<M,p. 19!.

Arht., De ~M/w!,iii. 4. Boethiu'
De Co))~. Phil., Ub.v. metr. 4.–Eo.

8 7'AyM'M,Sect. Membr. Poat.,
lib. viii. c. 3. Opcra, La(!d. 16M,
vol. p. 406.–Eo. [Cf. Descartes,
Œ'Mmv.t,t. ix. p. 167 (ed. Cousin).]
[8t Hilaire, ~c/tO/oy/e <r~n'<o<<,
Pref. p.l8t<t~Et'.]
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gant traosversum,et in omnemobliquitatem sed ita

tamen,ut dum novœpUcBe,plicarumque seriessuper-

inducuntur,priores omnesDonmodoremaneant,verum

etiam possint facili negotio excitari, redire, apparere,

quatenus una pHca arrepta csBtcrœ,quœ in eadem

seriequadam,quasi sponte sequuntur."
AU thèse resemblances,if intended as more than

met&pbors,are uophilosophica!. We do not evenob-

tain any insight into the nature of Memory from

any of the physiologicalhypothcseswhich hâve been

stated indeed all of tbem are too contemptibiceven

for seriouscriticism. Themindaffordsus, however,
in itself,thé very explanationwhichwe vainlyseek in

any collateralinfluences. The phcenomenonof reten-

tion is, indeed,so natural, on the ground of the self-

energyof mind, that we bave no need to supposeany

special faculty for memory the conservationof the

actionof the mind being involvedin the very con-

ceptionof its powerof self-activity.
Lct us considerhowknowledgeis acquiredby the

mind. Enowledgeis not acquiredby a merepassive
affection,but through the cxertion of spontaneous

nctivity on the part of the knowing subject; for

though this activity be not exertcd without someex-

ternal excitation,still this excitationis onlytbe occa-

siononwhich the mind developsits self-cnergy. But

this encrgybeing once determined,it is natural that

it should persist, until again annihilated by otber

causes. Thiswould in fact be the case,werethe mind

merelypassivein the impressionit reçoives for it is

a universal lawof nature, that everyeffectenduresas

long as it is not modined or opposed by any other

effect. But the mentalactivity,the act of knowledge,
of which I now speak, is more than tbis it is an
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LECT.
XXX. energy of the self-active powerof a subject ono and

indivisible conscquently,a pari:of the ego must be

detachcd or annihilatcd, if a cognition once existent

bc again extinguisbed. Hence it is,that the problem
most difficultof solution is not, howa mental activity
endures, but how it ever vanishcR. For, as wc must

hcre maintain not merely the possiblecontinuanceof

certain energies,but the impossibilityof the non-con-

tinuance of any one,we,consequently,stand in appa-
rent contradictionto what experienceshowsus; show.

ing us, as it does,our internai activities in a cease!caa

vicissitudeof manifestationand disappearance. This

apparent contradiction, therefore, demanda solution.
If it be impossible that an energy of mind which
bas oncebeen should be abolished,without a lacera-
tion of the vital unity of the mind as a subject one

and indivisible;–on this supposition,the question
arises,How can the facts of our self-consciousnesabe

brought to harmonisewith this statement, seeingthat

consciousnessproves to us, that cognitionsonce clear
and vivid are fbrgottcn; that feelings,wishes,desires,
in a word, every act or modification,of whichwc arc

at one time aware,arc at another vanished and that

our internai existence seemsdaily to assume a new

and dinerent aspect?1

"The solutionof this problemis to besougbt for in
the theory of obscureor latent modifications,[that is,
mental activities, real but beyond the sphere of con-

sciousness,which 1formerlyexplained.]* The disap-

pearanceof internai energiesfromthe viewof internai

perception,doesnot warrant the conclusion,that they
no longer exist for we are not always consciousof

~Uthe mental energieswhoseexistencecannot bodis-

aSeeabove,Lect.xviiL,voLLp.388etM~Eo.
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allowed. Only the more vivid changes sufncicntly
affectour consciousnessto becotnoobjectsof its appre-
hension wc,consequently,are only consciousof thc

moreprominentseriesof changesin our internaistate;

thé others remain for t!~emost part latent. Thua we

takc note of our memoryonly in ita influenceon our

consciousness;and, in gênera!,do not considcrthat

the immenseproportionof our intellectualpossessions
consistaof our dclitesccntcognitions. Ail the cogni-
tions whichwe possess,or have possessed,ati!! remain

to U8,–thé whole complementof all our knowledge
still lies in our mcmory but as new acquisitionsare

continually pressing in upon the old, and continually

taking placealongwith thcm amongthe modifications
of thé ego, the old cognitions, unless from timc to

time refreshedand brought forward,are driven back,
and becomegradually fainter and moreobscure. This

obscuration is not, however, to be eonceivcdas an

oblitération,or as a total annihilation. The obscura-

tion, thé délitescenceof mental activities, is explained

by thc weakeningof thé degree in which they affect
our self-consciousnessor internai sense. An activity
bccomesobscure, bccause it is no longer able ade-

quately to affectthis. To explain, therefore,the dis-

appearanceof our mental activities,it is onlyrequisite

LECT.
XXX.
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COOscfoUh-
neM.

to explain tbeir wcakcning or enfeeblement,-which

may be attempted in the followingway Every ThodfsM.
1. b 1 h t 1 t.. buclon

otmental activity belongs to the one vital activity of mental
mind in general it is, therefore, indivisibly bound ~~he
up with it, and can neither be tom from, nor aboi-
ished in, it. But thc mind is only capable, at any
onemoment,of exerting a certain quantity or degree~r.
of force. This quantity must, thcre~bre,bo divided

among the differentactivities,so tbat each bas oulya
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part and the sumof forcebelongingtoall the several

activities takcn together, is equal to the quantity or

degreeof forcebelongingto the vital activity of mind

in general. Thus,in proportionto the greaternumber

of activitiesin thé mind, the less will be the propor-
tion of forcewhich will accrue to each the feebler,

therefore, each will bc, and the fainter the vivacity
with which it can affect self-consciousness. This

weakeningof vivacitycan, in consequenceof the inde-

finite inereasein the numberof our mentalactivitics,

caused by the ceaselessexcitationof the mind to new

knowledge,becarriedto an indennitetenuity, without

the activities,thereibre,ccasingaltogetherto be. Thus

it is quioonatural that the great proportionof our

mental cognitionsshould have waxed too feeble to

affectour internai perceptionwith the compétent in-

tensity it is quite natural that they should have

becomeobscureor delitescent. In thesecircumstances

it ia to be supposed that every new cognition,every

newly-excitedactivity, shouldbe in the greatest viva-

city, and shoulddraw to itself the greatest amount of

force this forcewill,in the sameproportion,be with-

dra.wnfromthe other carliercognitions and it is they,

consequently,which muat undergo thé fate of obscu-

ration. Thusis explainedthe phsenomenonof Forget-
fulnessor Oblivion. And here,by the way,it should

perhaps be noticed, that forgetfulnessis not to be

limited merelyto our cognitions it applica equally
to the feelingsand deaires.

And the

phaenome-
nonofDie-
traction
and Atten'
tiOD.

Thesameprincipleillustrâtes,and is illustratedby,
the phsenomenonof Distractionand Attention. If a

great numberof activities are equallyexcitedat once,
the diaposableamount of mental forceis equallydis-

tributed among this multitude, so that each activity
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only attains a low degree of vivacity the state of

mind which results &omthis is Distraction. Atten-

tion is the state the converseof this; that is, thé state

in which the vital activity of mind is, voluntarily or

involuntarily,concentrated, say, in a single activity;
in consequenceof which concentration this activity

waxesstronger,and, therefore,clearer. Onthis theory,
the propositionwith which 1 started,-that all men-

tal activitiea,all acts of knowledgc,which have been
onceexcited,persist,–becomes intelligible; we never

wholly lose them, but they become obscure. This

obscurationcan be conccivedin every infinite degree,
betweenincipientlatescenceand irrecoverablelatency.
The obscure cognition may exist simplyout of con-

sciousness,so that it can be recalledby a commonact
of reminiscence. Again, it may be impossibleto re-
coverit by an act of voluntaryrecollection; but some
associationmay revivify it enough to make it nash
after a long oblivion into consciousness. Further, it

maybeobscuredso far that it can only be resuscitated

by some morbid affectionof the system or, finally,
it may bo absolutely lost for us in this life, and
destincdonly for our reminiscencein the life to
come.

"That this doctrine admits of an immediateappli-
cation to the facultyof Retention,or MemoryProper,
bas been already signified. And in further explana-
tion of this faculty, 1 wouldaanex twoobservations,
whicharise out of the prccedingtheory. The first is,
that retention, that memory,doesnot belongalone to
the cognitivefaculties,but that the samelawextends,
in like manner, overail the three primary classesof
the mental phaenomena. It is not ideas,notions,cog-
nitionsonly,but fcelingsand conations,wliiehare held
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fast, and whicb can, therefore, be again awakcned."

This fact of the conservationof our practiealmodifi-

cations is not indeed denied but psychologistsusu-

ally so represent thé matter, as if, when feelings or

conations are retaincd m thé mind, tbis takcs place

only through the mediumof the memory meaning

by this, that we must, first of aU,have had notionsof

thèse affections,whichnotions being prcserved,they,
when recalled to mind,do againawaken the modifica-

tion they reprcsent. From thé tlieory1have detailed
to you, it must be seon that there is no need of this

intermcdiation of notions, but that we immediately
retain feelings,volitions,and désires,no less than no-

tions and cognitions inasmuchas all the three classes

of fundamental phœnomenaarise equally out of thé

vital manifestationsof the same one and indivisible

subjcct.
Thésecondrcsult of this theory is, that the vari-

ousattempts to explainmemoryby physiologicalhypo-
thesesare as unnecessaryas they are untenable. This

is not thé place to discussthc general problemtouch-

ing the relationof mind and body. But in proximate
référence to memory,it may be satisfactoryto show,
that tbis faculty doesnot stand in needof such crude

modesof explanation. It must be allowed,that no

faculty affordsa more tempting subjcct for material-

istic conjecture. No other mental power betrays a

greater dependenceon corporealconditionsthan me-

mory. Not only in gênerai does its vigorousor feeble

activity essentiallydepend on the heaith and indispo-
sitionof thé body,moreespeciallyof the nervoussys-
tems but there is manifested a connection between

certain functions of memoryand certain parts of the

a [Cf.Tetens,fo-Mf~C~r<<!<-M~Mf~hc~eA*n<Kf,i.p.66.]
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out affectinghis memoryof others. By such obser-

vations,the older psychologistswero led to thé vari-
ousphysiologicalhypothèsesby which thcy hoped to

accountforthe p!)cenomenaofrétention,–as, forexam-

ple, thé hypothcsisof permanentmaterial impressions
onthebrain,orofpcrmanentdispositionsin the nervous
fibresto repeat the same oscillatorymovements,-of

particularorgansfor thc differentfunctionsofmemory,
-of particular parts of the brain as the repositories
of the variousclassesof ideas,-or evcnof aparticular
fibre,as the instrument of everyseveral notion. But
aUthèsehypothesesbetray only an ignoranceof the

properobject of philosophy,and of the true nature of
the thinkingprinciple. They are at best but uselessi
for if the unity and self-activityofmindbenot denied,
it is manifest, that the mental activities,which have

beenoncedetermined,must persist,and thèse corpo-
realexplanationsaresuperfluous.Norcan it beargued,
that the limitations to which thé Retentive,or rather

a H.Schmfd,!meAM'M«'~<<t.235;traMhtedwithoceMtonntbrief
~yMt-f~yM~MaA'<t/ur,[p.231.interpotations.–En.]

cerebralapparatus. Thisconnection,however,issuch
as affordsnocountenanccto any particular hypothèses
at présent in vogue. For example,after certain dis-

eases,or certain affectionsof tho brain, some partial
lossof memorytakcs place. Per!iapstbe patient losea

the who!oof bis stock of knowle~geprcviousto the

disease the faculty of acquinng and retaining ncw

informationremaining entire. Perhaps he loses thc

memoryof words,and préservesthat of things. Per-

hapahemay retain the memoryofnouns,and losethat

of verbs,or vice~~<ï nay, what is sti!I moremarvel-

lous,though it is not a very unfrequentoccurrence,one

languagemaybe takenneatlyout of hisretention,with-
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the Reproductive,Faculty is subjectedin ils energies,
in consequenceof its bodily relations,prove the abso-

lute dependenceof mcmoryon organisation,and legi-
timate the explanation of this faculty by corporcal

agencies for the incompetencyof this inferencecan

be shownfrom the contradictionin whichit stands to

the general lawsof mind, which,howbeitconditioned

by bodUyrelations,still everpreservesits self-activity
and independence.

Two 'juaU-
tte') requi.
site to A
good me.
mory–vb.
Retenttoti
nnd Repro-
duction.

There is perhaps no mental power in which such

extrêmedifferencesappear,in differentindividuals,as

in memory. To a good memorythere are certainly
twoqualitiesrequisite,–1°, Thecapacityof Retention,
and 3°,The facultyof Reproduction. But the former

quality appears to be that by which thèse marvclloua

contrasta are principally determined. 1 shouldonly

fatigue you, were 1 to enumerate the prodigiousieata

of retention, which are proved to hâve been actually

perfbrmed. Of these,1shallonly selectthe onewhicb,

upon the whole,appearsto methe most extraordinary,
both by reasonof its own isingularity,and because1

am able to affordit some testimony, in confirmation

of the veracityof the illustrious scholar by whomit

is narrated,and whichbasmostgroundleaslybeensus-

pected by hia learned editor. The story 1 am about

to détail to you is told by Muretus,in the first chapter
of the third bookofhis incomparablework,the FurMB

Zec<<OM~
CLH. Schmid, !~)'M<&~xef JMa.

~y~t-, [p. 23M36.–Eo.] J

Opera, edit. RnlinJten., tom. M.

p. 66.–ED. Mnretna h ODeof thé

most distinguiahed phUologera and

critics of modem ttmea; and from

himself to Cicero, a period of slxteen

centuries, there is to be found no one

who eqnaUedhim in Latin éloquence.

BeaMesnameioM estions of hia sève.

rat treatisea, hia works have been re.

published in a collected formei<seve-

rat timea; and the editor of the édi-

tion beforethe one at present [1837]
in tho course of publication, by Pro.

feszor Frotecher of Leipzig, waa

Ruhnkenina, perhaps the greatest
acholar of the eighteenth centnry.
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Afternoticingthe boastof Hippias,in Plato,that ho

couldrepeat,uponhearingonce,to the amountof five

hundred words,he observesthat this was nothing as

comparedwith the power of rétention possessedby
Senecathe rhetorician. In bis Dec~a~Kt~'OMS,Seneca,

complainingof the inroadsofoldageupouhis faculties

of mind and body,mentions,in regard to the tenacity
of his now failing memory,that he had beenable to

repeat two thousand namesread to him, in thé order

in which they had been spoken; and that, on one

occasion,whenat hisstudies, twohundredunconnected

verseshavingbeenpronouncedbythe differentpupils
of hiapreceptor,he repeated them in a reversedorder,
that is, proceeding from the last to the first uttcred.

After quoting the passage from Scneca, of which 1

have given you the substance,Muretuaremarks, that

this statement had always appeared to him marvel-

lous,and almost incredible,until he himselfhad been

witnessof a fact to which lie never could otherwise

have affordedcredit. The sum of this statement ia,
that at Padua there dwelt, in his neighbourhood,a

young man,a Corsicanby birth, and of a goodfamily
in that island,who had comethither for the cultiva-

tion of civil law,in whichhe wasa diligent and dis-

tingnishedstudent. Hewas a frequent visiter at the

houseand gardonsof Muretus,whohaving heardthat

ho possesseda remarkableart, or faculty of memory,
tookoccasion,though incredulousin regard to reports,
of requesting fromhim a spécimenof his power. He

at once agreed and having adjourned with a con-

siderableparty of distinguishedauditorsinto a saloon,
Muretus began to dictate words, Latin, Greek, bar-

barous,signifcant and non-signuicant,disjoinedand

connected,until he wearied himself,the young man
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who wrote them down, and the audiencewho were

présent wewereall,"hesays,"ïnarvellousiytired."
The Corsicanalonewas thé oneof the wholecompany
a!crt and frcsh,and continuallydesired Murctua for
more words who declared lie would be more than

satisfied,if he could repeat the haïf of what bad been
taken down, and at IcBgth he ceased. The young
taaa, with his gaze fixed upon the ground,stoodsilent
for a bricf season,and then, says Rïuretus, vidi faci-
nus ïnirIËcissimum. Having begun to speak,he ab-

solutely repeated the wholewords,in the same order
in whichthey had beendelivered,without the slightcst
hésitation; then, commencingfrom the laat, be re-

peated them backwardstill hc cameto the first. Theu

again, so that he spoke the first, thé third, the fifth,
and 60on did this in any order that was asked,and
all without the smallest error. Having siibsequently
become familiarlyacquainted with him, 1 bave had

other and frequent experienceof his power. He as-
sured me, (and he had nothing of the boasterin him,)
that he could recite,in thé manner 1 bave mentioned,
to thé amount of tbirty-six thousand words. And

what iamorewonderful,they all soadheredto the mind

that, after a year'sinterval,hecould repeat tbemwith-

out trouble. 1know,from having tried him,he could
do so after a considerable time, (post multoa dies).
Nor was this all. Franciscua MoHnus,a patrician of

Venice,was résidentwith me, a young man ardently
devoted to literature, who,as he had but a wretched

memory,besoughtthe Corsicanto instruct him in the

art. The hint of bis desirewas enough,and a daily
courseof instruction commenced,and with such suc-

cessthat the pupil could,in about a weekor ten days,

easilyrepeat to the extent of five hundred wordsor
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tnorc,in anyordcr that wasprcscribed." This,"adds

Muretua, 1 shouldhardty vonture to record, fearing
the suspicionof faischood,had not tho matter been

very récent, for a year has not clapsed,aud had 1not

ns iellow-witneascs,Nicolausthé son of Petrus Lippo-

manus,Lazarusthe sonof FrancisMocenicus,Joannes

the son of Nicolaus MaMpctrus,George the son of

LaurenceContarenus–allVenetian nobles,worthyand

distinguished young men, besidesother inuumerable

witnesses. The Corsicanstated that he rcceivcdthe

art from a Frenchmanwho was his domcstic tutor."

Muretua terminates the narrative by allegingsundry

examplesof a similarfaculty,possesscdin antiquity by

Cyrus,Simonides,and ApolloniusTynnaeua.

Now,on this history,Rubnkeniushas the following

note, iu référenceto the silenceof Muretua in regard
to the namo of the Corsican Ego nomen hominis

tammirabilis,citius quampatriamrequisiissem.Idque

pertinebatad fidemnarrationi faciendam." This scep-
ticism is, 1 think,out of place. It wouldperbapshave

been warranted,bad Muretusnot done far more than

wasnecessaryto establisbthe authenticityofthe atory

and, after the testimonies to whom he appeals,the

omissionof the Corsican'sname ia a matter of little

import. But 1 am surprised that one confirmatory
circumstancehaaescapedsolearnedascholarasRuhn-

kenius,seeing that it occurs in the worka of a man

with whosewritingsno one was more familiar. Mu-

retus and Paulus Manutiuswere corrcspondents,and

Manutius,you must know,wasa Venetian. Now, in

the letters of Manutius to Muretus, at the date of thé

occurrenceinquestion,therois frequentmentionmade

of Molino,in whomManutiusseemsto havefeit much

interest and, on one occasion,thcre is an allusion,
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(whichI cannot at the momentrecover,so as to give

you the precMeexpreasioDs),to MoUno'scultivationof
the Art of Memory,and to his instructor.* This,if it

\7ere wanted, corroborates the narrative of Muretus,
whosetrustworthiness,1 admit,was notquite as tran-

scendentas his genius.~

e 8M T'OMPtJMi!)t!(<)'~~)M&)/<voL

i. lib. fil. ep. xiiLp. 154(edit. Kmase,

1720) Mo~no, ptmTn ~ft, qnin
vehementer invideam <]aidni t <tr.

<<'?nJ/mt07'<z tenenti. Vemmtameti

impcdit ~mor, a (}noabMso Eolet !n-

vidia etiM) ea apes, qnod Ille, quo
cum bono a~'MM ~)no impertivit,
civi sue, homint amantiMimo, certe

nnm'tMm denpytMt." Cf. vo~. tiL

A'<~<B(!dJ5~~0/M,p. UM.–ED.

"AsSophoc~!) eays thf~tmemory
ff the qnetn of things, nnd becanse
the norK of poetty herseif b a dangh'
ter of Mnemosyne, aha)) mention
here another once wor]d'reno<nx'd
Contran of Mvi–Giutio Guidi, !n

thé ycor !58!, the wonder of Padua,
on account of his nnfortnnate me.

moy. He could repeat thtrty.sb:
thousand cames after once hearing
them. People celled him OKMtdelta

yrot MmM~xt. But he prodaced
nothing t hh memery had kiUtd eH
his cKatfve facatty. Pico von Mt-

randola, who lived before him, pro.
daced but he died yoang. !t fa
with the prectons pft of memory, as

with &Uother gifta-they are a carse
of thé goda when they gtve too

mnch.Gregorov<a9, Wandtrings
in CoM<N,vol, ft. book vi. chap. vi.

p. 34 (CoMtaMe'a edition). [A case
imitât ta that narrated by Muretns
b given by Joseph Scaliger ln the
Secunda Scaligerana, t'. Jt/~MM!'n:,t.
ii. p. 450.451, edit. !740.-Ec.J J
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THEREPRODUCTIVEFACULTY.–IAW8Of ASSOCIATION.

IN my last Lecture, I entered on the consideration

of that faculty of mind by which we keep possession
of thé knowledgeacquired by the two facultés ci

External Perception, and Self-consciousncss and 1

endeavouredto explainto youa theoryof thé manner

in whicb the fact of rétention may bc accountedfor

in conformityto the nature of mind, consideredas a

self-activeand indivisiblesubject At the conclusion

of the Lecture, I gave you, instar omnium,one me-

morableexampleof the prodigiousdifferenceswhich

exist between mind and mind in the capacityof re-

tention. Beforepassingfrom the faculty of Memory,
consideredsimplyas the powcrof conservation,1 may
noticetwo opposite doctrines,tbat hâve bccn main-

taincd, in regard to the relation of this faculty to the

bigher powersof mind. Oneof thèse doctrineshoids,
that a great developmentof memoryis incompatible
with a high degreeof intelligence the other, that a

high degreeof intelligence supposes aucha develop-
ment of memoryas its condition.

Theformerof theseopinionsis oneveryextensively

prevalent, not only among philosophers,but among
mankindin générât,and the words–jSc~z memoria,

expectantesjudicium,-have been applied to express
tho supposed incompatibility of gréât memory and
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Hia great

sound judgmcnt."
CI

There secms, howcver, no valid

groundfor this bélier If an extraordinary powerof

retention is frcquentlynot accompaniedwith a corre-

spondingpowerof intelligence,it is a natural, but not
a very logical,procedure to jump to the conclusion,
that a great memoryis inconsistentwith a soundjudg-
ment. Thé opinion ia refuted by the slightest induc-

tion for we immediatc!y find that many of the

individualswbo towcred above their fellowsin intel-

lectual superiority, weroalmost equallydistinguished
for the capacity of their memory. 1 recently quoted
to you a passage from thé <S'ca~/<«Ha,in which

Joseph Scaliger is made to say tbat be had not a

good memory,but a good réminiscence and ho im-

mediatcly adds, neveror rarely are judgmcnt and a

great memoryfound in conjunctioc." Of thia opinion

Scaligerhimselfafford.9the most illustriousréfutation,

During bia lifetime,he was hailed as the Dictator of

the Republicof Letters, and posteritybas ratified thé
decisionof his eoutemporaries,in crowninghim as the

prince of philologersand critics. But to clevatc a
man to auch an eminence,it is evident, that the most
consummategeniusand ability weroconditions. And
what werethe powersof Scaliger,let IsaacCasaubon,~

among a hundred other witnesses, inform us; and

Casaubonwasa scholarsecondonly to Scaligerhim-
self in erudition. Nihilest quod discerequisquam
vellet, quod ille (Scaliger)docere non posset; Nihil

legerat, (quid autem ille non legerat?), quod non sta-
tim meminisset nihil tam obscurumaut abolitum in

a [Niethnmmcr,/?f)'~M~<~ antjodicium),daMvorbemchende
PA~KH/A~t'Mt~~iM!<)M<~M;)M)!M-Cc<N<<a<.M/'CWt'<Jer</r</t<Mr<t/i!
M)M,p. 294.][AMsenlemseyea Abbruchthae.–Eu.]
ei))e6e!batSprtehwSrtUchgewordene<9[ft~/o~toinCj~!tMt<&<~M.~tM<t
Erfahmng,(beatimemoriaeMpect'~ca~<n.]
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u!!o vctcre scriptoro Grœco,Latino, vc! Hebrceo,de

quo interrogatus non statim responderet. Historias
omniumpopulorum,omniumtBta.tum.successionesim-

penorum, res ecclesiœveteris in numerato habebat

animatitim,p!antarum,meta!!orum,omniumquererum

naturaimm, pMprieta.tes,dtScrentiM,et appellationes,
qua.veteres,qua recentes,tencbn.taccurate. Locorum

situa, provinciarum fines et vanas pro temporibus
iHa.rumdivisionesad uuguemcallebat; nullamdiscip-
linarum,scientiarumvegraviorumreliqueratintactam;

Mcguaatam multas tam exactesciebut,ut, vel si hoc
unum per totum vitœ apatium egisset,digoa res mi-
raculopotuerit videri."

Il

For intellectunl powerof the higbest order,none

were distinguished above Grotius and Pascal; and
Grotiu~"and Pascal forgotnothingthey hadeverread

orthonght. Leibnitz~and Eu!er~were not less cele-
brated for their intelligence than for their mcmory,
and both couldrepeat the wholeof the .cM/. Do-
nellus' kncw the Co~Ms<<tts by heart, and yet be
was one of the profoundest and most original specu-
I~torainjurisprudence. Muratori~thoughnot a genius
of thé very highest order, was still a man of great
ability and judgment and so powerfulwashis reten-

tion, that in making quotations,he had only to read
his passages,put the booksin theirplace, and then to

write out from memorythe words. Ben Jonson*'tells

<t CrcM J~!))M ~M<)'CO~(1727),

p~Mpost., p. 685.–Ec.

6 fe)M~, Préface (éd. Renoaard).
Cf. ~)ca)-i't ~orts, voL ii. p. 378-

37&,and relative footnote.–ED.

y Fontenelle. Eloge de J~. Leibniz,
–~<:)~. Op., p. xx. (ed. Datena).–
En.

t [Btunde, ~~«eA <~)t<:)'NystoM'

VOL. n.
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<M<~t FeAan~/M~ der em~tf~ct~t
Ps~o~t'e, L 366.]

< TeiNier, Elogcs des ~<M!U!M<Sa.

MtM.t.iv.p.IM.–Ëf).

C {Biaade, ~<)'tM~,&c.,Mabofe.]
( ~TM J~M~on. c. xL p. 236. –Ec.]

<!?'<Mt6cr; or, ~i~tM-t'M made

KpoaAi')t <t!M~ ~«cr ( ~o-Jb, edit.

GitTord,voL ix. p. 169).–Eo.
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us that hc could repeat all he had ever written, and

whole bookstbat he had read. Themistocles"could

call by their names the twenty tbousand citizensof

Athena Cyrus~ is reportedto have known thé name

ofcvcry aoldterin hisarmy. Hortensius,after Cicero,

the greatest orator of Rome,after sitting a wholeday
at a publicsale, correctiyennnciatedfrom memoryall

thé things sold, their priées,and the names of the

purchaseM.~
')' Nichubr,~the historianofRome,wasnot

less distinguishedfor hia memory than for his acute-

ncss. In his youth, he was employed in one of the

public officesofDenmark part of a bookof accounts

having beendestroyed,he restoredit frombisrecollec-

tion. SirJamesMackintoshwas,likewise,remarkable

for his powerof memory. An instance1 cangiveyou,
which 1 witnessedmyself. In a conversation 1 had

with him,wehappenedto touch uponan author whom

1 mentioned in my last lecture,–Muretua and Sir

James recitedfromhisorationin praiseof themassacre

of St Bartbolomcwsome considerablepassages. Mr

DugaldStewart,and the lateDr Gregory,are,likewise,

examplesofgreat talent united with great memory.
But if there be no ground for the vulgar opinion,

that a strong facultyof retention is incompatiblewith

intellectual capacity in general, the converseopinion
is not better founded,which bas been maintained,

amongotberg,by HoS'bauer/
e

This doctrinedoeanot,

a Cicero,De ~fMc<f, c. viL Val.

Maximus,viii.7.–Eo.

j9Pticy,Ant.)!<tit.24.QaiD.

ti)iM,0~xi.2. S<'e,ho!reve)',
Stewnrt's Coll. !~r~, vol. ii. p. 376,

note, where tbe aecaraeyofthisstate.
ment ia fjuestioaed.–Eu.

'y Seneca, (M.) Cextrot' Prcf.–ED.
9 See ~t/< <~A'~tMA~,vol, il, p.

4t2.413, where a similar anecdote is

mentioned, but not exactly Mstated

in the text. See aiso vol. L c. viL p.
298.–ED.

< [SpeBinttde, fe~Mf~ f!'M<')'~<<-
nM!<~A«!&~<!)f~M"~der OXpi'TMtA'
en ~cAoyo~'c, L 367, where Hoff.

baner ta referred to.] [See HofT.

bauer, A'e<M)'~)'<' Ncf!<::')tBrief.
M, p. 181-183.-ED.]
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howcver, dcservo an a.rticulate rcfutn.tion for the

commonexperienceof every one sumcientlyproves,
that intelligence and memoryhold no necessarypro-

portion to cach other. On thia subject 1 may refer

you to Mr Stcwart'a excellent chapter on Memoryin

the first volumeof bis ~/p?MeM<.<Q

1nowpass to thenext faculty in order,-tho faculty
wbich 1 bave called the Reproductive. 1 am not

satisfiedwith this name for it does not preciselyof

itselfmark what1wish to bc expresacd,–viz., the pro-
cess by which what is lying dormant in memoryis

awakened,as contradistinguishedfrom tbe represen-
tation in consciousnessof it as awakcned. The two

processeacertainly supposecach other forwc cannot

awakcn a cognition without its being represented,-
thé representationbeing,in fact,only its state of wak-

ing nor can a latent thought or affectionbe rcpre-
sented,untess certain conditionsbe fulfilledby which

it is called out of obscurityinto the light of conscious-

ness. The two prcccssesare relative and correlative,
but not moreidentical tbnn hill and valley. 1 am not

satisficd,1 say, with the tcrm 7'ppro~!<c<o~for the

processby whichthe dormant thought or affection is

arouscd for it doesnot clearly dénote what it is in-

tended to express. Perhaps the ~e~M~c:<<t<~e~cM~y
wouldhâve been better and the term reproduction

might bave been employedto comprehendthe whole

process,made up of the correlativeaets of retention,

rcsuscitation,and representation. Be this, however,
as it may, 1 shall at present continue to employtbe

tcrm,in the limited meaning 1 bavealreadyassigned.
The phcenomenonof Reproduction is onc of the

most wonderfuiin the wholecompassof psychology
and it is one in the explanationof wbichphilosophy

a Chap.vi. ~or~,it.348.–Eo.
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basbeen more successfulthan in atmost any other.
Théscholasticpsychologistsseemto have rcgardedthe

successionin the train of tbought, or, as theycalledit,
the excitation of thé species,with pcculiar wonder,as

oneof thé most inscrutablemysteriesof nature and

yet, what is curions,Aristotle bas left almostas com-

plète an analysisof thé laws by wbieh this pbœno-
menon is regulated, as has yet been accomplished.
It required,however,a considerableprogress in the

inductive philosophyof mind, beforc this analysis of

Ariatotlecouldbcappreciatcd at its propervalue; and,
in fact, it was only after modem philosopherahad re-
discovered the principal lawsof Association,that it

wasfound that these laws had been morecompletely
given two thousand years before. Joseph Scaliger,

speakingof his father, whosephilosophicalacuteness1

bave moro than once had occasionto commemorate,

says, My father declared that of the causesof three

things in particular he was whollyignorant,–of thé

interval of fevers,of the ebb and flowof the sea,and

of réminiscence. The excitation of the species is

declared by Poncius to be one of the most difficult

secrets of nature" (ex difficilioribusna.turœarcanis)
and Oviedo,~aJesuit schoolman.says,"thercinliesthe

very greatest mystery of all philosophy, (maximum
totius pbilosophiœsacramentum),never to be com-

petently explained by human ingcnuity "and this

becausewe can neither discover the cause which,for

example, in the récitation of an oration, excites thé

speciesin the ordcrin wbich they are excitcd,nor the

reason why often, whenwishingto recollecta matter,

a See 7?o'<fa~or~ p. 88&KO.

P [fn~Mt ~ot/t~raM, r. "CaaM,"]

[t.ii.p.4a,edit.t7«).–ED.]
')' [Poncius, C'MrMM~t&t!o~At'OM,

C<~<u'M<Disp. txiii. qu. tiLconcl.8.]

< [FrxndMM de Oviedo, C'fn'~)'<

~At?<MopA)tM,De Anima, Cont. v.

punet. tv. a. 13.} [Cf. ~)<~ ~o~,

KoteD",p. 8S9.-ED.]
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The faculty of Reproduction is governed by ti)e
laws which regulate the Associationof thé mental

train or, to speak more correctly, reproduction is

nothing but the resuit of these laws. Evcry one is
consciousof a ceaselesssuccessionor train of thoughts,
one thought suggesting another, which again is the

causeof exciting a third, and soon. In what muuncr,
it may be askcd, does the prescnceof any thought
determinothe introduction of another?1 Is the train

subject to laws,and if so,by whatlaws isit rcgu!atcd?
That the élémentsof thé mental train arc not iso-

lated, but that each thought formaa link of a con-

tinuous and uninterruptcd c!)ain,is well iltustrated

by Hobbcs. "In a company,"hcsays, in whichthe
conversationturned uponthe late civilwar,whatcould
bc conceivcdmore impertinent than for a person to
askabrupt!ywhat wasthé valueof aRomandcnarius?
Ona little reflection,however,1wascasilyable to trace

the train ofthoughtwhichsuggestedthe question for

the original subject of discoUMenaturally introduccd

the history of thé king, and of thé treachery of those

whosurrendcredhis personto his enemies this again
introduced thé treachery of Judas Jscariot, and the

sum ofmoncy whichhe reccivedfor his rcward. (j

Butif thoughts,and feelings,andconatious,(foryou
must observe, that the train is not limitcd to the

phapnomcna.of cognitionon!y),~do not arise of them-
a [Fr.BonalSpel,f7t~)'M,pare 0~<t'«t</<0)t,parti.chap.fii.–ED.

iv./<t/)e~M)'M<di8p.)f.p.94.Cf. ?[Cf.t'tiea,~K~ropo/<~)'F,i.§P,
Ancillon,~MM7'A)?M.(A'OKO.~A), p.2P,tdtt.1820;~'W<t<i.§33.!t.
t.il.c.iii.p.!8M SchtuiJ,t~-Mtc/tft!)o-~f«)'/t'Ar

wedo Not,whercas,when not wisbingto recollectit,
wosometimesdo. Hencc thé samePonciussays,that
for the excitationof thé specieswe must either recur
nt onco to God, or to some sufficientcause,whieh,
however,hc doesnot speci~y.
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selves,but only in causal connectionwith preceding
and subséquent modificationsof mind, it remains to

be asked and answered,-Do the links of tbis chain

followeachotherunderanyother conditionthan that of

simple connection,-in other words,mayany thought,

feeling,or désire, be connect~dwith any other?1 Or,
is the successionregulated by other and special laws,

o-ccordingto which certain kinds of modificationex-

clusivelyprecede,and exclusivelyfollow,eachother?

The slightest observation of thc phœnomenon showa,

ttmt the lattcr alternative is thc case and on this all

philosophera arc agrecd. Nor do pbilosophers differ

in regard to what kind of thoughts, (and under that

tcim, you will remark, 1 at present include also feel-

ings and co?!o<:07:s),are associated togcther. They
diScr almost cxclusively in regard to the subordinate

question, of bow these tboughts ought to be classified,
and carried up into system. This, thcrefore, is the

question to which 1shall address myself referring you
for illustrations and examples of the fact and cnccta of

Association, to the chapter on the subject in the first

volume of Mr Stewart's ~e~:CM~ in wbich you will

nnd its détails treated with great élégance and ability.
In mylast Lecture,1explainedto youhowthoughts,

once experienced, remain, though out of conscious-

ness, stiMin possessionof the mind and 1 have now

to showyou,howthèse thoughts, retained in memory,

may, without any excitation from without, be again
retricved by an excitation or awakening from other

thoughtswithin. Philosophera,havingobserved,that

t')u)f)-Mya/Mr,pp.236,242.Eschen-~))<)ect.x!iv.p.282(edit.1830).
tnnyef,T'o/o~f'f,§75,p.09.F.A. DrJ. Young,~e<'<K!'&!OM/o<f//ef<M<t~
Carus,/o~;f, i.p.183.Stewart,~t7<M'ty,p.28J.][ForAristotle,
~/<-M)!;)<i.c.v. ?'0~, <-n).fi.p. seeReida p.892.893.-Et'.]
257.Bro<Tn,f/<)7oMp~<e7y)<n)ft)ta Chop.v. ~r~, ii.M2.-ED.
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philosophera hâve attempted to reduce the principics
of Mental Association. Aristotle rccallcd the laws of

this connection to four, or rathcr to thrce,–Contigu-

ity in time und space, Resemblance,and Contraricty."
Q

He even seems to have thought tbey might a!I be car-

ricd up into thc one law of Coexistence. Aristotle im-

pl icitly,St Augustin expHcitIy,–what has never bcen

ohserved,–reduces association to asing~ccanon,–viz-,

Thoughts which bave once coexisted in the mind nre

afterwards associated. This law, which 1 would call

the law of Redintegration, was afterwards cnounced

by Malebranche,~ Wolf,~ and BUSager but without

a /)<J~ncn'ftetJ?c?Ht))!'M<M/t'a,c. 'y ~<'f/«t~eticla ~rt'M,liv.ii.c.
ii.§8.-Ko. v.-ED.

8 e'f'M/t~tOMt.lib. x. chnp. xix.- < /~r/«)fo~a~'M)/)!'n«!,§230.–En.
ï'.f. e See~ctf<'<tt'of~, p. &))&Eu.

one thought determined another to arise, and that this

détermination only took place between thoughts which

stood in certain relations to each other, set thcmselves

toasccrtain and classify the kinds of correlation under

which this occurred, in ordcr to generalise thc laws

by which the ph~nomencn of Reproduction was gov-
erned. Accordingly, it lias bcen established, that

thoughts arc associatcd, that is, are able to excite each

other;–1°, If coexistent, or immediately successive,
in time 2", If their objecta are conterminous or ad-

joining in space 3°, If they hold thc depccdencc to

each other of cause and effect,or of mcan and end, or

of whole and part 4°, If they stand in tt relation

either of contrast or of similarity 5°, If they are the

operations of the same power, or of different powers
conversant about thé same object; 6°, If thcir objecta
arc the sign and the signified; or, 7°, Even if thcir

objecta are accidentally denoted by thé same sound.

Thèse,as far as 1 recollect,are all thc classes to which

LF.C'r,
LECf.XXXt.

Ari~totte
Mttucta thu
hwo of aN.
f!0<;iKtio<!(0

t)tfee;an4
tn))')Mt)y
tooM
canon.

8t Aupts'
tinexj'ticit-
)yre<)u<:e~
tnesetaw;!

to one,-
mhichthe
MithorcaUs
thehwof
Rc'thte-

gration.

Mate.
amoche.
Wolf.

Bi)tt)!gcr.



LECTURES OX METAPHYSICS.232

LECT.
XXXI.

Hume.

Gtmnt.

Beattk.

Stewart.

Brown.

Stewart
<t(ioted.

Brown'a
ctaMiNca-
tton.

any référenceto St Austin. Hume, who thinke him-

self thé first philosopherwho had ever attempted to

generalisethe lawsof association,makesthemthrcc,–

Resemblance,Contiguityin time and place,and Cause

and Effect."° Gerard and Beattie~ adopt,with little

modification,thé Aristotclic classification. Omitting
a hundred others,whoseopinionswouldbocurious in
a history of the doctrine,1 shall noticeonly Stewart

and Brown. Stewart, after disclaimingany attempt
at a complete enumeration,mentions two classes of

circumstancesas useful to be observed. "Thé rela-

tions,"hesays, "upon whicbsomeof tbemare founded,
are perfectlyobvious to thc mind those which are

the foundationof others,are discoveredonlyin cocse-

qucnceof pnrticulareffortsof attention. Of the former

kind are the relationsof ResemblanceandAnalogy,of

Contrariety,of Vicinity in time and place, and thosc

which arise from accidentalcoincidencesin the sound
of different words. Thèse, in general, connect our

thoughts together,when tbeyare sufferedto take thcir

natural course,and whcn we are consciousof little or

no active exertion. Of the latter kind are tbe rela-

tions of Causeand Effect,of Meansand End, of Pre-
misesand Conclusion and thoseotherswhichregulate
the train of thought in the mind of the philosopher,
when he is engagedin a particular investigation."

Brown dividesthe circumstancesaffectingassocia-

tion into primary and secondary. Under the primary
lawsofSuggestion,be includesResemblance,Contrast,

Contiguity in time and place,-a classificationiden-

e~yMt'ry<'Mff!-H!')t~~!MHt~t. p.78. Cf.pp.9,KS.–ED.
<<c)'<<(t))df))~,sect.tii.–E]~. a ~/em<))h,vot.ii.c.v.portLg

j9~M<~MTaste,partiii§t.pp. 2. !<wb,vol.iii.r. 263.–En.
!67,!68.eJit.!7M.–Ec. <f/~Vo~~y</M</<)M<!M~tt<~

y~Mtt)~a<«KM,~(~<t<andChÏt-lects.XMiv.-MifYii.–ED.
e~<~/mo~uMt<tO!),c.ti.§1<<M~
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tical with Aristotle's. By thé sccondary,bc meansthé

vivucity,thé recentncsa,and the frequentrepetitionof

our thoughts,–circumstanceswhich.thoughtheyexert

an influenceon the récurrenceof our tboughta,belong
to a different order of causes from thosc we are at

present considcring."
Now all thé laws which 1 bave Iiitherto cnumcr-

ated may be easily reduccd to two,–thc law of thé

Simultaneity, and the law of the Resemblanceor

Affinity,of Thought.~ Under Simultaneity 1 include

ImmediateConsecutionin time to thé othcrcategory
of Affinityevcry other circumatancemay be reduccd.

1 shall take the severalcases1 haveaboveenumerated,

and having exemp!i6edtheir influenceas associating

pnnciples,1 shall showhowthey are alt ooly special
modificationsof the two laws of Simultancity and

Affinity; whichtwo laws,1shall finallyprove to yuu,
are themselvesonlymodificationsof one supremelaw,

-the law of Redintegration.
Thé first law, that of Simultaneity, or of Co-

existenceand Immediate Successionin time,–is too

évidentto requireany illustration. In passingniong
a road," as Mr Stewart" observes, whichwe bave

formerly travelled in the company of a friend, thé

particularsof the conversationin whicbwc weretbcn

cngaged,are frequentlysuggestedto us by the objects
we rneet with. In such a scène,we recollect that a

particular subject was started; and in passing the

difforenthouses,and plantations,and rivers,thé argu-
ments we were discussing when we last saw thcm,
recur spontancousiyto tbe memory. The connection

aSee~)~ n~ p.BM.-Ep.8,p.2C(edit.!820).]
PSeeIl. Sehmid,~t~M~<)HC!'y J5?fMfKh,vol.i. c. v. parti.

J)M~t!/):j<:der<n))tf<)tA'a<!(T,p. §1. tt'orUa,vol.ii.p}'.262,253.–
2< [Cf.Mea,/tt)</<r<!po~<,f.§ ED.
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which is formedin thé mind between the wordsof a

language and the ideas they denote; the connection

which is formedbetweenthe differentwordsof a dis-

coursewebavecommittedtomcmory the connection

betweenthe differentnotesof a pieceof music in thé

mind of the musician,are all obviousinstancesof the

same general lawof our nature."
Thé secondlaw,-that of the ASnity of thoughts,

-will be best illustrated by the casesof which it is

the more general expression. In the nrst place,in thé

case of resembling,or analogous,or partially identical

objects,it will not bc denied that these virtually sug-

gest each other. The imaginationof Alexandercar-

ries me to the imaginationof Csesar,Caesar to Char-

lemagne,Charicmagneto Napoleon. The visionof a

portrait suggests the imageof the person portrayed.
In a companyone anecdote suggests another analo-

gous. Thisprinciple isadmirablyillustrated fromthé

mouth of ShakespeaM'sMerchantof Venice

My~in't,''oo)ingmybroth,

That rcsembling, analogous,or partially identical ob-

jects stand m reciprocalaffinity, is apparent; tbeyarcits

stroDgest exemplificatioDS. Sofar there is no diScuIty.

Wontd t'tow me to nn agce, when 1 thought,
Whnt hann a wittd too grfat might do at sca.

1 ehouM not ece the Mndy hour-~aM run,
But 1 ehunitt think of fha))ow~ and of Hâta,

Antl see rny wcalthy Andrew dock'd in eand,

Veiling her high top tow<;rthan her ribs,

Tu ki.<~her t'urial. Should I go to churcb,

And fée the ho)y ediftce of stone,

And not hcthick me strait of dang'rou9 ~oc~6?

Whtc)) touching but my gentle veMeI's aide,

Would ecatter all thé spices on thé streatD,

Enrobe the roaring watera with my BiJka

And in a word,–bnt even now worth tbis,

And now worth nothing."

a JA')'f/ino<<~r'ftti'M,actLscènef.
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In the second place, thoughts standing to each
other in tbc relation of contraricty or contrast, are

mutually suggestive. Thus thé thought of vice sug-
gcsts thé tbought of virtuc; and, in tlie mental

world,thé prince and thé peasant, kings and beggars,
are inseparable concomitants. On this principlearc

dependent tbose associations wbich constitute tbe
charmsof antithesis and wit. Thus the wbolepatlios
of MUton'sapostropheto light, lies in the contrast of

his own darkness to the resplendent object he ad-

dresses

Hai!, ho!y light, of~prin~ of tteaven 6r«t-bom,

Theë 1 rcvifit eafc,
And fw) thy f-ovmn titnl ]amp but thou

Rcv~it'st not the.-e eyM, thnt roll in vain

To n)nl thy piercing ray, nnd nnd no dawn.

It is contrast that anitoates the Ode of Horace to

Archytas:
Te maris et tcrMe, numeruqnc carcntb arcntc

Mensorem cfhH'ettt, Archytn,
Puh'ena exigui prope litttts j'nîTa Matinum

Mumra nec quid~uan) ti))i prottc~t
Auria~ tentasse <)omo!),nnim(xp)e rotunduni

PercurriMe polum, moritnro. /1

Thé same contrast illuminates the stanza of Gray

"Theboastofhcratdry,thepompofpower,
And all tbat be&uty, &n that weahh c'er gave,

Awaits (dikc the inevitable hour

-Tbe pathe of glory Icad Lut to thc grave."

And in what else does the bcauty of thé following
line consist,but in thé contrast and connectionof life
and death life being reprcsentedas but a wayûmng
fromgrave to grave?–

T« P/ot ;–ttt ti~3<'t0 Copm)',or) ~j3ot' ~)!<t).y

n ~m~Me Lost, book iii.–Et). [Crf~or. tfMinM. CarM., xiv.]
B C'f'm., i. xxviii.–ED.
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Who can think of Darius sitting amid thé ruina of

Carthage,without thinking of the resemblanceof the

consul and the city,–without tbinking of the differ-

ence betweentheir past and present fortunes?1 And

m thé incomparablecpigratnof Molsa,on thé great

Pompey, the effectis producedby the contrast of thé

life and death of the hero,and in the conversionof

the very fact of bis posthumous disbonour into a.

theme of'the noblest pancg)'ric.

Thus that objects,tbough coutrasted,are still akin,

-still stand to each otlier in a relation of affinity,

dépendson their logicalanalogy. Theaxiomthat thé

knowlcdgcof contrariesis one,provesthat the thought
of the one involvesthe thought of the other.0

In the third place,objects contiguousin place are

associated. Yourccollectthe iamouspassageof Cicero

in thé first chapter of the fifth bookDe ~'M<&M~of

which thé followingis thc conclusion Tanta vis

admonitionis est iu locis,ut, non sine causa, ex his

mémorisededucta ait disciplina. Id quidem
infinitum in hac urbe quocumqueenim ingredimur,
in aliquam historiamvcstigiumponimus." But how

do objectsadjacent in place stand in affinityto cach

other 1 Simply because local contiguity binds up

objects, otherwisc unconnected, into &single object
of perceptive thought.

In the fourth place, thoughts of the whole and the

a [CarMt'Ma7HtM<)')<Mfoe<a~«n! 18) makes Contmricty eqttivfdeat to

/fa!o)-)<M,t.vi.SC9. Ftorent!!e,17t9.] 84mi)arity, inasmuch M contraries,

C [Alet. Aj'hrodisieMK(In Top. i. &c., bave commonatt~bates.]

Dux,Phtri~ quantvisjftceasinhumatu8arena,

In'Iignum fuerat tenua tibi victilsepulcrumi

Nonideo fati eotKcviorira tui

Xon Jucnit c<cto,te oisi, Ma~e, tegi."
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parts,of thc thing aud ita properties,of thé sign and

the thing signined,–of thèse it issuperfluousto illus-

trate either the reality of thé influence,or to show

that they are only so many formsof nffinity both

arc equallymanifest. But in t!)iscaseaiMaityia not

thé only principle of association Itère simultaueity
also occurs. One observation 1 may makc to show,
that \vhat Mr Stewart promuJgatesns a distinct priti-

cipleof association,is onlya subordinatemodification

of the two grcat laws 1 have laid dowu,–1 mcanhis

associationof objects,arising from accidentalcoinci-

dences in the soundof thé wordsby which tbcy are

denotcd. Here the associationbetween thc objects
or ideas is not immediate. Oneobjector idca.signi-
fied auggestsits term signifying. But a completeor

partial identity in sound suggests another word,and

ti)at \vordsuggesta thé thing or thought it signifies.
The two things or thoughts are thus associated,only

mediately,through the associationof their and
the several immediate associationsarc vcry simple

examples of the general laws.

In the fifth place,thoughtsof causesand effectsre-

ciprocallysuggesteach other. Thus thé falling snow

excites the imaginationof an inundation a. shower

of hai! a thought of the destructionof the fruit thc

sight of wine carries ua back to the grapes, or the

sight of thc grapes carries us forward to thé wine
and 80forth. But causeand effectuot only naturally
but necessttrilyauggesteachother they stand in the

closest affinity,and, therefore,whatever phaenomena
are subsumedunder this relation, as indccd under all

relations,are, conseqnently,also in afBnity.
1have now,1 think, gone through all thé circum-

Btnnceswhichphilosopherahave constitutedinto scpa-
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rate lawsof Association and shownthat they easily
résolvethemselvesinto the two laws of Simultaneity
and AËSnity. 1 now proceedto showyou that these

two laws themselves arc rcducible to that one law,
which 1wouldcal! the lawof Redintegrationor Total-

ity, whicb, as 1 already stated, I have found inci-

dentallyexpressedby St Augustin.* This law maybe

thus enounced,–Those thoughts suggest each other

which bad previouslyconstituted parts of the same

entire or total act of cognition. Now to the same

entire or total act belong,as intégral or constituent

parts, in the first place,those thoughtswhicharoseat

the same time, or in immediate consecution and iti

the Recond,those thoughts which are bound up into

one by their mutual affinity. Thus, therefore, thé

two laws of Simultaneity and Affinityare carried up
into unity, in thé higher law of Redintegration or

Totality and by this one law the wholephsBnomcna
of Associationmay bc easilycxp!ained.~

a For hittorica) notices of tbe law

of RtdiotcgMtton, see /t't;f/< !)'o/
Note D", p. 8S9 cl Con)paK

<tC<M/e!?!</HM,x. IC.–Et). with the doctrine of the text the
author'a theot'y ot Association, as

partially deffioped in KoteD" p.

6101~Eu.
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LECTURE XXXII.

THE REPRODUCTIVE FACULTY.-LAWS 0F ASSOCIATION.

SUGGESTION AND EEMINISCEKCE.

INour last Lecture wc were occupiedwith the phas-
nomena of Reproduction, as thé resuit of thc laws
whichgovernthe successionof ourmental train. These

laws,as they bavebeencalled,of the Associationofour

Thoughts,comprehendequally the wholephoenomena
of mind,-the Cognitions,thé Feelings, the Desires.
1 enumeratedto you tbc principal heads under wbich

philosophers had classed thc circumstances which
constitute betweenthoughtsa bondof association,-a

principleof mutual suggestion and showedyou tbat
thèse could aUeasily be reduced to two laws,–thé
law of Simultaneity, and the law of AfBnity. Hy
thé formerof these, objectscoexistentor immediate-

ly consequent in time are associated by the latter,

things whichstand in a mutual amnity to each other,
either objcetivclyand in themselves,or subjectively,

through the modesunder which the mind conceives

them,arcin likemannerreciprocallysuggestive.Thcse
two laws, 1 further showedyou, might themselvesbe
carried up into ono supremeprincipleof Association,
which1calledthe lawof Redintegrationor of Totality;
and accordingto which thoughts or mental activities,

having onceformedpartsof the sametotal thought or
mentalactivity, tend overafter immcdiatclyto suggest

LECT.
XXXII.
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But an illustration of this great law is involvedin
the principleof the unity of the mental energies,as

thé activities of the subject one and indivisible, to
which1havehadoccasionto refer." Thévariousacts
of mind must not boviewed as single,-as isolated,

manifestations they all belong to the one activity
of the ego and, consequently,if our varionsmental

energies are only partial modificationsof the same

general activity, they must all be associatedamong

each other. Out of this univcrsal law every spécial
law of Associationmay easily be evolved,as they are
all onlysomany modifiedexpressionsof this common

principle,-so mauy applicationsof it to cases more
or less particular.

But this law being established by induction and

generalisa.tion,and affordingan explanation of tlie

various phœnomenaof Association,it may be asked,
Howis this Ia.witself explained?î On wbat principle
of our intellectualnature is it founded?1 To this no

answer can be legitimatelydemanded. It is enough
for the natural philosopherto reducethe spécial lawa
of the attractionof distant bodiesto the oneplinciple
of gravitation and his theory ia not invalidated,be-
cause hc can givo no account of how gavitation is

itselfdetermined. In all our explanationsof thé phse*
nomenaof mind and matter, we must aiwayaarrive

at an ultimate fact or law, of which we are wholly
unable to afford an ulterior explanation. We are,

therefore,entitled to décline attempting any illus-
tration of the ground on wbich the suprêmefact or

law of Associationreposes and if we do attempt
mch illustration, and fail in the endeavour,no pre-
mmption is, therefore,justly to be raised against the

:mth of the fact or principle itself.

aSeeat)ove,Lect.xxx.,YoLi!.p.2U.–ED.
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themselves. Evcry mental encrgy,–evcry thought,
feeling,désirethat is excited,excites at the saine time
all other previouslyexistent activities, in a. certain

denrée it spreadsits excitationover the wholeacti-
vitics of the mind, as the agitation of one placeof a

sheet of water expands itae!f, in wider and widcr

circles,over the wholesurfaceof tlie nuid," although,
in proportionto Its eccentricity,it is alwaysbecoming
faintcr, until it is at last not to be perccived. The
forceof everyinterna! nctivity existaou!yin a certain
limited degree conscquently,the excitation it déter-
mines bas only likewise a certain limited power of

expansion,nnd is continually losing in vigour in pro-
portion to its occentricity. Thus there are formed

particularcentres,particular spheres,of internaiunity,
within which tho activities stand to eachother in a

doser relationof actionand reaction and this, in pro-
portion as they more or lessbelongalready to a single

energy,-in proportionaa they gravitate moreor less

proximatelyto thé samecentreof action. Aplurality,
a complement,of severalactivities forms,in a stricter

sense,onewholeactivityfor itself; an invigorationof

any of its severalactivities is, therefore,an invigora-
tion of thé part of a whole activity and as a part
cannotbe active for itself alone,there, consequently,
rcsultsan invigorationof the whole,that is,of ail thé

otherpartsof whichit is composed. Thusthe supreme
law of association,-that activities excite eachother
in proportion as tbey hâve previously belongcd,aa

parts, to one whole activity,-is explained from thc

still moreuuiversalprinciple of the unity of all our

mentalenergiesin gênera!

a Cf.Pope,JE<M~onMan,fv.893. [Cf.Pries, ~M~~c/o~t'f,}.2&, 3
-En. 8; ~n< i. § 33.]
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t.Et.'T. But, on the same principle,we can also explain
the two subaltern laws of Simultaneity and Aftinity.

The phsenomenaof mind are manifestedundera two-

fbldcondition or form for they are only revealed,

F, Aaoccurrencesin time and, 2°, As the energies
or modificationsof the ego, as their cause and sub-

ject. Timc and self are thus the two forms of the

internai world. By these two forma,therefore,every

particular, every limited, unity of operation,must bc

controUed;–on them it must depend. And it is pre-

cisely these two forms that lie at the root of thé two

laws of Simultaneity and Affinity. Thus acts wbich

are exerted at the same time, belong, by that very
circumstance,to the same particular unity,-to the

same definite sphere of mental energy; in other

words,constitute through their simultaneity a single

activity. Thus energies, however heterogeneous in

themselves,if developedat once,belongto the same

activity,-constitute a particular unity and they will

operate with a greater suggestive influenceon each

other, in proportion as they are more closely con-

nected by the bond of time. On the other hand, the

affinityof mental acts or modincationswill be deter-

mined by their particular relationsto the ego,as their

causeor subject. As all the activitiesof mindobtain

a unity in being ail the énergiesof the samesoûl or

active principle in general, so they are bound up into

particular unities, inasmuch as they belong to some

particular faculty,–resemble eachother in the com-

mon groundof their manifestation. Thus cognitions,

feelings, and volitions, severallyawaken cognitions,

feelings,and volitions; for they severally belong to

the same faculty, and, through that identity, are

themselvesconstituted into distinct unities or again,
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a thought of the cause suggests a thougbt of the

effect,a thought of the mean suggests a thought of

the end, a thought of the part suggestsa thought of

the whole for causeand effect,end and mean,whole

ttnd parts, have subjectivelyan indissoluble affinity,
as they are all so many necessary formsor organisa-
tions of thought. In like manner, the notionsof aU

resembling objects suggest each other, for they pos-
sess somecommonquality, tbrough which they are in

thought bound up in a single act of thought. Even

the notions of opposite and contrasted objectsmutu-

ally excite each other upon the same principle for

thesearc logicallyassociated,inasmuchas, by thé laws

of thought, the notion of one oppositenecessarilyin-

volvesthe notion of the other; and it is also a psy-

chological law, that contrasted objects relieve each

other. 0~?<w<c[,~'M~o~o~ ïMMcewco~M~<~<M<.

Whenthe operationsofdifferentfacultiesare mutuaUy

suggestive,they are, likewise,internally connectedby
the nature of their action for they are cither conver-

sant with the same object, and have thus been ori-

ginaUydetermined by the same affectionfrom with-

out, or they have originally been associated through
someform of the mind itself thus moralcognitiona,
moral feelings,and moral volitions,maysuggesteach

other, through the common bond of morality; the

moral principle in tbis case uniting the operations
of the three fundamental powers into one general

activity.
Before leaving this aubject, 1 must call your atten-

tion to a circumstance which 1 formerly incident-

e H. Scbmid, M~u<A MM!-~e. ~c~ ~on(-~ Notes D** and D*

f~ p. 242.4; [ttMstated with –Ef.] J
occasional brief mterpotatioM. Cf.

LECT.
XXXII.
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CI
It sometimeshappens that t!<oughts

seemto followeachother immedi&tely,bctwccnwhich

it is impossibleto detect any bond of association. If

this anomalybo insoluble,the whole theory of asso-

ciationisoverthrown. Philosophersbave accordingly
set themselvesto account for this phœnomenon. To

deny tlie.fact of tlie phœnomenonis impossible it

must, therefore, Le explained on the hypothesis of

association. Now,in their attempts at such an ex-

planation, at! philosophersagreein regard to thc first

step of the solution,but they differ in regard to the

second. They agree in this,–that, admittingthé ap-

parent, tbe pbsenomenal,immediacyof the consecution

of the twounassociatedthoughts, they denyits reality.

They all affirm, that there have actually intervened

oneor morethoughts,through the médiationof which,
the suggestion in question bas been enected,nnd on

the assumptionof which inrennediationthe theory of

associationremains intact. For example,let us sup-

pose that A and C arc thoughts, not on any law of

associationsuggestiveof each other, nnd tbnt A and

C appearto our consclousnessas followingcnchothcr

immediately. In this case,1 say, philosophersagree
in supposing,that a thougbt B, associatcdwith A and

with C, and which consequentlycould be awakcned

by A, and could awaken C,bas intervened. So far

they are at one. But now cornes their séparation.
It is asbcd, how can a thought be supposed to inter-

vene, of which consciousnessgivesus no indication?1

In reply to this, two answers hâve becn made. By
one Retof philosophers,among whom1 may particu-

Iar!y specifyMr Stewart,it issaid,that thé immediate

thought B, having beenawakenedby A, did riseinto

aSeeabove,Lect.XTitt.,vol.i.p.36Ï.–ED.
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consciousncss,suggcsted C, and was instantly for-

gotten. This solution is apparently that exclusively
knowu m Britain. Other philosophera,followingthe
indication of Leibnitz,by whomthé theoryof obscure
or latent activities was first explicitlypromulgated,
maintain that thé iutermediate thought never did
riso into consciousness. They hold that A excited B,
but that the excitement was not strong euough to

rouseB fromits stateof lateney,thoughstrong enough
to enableit obscurelyto excite C, whoselatency was

less, aud to afford it vivacity sufEcient to rise into

LECT.
XXXII.

consciousness.
Of thèseopinions,I have no hesitation in declaring

for thé latter. 1 formerlyshowedyou an analysisof
soïneof the most palpable and familiar phaenomena
of mind,whicbmade the suppositionof mental modi-
ficutionslatent, but not inert, one of absolutc neces-

sity. In particular, 1 proved this in regard to the

phaenomenaof Perception."
CI

But the fact of such
latenciesbeing establishedin one faculty, they afford
an easy and philosophicalexplanation of thé phœno-
ruena in all. In the prcsent instance,if weadmit, as
admit wc must, that activities can endure,aud conse-

quently can operate out of consciouancss,the question
is at oncesolvcd. On this doctrine,the whole theory
of associationobtainsan easyand natural completion
as no definite line can be drawn between clear and

obscure activities, whieh melt insensibly into each

other and botb, being of the M.menature, must be

supposed to operate under the samelaws. In illus-

tration of the mediatoryagencyof latent thoughts in

the process of suggestion, 1 formerly alluded to an

nnalogousphœnomenonunder the laws of physical
a Seeabove,Leet.xviii.,voLLp.849.–Eo.

To be ex.
ptainedou
thuprin-
ciple of
tatentmo-
Jitieationii
ofmiud.



LECTURES ON METAPHY8IC8.246

LECT.
XXXII.

motion,which1mayagain rccaUto your remembrance.

If a seriesof elaaticbaUs,sayof ivory,arc placed in a

straight line, and in mutual contact, and if the first

be sharply struck, what happens1 The intcrmediate

balls remain at rest; the last aloneis moved.
The coun-
ter solution
uuteMMe.

The other doctrine, whichproceedsupon thé hypo-
thesis that we can be consciousof a thougbt and that

thought be inatantly forgotten,has evcrything against
it, and nothing in its faveur. In the first place,it docs

not, like thé counter hypothesis of latent agencie!

only apply a principle which is already proved to

cxist; it, on the contrary, lays its foundation in a

fact whichis not shownto be real. But in the second

place,this fact is not only not shown to be real it is

improbable,-nay impossible for it contradicts thé

whole analogyof the intellectual phoenomena. Thé

memoryor rétention of a thought ia in proportionto

its vivacity in consciouaness but that all trace of its

existence so completely perished witb its presence,
that reproductionbecameimpossible,even the instant

after,-this assumptionviolates every probability, in

gratuitousiy disallowing the established law of the

proportionbetweenconsciousnessand mcmory. But
on this subject,having formerlyspoken,it is needless
now again to dwe!I."

So much for the laws of Association,-the laws to
wliiehthe faculty of Reproductionis subjected.

This faculty, 1 formerlymentioned,might be con-

sidered as operating, either spontaneously,without

any interference of the will, or as modified in its
actionby the interventionof volition. In the onecase,
as in the other, the ReproductiveFaculty acts in sub-

aSeeabove,Lect.<T<U.,vo!.i.p.353.–ED.
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servience to its own laws. In tho formercase, one

thought is allowed to suggest another according to

the greater general connection subsisting between

them in the latter, thé act of volition, by concen-

tmting attention upon a certain determinate classof

associating circumstances,bestows on these circum-

stances au extraordinary vivacity,and, consequently,
enables them to obtain the preponderance,and ex-

clusively to determine thé successionof the intellec-

tual train. The former of thèse cases, whcre tlie

Reproductive Faculty is left wholly to itself, may
not improperlybe called Spontancous Suggestion,or

Suggestion simply the latter ought to obtain the

name of Reminiscence or Recollection, (in Grcck

afa/jn~o-n.) The employmentof these terms in these

significations,correspondswith the meaning they ob-

tain in commonusage. Philosophersbave not, how-

evcr, always so applied them. But as 1 bave not

entered ou a criticism of the analyses attempted by

philosophersof the faculties, so 1shall say nothing in

illustration of their perversionof thc terms by which

they have denoted tlicm.

Recollectionor Reminiscencesupposestwo things.
First, it is nccessary that the mind recognise thé

identity of two représentations,and thcn it is neccs-

sary that the mind bcconsciousof somethingdiffercnt

from the first impression,in consequeneeof which it

anirms to itself tbat it had formerlycxperiencedthis

modification. It is passing marvellous,this convic-

tion that we have of tlie identity of two representa-
tions for they are only similar,not the same. Werc

they the same,it would be impossibleto discriminate

the thought reproduccd from the thought originally
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experieuced. Thia circumstancejustly excited tho

admirationof St Augustin,and he asks how, if we

had actually forgottena thing, we could so categori-

ca)!yaSirm,–it is not that, whensomeone named to

us another or, it is that, when it is itself prcsented.
Tho question was worthy of bis aubtiety, and thé

a.uswerdoes honourto his penetration. His principle
is, that we cannot seek in our own memoryfor that

of which we have no sort of recollection, Quod
omninoobliti fuerainusamissumquœrerenon possu-
mus. We do not seek what has been our first

redectivo thought in infancy,the first reasoning we

have performed, the first free act which raised us

abovc the rank of automata. Wo are consciousthat

the attempt wouldbe fruitless and even if modifica-

tious tlius loat should chance to recur to our mind,
we should not bc able to say with truth that wehad

recollectedthem, for we should have no criterion by
which to recoguise tbem, "Cujus nisi memoressem,
eti~msi offerreturïuihi, non invenirem,quia non ag-
noscercm." And what is the consequencehe deduccs?t

It is wortby ofyour attention.

From the moment,then, that we seek aught in our

memory,wedéclare,by that very act, that wehavenot

altogetherforgottenit we still hold of it, as it were,
a part, and by thia part, whiehwe hold,we seek that

whichwedo not bold,"Ergo non totumexcidcrat;scd

ex parte qua tenebatur, pars alia queerebatur." And

what is the secretmotivewhichdéterminesus to this

research?1 It is that our memoryfeels,that it does

Dot see together all that it was accustomedto sec

togethcr, Quia sentiebat se memorianon simul vot-

a AneiUoB,&MÙ~t'/MopAt'~Ka,7')'<t)Mt/e<'J?<~Hntt,i.277.]
ii. pp.141.H2.-ED.[Cf.AodrM,<9<<wMM)f!,)ib.x.cc.I8,!B.
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vere quBesimulsolebat." It fcelswith regret that it

Btilloaly discoversa part of itself,and hence its dis-

quietude to seek out what is missing, in order to

reannex it to the whole; like to thosereptiles, if thé

comparisonmay be permitted, whosc membcrswhen

eut asunderscekagaiu to reunitc,"Et quasidetruucata

conauetudineclaudicans,reddiquoddcerat Hagitabat."
But when this detached portion of our memory at

length presents itself,-the name, for example,of a

personwhich bad escaped us howshall we proceed
to reannex it to the other 1 We bave only to allow

nature to do ber work. For if the name,being pro-
nounccd,gocsof itself to rcunite itse!fto the thought
of the person.and to placeitself, soto Bpeak,upon his

face,as upon its ordinary seat, we will say, without

hésitation,–tbere it is. Aud if, on thc contrary, it

obstinately refusesto go there to place itself, in order

to rejoin thc thought to which we had else attached

it, we will say peremptorilyand at once,–uo, it does

not suit, "Non connectitur,quia. non simul cum illo

cogitariconsuevit." But ~Yhenit ouits,where do wc

discovcrthis luminousaccordancewhichconsummates

our research1 And whprccan we discoverit, except
in our memoryitself,–in somebackcliamber,1mean,
of that labyrinthwherewhat weconsideredas losthad

only gone astray, Et unde adest, nisi ex ipsa me-

moria." And the proofof this is oanHest. When

tho name presents itself to our mind, it appearsnei-

ther novel nor strange, but old and farniliar,like an

ancient property of which we have recovcred the

titicdeeds, "Non enim quasi novum credimus, sed

recordantesapprobamus."
Such is the doctrineof oneof the profoundestthink-

era of antiquity, and whose philosophica!opinions,

LECT.
XXXII.
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werethey collccted,arranged, and illustrated, would

raise him to as higb a.rank amongmetaphysiciuns,as

he aiready holds amongtheologians.
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"Among psyehologists,those who have written on

~temory and Reproduction with the greatest detail

and precision,have still failed in giving more than a

meagreoutlineof these operations. Theyhave takcn

account onlyof thé notions which suggesteach other,
with a distinct and palpable notoricty. They have

viowcdthe associationsonly in the ordcr in which lan-

guage is competentto expressthem and as language,
whieh renders thcm still morepalpable and distinct,
can only express them in a consecutiveorder,–can

only express them one after another, they hâve bcen

led to suppose that thoughts only awakenin succes-

sion. Thus, a seriesof ideas mutually associated,re-

sembles,on thé doctrine of philosophers,a chain in

which every link draws up that which follows and

it is by means of these links that intelligencelabours

througb, in the act uf réminiscence,to the end whicb

it proposesto attain."
CI

Therearesome,indecd,aMongthem,whoare rcady
to acknowledge,that every actual circumstanceis as-

sociated to sevcral fundamental notions, and, conse-

quently, to several chains,between which thc mind

may choosc they admit cven that every link is at-

tached to scveral others, so that the whole forms a

kind of trellis,–a. kind of network, which the mind

may traverse in every direction,but still always in a

singledirection at once,-always in a successionsimi-

lar to that of speech. This mauner of explaining re-

miniscence is ibundcd solelyon this,–that, content

to bave observed aU tbat is distinctly manifest in

a Cf.&)H'<H~ p.906,notet.–ED.
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thc pheanomenon,they bave paid no attention to

thé under play of the latesceut activities,–paid no

attention to all that custom conceals,and con-

ceals the more eSectua!ly in proportion M it is

more comp!etc!yblended with thé natural agcnctea
of mind.

Thustheir theory,truc in itself,anddcpartingfrom

a well-establishedprinciple,–thé Associationof Ideas,

explains in a satisfactorymanner a portion of the

phœnomenaof Reminiscence;but it is incomplete,for

it is unableto accountfor the prompt,easy,and varied

operationof this faculty, or for all the marvelsit per-
forms. On the doctrineof the philosophera,we can

explain how a scholar repeats, without hésitation,a

lessonhe bas learned, for all thé wordsare associated

in his mind according to the order in whieh he bas

studied them how ho demonstrates a geometrical
theorem,tho parts of which are connectcd togetlier
in the same manner these and similar réminiscences

of simple successionspresent no difficulties which

the common doctrine cannot resolve. Bnt it is im-

possible, on tbis doctrine, to explain the rapid and

certain movement of thought, whieh, with a mar-

velloua facility, passes from one order of subjects
to another, only to return again to thé first; whicb

advancea,retrogrades,deviates,and reverts,sometimes

marking aUthe points on its route, again clearing,as

if in play, immenseintervals; which runs over nowin

a manifestorder,nowin a seemingirregularity,all the

notions relative to an object, often relative to scveral,
betweenwbich no connectioncouldbe suspected and

this without hésitation,without uncert-ainty,without

error,as thé hand of a skilfulmusicianexpatiatesover

the keys of the most complex organ. All this is in-
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explicableon the meagre and contracted theory on

which thé pbœnomenaof reproduction hâve been

thought explained.
Toforma correctnotionof the phrenomenaofRc-

miuiscence,it is requisite,that weconsiderunderwhat

conditionsit is determinedto exertion. In the first

place,it is to be noted that, at everycriaisof our exist-

ence, momentarycircumstancesare the causeswhich
ctunataucM
the causes
of onr men-
tal net h'ity.
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awaken our activity, and set our recollectionat work

to supply the nccessariesof thought.~ In the second

place, it is as cunstituting a want, (and by want I

mean the result either of an act of desireor of voli-

tion), that the determiningcircumstancetends princi

pally to awaken the thoughts with which it is asso-

ciated. This being the case,we should expcct, that

each circumstancewhich constitutes a want, should

suggest,likewise,the notion of the objcct, or objects,

proper to satisfy it and this is what actually hap-

pens. It is, however, further to be observed, that

it is not cnough that thé want suggests thé idea

of the objcct for if that idea were alone,it would

remain without effect,siuce it could not guide nie

in the procedurc1 should follow. It is necessary,at

the same time, that to the idea of this object there

should be associatedthe notion of the relationof this

objcct to the want, of the place whereI may find it,
of the meansby wbich 1 may procureit, and turn it

to account,&c. For instance,1 wish to makea quo-
tation :–Tbis want awakens in me the idea of thé

author in whom the passageis to be found,wbich1

am desirousof citing; but this ideawouldbe fraitless,

a C'antaiUac.[~M~F~MM~tMP[Sa-peJamspattoobrNtam
deM)7M<~A<f,t. u. c.v.p.124c<LevtBeM~tamtMmoriMnrMovatnota.
M.–Ë~.] Seneca,&'<~M,v.920.]
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unless thcro wereconjoined,at the sametime, the re-

presentationof the volume,of the placewhcre1 may
obtain it, of the means 1must employ,&c.

Hence1 infer, in the first pince,that a want does

not awaken an idea of its objcct alone, but that it

awakensit accompaniedwith a number,moreor less

considérable,of accessorynotions, which form, as it

were, its train or attendance. This train may vary

according to the nature of the want wbich suggests
thé notion of an object but the train can never fa!!

whollyoff,aud it becomesmoreindissolublyattached

to the object,in proportion as it bas been more fre-

quently called up in attendance.

1 infer, in the second place,that tbis accompani-
ment of accessorynotions, simultaneouslysuggested
with tbe principal idea, is far from being as vividly
and distinctly rcpresented in consciousnessas tbat

idea itself and whentheseaccessorieshave oncebeen

completelyblendedwith t!)o habits of the mind, and

its reproductiveagency, thcy at length finally disap-

pear, becomingfused,as it were,in thé consciousness

of the idea to which they are attached. Expérience

provcsthis doubleeffectof the habitsof reminiscence.

If we observeour operationsrelative to the gratifica-
tion of a want, we shall perceivethat wc are far from

having a clear consciousnessof the acccssorynotions
thé consciousnessof them Is,as it were,obscured,aud

yet we cannot doubt that they are present to thé

mind, for it is they that direct our procedurein all

its détails.

Wemust,therefore,1think,admit that the thought
of an object immediately suggested by a désire, is

alwaysaccompaniedby an escortmore or less nume-

rous of accessorythoughts, equally present to the
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mind, though, in general, unknown in themselvesto

consciousness that these accessoriesare not without

their influence in guiding the operationselicited by
thé principalnotion and, it may even be added,that

they are so much the more calculated to exert an

effect in tlie conduct of our procedure,in proportion
as, having becomemore part and parcelof our habits
of reproduction, the influencesthey exert are furthcr

withdrawn, in ordinary, from the ken of conscious-

ness. The same thing may be illustrated by what

happonsto us in the case of reading. Originallyeach

word, each letter, was a separate object of conscious-
ness. At length, the knowledgeof letters and words

and Unes being, as it were,fused into our habits, we

no longer have any distinct consciousnessof them, as

severallyconcurring to the result, of which alone we

are conscious. But that each word and letter bas its

enect,–an effectwhichcan at any momentbecomean

object of consciousness,–is shown by the following

experiment. If we look over a book for the occur-

renceof a partieular nameor word,weglanceour eye
over a page fromtop to bottom, and ascertain,almost

in a moment, that it is or is not to be found therein.

Here tbc mind is hardly consciousof a single word,
but that of wbichit is in qucst but yet it is evident,
that each other word and letter must have produced
an obscure effect, and 'wbich effect the mind was

ready to discriminate and strengthen, so as to call it

into clear consciousness,wheneverthe effectwasfound

to be that which the letters of the word sought for

coulddetermine. But, if the mind be not unaffected

by the multitudeof letteraand wordswnicbit surveys,
if it be able to ascertain whether the combinationof

eCardaiUac,[JBM<~M~M<n<.def.MM.t. H.c.v.p.!28<<~ËD.]
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letters constituting tho word it seeks, be or be not

actually among them, and all this without any dis-

tinct consciousnessof all it tries and nnds détective

why may wc not suppose,-why arc we not bound to

suppose,that the mind may, in like manner, overlook

its bookof mcmory,and aearchamong its magazines
of latescent cognitions for tite notions of which it

is in want, awakening these into consciousness,and

allowingthe others to remain in their obscurity?1

Amoreattentive considerationof the subjectwill

show that we have not yet divined the faculty of

Reminiscencein its whole extent. Let us make a

single renection. Continuallystruck by relationsof

every kind, continually assailed by a erowd of per-

ceptions and sensationsof every variety, and, at the

same time, occupiedwith a complementof thoughts
we experienceat once, and we are moreor less dis-

tinctly consciousof, a considerablenumberofwants,-

wants, sometimes real, sometimes factitious or ima-

ginary,–pbaenomena, however,ail stamped with the

same characters, and all stimulating us to act with

more or less of energy. And as we chooscamong the

different wants which we would satisfy, as well as

among the different means of satisfying that want

which wedetermine to prefer; and as the motivesof

this preferenceare tûkcn cither fromamong the prin-

cipal ideas relative to eachof thèse several wants, or

from among the accessoryideaswhichhabit has estab-

lished into their necessaryescorta;–in all these cases

it is requisite, that all the circumstances should

at once,and from the moment they have taken the

character of wants, producc an effect,correspondent
to that which,we have seen,is caused by each in par-
ticular. Hence we are compelled to conclude, that
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the complementof thc circumstancesby whichwcarc

thus aSccted,basthe effectof renderingalwayspresent
to us, and, consequently,of placingat our disposât,an

immensenumherof tboughta; someof whichcertainly
arc distinctly recognised, being accompnniedby a.

vivid consciousness,but the greater numbcrof which,

althoughremaininglatent, are not thé lesseSectivcin

continuaUyexercisingthcir peculiar influenceon our

modesof judging and acting."
a

We mightsay, that eachof thèse momentarycir-

cumstancesis a kind of electric shock which is com-

municated to a certain portion,-to a certain limited

sphere,of intelligence and thé sum of ail these cir-

cumstancesis equal to so many shockswhich,given
at oncoat so many dînèrent points,producc a gen-
eral agitation. We may form somerude conception
of this phpenomenonby an analogy. We may com-

pare it, in the formercase,to those conccntriccircles

winch are presentcd to our observationon a smooth

sbeet of water,whenits surfaceis agitated by tbrow-

ing in a pebble and, in thé latter case,to ttte same

surfacewhenagitated hy a numbcr of pebblesthrown

simultancousiyat differentpoints.
To obtuin a clearernotionof thia phaenomenon,1

may add some observationson the relation of our

thoughts among themselves,and with thé determin-

ing circumstancesof the moment.

1°,Among tLe thoughts, notions,or ideaswhich

bclong to the different groups, attached to the prin-

cipal representationssimultancouslyawakened,there

are somereciprocallyconnectedby relationsproper to

o [Cf.Wotf,P.~o/oy~~<)'o)!.partie.78,pp.J65,!C6,(Florence,
n~, 66,97. MftynettMsMayne.J666),andSimonStmonins,ibid.,p.
tiua,lu ~(?-M<.de.SMMMet&'<M)7!,257.J
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thcmselves so that, in this wholecomplementof co-

existent activities, these tend to excite each other to

higher vigour,and, consequently,to obtain for them-

selvesa kind of pre-emincncein the groupor parti-
cular circleof activity to which they belong.

2°,Thereare thoughtsassociated,whetheras prin-

cipals or accessories,to a greater numberof determin-

ing circumstances,or to circumstances which recur

more frequently. Ilence they present themsclves

oftencr than the otbers, they enter more comp!ctely
into our habits, and take, in a moreabsolute manner,
thé character of customaryor habituai notions. It

hcnce results, that they are less obtrusive, though
more energetic,in thcir influence,enacting,as theydo,
a principalpart in almost all our deliberations and

excrcisinga stronger influenceon our déterminations.

3°,Among this great crowd of thoughts, simul-

taneously excited, those wbich are connectcd with

circumstanceswhich more vividly affect us, assume

not only the ascendant over others of the same de-

scription with tbemselves,but likcwise predominate
over all those whichare dépendent on circumstances

of a feeblerdetermining influciice.

Fromthese threc considerationswe ought, therc-

fore, to infer, tbat the thoughts connectedwith cir-

cumstanceson whichour attention is more specially
concentrated,are those which prevail over the others;
for the effectof attention is to render dominant and
exclusivethé object on which it is directed, and dur-

ing the moment of attention, it is the circumstance
to which we attend that necessarily obtains thé
ascendant.

Thus,if we appreciate correctly the phœnomena
of Reproductionor Reminiscence,we shall recognise,
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as an incontestable fact, tbat our thoughta suggest
eachother, not one by one successively,as thé order

to whicb languageis astricted might lead us to infer;
but tbat the complementof circumstnncesunderwhich
we at every moment exist, awakens simultaneously
a great numberof thoughts; these it calla into the

presenceof the miod, either to place them at our dis-

posai, if we find it rcquisite to employ them, or to

make them co-opcratein our délibérations by giving
them, according to their nature and our habits, an

innuencemore or leas active, on our judgments and

fottsequentact.<

It is also to be observed,that in this grcat crowd

of thoughts alwayspresent to the mind, there ia only
a small number of wbich we are distinctly conscious

and that in this small number we ought to distin-

~uishthose which,bcing clothed in language,oral or

mental,becomethe objectsof a more fixedattention;
~hosewhich ho!d a ctoscr relation to circumstances
norc imprcssivethan others or which receivea pre-
iominant character by the more vigorous attention
tvebestow on them. As to thé others, although not
he objects of clear consciousness,they are ncvcrthe-
ess présent to the mind, there to performa very im-
portant part as motive principles of détermination
tnd the influencewhicb they exert in this capacity
s even the more powerfulin proportion as it is ïesa

apparent,being moredisguiaedby habit. Il

a Ctrda!)!M,~M< F/~M<.de~?«! t.U.c.v.p.!8<e<ffy.–ED.]J
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LECTURE XXXIII.

THE REPRESENTATIVE FACULTY.-IMAGINATION.

IN my last Lecture, 1 concludcdthe special consider-

ation of the elementary processof calling up or re-

suscitating out of unconsciousnessthe mental modi-

ficationswhich the mind, by its Retentive Faculty,

preserves from absolutc extinction;-the process to

whicb 1 gave the not unexceptionablenameof thc

Reproductive,and which, as left to its spontaneous
action,or as modifiedby the will, obtains the sevcr.)!

denominationsof Suggestion,or of Reminiscence. In

tho latter part of the Lecture, 1 was engagedin show-

ing that the commondoctrine in regard to Reproduc-
tion is altogether inadéquate to the pbsenomena,–
that it allows to tbc mind only the powcrof repro-

ducing thé minima of thought in succession,as in

speech it can only enunciate these one after anotbcr;

whereas, in the processof Suggestionand Reminis-

cence,thoughts are awakenedsimultancouslyin mul-

titudes, in so far as to be brought into the immediate

presence of the mind in other words,they all, Jiko

the letters of a writing whichwe glanceover,produce
their effect,but those only upon whichthc mind con-

centrates its attention are drawn out into the light
and foregroundof conaciousness.

Having thus temnnated the separate consideration
of the two first of the threc correlativeprocessesof
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Rétention,Reproduction,and Representation, 1 pro-
cccd to the specialdiscussionof the last-the Repre-
sentative Faculty.

By the <ncu!tyof Representation, as 1 formerly
mcntioncd,1 mean strictly the powerthe mind has of

holdingup vividly beforc itself thé thoughts which,

by the act of Reproduction,it bas recalledinto con-
sciousness. Thougb thé processesof Representation
and Reproductioncannot exist indepcndentlyof each

other, they are neverthelessnot moreto becoofounded
into one than those of Reproductionnnd Conserva-
tion. They are, indeed,discriminated by differences

sumcientlydecisive. Reproduction,as wehave seen,

operates,in part at least, out of consciousness. Re-

presentation,on the contrary, is only i*ea!isedas it is
realisedin consciousness the degreeor vivacityof the

representationbeingalwaysinproportionto the degree
or vivacityofour consciousnessof its reality. Norare

theenergieaofRepresentationandReproductionalways
exert.edby the sameindividualin equal intensity,any
morethan the energiesofReproductionand Retention.
Someminds are distinguishedfor a higher power of

manifesting one of these phaenomcna; others, for

manifesting another and as it is not always the

personwho forgetsnothing, who can most promptly
recall what he retains, so neither is it always thé

personwho recollectsmost easily and correctly,who
can exhibit what he remembers in the most vivid
colours. It is to be recollected,however,tbat Ré-

tention, Reproduction, and Representation, though
not in dînèrent pcrsons of the same relative vig-
our, are, howover,in the same individuuls,all strong
or weak in reference to the samoclassesof objects.
For example,if a man's memorybe more peculiarly
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retentive of words,his verbal reminiscenceand ima-

gination will, in likc manner, be more particularly
energetic.

1 formerlyobserved,that phitosophcrsnot having
carried their psychologicalanalysis so far as the con-
stituent or elementaryprocesses,the facultiesin their

syatemsare only precariousunionsof thèse processes,
in binary or even trinary combination,-unions, con-

sequently,in which hardly any two philosopheraarc
at one. In commonlanguage, it is not of courseto
be cxpectedthat there should be found terms to ex-

press the result of an analysis, wbich had not even
been performed by philosophera and, accordingly,
thé term Imagination or ~A<tM<a~y,which denotes
most nearly the representative process, does this,

however, not without an admixture of other pro-
cesses,which it is of conséquencefor scicntinc pre-
cisionthat we should considerapar~

Philosopherahâve divided Imagination into two,-
what they call the Reproductiveand the Productive.

By the former,they mean imagination consideredas

simply re-cxhibiting, representing the objecta pre-
sented by perception,that is,exhibiting them without

addition, or retrenchnient,or any change in thé rela-
tions whieh they reciprocallyheld, when first made
known to us through sense. This operation Mr
Stewart has discriminatedas a separate faculty, and
bestowcdon it the name of Conception. Thia dis-
crimination and nomenclature, 1 think unfortunate.
The discrimination is unfortunate, because it is un-

philosophicalto distinguisb, as a separate faculty,

a ~oM)~vo). i. partt. c.3. W.HMnHton'sEditionofhieM'pnb,
t~orJb,To).it.p. 144.OnReid'sp.3<t0,notet. andp.407,note
U!.eofthetennConception,MeSir ED.
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what ia evidently only a special application of a

common power. The nomenclature ia unfortunate,
for the tcrm Co~ce~hoM,whichmeansa taking up in

bundtcs, or grasping into unity,-this term, 1 say,
ought to have been left to dénote,what it previously
was, and only properlycould bo, applied to express,
-the notionswo have of classesof objecta,in other

words,what have been caUedour ~M~'a~ :Wca& Be

this, however,aa it may,it is evident, that thé Repro-
ductive Imagination, (or Conception,in the abusive

languageof the Scottish philosophers),is nota simple
faculty. It comprises two processes:–arst, an act
of représentationstrictly so called and, secondly,an
act of reproduction,arbitrarUyIimitedbycertain con-

tingent circumstances and it is from the arbitrary
limitation of this secondconstituent, that the faculty
obtains thc only title it can exhibit to an independent
existence. Norcan the ProductiveImaginationestab-
lisha betterclaimto thedistinctionofaseparatcfaculty
than the Reproductive. The Productiveor Creative

Imagination is that which is usually signifiedby the
term 7/Hay~!ot<OMor T~Mcy,in ordinary language.
No\v, in the first place, it is to bc observed,that the
terms productive or c?'ec!ve are very improperly
applied to Imagination,or thé RepresentativeFaculty
of mind. It is admitted on all hands, that Imagina-
tion creates nothing, that is, producesnothing new
and the terms in question are, therefore, by the

acknowledgment of those who employ them, only
abusivclyapplied to denote the operationsof Fancy,
in the new atTangenocntit makes of the old objects
furnished to it by the sensés. We have now,there-

fore,only to consider,whether,in this correctedmean-

ing, Imagination,as a plastic energy,be a.simpleor a
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complexoperation. And that it is a complexopera- LEcr.
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tion, I do not think it will be at all dtiBcultto prove.
In the viev 1 take of the fundameutal processes,Théactof

the act of representationis merelythe energy of thé ~ï"~
mind in holdingup to its own contemplationwhat it
ia determined to represent. 1 distinguish, as essen-

tially dincrent, thc representation, and the determina-

tion to represent. 1 exclude from the faculty of Re-

presentation ail powerof preference among thé objecta
it holds up to view. Thia is thé function of facultiea

wholly different from that of Representation, which,

though active in representing, is wholly paasive as to

what it represents.

What, then, it may bc asked, are the powcra by
which thé Representative Faculty is determined to

represent, and to represent this particular object, or i

this particular complement of objecte, aud not any i

other?1 These are two. The first of these is the

Reproductive Faculty. This faculty is the great im- 1

médiate source from which thé Representative reçoives t

both thé materials and the détermination to represeut;
and the laws by which the Reproductive Faculty is

governed, govern also the Representative. Accord-

ing!y, if there were no other laws in thé arrangement
and combination of thought than those of association,
the Representative Faculty would be determined iu

its manifestations, and in thé character of its mani-

festations, by the Reproductive Faculty atone; and, on
this supposition, representation could no more be dis-

tinguished from reproduction than reproduction from

association.

But there is another elementary process wbich ~ve2.

have not yet considered,-Comparison, or the Faeulty
of Relations, to which the représentative act is like.
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wise subject, and which playsa conspicuouspart in

determiningin wbat combinationsobjectsarc repre-
sented. By the processof Comparison,the complex

objects,-the congeriesof phaenomenacalled up by
the ReproductiveFaculty, undergovariousoperations.

They are separated into parts, they are analysedinto

éléments; and thèse parts and éléments are again

compoundedin every variousfashion. In all this thé

RepresentativeFaculty co-operatea. It, first of all,
exhibits the pbœnomenaas called up by the laws of

ordinary association. In this it acts as handmaid to

thé ReproductiveFaculty. It then exhibits the phse-
nomena as variouslyelaborated by the analysis and

synthesisof the ComparativeFaculty, to which,in like

manner,it performsthe part of a subsidiary.
This beingunderstood,you willeasilyperceive,that

the Imaginationof commontanguage,–thé Productive

Imaginationof philosophers,-is nothing but the Re-

presentativeprocessplus thé processto which1would

givethe nameof the C~?Hpa?'o<fe.In this compound

operation,it is true that the representativeact is the

most conspicuous,perhaps the most essential,element.

For, in thé first place, it is a conditionof the possi*

bility of the act of comparison,-of the act of analytie

synthesis,-that the material on which it operates,

(that is, thé objects reproduced in their natural con-

nections),should be held up to its observationin a

clear light, in order that it may take note of their

variouscircumstancesof relation and, in the second,
that the resuit of its own elaboration, that is, the

new arrangementswbich it proposes,should be real-

ised in a vivid act of représentation. Thus it is,

that, in the view both of the vulgar and of philoso-

phers, the more obtrnsive, though really the more



LECTURESON METAPHYSICS. 265

subordinate, element in this compound process bas

beenelevated into the principalconstituent; whereM,
the act of comparison,-the act of separation and

reconstruction, bas been regarded as identical with

the act of'representation.
Thus imagination, in the commonacceptation of

the term, is not a simplebut a compoundfaculty,-
a faculty, however, in which representation, the
vivid exhibition of an object,-forms the principal
constituent. If, therefore,we were obliged to find a

common word for every elementary process of our

analysia,M~on would be thé term, wbich,
with the least violence to its meaning,could be ac-

commodatedto express the RepresentativeFaculty.

By Imagination,thus limited, you are not to sup-

posethat the faculty of representing mereobjectsof

sense alone is meant. On thé contrary, a \igorous

power of representation is as indispensablea con-

dition of succesain the abstract sciences,as in the

poeticaland plastic arts and it may, accordingly,be

reasonablydoubted whetherAristotle or Homer were

possessedof the more powerfulimagination. We

may, indeed,affirm,that there are as many different

kinds of imagination as there are different kinds

of intellectual activity. There is the imagination
of abstraction,wbich represents to us certain phases
of an object to. the exclusionof others, and, at the

same time, tbe sign by which tbe phasesare united
the imagination of wit, which represents differences

and contrasta,and the rescmManccsby which these

are ngain combined the imagination of judgment,
wbich represents the varioua qualities of au object,
and binds them togctber under thé relations of sub-

stance,of attribute, of mode the imaginationof rea-
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son, which représenta a principle in connection with

its consequence, thé effect in dependence on its cause;

thc imagination of feeling, which represents the ac-

cessory images, kindred to somc particular sentiment,

and which thereby confer ou it greater compass,dcpth,
and intensity; the imagination of volition, whieh re-

presents all the circumstances which concur to persuade
or dissuade from a certain act of will; the imagination
of the passions, which, according to thé nature of thé

affection, représenta aU that is homogeneous or analo-

gous finally, the imagination of thé poet.whicb rcpre-
sents whatever is new, or beautiful, or sublime,–what-

cvcr, in a word, It is determined to represent by any
interest ofart. The term imagination, however, is

less generally applied to thé representations of the

Comparative Faculty considered in the abstract, than

to the representations of sensible objccts, concretely

modified by comparison. Thé two kinds of imagina-

tion are in fact not frequently combincd. Accordingly,

using the tcrm ia this its ordinary extent, that is, in

its limitation to objects of sensé, it is finely said by
Mr Hume: "Nothing is more dangerous to reason

than the flights of imagination, and nothing bas been

thé occasion of more mistakes among philosophera.
Men of bright fancies may, in this respect, be com-

parcd to those angels whom thé Scriptures represent
as covering their eyes with their wings.

Consideringthe RepresentativeFaculty in subordi-

nation to its two determinants, the faculty of Repro-
duction and the facultyof Comparisonor Elaboration,

we may distinguish three principal orders in which

Imaginationrepresentsideas: 1°,TheNatural order;

a Ancillon,&!aMFAt'/MopAt~KM,fren/Me<i/M)MMNature,book
ii.161. Lpart!T.g7.–E~.
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S~Thc Logical order; 3°, The Poetical order. The

natural orderis that in whichwereceivethe impression
ofexternal objecta,or thé orderaccordingto whtchour nah.M)

thoughtsspoataneousiygroupthemselves. The logicat
order consistain presentingwhat is universal,prior to <°~~

what i8 contained under it as particular, or in pre-

scnting the particulars first,and then ascendingto tho

universal whieh they constitutc. The former is the

orderofdeduction,the latter that of induction. Thèse

two ordershave this in common,that they deliver to

us notionsin the dependencein whiehthe antecedent

explains the subsequent. The poeticalorder consista3.

in seizing individual circumstances,and in grouping
them in such a manner tbat the imagination shall

reprcsent them so as they might be oo'ercdby the

sense. The natural order is involuntary it is estab-

lished indepcndentlyof our concurrence. The logical
order is a child of art, it is the resutt of our will but

it is conformedto the lawsof intelligence,which tend

always to recaU the particular to the generaJ,or the

general to thé particular. The poeticalorder isexclu-

sively ca!cu!atedon effect Pindar would not be a

lyric poet, if his thoughts and images followedeach

other in the commonorder, or in the logicalorder.

The state of mind in whichthought and fcelingclothe
thcmselvesin lyric forma,is a state in whichthoughts
and feelings are,associated in an extraordinaryman-

ner-in whieh they have, in fact, no other relation

than that whichgroups and movcs them around the

dominant thought or feelingwhich forms the subject
of the ode.

"Thoughts which follow each other only in the tM

natural order,or as they are assoeiatedin the minds
of men in general, form tedious conversationsand
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tiresomobooks. Thoughts,on thé other hand, whose

connection is singular, capricious,extraordinary,are

unpleasing; whether it be that they atrike us as im-

probable,or that the effort which bas bccn required
to producc,supposesa correspondingeffortto compre-
hend. Tboughtswhose associationis at once simple
nnd new, and whicb,though not previouslywitnesscd

in conjunction,are yet approximatedwitbouta violent

exertion,-such thoughts pleaseuniversally,byafford-
ing the mind the pleasuresof novelty and exerciseat

once.

A peculiarkind of imagination,determinedby a

peculiar orderof association,is usuallyfound in every

period of life, in every sex,in every country, in every
religion. A knowlcdgeof men principallyconsistain
a knowledgeof the principlesby whichtheir thoughts
are linked and represented. The study of thia is of

importance to the instructor, in order to direct the

character and intellect of bis pupils to the states-

man, that he may exert his influence on the public
opinion and manners of a people to the poet, thut
hc may give truth and rcality to his dramatic situa-

tions to the orator, in order to convince and per-
suade to thé man of the world, if he would give
interest to his conversation.

"Authors who have made a successfuistudy of this

subject skim over a multitude of cireumstanccsunder
wbich an occurrencebas taken place; because they
are aware that it is proper to reject what is only ac-

cessoryto the objectwhichthey wouldpresent in pro-
minence. A vulgar mind forgetsand sparesnothing
he is ignorant that conversationis alwaysbut a sélec-

tion that everystory is subject to the lawsof drama-
tic poctry,M<!?Mt<ad eMM<MM;and that ail which
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doesnot concur to the effect destroysor weakensit.

The involuntaryassociationsof their thoughtsare im-

perativeon minds of this description they are held

in thraldom to the order and circumstaneesin which

their perceptionswereoriginallyobtained. This bas

not, of course,escapedthe notice of the greatest ob-

serverof human nature. Mrs Quickly, in reminding
Falstaff of his promiseof marriage, supplies a good

example of this peculiarity. Thoudidst swear to

rue npon a parcel-gilt goblet, sitting in my Dolphin
chamber,at the round table, by a sea-coalfire,upon

Wcdnesdayin Whitsun week,when thc prince broke

thy head for likening his fathor to a singing man of

Windsor,and sofort! In MartinusScriblema,the
coacbmanthus describesa scene in the BearGardon

Hesawtwo men fight a prize onewas a fair man,
a sergeant in the guarda the other black, a butcher
the sergeant had red breeches,the butcher b!ue thcy

fought upona stage, about four o'clock,and thé ser-

geant woundedthé butcher in the leg."

LECT.
XXXHt.

Drcaming,Somuambulism,Reverie,arc so many
enects of imagination,determinedby associatiou,-at
Icast states of mind in which these have a decisive
influence. If an impressionon the senseoften com-
mencesa dream, it is by imaginationand suggestion
that it is developedand accomplished. Dreamshave

frequentlya degreeof vivacitywhichenablesthem to

compete with the reality; and if the events which

they represent to us were in accordancewith the cir-
cumstancesof time and place in whichwe stand, it
would be almost impossible to distinguish a vivid
dream fromasensibleperception. "If," saysPascale

a Anei)ton,~Mnt'tf/t:7M.,it.!62. ED.
159.–En. fo~M, partie art. vi. § 20.

C Ancillon, ~M. Mt7., Il. 1B9.– Vu!, ii. p. 102, (cdit. Faugère).-ED.
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LËCT.XXXH!.wedreamtcverynight the samething, it wouldper-

haps affect us as powerfuUyas the objectawhichwe

perceivo everyday. And if an artisan werecertain

of dreamingeverynight fortwelve hours that he was

king, 1 am convinced that he would be almost as

happy as a king, wbodreamt for twelvebours that he

was an artisan. If we dreamt every night tbat we

were pursued by enemies and harassed by horrible

phantoms,we should sufferalmostas much as if that

were true, and we should atand in as gréât dread of

sieep,as we should of waking,had we real cause to

apprehend these miafortunes. It is only
becausedreamsare differentand inconsistent,that wc

can say, when we awake, that we bave dreamt for

life is a drcam a little less inconstant." Now tho

case whichPascal here hypotheticallysupposes,bas

actually happcncd. In a very curiousGermanwork,

by Abel, entitled ACollectionof 7?eMC!~&~PA<p-

MO~!6Ma~/)'~M77MM:nMZt/e," 1 find the followingcase,
which 1 abridge :-A young man had a cataleptic
attack, in consequenceof wbichn.singular effectwas

operatcd in bis mentalconstitution. Somesixminutes

after faUingasleep,he bcgan to speak distinctly, and

almost always of thé same objecta and concatenated

events, so that he carried on from night to night the

same history, or rather continucd to play the same

part. On wakening,he had no réminiscencewbatever

of his dreaming thoughts,-a circumstance,by the

way, which distinguisbesthis as rathera caseof som-

nambulismthan of commondreaming. Be this, how-

ever,as it may,he played a double part in bis exist-

ence. By day he was the poor apprentice of a mcr-

a .y<:MMt~t<M~MM<<.EM;/a~~)7Mnt;.tMMcMtcAo!Leben(1784),it.p.124
tcttT~tgt)'~)'MA<ttH[N~<~atMdtt~d~ED.
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chant by night he wasa married man, the father of
a family, a senator, and in affluent circumatances.
If during hia vision anything was said in regard to
his waking state, he dee!aredit unreal and a dream.
Thia case,which is eataMishedon the best evidence,
is, so far as 1 am aware, unique.

Thé influenceof dreams upon our character is not
without its interest. A particular tendencymay be

strengthencd in a man solelyby the repeated action
of dreams. Dreamado not,however,as is commonly

aupposed, afford any appreciable indication of thé

character of individuals. It is not ahvays the sub-

jects that occupyus most, when awake,that formthe

matter of our dreams; and it is curiousthat thé per-
sonstbe dearest to us arc preciselythose about whom

we dream tnost rarely.

LECT.
XXXIII.

Somnambuli8mis a phcenomenonstill more aston-

ishing. In this singular state, a personperformsa re-

gular seriesof rationa! actions, aud tliose frequently
of the most difficultand delicate nature, and,what is

still moremarvellous,with a talent to whichhecould

make no pretensionwhen awake. His memoryand

reminiscencesupply him with recollectionsof worda

and things, whichperbapswerenever at bis disposai
in the ordinarystate hc speaks morefluentlya more

refined language and, if we are to credit what the

evidence on which it rests hardly allows us to dis-

believe, he has not only perceptions through other

channek than the commonorgans of sense,but the

sphereof his cognitionsis amplifiedto an extent far

beyondthe limits to whichsensibleperceptionis con-

fined. This subject is one of the most perplexingin

the whole compassof philosophy for, on the one

a Cf.AneiUot),Essais/%t7o!ii. t9t.–ED.
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hand, the phœnomenaare so marvellous that they
cannot bc believed,and yet, on the other, they are of

so uoambiguousand palpablea character,and thé wit-

nessesto tbeir reality are so numerous,so intelligent,
and so high aboveevery suspicionofdeceit, that it is

equally impossibleto deny credit to what is attested

by such ampleand uncxceptionableevidence.

Thé third state, that ofReverieor Castle-building,
is a kind of waking drcam,and doos not differfrom

dreaming,except by the consciousncsswhich accom-

panies it. In this state, the mind abandons itself

without a choice of subject, without control over

the mental train, to thé involuntaryassociationsof

imagination. The mind is thua occupied without

being properly active it is active, at least, witb-

out effort. Young persons,women, the old, the un-

employed,and thé idle, are all disposed to rêverie.

There is a pleasure attached to its illusions,wbich

renders it as seductiveas it is dangerous. The mind,

by indulgencein this dissipation,becomesenervatcd,
it acquires the habit of a pleasing idlencss,loses its

activity, and at length even thé powerand the desire
of action.

The bappinessand miseryof every individual of
n~nkind dependsalmostexclusivelyon the particular
character of bis habituai associations,and the relative
kind and intensity of his imagination. It is muchless
what we actually are, and what we actually possess,
than what we imagineourselvesto be and bave, that
is decisiveof our existence and fortune. Apicius
committed suicide to avoid starvation, whenhis for-

tune was reduced to somewhere,in English money,

a AnfiUoa,JEMOMf~~M.,fi.162. 1JAncillon,EssaisPhilos.,il.!M,
-ED. :64.-ËD.



LECTURES ON METAPHYStCa. 273
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Imagination, bytheattractive or répulsivepictures
with which,accordingto our habits and associations,

it fills thé frame of our life, lends to realitya magical
eharm, or despoils it of aH its pleasant-ness. The

imnginary happy and the imaginary misérable urc

common in the world, but their happinessand mis-

ery arc not the leaareal everything dependson thc

mode in which tbey feel and estimate their condi-

tion. Fear, hope,the recollectionof past pleasures,
tbe torments of absenceand of desire, the secret and

almost rcsistless tendency of the mind towurdscer-

tain objecta,are the enectsof associationand imagina-
tion. At a distance, things seem to us radiant with

a celestialbeauty, or in the lurid aspectof deformity.
Of a truth, in either case we are equally wrong.
When the event wbichwe dread, or which we desire,
takes place, whenweobtain, or wheu there is forced

upon us, an object environedwith a thousand hopes
or with a. thousand fcars, we soon discovcr that \e

bave expected too much or too little we tbougbt it

by anticipation infinite in goodor evU,and we find it

in reality not on1yfinite but contracted. With the

exception,' saysRousseau," of theself-existent Bcing,
there is nothing .beautiful,but that which is not.'

In the crisiswhetherof enjoymentor suffering,happi-
ness is not so much happiness,nor miseryso much

misery, as wc had anticipated. In the past, thanks

to a beneficentCreator, our joys reappcar as purer
and more brilliant than they had been actually ex-

perienced and sorrow loses not only its bitterness,

a AoMt~MM,partvi.lett.~[ii.-ED.
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but is changedeven into a sourceof pleaaingrecollec.

tion. Suavis laborumest preeteritorummemoria,"

says Cicero while hœcolimmeminissojuvabit,
is, in the wordsof Virgil, the consolationof a present
infliction. "In earlyyouth, the presentand the future

are displayedin a factitiousmagnificence for at tbis

period of life, itnagination is in its spring and fresh-

ness,and a cruel experiencebas not yet cxorcisedits

brilliant encbantments. Hence the fair picture of a

golden age, wbichall nations concnr in placing in the

past it is the dream of the youth of mankind. In

old âge, again, where the future is dark and short,

imaginationcarries us back to the re-enjoymentof a

past existence. The young," says Aristotle,' live

forwardsin hope, the old live backwardain memory
as Martial has wellexpresscdit,

From all this, however,it appears that the present
is thé only time in which we never actually live; wc

live either in the future, or in the past. So long as

wc have a future to anticipate, wecontemnthe pré-
sent and whcnwe can no longer look forward to a

future, we revert and spend our existencein the past.
In the wordsof Manilius

Viettiroa6){imussemper,nec vivimusunquam."

lu the wordsof Pope

a Ancillon, Eaa.Phil., iL 164.5.-

Ko.
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VivereLiit,\'ita poesepriore frui."f

Mannever is, but atw~ysto be blest."e
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1shall terminate the considerationof Imagination

Proper by a speculation concerning the organ which

it employain the representationsof sensible objecta,t

Theorgan whichit thus employaseemsto be no other c

than the organs themselvesof Sense,on wbich the

original impressionswere made, and through whichs

theywereoriginallyperceived. Experiencehasshown,
`

that Imaginationdependson no one part of the cere-

bral apparatus exclusively. There is no portion of

the brain whichbas not beendestroyed by mollifica-

tion, or induration, or external lesion, without thc

general faculty of Representationbeing injured. But

experienceequallyproves,that thé intracranial por-
tion of anyexternalorganofsensécannotbedestroyed,
without a certain partial abolitionof the Imagination

Proper. For example,there are many casesrecorded

by medical observera,of persons losing their sight,
who have also lost the faculty of representing tbe

images of visible objects. They no longer call up
suchobjectaby réminiscence,they no longerdreamof

them. Now,in thèsecases,it is foundthat notmerely
thé external instrument of sight,-the eye,bas been

disorganised,but that thédisorganisationhasextended

to thoseparts of the brain whichconstitute the inter-

nal instrumentof this sense,-that is, the optic nerves

and thalami. If the latter,-the real organof vision,
remain sound, the eye alone being destroyed, the

imaginationof coloursand formaremains as vigorous
as whenvisionwasentire. Similarcasesare recorded

in regard to the deaf. Thesefacts, added to the ob-

servationof thé internai phoenomenawhichtake place

during our acts of representation,make it, 1 think,
morethan probablethat there are as many organs of

Imagination as there are organs of Sense. Thus 1
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have a distinct consciousness,that, in the internul

representationof visible objecta,the same organs are

at work which operatc in the external perceptionof

thèse and the same holdsgood in an imaginationof

the objectsof Hearing, Touch,Taste, and Smell.

Votuntarymotions
imitate'tin
andhytbe
im~ua.
tiou.

But not onlysensibleperceptions,voluntarymotions

likewisoare imitated in and by the imagination. 1

can,in imagination,representthé action of speech,tbo

play of the musclesof the countenance,the movement
of the limbs; and when1 do this, 1 feel clearly that
1awakena kind of tensionin the samenervestbrough
which,by an act of will, 1 can determinean overt and

voluntary motionof tbe muscles nay, whenthé play
of imaginationis very lively, this external movement
is actually determined. Thus we frequently sec thé
countenancesof personsunder the influenceof ima-

gination undergo various changes; they gesticulate
with their hands, they talk to themselves,and a!l this
is in consequenceonly of the imaginedactivity going
out into real activity. 1should,therefore,bedisposed
to conclude,that, as in Perception thé living organs
of sense are fromwithout determined to energy,so in

Imagination they are determined to a simUarenergy
by an influencefrom within.
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THEfacultieswith whichwe have becn hitherto en.

gagcd, may be rcgarded as subsidiary to that which

wc are now about to consider. This, to wbich I gave
the nameof thé ElaborativeFaculty,-the Facultyof
Relations,-or Comparison,–eonstitutes what is pro-
perly denominatcdThought. It supposes always at
least two terms, and its act results in a judgment,
that is, an affirmation or negation of one of thèse
terms of thé other. You will recollect that, whcn

trcating of Consciousnessin general, stated to you,
that consciousnessnecessarilyinvolves a judgmeut;
and as every act of mind is an act of consciousness,

every act of mind, consequently, involvcs a judg-
ment." A consciousnessis necessarilythe conscious-
ness of a determinatc something and we cannot
be consciousof anything without virtually affirming
its existence,that is, judging it to be. Consciousccss
is tbus primarily a judgment or affirmationof exist-
ence. Again, consciousnessis not merelythe affirma-
tion of naked existence,but the affirmationof a cer-
tain qua!inedor determinate existence. Wearc con-
sciousthat weexist onlyin and throughour conscious-

ness,that we exist in this or that particular state,-
aSeeabove,vol.i. p.20~–Eo.fi. c. utt. Catien.Amon]t,Pro.

[Cf.Aristotle,/)<:~/e<M))e~M;7)M-~MMntf,pp.3!, 103,106.Hpid,
/i'Kn!,e.vi.['H~<uTa<~a«~a!<~)t-/K<.f<H<!<M,Ess.vi.)[c.i. ~07-
<r<t «ptT«tJt.–En.]~o<</<); p.4t4.–ED.]

THE Ef.ABORATIVE FACULTY.–CLASSIFICATION.–

ABSTRACTION.

LECTURE XXXIV.

LECT.
XXX!V.

The Eh.
.horath'e

FaeuXy,–
whatnn't
howdeafg.
cated.

Everyaft
ofmmd
)nvo)ve<.1

jN''gnie)<t.



LECTURESON METAPHYSICS.278

LECT.
XXXIV.

Defect ln
theanaty-
xhofthia is

faculty by
pt)t)0!0-
phen.

that weareso or soaffected,-so or soactive aud we

arc only consciousof this or that particular statc of

existence,inasmuchas we discriminateit as different

from someother state of existence,of whichwe have

bcen previouslyconsciousand are now rcminiscent
but such a discrimination supposes,in consciousness,
the affirmationof the existenceofonestate of a spécifie
character,and the negationof another.Onthis ground
it was that 1 maintained, that consciousnessneces-

sarily involves,besidesrecollection,or rather a certain

continuity of représentation,also judgmentor compa-
rison and, consequently,that, so far fromcompari-
son or judgmentbeinga procesaaiwayssubséquentto

thé acquisitionof knowledge,through perceptionand

self-conseiousnesa,it is involvedas a conditionof the

acquisitiveprocessitself. In point of fact, thé vari-

ous processesof Acquisition (Appréhension),Repre-
sentation,and Comparison,areall mutuallydependent.

Comparisoncannot judge without somcthingto com-

pare wc cannot originallyacquire,-apprehend, wc

cannot subsequently represent our knowledge,with-

out in either act attributing existence,and a certain

kind of existence,both to the objectknownand to the

subject knowing,that is, without enouncing certain

judgmentaand performingcertainacts of cotuparison;
1 say without performingcertain acts of comparison,
for taking the mere affirmationthat a thing is,–this
is tantamount to a negation that it is not, and neces-

sarily supposes a comparison,-a collation, between
existenceand non-existence.

What 1 hâve nowsaid may perbapscontribute to

prepare you for what 1 am hereafter to say of the

faculty or elementary processof Comparison,-a fa-

cu!ty which,in the analysisof philosophers,is exhibit-

ed only in part and even that part is not preserved
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in its integrity. They take into accountonly a frag-
ment of the process,and that fragment they again
break down into a plurality of faculties. In opposi-
tion to thc viewshitherto promulgatcdin regard to

Comparison,1 will showthat this faculty is at work

in every,the simplest,act of mind and that, fromthe

primary affirmationof existencein an original act of

consciousnesato the judgmentcontainedin the conclu-

sionof an act of reasoning,everyoperationis only an

évolutionof the sameelementaryprocess,-that there

is a differencein the complexity,none in the nature,
of the act; in short, that thé varions products of

Analysisand Synthesis,of AbstractionandGeneralis-

ation, are ail merely the results of Comparison,and

that the operationsof Conceptionor simpleApprehen-
sion, of Judgment, and of Reasoning,arc all onlyacts

of Comparison,in variousapplicationsand degrees.
What 1 have, therefore, to prove is, in the first

place, that Comparison is supposed m every, the

simplest,act of knowledge in the second,that our

factitiouslysimple, our factitiously complex,our ab-

stract, and our generalisednotions, are all merely so

many products of Comparison iu the third, that

Judgment, and, in the fourth,that Reasoningis iden-

tical with Comparison. In doing this, 1shallnot for-

maUydistribute the discussioninto these heads, but

shall include thé proofof what 1have now advanced,
whiletracing Comparisonfromits simplestto its most

complexoperations.
The first or most elementuryact of Comparison,or

of that mental processin wbich thc relation of two

terms ia recognisedand atiirmed,is the judgmentvir-

tuaily pronounced,in an act of Perception,of the non-

ego,or in an actofSeîf-consciousncss,of tbe ego. This

is the primaryaffirmationof existence. Thénotion of
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thé recognition of the multiplicity of the coexistent

or successivephoenomena,presented either to Percep-
tion or Self-consciousness,and the judgmeut in regard
to their resemManceor dissimiJarity.

The fourth ia the comparison of t!te phfenomeD&

with the native notion of Substance, and the judgmeut t

is the grouping of these phoenomena into dioerent

a [Cf. Troxler, Logik, il. 20 et M~M'M), t. 227 e<eeq. Cousin, CoMM

t!cinho)<), Theorie </M M~M<M'<7fe)t<~<M<ot')~de la /~i7o~A<f, (xviii"

~'rA-fH))<Km-twm<~oMt('«< J/</<!pA' Si~cte) tcçons x!:)()., xxiv. Onrnier,

tt'A',i. 290. Beneke, P~t~o~~c~< CottM<tt f~to!o~tt, p. 87.]

Fnurth.

existence is one native to tbe mind. It is tlie primary
condition of thought. The first act of expérience
awoke it, and the first act of consciousnesswas a sub*

sumption of that of which we were conscious undcr

this notion in other words, the first act of conscious-

ness was an affirmation of the existence of something.
Thé first or simplest act of comparison is thus the dis-

crimination of existence from non-existence and the

nrst or simplest judgment ia the affirmation of exist-

ence, in other words, the dénia! of non-existence."

But thé something of winch we are conscious, and

of which we predicate existence, in the primaryjudg-
ment, is twofold,-the ego and the non-ego. We are

conscious of both, and affirm existence of both. But

wc do more wc do not merely affirm the existence of

each out of relation to the other, but, in anirming their

existence, we affirmtheir existence in duality, in differ-

ence, in mutual contrast; that is, we not only anirm

thé ego to cxist, but deny it existing aa the non-ego
we not only anirm thé non-ego to exist, but dcny it

existing as the ego. The second act of comparison is

thus thé discrimination of thé ego and thc non-ego
and thé second judgment is the affirmation, that each

is not the other.

The third gradation in the act of comparison, is in
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bunclles,as the attributes of dincrcnt aubjccta. In the

externalworld,this relation constitutestliedistinction

of things; in the internat, the distinction ofpowers.
Thc fifth act of comparisonis thé collationof suc-

cessive phoenomenaunder the native notionof Cau-

sality,and thé ainrmation or négationof their mutual

relation as causeand effect.

So far thé process of compa-risonis determined

merely hy objective conditions; hitherto it bas fol-

lowedonlyin the footstepsof nature. la those,again,
weare now to consider, the procedureis, in a certain

sort, artificial, and determincd by thc ncccssittcsof

thc tbinking subject itself. The mind is 6nite in its

powcrs of compréhension the objecta, on the con-

trary, which are presentedto it arc, in proportion to

its limited capacities,infinite in number. How then

ia this disproportion to be equalised? How can the

infinity of nature be brought down to the nnitude of

man? Thisis doncbymeansofClassification. Objects,

though infinite in number,are not infinite in varicty;

thcy are all, in a certain sort, repetitionsof the same

commonqualities, and the mind, though lost in thc

multitudeof particulars,-individuals, can easilygrasp
the classesinto which their resemblingattributes en-

able us to assort these. This wholeprocessof Classi-

ficationis a moreact of Comparison,as the following
deductionwill show.

In thé first place,this may be shownin regard to

thé formationof Complexnotions, with which,as the

simplest speciesof classification,we may commence.

By Complexor Collectivenotions, 1mean merelythe

notion of a classformcdby the repetitionof thc same

constituent notion." Suchare the notionsof ana)'~y,

a Cf.Lockf,~M~outhe~<u)T<tDegeron~o,/)ca.S'~x<t. i. c.viL
Mtdcr~an~My,bookli.c. xii.§6. p.170.–En.
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LEcrr.
XXXIV a~or~, a ~OM~M,<t HMM&e?'.Theseare namesofclasses,

formed by the repetitionof the notion of a MM:'o',of
a <rcc,of a house,of a unie. Youare not to confound,
ns bas sometimesbeendone, the notionof an n~ a

~'M<, a town,a number, with the notions of (t~y,
~orM<,<OM'7t,and number; the former, as 1Lavesaid,
are complexor collective,the latter are generalor uui-

versal notions.

It is evident that a collectivenotion Is the resuit of

comparison. Thé repetitionof the same constituent
notion supposes that these notions were compared,
their identity or absolute similarity affirmed.

e In the whole processof c!a.ssi6cation,the mind is
in a great measure dependent upon language for its

success and in thia, the simplestof the acts of clas-

siûcation, it may be proper to show how langunge
anbrds to mind the assistance it requires. Our

complex notions being formed by the repetition of

thc same notion,it is evident that the difficultywe
can expcriencein forming an adequate conceptionof
a classof identical constituents, will be determined

))ythe dimculty we bave in conceivinga multitude.
But the comprehensionof the mind is feeble and

limited it can embrace at oncebut a small number
of objects. It would thus seem that an obstacle is
raised to the extensionof our complexideas at the

very outset of our combinations. But hère language
interposes,and supplies thc mind with the force of

wbichit is naturally destitute." We have formerly
seen that the mind cannot in oneact embrace more
than Dveor six, at the utmost seven,several units.~
How then does it proceed1 When, by a first com-

bination, we have obtained a complementof notions

a De~MMdo,DuSigna,t. i. c. Seeabove,Lect.xiv.,vo!.Lp.
vii.p.166. 264.–En.



LECTURESON METAPHYSICS. 283

as complex as the mind can embrace,we give tbis

complementa name. This beingdone,we regard the

assemblageof units thua bound up under a collective
nameas itself a unit, and proceed,by a secondcom-

bination, to accumulatethese into a new complement
of the sameextent. To thia new complementwe give
another name; and then again proceedto perform,on
this more complex unit, thé same operation we bad

performedon the ûrat and so we may go on rising
from complement to complement to an indefinite

extent. Thus, a merchant, having received a large
unknown sum of money, in crowns, counts out the

pieces by nves, and having done thia tiU he has

reached twenty, bc lays them together in a heap;
around these, he assemblessimilar piles of coin, till

they amount,let ua say,to twenty and he thcn puts
the wholefour hundred into a bag. In this manner

he proceedsuntil he fillsa number of baga,and plac-

ing the whole in his coSera,be will bave a complex
or collectivenotion of the quantity of crownawhich

he has received." It is on this principlethat arith-

metic proceeds,–tens, hundreds,thousands,myriads,
hundrcdsof thousands,millions,&c.,are ail so many
factitious units which enable ua to form notions,

vague indeed,of what otherwisewe could bave ob-

tained no conceptionat all. 80 much for complex
or collectivenotions,formed without decomposition,
–a processwhich1 nowgo on to consider.

Our thought,-that is, the sum total of thé percep-
tions and representationswbich occupy us at any

given moment, is always, as 1 hâve frequently ob-

served, compound. Thecompositeobjectsof thoughts

may be decomposedin two ways, and for the saké of

two different interesta. In the first place, we may
c Degerando,DuSigna,t. i.c.viLp.t6S,[s)ight!ytbri'ige<ED.]
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décomposein order that wcmayrecombine,influenced

by thé mere pleasure which this plastic operation
affords us. This is poetical analysis and aynthcsis.
On this processit ianced!cssto dweiï. It is evidcnt~y
t)te workof comparison. For example,tbc minotaur,
or chimaera,or contour, or gryphon (hippogryph),or

any other poetical combinationof different animais,
could only have bcen effectedby an act in whicb the

représentationsof thèse animaiswcre comparcd,and
in whichcertain parts of onewereainrmed,compatible
with certain parts of another. How, again, is the

imaginationof all idcat beauty or perfectionformcd?1

Simply !)ycomparing thc various beauties or excel-
lenciesof which we have bad actual experience,and
thus being enabled to pronounce in regard to their
commonand essential quality.

In the second place, we may decomposein the
interest of science and as the poetical decomposi-
tion was principally accomplishedby a. separationof

integral parts, sothia Is principally accomplishedby
an abstractionof constituent qualities. On this pro-
cess it is nccessaryto be more particular.

Suppose an unknown body is prescnted to my
senses,and that it is capableof anecting eachof tbese
in a certain manner. Asfurnishedwith nvedifferent

organs, cnch of 'which serves to introduce a certain

clasaofperceptionsand représentationsinto the mind,
we naturally distribute all sensible objects into five

speciesof qualities. Thé human body, if we may so

speak, is thus itself a kind of abstractive machine.
The senses cannot but abstract. If the cye did not
abstract colours,it would see them confonndedwith
odoursand with tastes, and odours and tastes would

necessarilybecomeobjectaof sight.
The abstractionof thé sensésis thus an operation
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the most natural it is even impossiblefor us not to

perform it. Let us now see whether abstraction by
the mind be moro arduous than that of tho sensés.

We have formerlyfound that thc comprebeasiouof

the mind is extremely limitcd that it can only takc

cognisanceof one object at a. time, if tt~t be known

with full intensity; and that it can accorda simul-

taneous attention to a very small plurality of objecta,
and even tbat imperfectly. Thus it is tbat attention

fixedon one object is tantamount to a withdrawal,-
to au abstraction,of consciousnessfrom every ot!ier.

Abstraction is thus not a positive act of mind,as it ia

often erroneouslydcscnbed in philosophicaltreatiscs,
-it is merelya negation to one or more objecta,in

consequenceof its concentrationon another.

This beingtho case,Abstractionis not only an easy
and natural, but a necessary rcsult. "In studying
an object we neither exert all our faculties at once,
nor at once apply tbcm to all the qualities of an

object. We know from experience that the effectof

such a modeof procedureis confusion. On the con-

trary, we convergeour attention on onc aloneof its

qualities,-nay, contcmplate this quality only in a

single point of view,and retain it in that aspect until

we hâve obtaineda full and accurate conception of

it. The human mind proceedsfrom the confusedand

complexto the distinct and constituent,always sepa-

rating, alwaysdividing, alwayssimplifying and this

is the only modein which,from thé weakuesaof our

faculties,we are able to apprehendand to represent
with correctness.

a LMMntsut~re, (tffo'M de fAt'fo.

aophie, partie iL leçon xi., t. il. p.

S40.–EO.] Condillac, [~r< de

Penxr, part L c. viti.; Co«M, t.

i:L p. 295.-ED.] [Cf. Fonsecn, /M.

<~e fMoM~tM], [e. <v.p. 742, ap'

pended to hia /)M<)<M~.~M~f<. (edit.

1604.)-Eu.~
p Ltromi){ui&f?,Z~pMM,t. ii. p.

341.-ËD.
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It is true, indeed, that after having decomposed

everything,we must, as it were,return on our steps

by recomposingeverything anew for unicsa we do

so,our knowledgewould not be conformableto the

reality and relationsof nature. The simple qualities
of body have not eacha properand independentexist-

ence the ultimate faculticsof mind are not so many
distinct andindependentexistences. On either side,
there is a being one and the same on that side, at

once extended,solid, coloured,&c. on this, at once

capableof thought, feeling,desire,&c.

But although all, or the greater numberof,our

cognitionscomprehenddifferentfasciculiof notions,it
is necessaryto commenceby the acquisitionof these

notions one by onc, through a successiveapplication
of our attention to thé different attributes of objecta.
The abstractionof the intellect is thus as natural as
that of the senscs. It is evcn imposedupon us by
thé very constitutionof our mind.

1am aware that the expression,abstraction of the

seM~ Mincorrect; for it is the mind always which

acts, beit through the mediumof the sensea. Theim-

propriety of thé expressionis not,however,onewhich
is in dangerof leadinginto error; and it servesto poiut
out the important fact, that abstraction is not always
performedin the samemanner. In Perception,-in
the presenceof physicalobjects,thé intellect abstracts
coloursby the eyes,soundsby the car,&c. In Repre-
sentation, and when the external object is absent,the
mind operateson its reproducedcognitions,and looks
at themsuccessivelyin their differentpointsofview.

Howeverabstraction be performed,the result is
notions wbich are simple,or which approximate to

a LfnoïnigaHre,Leçons,t. iLp. Ijaromi~uitre,~(c)M,t. ti. p.
342.-ED. 344,alightlyabridged.-ED.
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simplicity and if we apply it with consistcncyand

order to the different qualitiesof objecta, we shall

attain at length to a knowledgeof these qualities and

of their mutual dependencies;that is, to a knowledge
ofobjectsas theyreallyare. In this case,abstraction

becomesanalysis,which is the methodto which we

oweall our cognitions.
The processof abstractionis familiar to the most

uncultivated minds; and ita usesarc shown equally
in themechanicalarts as in thephilosophicalsciences.

"A carpenter,"says Kanaes,~speaking of the great

utility of abstraction,"considers a log of wood with

regard to harJneas. firmness,colour,and texture; a

philosopher,neglectingtheseproperties,makcsthe log

undergoa chemicalanalysis,and examines its taste,
its smcH,and componentprinciples the geometrician
confines his reasoning to the figure, the length,
breadtb,and thickness in general,every artist, ab-

stracting from all other properties,confinesbis obser-

vations to thosewbich have a more immediate con-

nection with his profession."

LECT.
XXXtV.

But is Abstraction,or rather, is exclusiveattention,
the workof Comparison1 Thisis évident. Theappli-
cationof attention to a particular object,or quality of

an object,supposesan act of will,–a choiceor prefer-
ence,and this again supposescomparisonand judg-
ment. But this may be made moremanifestfroma

viewof the act of Generalisation,on which we are

about to enter.

The notion of the figureof the desk before me Is

an abstract idea,-an idea tba.t makes part of the

total notion of that body,and on which 1 hâve con-

centrated my attention, in order to considerit exclu-

a Latomtga~re,ZtfOHt,t. iLp. <!~tox-HhofCrt'tt'cMtH,Appendix,
34:Eu. §40;vo).i).p.633,ed.t788.-t:o.
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sively. This idea is abstract, but it is nt the same

time individual it represents the figure of this par-
ticular desk, and not the ngure of any other body.
But had we only individual abstract notions, what

wouldbe our knowledge? We should be cognisant

only of qualities viewed apart from their subjects

(and of separate phceaomenathere exist nonc in na-

ture) and as these qualities are also separate from

each other, we should have no knowledge of thcir

mutual relations."CI

It is nccessary, thcrefore, that we should form

Abatract General notions. This is donc when, com-

paring a number of objects,we seizeon their resem-

blances; when wo concentratcour attention on these

points of similarity, tbus abstracting the mind from

a consideration of their dinercnccs and when we

give a name to our notion of that circumstancc in

whieh they ail agree. The général notion is thus one

which makes us know a quulity, property, power,

action, relation in short, any point of view under

which we recognisea plurality of objects aoa unity.
It makesus awareof a quality, a point of view, com-

mon to many things. It is a notion of resemblance
hence the reason why general names or terms, the

signs of general notions, have been called terms of
rese~ance, (<et'M!?n~!nM~<M<tM).In tbis process
of generalisation,wedo not stop short at a firstgener.
alisation. By a first generalisationwebave obtained

a number of classesof resembling individuals. But

these classeswe can compare together, observe their

similarities,abstract fromtheir ditferences,and bestow

on their commoncircumstancea commonname. On

these second classeswc can again perform the samc

a WeabouldalsobecMMfMmedwiththeirnumber.e«t!)~.
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T

operation, and thus ascending the scale of général
notions, throwingout of view aiwaysa greater num-
ber of differences,and seizing always on fewer simi-
larities in the formationof our classes,we arrive at

length at the limit of our assent in the notionof being
or ~M~!cg. Thus placedon the summitof thé scale
of classes,we descendby a processthe reverseof that

by which we hâve ascended we divide and sub-
divide the classes,by introducing always moreand
more characters,and laying always fewer differences

aside the notionsbecomemore and more composite,
until we at length arrive at the individual.

1 may here notice that there is a twofold kind of

quantity to be consideredin notions."Il It is evident,
that in proportionas the clasa is high, it will, in the
first place, contain under it a greater number of

classes,and, in the second,will include tho smallest

complement of attributes. Tbus ~ï' or 6;c:cc
contains under it every class and yet whcn we say
that a thing exists, we say the very least of it that
is possible. On the other hand,an individuat, though
it contain nothing but itself, involves the largest
amount of predication. For examplc,whcn 1 say,-
this is Richard, 1 not only affirm of the subject
cvery class from existencedownto man, but likewise
a numberof circumstancesproper to Richard as au
individual. Now,thé former of thèse quantities, the

external, is calledthe~'<pM~K of a notion, (quantitas
a.mbitus) the latter, the internai quantity, is called
its C~Mp<'pAeMM'OMor Intension,(quantitascomplexus).
Thé extension of a notion is, likewise, styled its

c:')'CM!<,region, ~oMctM,or sp~e)'€(.tp/t<M'et),also its
&)'eo[~<A(ir\aïo<). On the other hand, the compre-

a Cf.Z«'<MrMMt~if, voLi.p.140etMy.–Kt).
VOL. Il.
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bension of a notion is, likewise, called its ~<

(~8a~o;).Thesenameswcoweto the Grecktogiciana."
The internat and external quantities are in tho in-

verseratio of eachother. The greater the extension,
the Jessthe compréhension the greater the compre-
hension,the less the extension.~

a [See Ammonio!), ln Cb<<y.,f. 33.

Gr., f. 29.. Lat. Br&ndn, &'cAo/t<tùt

~rM(., p. 45.] [A) t<aT<)y~<t<«et

<fA~T~ tf~outt «a) j5<(9et, ~<fCe</t)f

T~f ttt T4 ~tptx~ftpa etr~c <fp<!etot,
tA<(Tet !) ~f </t T(t )rA<t~<a/i<T<t~re'

tt", «faf ?t<t~<!<0t~f A<t~pteSTNT~f

e~af <t<dï& <r&~axat T~~u~ef xe)

ï~ cfoy sol c~re'* ~'{~, tAttret <

Sra" !t~Apt T~p ewtaf <<t ~<5~t fai

~<t!/toTe< En.]

[Cf. Port ~'y<!f Logie, part t. c.

vi. p. 7<. Hu);t)io)t,] [AeTt~, b. i.

c. iv. p. 194 ett~Et).]
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LECTURE XXXV.

THE ELABORATIVEFACULTY.–GENERALISATION.–

NOMI~AUSM AND CONCEPTUAUSM.

1 ENTEMED,in my last Lecture,on thé discussionof

that great cognitivepowerwhicb1calledthé Etabora-
tive Faculty,-the Faculty of Relations,–thé Discur-

sive Faculty,–Comparison, orJudgment and which

corresponds to wliat thé Greek phiiosophersunder-

stood by §taM)to,when opposed,as a spécial faculty,
to foS?. 1 ahowedyou, tha.t,thougha comparison,–
a judgment, involvedthe suppositionof two relative

terms, still it was an original operation, in ~act in-

volved in consciousness,and a condition of every

energy of thought. But, besides the primary judg-
mcntaof existence,-of the existenceof thé egoand

non-ego,and of thcir existence in contrast to, and

in exclusion of, each other,-I showed that this

process is involved in perception, external and in-

ternai inasmuch as the recognitions,-that thé ob-

jects presentedto us by the Acquisitive Faculty are

manyand complex,that one quality is different from

another,and that differentbundlesof quaUtiesare the

propertiesof different things or subjects,-are ail so

many acts of Comparisonor Judgment.
This being done, 1 pointed out that a series of

operationswere to be referredto this faculty, which.

by philosophers,had been made the functions of

specifie powers. Of thèseopérations1enumerated

f.ECT.
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LECT.
XXXV.

l", Compositionor Synthesis; 2°, Abstraction, De-

compositionor Analysis 3",Generalisation 4",Judg-
ment and, 5", Reasoning.

The first of thèse,–Composition or Synthcsis,–
wbicb ia sbown in the formationof Complexor Col-

lectivenotions, 1 stated to you was the result of ai:

act of comparison. For a complex notion, (I gave

you as examples,an o' a ~M<, <t ~oM'n),being

only the repetition of notions absolutelysimilar, this

similarity could be ascertained only by comparison.
In speaking of this procesa,1 explained the support
nffordedin it to the mind by language. 1 then re-

called to you what was meant by Abstraction. Ab-

Btractionis no positiveact it is merelythe negation
of attention. Wecanfally attend onlyto a singlething
at a time and attention, therefore,concentrated on

one object or one quality of an objcct, necessarily
more or less abstracts our consciousnessfrom others.

Abstràction from, and attention to, are thus corre-

lative terms,thé one being merelythe negationof the

other. 1noticedthé improperuseof the termM~r«c-

tion by many philosophers,in applying it to that on

wbich attention is convergcd.
a This wemay indeed

be said to p~c~M~ but not to abstract. Thus let

A, B, C, be three qualities of an ohject. We prescind
A, in abstracting it from B and C but we cannot,
without impropriety, simply say that we abstract A.

Thusby attcnding to oneobjectto the abstractionfrom

e [Cf. Kant, .</);<<!~Mt'M/M

Forma, [§ < ~efHiM~ &trt/!<M,
Il. 449 Proprie dicendum eMet06

c~KtAM cAs<ra/t«T,non atiquid ab-

t{f(tA<r< Conceptus intellec-

tualia aMMt/<!<ab omni Mnaitito,
non f!&ntAt<Mra BCMttivia,et forai-

tan rectine diceretur <!A<<MAeM,quam

a&!<nM<!«.ED.] Maine de Biran.

[F-MMtfKdes f<fO)Mde .V. Z<!fM)tt'i.

y;n~, § 3, A'OMf<MC'tMMx&ra/iCM,

p. 194.–ËD-~ BM6nger, J9t'tu<:Mo.

<!<m~,9 262.]

[On /'MseM<M,and ita vnrlous

kinds, aee Derudon, Zey«a, pat3 il.

c. vi. § n.-0p<y<t, p. 233, ed. J668)J
and Chauvin. Zcn'fon fAtPMO~AtCtm),

f)'<B'UtO(f<'<Mt'M!'t)).]]
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all othera, we,in a certain sort, decomposeor analyse
the complex materials preseuted to us by Perception
and Self-consciousness. This analysis or decomposi-
tion is of two kinds. In thc first place, by concen-

trating attention on one integrant part of an object,
we, as it were, withdraw or abstract it from the

others. For exampic,wecan considcrthe head of an

animal to thé exclusionof the other members. This

may be called Partial or ConcreteAbstraction. The

processItèrenoticcd lias,howcver,been overlookedby

philosophers,insomuch that they bave opposed the

terms coMc~e aud <t~<«c<as exclusive contraries.

In thé second place,we can rivet our attention on

somcpn.rticularmodeof a thing,as its smell,its colour,
its figure,its motion,its size,&c.,and abstract it from

the others. Tins may be called ModalAbstraction.

The abstraction we have been now speaking of is

performedon individual objecta,and is consequently

particular. There is nothing necessarily connected

with Generalisation in Abstraction. Generalisation

is indeed dépendent on abstraction, which it sup-

poses but abstraction doca not involve généralisa-
tion. 1 rcmark tbis, becauseyou will frequently find

the tcrms abstract and general applied to notions,
used as convertible. Notliing,however,can be more

incorrect. Aperson,"says Mr Stewart, "who had

never seen but;one rose,might yet hâve beenable to

considerits colourapart from its other qualities; and,

therefore,there may be such a tbing as an ideawhich

is at onceabstract and particular. After having per-
ceivedthis quality as belongingto a variety of indivi-

duals, we can considerit without referenceto any of

them, and thus form the notion of rednessor white-

nessin general,wbichmay becalledageneral a6s~'c[c<

!€<ï. The wordsc[~ac< and~e?~ therefore,when

LECT.
XXXV.
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LECT.
XXXV. applied to ideas,arc as completelydistinct from each

other as any twowordsto befound in thé language.
1 showedthat abstraction implied comparisonand

judgmcnt forattentionsupposespreference,preference
is a judgment,anda judgmentisthe issueof comparison.

1 then proceededto thé processof Generalisation,
which is still more obtrusively comparison,and no-

thing but comparison. Generalisationis the process

through whichwe obtain what are calledyeH~'f</or

MM!'fe~e~notions. A général notion is nothing but

the abstract notion of a circumstancein whicha num-

ber of individualobjectsare found to agree,that is, to

resembleeachother. In sofar as twoobjectsresemble

eachother, the notion we bave of them is identical,

and, therefore,to us the objectsmay be consideredas
the same. Accordingly,having discoveredthe cir-
cumstance in which objects agree, wc arrange thcm

by this common circumstanceinto chsses, to which
we alsousuallygive a commonname.

1 explained how, in the prosecutionof this opera-
tion, commencingwith individualobjects,wegeneral-
ised these into a lowestclass. Having found a num-
ber of such lowest classes,we thcn compare thèse

again together,as we had originallycomparedindivi-

duals weabstract their points of resemblance,and by
these points généralisethcm into a higher class. The
same processwo performupon these higher classes
acd thus proceed,generalisingclassfromclasses,until
we are at last arrested in the one bighestclass, that
of being.' Thuswe find Peter, Paul, Timothy,&c.,all

agree in certain commonattributes,and whichdistin-

guish them fromother animated bemgs. We accord-

inglycollectthem into a class,whichwe callwaH. In

a [~Mfs~,voLLc.iv.§t. C'oM.Whately,[~«-,h.t.§S,p.<P;b.if.
~or~,vo!.il. p. 166.–ED.]So c.v.§],p.t22(Sthe~t.)-Eu.]
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like mnnner,out of the other animated bcingswhich
we excludefromman, wc form the classes,Ao?' dog,
ox,&c. Theseand ?Ma~form so many lowestclasses
or species. But thèsespecies,thougb differingin cer-
tain respects,aU agrce in others. Abstracting from
their diversities,we attend only to their resemblances;
nnd as all manifcsting life, sense, feeling,&c.this
resemblancegivesus a class,on which we bestowthé

name<ïM:M(~.Anima],or living sentient existences,
we then compare with lifeless existences,and thus

going on abstracting from dinereuces,and attending
to resemblances,we arrive at naked or undifferenced

existence. Having reachedthé pinnacleof generalisa-
tion, wc may redescend thé ladder and this is done

hy rcvcrsing thc process through whichwc ascended.

Instead of attending to the similarities,and abstract-

ing from the differences,we now attend to thé differ-

ences,and abstract from the similarities. And as the

ascendingprocessis calledGeneralisation,this is called

Division or Determination;-division, because the

higher or wider classes are eut down into lower or

narrower;-determination, becauseeveryquality add-

ed on to a class limita or determines its extent, that

is, approximates it more to someindividual, real, or

determinateexistence.

r.KCT.
xxxv.XXXV.

Having given you this necessary information, in

regard to the nature of Generalisation,1 proceedto

consider one of the most simple, and, at the sanie

time, oneof the most pcrplexcd,problemain philoso-

phy,-in regard to the objectof the mind,-the object
of consciousness,whenweemploya general term. In

the explanation of the process of generalisationall

philosopheraare at one the onlydifferencesthat arise

among them relate to the point,- whether we can

form an adequate idea of that which is denotedby an

nenera)i'.a.
tion.–t.'M
"e form an

a')Ht))at<:
~MMcf
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abstract, or abstract and general term. In the discus-

sionof this question,1shallpursuethe followingorder:

firstofall, 1shall stateto you the argumentsof the No*

minalists,–of those who hold, that weare unable to

forman ideacorrespondingto the abstract and gênera!
term; in the secondplace,1shaHstate to you the argu-
ments of the Conceptualists,-of those who maintain

that weare socompetent; and, in the last, 1shallshow

you that the opposingparties are really at one,and

that thé wholecontroversybas originated in thé im-

perfectionand ambiguity of our philosophiculnomen-

clature. In this discussion1 avoid ait mention of the

ancient doctrine of Realism. This is curiousonly in

an historical point of view and is whollyirrelevant

to the question at issueamong modernphilosophers.
This controversy bas been principaHyagitated i!i

this country, and in France, for a reason that 1 shaU

hereafter explain and, to limit ourselves to Great

Britnin,the doctrineof Nominalismbas, amongothers,
been embracedby Hobbes,Berkeley,Hume, Principal

Campbell,and Mr Stewart wbile Conceptualismbas

found favourwith Locke, Reid,and Brown."

Throwingout of view the antiquities of the ques-
tion, (and this question is perbaps more memorable
than any other in the historyof philosophy),–laying,
1 say, out of accountopinionswbich bave becn long
exploded,there are twowhichstill dividephilosopheu.
Somemaintain that everyact and everyobjectofmind
is necessarilysingular,and that the name is tbat alone

whichcan pretend to generality. Others again bold
that the mind is capableof formingnotions,represen-
tations, correspondent in universality to the classes

contained under, or expressedby, the gênerai term.

a Secbetow,pp.297,30!ED.
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The formerof these opinions,–thé doctrineas it is

called of Nominalism,-maintains that every notion,

consideredin itself, is singular,but becomes,as it wcre,

general, tbrough the intention of the mind to make

it represent every other resemblingnotion,or notion

of the sameclass. Take, for example,the tcrm M:ax.

Here \ve can call up no notion,no idea, correspond-

ing to the universalityof the classor term. This is

manifestly impossible. For as M:t<Minvolvcscontra-

dictory attributes,and as contradictionscaunot cocxist

in one representation,an idea or notion adequate to

wan cannot be realised in thought. The class wa~

includesindividuals,maleand female,whiteand black

and copper-coloured, taH and short, fat and tbin,

straight and crooked,whole and mutilated, &c.,&c.
and the notion of the claM must, therefore,at once

reprcsentall and none of these. It is, therefore,evi-

dent, though thé absurdity wasmaintainedby Locke,"
that wecannot accomplishthis and, this bcing im-

possible,we cannot represent to ourselvesthe class

man by any equivalent notion or idea. All that we

eau do is to call up some individual imnge,and con-

sider it as repreaenting,though inadcquatelyrepresent-

ing, thé generality. This we easily do, for as wecan

call into imaginationany individual,so we can make

that individual image stand for any or for everyother

whichit rcsembles,in thoseessentialpointswhicbcon-

stitute the identity of the class. Thisopinion,which,
after Hobbes, bas been in tbis country maintained,

among others, by Berkeley,~Hume,~Adam Smith,~

a Fœay <Mt//KMnMMf(&'?'~<tM~)My,
b.iv.c.~i.g9.-Kn.

j97'<'t!M'~&!0/' ~MMtn~~M<M<<~f,

IntMd.§!0.–Ep.

-y Trealisc</ ~)<MM!;tA*<!<)'rf,part

i. sect. vii. tTont'x,f. p. 34. ~my
on</<e~Mf&IMt'CM~f/tt/OM~ ~<M'
iv. p. 184.–KD.

< ~t'Mfr/n~oMfO)t<Tr!)!'nythe f<)'<<

~)~tt!<t'<MtO/tM~ttC~KD.
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Campbe! and Stewart,~appears to me not only true

but self-évident.

No one has statcd the case of the nominaUsts more

clearly than Bishop Berkeley; and as his whole argu-
ment is, as far as it goes, irréfragable, 1 begyour atten-

tion to the following extract from his Introduction to

the .Pn'c!p~ o~7yM?Mf<~A~o~ef~e.~
It is agrecd, on all hands, tbat the qualities or

modes of things do never really exist each of them

apart by itself, and separated from all others, but are

n)ixed, as it were, and blended together, several in the

same object. But, we are told, the mind, being able

to consider each quality singly, or abstracted from

those other qualities with which it is united, does

by tbat means frame to itself abstract ideas. For

example there is perceived by sight an object ex-

tended, coloured,and moved thia mixed or compound
idea the mind resolving into its simple, constituent

parts, and vie~ing each by itself, exclusiveof the rest,
does frame the abstract ideas of extension, colour, and

motion. Not that it is possible for colour or motion

to cxist without extension but only that the mind

can frame to itself by a~'ac<t<M the idea of colour

exclusiveofextension,and of motionexclusiveof both
colourand extension.

Again,the mind baving obscrvedthat in the par-
ticular extensions perceived by sense,there is some-

thing commonand alike in ail, and someother things
peculiar,as this or that figure or magnitude,which

distinguishthemone from another; it considersapart
or singlesout by itself that which is common,making

a fA!7<Mop~y<~~<M-t<bookU. y Sections,vii.viU.x. fro~,
7.–ED. L t << 4toedit.Cf.Myt/o.

P~<:H«'t/partii.c.iv. tTo~,p<a<:<t~n<<!M))Mo,art ~~7t~<s,
vot.ii.p.I73.-ED. vol.xiv.p.622,7thedit.–ËD.
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thereof a most abstract idea of extension, which is

neither line, surface,nor solid, nor bas any figureor

magnitude,but is an idea cntirelyprescindcdfrom all

thèse. So likewise the mind, by leaving out of thé

particular coloursperceivedby sense,that which dis-

tinguishesthem one from anothcr, and retaining that

only whicb is commonto all, makesan ideaof colour

in abstract which is neither red, nor blue, nor whitc,
nor any other determinate colour. And in like man-

ner,by consideringmotionabstractedlynot only from

thé body moved,but likewisefrom the figure it de-

scribes, and all particular directions and velocities,
the abstract ideaof motionis framed which equally

correspondsto all particular motionswhatsoeverthat

may be perceivedby sensé.

Whetber others have this wonderful faculty of

ft&a<?'ac<~their ideas, tbey best can tell for myself,
1 find, indeed,1 have a facultyof imagining,or repre-

senting to myself the ideasof those particular things
1 have perceived,and of variousJycompoundingand

dividing them. 1 can imaginea man with two heads,

or the upper parts of a man joincd to the body of a

horse. 1can considerthe hand,thé eye,thé nose,each

by itself abstracted or separated from the rest of the

body. But then whatever hand or eye 1 imagine,it

must have some particular shapeand colour. Like-

wisethe idca of .man that 1 frameto myself,must be

either of a white,or a black,or a tawny, a straight, or

a crooked,a tall, or a low,or a middie-sizedman. 1

cannot by any effortof thought conceivethe abstract

idea above described. And it is equally impossible
for me to form the abstract idea of motion distinct

fromthe bodymoving,and which is neither swift nor

slow,curvUinearnor rectilinear and the likemay be

LECT.
XXXV.
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XXXV.

Conccp.
tU~tkt)).

Locke.

LECT. said of all otber abstract general ideas whatsocver."

To be plain, 1 o~'n myself able to abstract in one

sense, as when 1 consider some particular parts or

qualities separated from others, with which though

they are united in someobject,yet it is possiblethey

may really exist without them. But 1 deny tbat 1

can abstract one fromanother,or conceiveseparately,
those qualities which it is impossibleshould exist ao

separated or that 1 can frame a gênerai notion by

abstracting from particu!ars in the manner aforesaid.

Whieb two last are the proper acceptations of o:

~<ïc~M. And there are grounds to think most men

will acknowledgethemselves to be in my cnse. Thé

generality of men, which are simple and illiterate,
never pretend to abstract ~0~0?~. It is said they
arc difficult, and not to be attained without pains
nnd study. We may therefore reasonably conclude

that, if such there bc, they are confinedonly to thé

learned."

Such is the doctrine of Nominalism,as asserted by

Berkeley, and as subsequently acquiesced in by the

principat philosophersof this country. Reidhimself

is, indeed,ha.rd!yan exception,for his opinionon this

point is, to say the least of it, extremelyvaguer
The counter-opinion,that of Conceptualism,as it

is called, bas, however, been supported by several

philosophersof distinguished ability. Locke main-

taina the doctrine in its most revolting absurdity,

boldly admitting that the general notion must be

realised, in spite of the principle of Contradiction.

Doesit not require,"he says, somepains and skill

a Thk argumentation {<employed

by Derodon, ~t'M, (pars ii. c. vi. §
16. C'~<Ta,p. 239.–Kb.], and otheM.

For Reid's opinion, see /n<<ec.

<Mo~foM'f~, esaoy v., chap. Ii. and

vi.-Ev.
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to form the general idea of a triangle?1 (whichis yct
noneof the most abstract, comprehensive,and diffi-

cult) for it must be neither oblique nor rectangle,
neithcr equilateral,equicrural,nor scalenon; but all

and nonoof these at once. In effect,it is somothing

imperfect, that cannot exist an idea whei'cinsome

parts of several different and inconsistent ideas are

put together."
1&

This doctrine was,however,too palpablyabsurd to

obtain any advocates; and conceptualism,could it

not find a firmer basis, bchoved to be abandoned.

Passingover Dr Rcid's speculationson the question,
whichare, as 1 have said, wavering and ambiguous,
1 solicit your attention to the principal statement

and defenceof conceptualismhy Dr Brown,in whom

the doctrine bas obtaineda strenuousadvocate. "If,

then, the generalising process hc, first, the percep-
tion or conceptionof two or more objects secondly,
the relative feelingof their resemblancein certain re-

spects tbirdly, the designationof thesecircumstances

of resemblance,by an appropriatename,–thé doctrine

of the Nominalists,which includesonly two of these

stagea,–thé perceptionof particular objects,and the

invention of general terms,must be fa!se,aa exclud-

ing that relative suggestionof resemblancein certain

respects,which is the secondand mostimportant step
of the process;. since it is this intermediate feelillg
alone that leads to the use of the term, which,other-

wise, it would be impossibleto limit to any set of

objects. Accordingly,we found that, in their impos-

sibility of accounting,on their own principles,for this

limitation, which it is yet absolutcly necessary to

cxplain in some manner or other,-the Nominalista,

LECT.
XXXV.

Brown n

quoted.

a See abow, p. 287, note a.– ED.
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LECT.
XXXV.

to explain it, uniformly take for grantcd the exist-

enceof thosevery général notions,which they at the

same time profess to deny.-that, while they affirm

that wchave no notion of a kind, species,or sort, in-

dependentlyof the general terms whichdenote tbem,

they spcak of our applicationof anch terms only to

objects of the same kind, species,or sort; as if we

truly had some notionsof these general circumstan-

ces of agreement to direct us,-and that they are

thus very far from being Nominalists in the spirit of

their argument,at the very moment when they are

Nominalists in assertion, strenuous opposers of

thoseverygeneralfeelings,of the truth of whichthey
avail themselvesin their very endeavourto disprove
them.

"If, indeed, it were the name whicb formed the

class,and not that previousrelative feeling,or general
notion of resemblanceof some sort, whieh the name

denotes, thcn might anything be classed with any-

thing, and classedwith equal propriety. AU which

would be necessary,would be merely to apply the

same name uniformlyto the sameobjects; and, if we

were carefulto do this, John and a triangle might as

wellbeclassedtogether,under the namemar, as John

and William. Why does the one of those arrange-
ments appear to us more philosophiethan the other?1

It ia because something more is felt by us to be

necessaryin classification,than the mere giving of a

nameat random. Thereis, in the relative suggestion
that arises on our very perception or conception of

objecta,whenwe considerthcm together,a reasonfor

giving the generic name to one set of objects rather

than to another,-the name of man, for instance,to

John and William,rather than to John and a triangle.
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This reason is thc feeling of tho resemblance of the

objects which wo class,-that general notion of the

relation of similarity in certain respects, wbich is

signified by the general term,-and without which

relative suggestion, as a previous state of thé mind,

the gênerai term would as little have been invent-

ed, as the names of John and William would have

been invcnted, if there had been no perception of

any individual being whatever to be denoted by
them."

This part of Dr Brown's philosophy hasobtaincd the

most unmeasured encomium; it has beenlaudedas the

most important step ever made in thé philosophy of

mind; and, as far as 1 am aware, no one bas as yet
made any attempt at refutation. 1 regret that in

tbis, as in many other principal points of hia doctrine,

1 find it impossible not to dissent from Dr Brown.

An adequate refutation of his views would, indeed,

require a more elaborate criticism than 1 am at pre-
sent able to afford them; but 1 trust that the follow-

ing hasty observations will be sufBcient to évince,
that the doctrine of Nominalism is not yet ovcr-

thrown.

LRCT.
XXXV.

Dr Brown bas taken especial care that bis theory
of genernlisation should not be misunderstood for
tho followingia the seventh, out of nine recapitula-
tions, he bas given us of it in his forty-sixth and

forty-scventh Lectures. "If, then, the generalising
processbe, first, the perceptionor conceptionof two

or more objects; secondly,the relative feelingof their

resemblancein certain respects; thirdly, the desig-
nation of these circumstancesof resemblanceby an

appropriate name, the doctrine of the Nominalists,

Brown'K
doctrinedoctrioe

cfitkiM:').

a f/tt7<'K!pAyoy<A<~M!;M!'<J/f'Mff,lecture xlvH. p. 303.–En.
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which includesonly two of thèse stages,-tbe percep-
tion of particular objects,and the inventionof general
terms,-must be false,as excluding tbat relative sug-

gestion of resemblancein certain respects,which is

thé secondand most important step of the procesa;
since it is this intermediate feeling alone that leads

to the use of the term, which,otherwise,it wouldbe

impossibleto limit to any set of objects."
This contains, in fact, both thé wholeof his own

doctrine,and the wholegroundof bis rcjectionof that

of thé Nominnlists. Now,upon tbis, 1 would,first of

all, say, in general,tbat what in it is true is not new.

But 1 hold it idte to prove that bis doctrine is old

and common,and to trace it to authors with whom

Brown bas shown his acquaintance, by repcatcdly
quoting them in bis Lectures; it is enough to show

that it is erroneous.

The first point 1 shall consideris his confutationof

the Nominalists. In the passage1 bavejustadduced,
and in ten others, he charges thé Nominalistswith

excluding "thé relative suggestionof resemblancein

certain respects,whichis the secondand most import-
ant step in the process." This, 1 admit, is a weigbty
accusation, and I admit at once that if it do not

prove that his own doctrine is right, it wouldat least
demonstrate theirs to be sublimely wrong. But is

the charge well founded? Dr Brown,in a passage
which 1 once read to you," and with which he con-

cludeabis supposedexpositionof what he calls thé

series of Reid's wonderful misconceptions,"wiscly
warnshis pupilsagainstaccordingcredit to aUsecond-

hand statements. "I
trust," he says, it will intprcss

you with one important lesson,which could not bc

a Seeabove,Leet.xxiU.,vol.li.p.64.–ËD.
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u

taught more forciblythan by thé errors of so great
a mind, that it will always be necessaryfor you to

consult the opinions of authors, when their opinions
are of sufficient importance to deserve to be accu-

rately studied, in thcir own works, and not in the

worksof those whoprofessto give a faithful account
of them. From my ownexperience,1 can most truly
assureyou, that there is scarcelyan instancein which,
on examiningthe works of those authors whomit is

the custom more to cite than to read, 1 hâve found

thc view which 1had receivedof themfaithful." No

advice assuredly can be more sound, and 1 shall

accordinglyfollowit now,as 1 have heretoforedonc,
in applicationto hisown reports. Let us seewbether

the nominalists,as he assures us, do really exclude
the apprehensionof resemblancein certain respects,
as one step in their doctrineofgénéralisation. 1 turn

first to Hobbesas the real father of this opinion,–to
him, as Leibnitz truly says, KMM~a~M~ïp~ nomi-

naliorem." The classicalplace of this philosopheron

the subject is the fourth chapter of the Ze~~Aet~
and there we have the followingpassage-" Oneuni-

versal name is imposed on many things for their

similitude in some quality or other accident and

whereasa proper name bringeth to mind one thing

only,universalsrecall an yoneof thosemany." There

are other passagesto the same effectin Hobbes,but 1

look no further.

The second great nominalist is Bcrkeley and to

him the doctrine chieflyowes the acceptationit lat-

terly obtained. His doctrine on the subject is chiefly
contained in the Introduction to the P~Me~M of
7/MmaM~<Mc!e(~e,sect. 7, &c.,and in the seventh

Dialogueof the Minute ~!7osopAe?',sect.5, &c. Out

VOL.!I.
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of many similarpassages,1 select the two following.
In both he is stating bis own doctrine of nominalism.

In the Introduction,sect.22 Todiscernthe agree-
Me?t~or disagreements that are between my ideas,
to seewhat ideasare includedin anycompoundidea,"
&c. In the Jft~H<ePhilosopher,sect. 7 But may
not words becomegênerai by being made to stand

indiscriminatelyfor ail particular ideas,which,froma

Mt:Mt~resemblance,belongto the same kind,without

the intervention of any abstract generalidea

1 nexttake downHume. His doctrineonthe point
at issue is found in booki. part i. sect.7 of the Trea-

tise of TfMMM~2Va<M~'c,entitled, On ~46~'ac<7~a~

This sectionopens with the followingsentence A

great philosopherbas disputed the receivedopinion in

this particular,and bas asserted that all general ideas

are nothing but particular ones annexed to a certain

term, whichgivesthema moreextensivesignification,
and makesthemrecalluponoccasionother individuals

whichare similar to them. As 1 look uponthis to be

oneof the greatest and most valuablediscoveriestbat

bas becn madeof late years in the republicof letters,
1 shall here endeavour to confirm it by someargu-
ments, which1 hope will put it beyondail doubtand

controversy." In glancing over the subsequent ex-

positionof the doctrine,1seethe following When

we Lavefounda resemblanceamong several objecta,
weapply the samenameto all of them,"&c. Again

As individuals are collected together and placed
under a general term, with a viewto that resemblance

which they bear to eachother," &c. In the last page
and a half of the section,it is stated, no lésatban four

times,that perceivedresemblanceis the foundationof

classification.
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Adam Smith's doctrine is to the same effectas hia

predecessor's. It is containedin hiaDissertationeoM*

MrMtK~the First ~M[<OKO/'Za?~Mf< (appcnded
to his 7%eo~ of Jtfor~ Sentiments),which htcraHy
is full of statements to the purport of the following,
which alone1 adduce It is this applicationof thc

namc of an individual to a great numbcr of ohjects
whose resemblancenaturally recalls the idea.of that

individual, and of the name whichexpressesit, that

seemsoriginally to hâve given occasionto the forma-

tion of thèse classes and assortments,which in the

schoolsarc called yeMe~'Œand .~Ct'e~ and of which

the ingeniousand cloquentRousseaufinds himscifso

much a.t a loss to account for the origin. What con-

stitutes a apeciesis merelya number of ohjects,bcar-

inga c<o:K o~'M of resemblancetooneanother,and

on that account denominatedby a singleappellation,
whichmay be applied to expressany one of them."

The assertion, that perceived resemblance is the

principleof classification,is repeated ad MCtM€(!by

Principal CampbeUand &tr Stewart. 1 shall quote

only from the latter, and 1take the nrst passagethat

strikes my eye Accordingto this viewof the pro-
cessof tho mind, in carrying on general spéculations,
that idea whichthe ancientphilosophersconsideredas

the essenceof an individual,is notbing more tban thc

particular quality or qualities in whicb it t'escwMes

other individuals of tbe same class and in conse-

quenceof whicha genericname is applied to it.

From the évidence1 hâve already quoted, you will

seehowmarvellouslywrongis Brown'sassertion,tbat

the nominalists not only took no account of, but

absolutelyexcluded from their statement of the pro-
a ~fT~nb,vo).i.c.iv.sect.U. ~M'Jb,vol.ii.p.176.

LECT.
XXXV.

A'taut
Mmith.

CampheU.

Stcwart.



LECTURESON METAPHYSICS.308

LECT.
XXXV.

n. That
Brown

wMngin
holding
that the

feeling
(notion) of
"hni)itm)e
t'tf~oerû),
andcou.
ftitnteitthe

general
nntion,–
provot hy
the follow.
ing Mion)t.

I.Xotion
cfsimUar-

ity sup-
poses no.
tion of
certain
fitni)Ar ob.
tpcts.

cess of generalisation,the apprehensionof the mutual

similarityof objects. You will, therefore,not besur-

prised when 1assure you, that not onlyno nominalist
ever overlooked,ever excluded,the manifestedresem-
blance of objects to each other, but that every nomin-
alist explicitly founded his doctrine of classification
on this resemblance,and on this resemblancealone."
No nominalistever dreamt of disaUowingthe notion
of relativity,-the conceptionof similarity between

things,-this they maintain not less strenuouslythan
the conceptualist they only deny that this could
ever constitute a general notion.

But perhaps it may be admitted, that Brown is

wrong in asserting that the nominalist excludesre*

semblance as an element of generalisation,and yet
maintained, that he is right in holding,against the

noMinatists,that the notion,or, as he has it, the feel-

ing of the similitude of objects in certain respects,is

general, and constituteswbat is called the généralno-
tion. 1am afraid,however,that the misconceptionin

regard to this point will be foundnot inferior to that
in regard to the other.

In the first place, then, resemblanceis a relation
and a relation necessarilysupposescertain objectaas
related terms. There can thus be no relation of re-
semblance conceivedapart from certain resembling
objecta. This is so manifest, that a formai enunci-
ation of the principle seems almost puerile. Let it,

e [See TeUn, ~MtiuMPhil. !/)t<-

Mr«! [pare i. disp. i?. sect. t. Mba.

8.t6. vol. i. p. 49 « < (edit. 1644).
Cf. seet. il. subs. 1 <<a~ p. <5.–

Eo.1 Derodon, Zcyi'cn, [pars li. c.
v. art. 2, § 6, p. 211. Cf. art. 4, p.
224 <<M?.–ED.] Arriaga, ~/fa,

[disp. vt. sect. i. enbs. 1 e< <f?.

Cursus ~t7<Me~t<-M,p. t!0 (edit.

!e32).–Et).] Mendoza, D~. Log.,

['iiSp. iii. g 1, .P! a ~MMMM/Kad

~<a~yMMMt, vol. i. p. 248.–ED.]
Fran. Boue Spet, LogiM, [De ~M'.

pAyrtsnti Ullit:ersalibus,diap. i. ,CMt-
MM&trt'tin ~)r! Phil., p. 53, (edit.

!e52).–ER]
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however,be laid downas a first axiom,that the notion

of similarity supposes the notion of certain sitnilar

objects.

LKCT.
XXXV.

In the secondplace,objectacannotbesimilarwith-

out being similar in someparticularmodeoraccident,

-say in colour, in figure, in size, in weight,in smel!,
in fluidity, in life, &c.&c. This is equally évident,
and this 1 lay down as a secondaxiom.

In the third place, 1 assume,as a third axiom,that

a resemblanceis not necessarilyandof itself universal.
On thé contrary, a resemblancebetweentwo indivi-

dual objectain a determinatequality, is as individual

and determinate as the objects and their resembling

qualities themselves. Who,for example,will main-

tain that my actual notion of the likenessof a parti-
cular snowballand a psrticular egg, is more general
than thé representations of the several objecta and

their resemblingaccidentsof colour?1

Now,let us try Dr Brown'stheoryon thesegrounds.
In referenceto the first,hedoesnot pretend,tbat what

hc calls the general feelingof resemblance,can exist

exceptbetween individualobjectsand individual re-

présentations. The universality,which he arrogatcs
to this feeling,cannot accrue to it from any univer-

sality in the relativeorresemblingideas. Thisneither

he nor any other philosopherever did or couldpré-
tend. They are supposed,ex ~ypo~e~t,to be indivi-

dual,-singular.
Neither, in referenceto the second axiom,does he

pretend to derive tbe universalitywhich he assertsto

bis feelingof resemblance,fromthe universalityof the

notion of the commonquality, in which this resem-

blanceis realised. Hedoesnot, with Lockeand others,
maintain this; onthe contrary,it isonthe admittedab-

2. 8!n))hr
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LECT. surdity of sucha foundationthat heattempts toestab-

lish the doctrineof conceptualismon another ground.
But if the universality,assumed by Dr Brownfor

his feclingof resemblance,"be found neither in the

resemblingobjecta,nor in the qualitiesthrough which

they are similar,we must look for it in thé feelingof

resemblanceitself, apart from its actual realisation

and this in opposition to tbe third axiom we laid

down as self-évident. In these circumstances, we

hâve certainlya right to expectthat Dr Brownshould

have brought us cogent prooffor an assertion60con-

trary to all apparent evidence, that although this

be the question which perhaps bas been moreably,

keenly,and universaMyagitated than any other, stUl

no philosopherbeforebimselfwas foundeven to ima-

gine sucha possibility. But in proofof tbisnewpara-
dox, Dr Brown bas not only brought no évidence

be doesnot evcn attempt to bring any. He assumes

and he asserts, but be hazardsno argument. In this

state of mattcrs, it is perhaps superfluousto do more

than to rebut assertion by assertion and as Dr

Brown is not p(M~&w:o,and as !us opinion is

even opposedto thé univcrsalconsentof philosophers,
the counter assertion,if not overturnedby reasoning,
must prevail.

But let us endeavourto conceiveon what grounds
it couldpossiblybe supposedby Dr Brown,that thé

feelingof resemblancebetweencertain objects,through
certain resembling qualities, bas in it anything of

universal,or can, as he says, constitute the gencral
notion. This to me is indeed not easy and eveiy

hypothesis1 can make is so absurd, that it appears
almost a libel to attribùte it, even byconjecture,to so

ingeniousand acute a thinker.

In the first place, can it be supposed that Dr
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Brown believed that a.fceling of resemblance between

objecta in a certain quality or respect was general
because it was a relation 1 Then must every notion

of a. relation be a gênerai notion; which neitber he

nor any othcr philosopher ever asserts.

In thé second place, docs ho suppose that there is

anything in the feeling or notion of the particular
relation called stm: which is more général than

the feeliug or notion of any other relation ? This can

hardly be conceivcd. What is a fecling or notion

of resemblance1 Merelythis; two objecta affect us

in a certain manner, and we are conscious that tbey
affect us in the same way as a single object doea,
whcn prcsented at digèrent times to our perception.
In cither case, we judge that thé affections of whieh

we are conscious arc similar or the same. There is

nothing général in tins consciousness,or in this judg-
ment. At a!I events, the relation recognised betwccn

the consciousness of similarity pi'oduced on us by
two different eggs, is not more general than thé feel-

LECT.
XXXV.

Second.

ing of similarity pioduced on us by thé successive

présentation of thé snme egg. If thé one is to be

called general, so is the othcr. Again, if the feeling
or notion of rescmblance be made gênera!, so must

thé feeling or notion of difference. They are abso-

lutely the samenotion, only in different applications.
You know the logical axiom,-the science of contra-

rios is one. We know thc like on]y as we know the

unlike. Every affirmation of similarity is virtually
an formation that difference does not exist every
aninnation ofdioercnceisvirtuaUyananirmation that

similarity is not to be found. But ncither Brown

nor any other philosopher has pretended, that the ap-
préhension ofdinercnce is either general, or a ground
of gcneralisation. On the contrary, the apprehension



LECTURESON METAPHY8ÏCS.3J2

LECT.
XXXV.

ThW.

Fourtb.

of differenceis the negation of generalisation,and a

descentfromthe universal to the particular. But if

thé notionor feelingof the dissimilarityis not general,
neitber is the feelingor notion of the similarity.

In the third place, can it be that Dr Brownsup-

posesthe particular feeling or consciouanessof simi-

larity betwecn certain objecta in certain respects to

be general, bccausewe have, in gênera!,a capacity of

feelingor bcingconsciousof similarity?t Thisconjec-
ture is equallyimprobable. On thisgroundeveryact

of every powerwouldbe general and we shouldnot

be obligedto leave Imagination,in order to seek for

thé universality whichwecannot discoverin the light
and definitude of that faculty, in the obscurityand

vaguenessof another.

In the fourth place, only one other supposition
remains; and thia may perhapsenableus to explain
the possibilityof Dr Brown's hallucination. A rela-

tion cannot be representedin Imagination. The two

terms, the tworelativeobjects,canbescverallyimaged
in the sensiblephantasy, but not the relation itself.

This is the ohjectof the ComparativeFaculty, or of

Intelligence Proper. To objects so different as thé

imagesof senseand the unpicturablenotions ofintel-

ligence, different names ought to be given and ac.

cordinglythis has been donewherevera philosophical
nomenclatureofthe slightest pretensionsto perfection
has been formed. In thé Germanlanguage, whichis
now the richest in metaphysicalexpressionsof any

living tongue, the two kinds of objects are carefully

distinguished. In our language,on the contrary, the
terms idea, conception,notion,are usedalmostas con-

vertible for either and the vagueness and confusion
which is thus produced, even within the narrow

a See&!iM'<C~rta,p.407,note$,and412,note.-ED.
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sphèreof speculation to which the want of the dis-

tinction alsoconfinesus, can be béat appreciatedby
those whoare conversantwith thé philosophyof tho

differentcountrics.

Dr Brownseemsto have had somcfaint perception
of the differencebetweenintellectualnotionsand son*

sible represontations; and if he had endeavouredto

signalise their contrast by a distinction of terms,he

wouldhavedeservedwcllof EnglishPhilosophy. But

he mistookthe nature of the intellectualnotion,which

connectstwo particular qualities by thé bondof simi-

tanty, and imagincd that there lurkcd under this

intangible relation the universality whicb,he clearly
saw, could not be found in a representationof thé

related objects,or of their resemblingqualities. At

least, if tbis do not assist us in accounting for his

misconcoption,1 do not knowin what way weother.

wisecan.

What 1 hâve now said is, 1 think, sufficientin

regard to the nature of Généralisation. It is noto-

riously a mere act of Comparison. We compareoh.

jects wefind them similarin certainrespects,that is,
in certain respectsthey affectua in the samemanner;
we considerthe qualities in them, that thus affect us

in the same manner, as the same and to this com-

mon quality we give a name and as wecan predi-
cate this name of all and each of the resemblingob-

jects, it constitutes them into a class. Aristotle bas

truly said that général names are only abbreviated

de6nitions,and definitions,you know,arejudgments,
For example,animal is only a compendiousexpres-
sion for M~<MM~and MïMMt<<~body; ~ctn, oniya

summaryof rational animal, &c.

a RAd., !tL e.-ËD.
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LECTURE XXXVI.

THE ELABORATIVE FACULTY.–GENERALISATION.–

THE PRIMUM COGNITUM.

LECT.
XXXV!.

Recapituh.
tion.

WE were principally employed, in our last Lecture, in

considering Dr Brown's doctrine of Generalisation

and, in doing this, 1 first discussed his refutation of

Nominalism, and, secondly, his own theory of Concep-
tualism, In reference to the former, 1 showed you
tbat thé ground on which he attempts to refute the

Nominalists, is only an inconceivable mistake of bis

own. He rejects their doctrine as incomplete, because,

he says, they take no account of thé mutual rescm-

blance of the classified objects. But so far are the

nominnlists from taking no account of the mutual

resemblance of thé classincd objects, that their doc-

trine is notoriously founded on the apprehension of

this similarity, and on the apprehension of this simi-

larity alone. How Dr Brown could have run into tbis

radical misrepresentation of so celebrated an opinion,

is, 1 repeat, wholly inconceivable. Having proved to

you by the authentic testimony of the British nomin-

alists of principal celebrity, that Dr Brown had in his

statement of their doctrine simply reversed it, 1 pro-

ceeded, in the second place, to test the accuracy of his

own. Dr Brown repudiates the doctrine of Concep-
tualism as held by Locke and others. He admits that
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we can representto ourselvesnogeneralnotionof the

common attribute or attributes which constitute a

class but he assertsthat the generality,wbichcannot

be realisedin a notionof the resemblingattribute, ia

realised in a notion of the resemblanceitse!f This

theory, 1 endeavoured to make it évident, was alto-

getber groundless. In tbe first place, tbe doctrine

supposestbat tbe notion, or, as he calls it, the feeling,
of the mutual resemblanceof purticularobjectsin par-
ticular respects,is general. This,thc vcry foundation
of bis tbeory, is not self-evidently true ;–on the

contrary, it stands obtrusively, self-cvidently, false.

It was primarily incumbent on Dr Brown to provc
the reality of tbis basis. But be makesnot even an

attempt at this. He assumesall that is in question.
To the noun-substantive,"feeling of rescmblance,"he

prefixesthe adjective général but liedoesnot con-
descend to evince that tho verbal collocationshave

any real connection.

But, in the secondplace,as it is not provedby Dr

Browu, that our notion of the similarity of certain

things in certain respects is gênera!,so it cnn easily
be shown against bim tbat it is not.

The generality cannot be found in tbe relation of

resemblance,apart fromail resemblingobjecta,and all

circumstancesof resemblance; fora resemblanceonly
exists, and is only conceivcd,as betwecndetcrminate

objecta,and in determinate attributes."
Il

This is not

denied by Dr Brown. On the contrary, he arrogates

generality to what he calls thé Il feelingof similarity
of certain objectsin certain respects." Thèseare the

expressionshe usually employs. Sofar, tbereforc,all

eIf generalitylnrelationofresem.andqualities,thfnonlyonegeneral
MMceapartfromparticularobjectanotionatat!t/nryt'tm~Jbfftny.

LECT.
XXXVI.
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is manifest, all is admitted; a resemblanceis only
conceived,is only conccivable,as between particular
objecta,in particular qualities. Apart fromthèse,re-

semblanceis not asserted to be thinkable. Thisbeing
understood,it is apparent, that the notion of the re-

semblanceof certain objectain a certain attribute, is

just the notion of that attribute itself and if it be

impossible,as Brown admits, to conceivethat attri-
bute generally,in otherwords,to havea generalnotion
of it, it is impossibleto have a general notion of the
respmMancewbich it constitutes. For example, we

have a;perceptionor imaginationof twofiguresresem-

bling each other, in having threeangles. Nowhere it

is admitted, that if either the figures themselvesbe

removed,or the attribute belongingto each, (of three

angles),be thrown out of account,the notion of any
resemblanceis also annihilated. It is also admitted,
that the notion of resemblanceia realisedthrough the

notion of triangularity. In this all philosopheraare
at one. AU likcwise agree tbat the notion of simi-

larity, and the notion of generatity, are the same

though Brown, as we have seen,bas misrepresented
the doctrineofNominalismon this point. But though
all maintain that things are conceivedsimilaronlyas
conceivedsimilarin somequality, and that their simi-

larity in this quality alone constitutes them into a

class, they differ in regard to their ulterior explana-
tion. Let us supposethat, of our two figures,the one
is a rectangled,and the other an equilateral,triangle;
and let us hear, on tbis simpleexample,how the dif-

ferent theoristsexplain themselves. The nominalists

say,-you can imagine a rectangular triangle alone,
and an equilateraltriangle alone, or you can imagine
both at once and in this case, in the consciousness
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of thcir similarity,you may viewcither as thé inade-

quate representativeof both. But you cannot ima-

gine a figure which shall adequatelyrepresent both

qua triangle; that is, you cannot imagine a triangle
which is neither an equilateral nor a rectangled tri-

angle,and yet botb at once. And as on our (thé no-

minalist)doctrine, the similarity is oniy embodiedin

an individual notion,havingrelation to another,tbere

ia no general notion properlyspeakingat all.

The older Conceptualists,on the otber band, assert

that it is possibleto concoivea triangleneither equila-
teral nor rectangular,-but both at once. Dr Brown
differsfrom nominalists and older conceptualists he

coincideswith the nominalistsin rejectingas absurd

the hypothesisof the conceptualist,but he coincides

with the conceptualistin holding,that there is a gene-
ral notion adequateto the term triangle. Thisgeneral
notion he doesnot, however,place,with the concep-
tualist, in any general representationof the attribute

triangle, but in the notion or feelingof resemblance

betwcen tho individual représentationsof an equila-
teral and of a rectangled triangle. This opinion is,

however,untenable. In the first place, tbere ia here

no generalisation for what is called the commonno-

tion can only be realised in tbought through notions

of all the several objectswhich are to be clasbified.

Thus, in our example,the notionof the similarity of

the two figures,in being each triangular,supposesthe

actual perception or imagination of both together.
Take out of actual perception,or actual representa-
tion, oneor both of the triangles,and no similarity,
that is, no general notion, remains. Thus, upon Dr

Brown'sdoctrine,the general notion only exista in so

far as the individualnotions,fromwhichit is general-

LFCT.
XXXV!
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But let us consider his doctrine in another point
of view. In the example we have taken of the equi-
perai and rectangular triangles, triangularity i6 an

attribute of eacb, and in each the conceivedtriangu-

larity is a particular, not a.general,notion. Nowtho

resemblancebetwecn these figures lies in their trian-

gularity, and tho notionor feelingof resemblancein

which Dr Brownplaces the generality, must be a no-

tion or feeling of triangularity,-triangularity must

constitute their resemblance. This is manifest. For

if it be not a notion of triangularity, it must be a no-

tion of Bomcthicgelse,and if a notion of something
else,it cannot bea general notionof two figuresas tri-

angles. The notionof resemblancebetweenthe ngurea
in question must, therefore,be a notion of triangu-
larity. Now the triangularity thus conceivedmust

be one notion,-one triangularity for otherwise it

could not be, (what is supposed),onecommonor gen-
eral notion,but a pluralityof notions. Again,this one

triangularity muet not be the triangularity, either of

the equilateral triangle, or of the rectangular triangle
alone; for, in that case,it wouldnot be a general no-

tion,-a notion commonto both. But if it cannot be
the triangularity of either,it must be the triangularity
of both. Of such a triangularity, however,it is im-

possibleto form a notion,as Dr Brown admits for

triangularity must beeither rectangularor not rectan-

gular; but as these are contradictory or exclusive

attributes, we cannot conçoivethem together in the

ised,arc présent, that is, in so far as there is no gen-
eralisation at all. This is because resemblanccis n.

relation; but a relation supposes two particular ob-

jecta and a relation betweenparticularobjects is juat
as particular as thé objectsthemselves.
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samenotion,nor can weforma notionof triangularity
except as the one or thc other.

This being the case,thc notionor feelingof similar-

ity between the two triangles cannot be a notion or

feelingof triangularity at ait. But if it bo not tbis,
what can it otherwisepossiblybe?1 There is onlyone
conceivablealternative. As a general notion,contain-

ing under it particular notions, it must be given up
but it may he rcgarded as a particular relation be-
tween the particular figures,and whichsupposesthem
to be represented,as the condition of being itself not

represented,but conceived. And thus, by a different

route, wearrive again at the same conclusion,–that
Dr Brown bas miataken a particular, an individual,
relation for a général notion. He clearlysawthat all
that is picturable in imaginationis determinate and

individual he, therefore, avoided the absurdity in-
volved in the doctrineof the old conceptualists but
he waanot warranted,(if this were,indeed,the ground
of his assumption),in assuming,tbat becausea notion
cannot be pictured in imagination, it M, therefore,

general.
Insteadofrecapitulating what 1stated in opposition

to Dr Brown'sviews in my last Lecture,1 have been
led into a new lino of argument for, in fact, bis
doctrine is open to so many objections that, on what
side soeverweregard it, argumentwill not bewanting
for its réfutation. So far, therefore,fromNominalism

being confutedby Brown, it is plain that, apart from
the misconceptionhe bas committed,he is himself a
nominalist.

LKCT.
XXXVt.XXXVI.

1proceednowtoa very curioasquestion whichhas
likewisedivided philosophers. It is this,-Does Lan-

guage originatein General Appellatives,or by Proper

Theques.
tioo,–
Doeatan-

guageorl.

ginate in
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Names? Didmankind in the formationof language,
and do children in their first applicationsof it, com-

mencewith the one kind of words,or with the other?1

The determinationof this question,-the questionof

thé .Pr:MtM~Cognitum,as it wascalled in the schools,
-is not involved in the doctrine of Nominalism.

Many illustrions philosophershâve maintained, that

all terms, as at first employed,are expressiveof indi-

vidualobjects,and that thèseonlysnbscqucnt!yobtain

a general acceptation.
This opinion1 nnd maintained by Vives,"Locke,~

Rousseau,')'Con<ii!!ae/Adam Smith,' Steinbart/ Tit-

te! Brown,~and others.' Théorder of learning,"
(I translate fromVives),"is from the senses to the

imagination,and from this to the inteUect,–such is

the orderof lifeand of nature. Wethus proceedfrom

the simple to the complex,from the singular to the

universal. This is to beobservedin children,whofirst

of all express the several partsof di8'erentthings,and

then conjointhem. Thingsgénéral they call by a sin-

gular name for instance,they call ail smiths by thé

nameof that individual N7Kî</twhomthey hâve first

known,and ail méats, ~e/'orpor~, as they have hap-

penedto haveheardthe oneor thc otherfirst,whenthey

beginto spea.k. Thereafterthe mindcollectauniversals

fromparticulars,and then again reverts to particulars
fromunivenals." Thesamedoctrine,withoutprobably

a De~)tt'nMt,Ub. i! De DMc~t~t

A!~t<M<, 6!p~tt, vol. iL p. 630,

BMitez. 1SM.–ËD.

See below, p. 321.-En.

f [See Tonssaint, De la ~nt~, c.
x. p. 278.7C.J ~KMMtMMf!'0~f!)e
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B Sec betow, p. 321.–Eo.
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Cf. § 93.89.]]
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[Logik, p. 214 et (edit. t7B3).–

ED.]J
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any knowledgeof Vives, is maintained by Locke."

There is nothing more evident than that thé ideas

of the personschildrenconversewith, (to instance in

them alone), are like the persons themselves,only

particular. The ideas of the nurse and the motber

are well &'amcdin their minds and, like pictures
of them there, representonly those individuals. The

names they first gave to them are confinedto these

individuals and the names of nurse and ~ot~~M,
the child uses,determinethemselvesto thosepersons.
Afterwards,whentimeand a larger acquaintancehave

made them observe,that theroare a great manyother

things in the world,that in somecommonagreements
of shape, and several other qualities,resemble their

father and mother, and those personsthey have been

usedto, they framean ideawhichthey findthosemany

particularsdo partake in; and to that they give,with

others, the name man, for example. And thus they
cometo bave a généralname, and a general idea."

The same doctrineis advanced in many places of

bis worksby Condiitac.~ Adam Smith bas, however,
the merit of having applied this theory to the forma-

tion of language and his doctrine,whichDr Brown,~

absolutely,and Mr Stewart,~with somequalification,

adopts, is too important not to be fully stated, and in

his own powerful language Théassignation,"says
Smitb,' of particular names,to denoteparticularob-

jecta,–that is, the institution of nouns substantive,-

a &my, iii. 3, ?.–Eo.

Bte &Mt sur l'Origine <&!Cot.

<MKMK<M~K'n<!tMet,partie t. sect.

tv. e. L, sect. v. partie ii. Met. L c.

tx.; Logique, ch. iv. p. 86 t< M?.

(fdit. Nieuport).-ED.

-yLecture xlvil. p. 306(edit. 1830).

VOL. Il.

a ~NtM/t, vo!. t. pM-t U. e. iv.

H'orJb,vol. if. p. 159. Cf. JKcnMK~,
vol. il. partit. e.ti.§4. ~<M-p.
178.-ED.

t C[)n~<&n!~tOMf<MMxntMy<t<M<
~n<M<t'<))to~ ~ax~Ma~M,appinded
to ?'A«~J(~n!~&~)n«~E~

X
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wouldprobablybe one of the first stops towards the

formationof language. Two savages,who bad never

been taught to speak,but had been bred up remote

from the societiesof men, would naturally begin to

form that language by wbich they would endeavour

to make their mutual wants intelligible to each

other, by uttering certain sounds whenever they
meant to denote certain objecta. Those objectaonly
which were most familiar to them, and which they
had most fréquent occasionto mention, wouldhâve

particular names assigned to them. The particular
cavewhosecoveringshelteredthemfrom the weather,
the particular tree whosefruit relieved their hunger,
the particular fountain whose water allayed their

thirst, would first be denominated by the wordscave,

tree, fountain, or by whatever other appellations

tbey might think proper, in that primitive jargon, to

mark them. Afterwards, when the more enlarged

experienceof these savages had led tbcm to observe,
and their necessaryoccasionsobliged them to make

mentionofother caves,and othertrees,and otherfoun-

tains, they wouldnaturally bestowuponeachof those

new objects the same name by which they had been

accustomed to express the similar object they were

first acquainted with. The newobjects had none of

them any name of its own,but each of them exactly
resembled another object,which had such an appel-
lation. It was impossible that those savages could

behold the new objecta,without recollecting the old

ones and the name of the old ones, to which the

new bore so close a resemblance. 'When they had

occasion,therefore,to mention or to point out to each

other any of thé new objecta, they would naturally
utter the nameof the correspondentold one, of which
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the idea could not fail, at that instant, to present
itself to their memoryin the strongest and liveliest

manner. And thus thosewords,whichwereoriginally
the proper namesof individuals, would cach of them

insensiblybecomethe commonname of a multitude.

A child that is just learning to speak,calls every pcr*
son who comesto the house its papa, or ita mamma
and thus bestowsupon the wholespeciesthosenamcs

wbichit had been taught to apply to two individuals.

1have known a clown who did not know the proper
nameof the river whichran by his own door. It was

theriver, he said,and he never heard any other name

for it. His experience,it seems, had not led him

to observeany other river. The général word rn'

therefore,~vas,it is evident, in bis acceptanceof it, a

propername signifyingan individualubject. If this

person had been carried to anotber river, would he

not readily havecalled it a river?1 Couldwesuppose

any person living on the banka of the Thames so

ignorant as not to know the generalword river, but

to be acquainted only with the particular word

Thames,if he waabrought to any other river, would

he not readily call it a T~ot~tea~ This, in reality, is

nomorethan what they,who are wellacquainted with

the général word, are very apt to do. An English-
man, describing any great river which he may have

seen in some foreign country, naturally says, that it

is another Thames. The Spaniards, when they nrst

arrived upon the coast of Mexico,and observed the

wealth, populousness,and habitations of that nne

country, somuch superiorto the savagenationswbich

they had been visiting for sometime before,cned out

that it was another Spain. Hence,it was calledNew

Spain and this name bas stuck to that unfortunate

t.KCT.
XXXVt.
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XXXVt.
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tainedby
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nf)h.
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LciLnit:
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says,~ that "general terms serve not only fur the per-

fection of language, but are even Decess~jy for their

essential constitution. For if by po~:cM/et~ bc under-

e Cf, ConfmbnceMM, fAy~. [See Teunemann, OMfA!'cA<eder

~n' tib. ). c. i. qu. 3, art. 1, p..PAt/o~Ate, toL ij[. p. 334.]

78; and qn. 4, art. p. 87. Tole. y Li~. iit. e. L p. 297 (edit. Erd.

toa, /&M., lib. i. c. i. text 3 et < f. mann).–E&.

10 a.–Eo.

country ever since. We say, in the samemanner, of

a hero,that he is an Alexander of an orator,that he

is a Cicero of a philosopher,tbat he is a Newton. This

way of speaking,whieh the grammarianscall an An-

tonomasia.andwhichis8ti!lextremelycommon,thougb
now not at all necessary,demonstrateshow much a!I

mankind are naturally disposedto givoto one object
the name of any other wbichnearly resemblesit and

thus to denominate a multitude, by wbat originally
was intended to express an individual.

It is tbis applicationof the came of an individual

to a great multitude of objects, whose resemblance

uatut'aHyrecalls the idea of that individual,and of

the name whichexpressesit, that seems originally to

have given occasionto the formationof those classes

and assortments whicb, in the schools, are called

~eMer<tand species."
On the other hand, an opposite doctrine is main-

tained by many profoundphilosophera. A largesec-

tion of the Bchoolmen''embracedit, and amongmore

modernthinkera, it is adoptedby CampaneUa.~Cam-

panella wasan author profoundlystudied by Leibnitz,
who even places him on a line with, if not above,
Bacon and from him it is not improbablethat Leib-

nitz mayhave taken a hint of hia owndoctrineon the

subject. In bis great work,the yoMt'MM.c~aM, of
which Stewart was not tul very latterly aware, he
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stood things individual, it wou!d be impossible to

spcak, if tbcre wereonly propernames,and no appel-
latives, that is to say, if there were only names for

things individual,since,at cvcry momentwearc met

by new ones,whenwe trent of persons,of accidents,
and especiallyof actions,whicbare those that wede-

scribe the most but if by particularsbe mcant the

lowestspecies(apeciesinfimas),besidesthat it is fre-

quently very diflieult to determine them, it is mani-

fcst that thèsearealreadyuniversals,foundedonsimi-

larity. Now, as thc only differenceof speciesand

genera lies in a similarityof greater or less cxtent, it
is natural to note every kind of similarity or agree-
ment, and, consequently,to employgeneral tcrms of

cvery degree nay, thé most gênera!being lesscom-

plexwith regard to thé essenceswbichthey compre-
hend,althoughmoreextensivein relationto the tbinga
individual to wbich they apply, arc frequently thc

easiestto form,and are the most usefut. It is like-

wiseseen that children,and thosewhoknowbut little

of the langungewhich they attempt to speak,or little

of the subject on which they would employit, make
useof gênerai terms, as thing,plant, animal, instcad

of using proper names, of which tbey are destitute.

And it is certain that all proper or iudividualnames

have been originallyappellative or general." In il-

lustration of this latter most important doctrine, he,
in a subsequentpart of the work,says** 1 would

add, in conformity to what 1 have previously ob-

served, that proper namcshave beenoriginallyappel-
lative, that is tosay, general in their origin,asBrutus,

Cœsar,Augustus,Capito,Lentulus,Piso,Cicero,Elbe,

Rhine,Rhur,Leine,Ocker,Bucepha!us,AIps,Pyrénées,
a Uv.Mi.e.ULp.303(edit.Erdmann).–Eu.

LECT.
X.tXVt.
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Turgot.

&c. and, after illustratingthis in detail,heconcludes
Thus 1 wouldmake bold to amrm that atmost al!

words hâve been originallygeneral terms, becauseit
would happen very rarely tbat men would invent a.

name,expresslyand without a reason, to denote this
or that individua!. We may, therefore,assert that
thé namesof individual things were namesof species,
whichwërogivenpf<?'excellence,or otherwise,to some

individual, as the name ~'ef<<T/cf~ to him of the
wholetown who had the largest,or whowas the man
of most consideration,of the Great Heads known. It
is thus likewisethat men give the namesof genera to

species,that is to say, that they content themaelves
with a term more general or vague to denote more

particular classes,when they do not care about the
differences. As, for example, we content ourselves
with the general name o&Mn<~ïMM(wormwood),al-

though there are somany speciesof the plant that one
of the Bauhinsbas filleda wholebookwith them."

That this was likewisethe opinionof the great Tur-

got, we learn from hisbiographer. M.Turgot,"says
Condorcet,* believed that the opinion was wrong,
which held that in general the mind only acquired
general or abstract ideas by the comparisonof more

particular ideas. On the contrary, our nrst ideasare

very general, for seeingat first only a smaUnumber
of qualities, our idea includes all the existences to
wbich these qualities are common. As we acquire
knowledge,our ideas bccomemore particular,without
ever reaching the last limit and, what might hâvee
deceived the metaphysicians, it is precisely by this

processthat welearn that these ideas are moregeneral
than we had at first supposed."

a [~x- de J/. ?'M)~o<,Londres, !786, p. 214.]
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Here are two oppositeopinions,each having nearl~

equalauthority in its favour,maintainedon bothsidef
withequal abilityand apparent évidence. Either doc

trine would be held establishedwereweunacquaintec
with the arguments in favourof the other.

But 1 bave now to state to you a third opinion,
intermediate between thèse, which conciliates both,
and seems, moreover, to carry a superior probabil-

ity in ita statement. This opinion maintains, that
as our knowledge proceeds from the confusedto the

distinct,-from tbe vague to the determinate,-so, in

the mouths of children, language at first expresses
neither the precisely general nor the deterininately
individual, but the vague and confused and that
out of this tho univcrsal is elaborated by generifica-
tion, the particular and singular by specificationand

individualisation.

1 formerlycxplained wby 1view the doctrine held

by Mr Stewart and others in regard to perceptionin

general,and vision in particular, as erroncous inas-

much as they conceivethat our sensiblecognitionsare

formedby the addition of an almost infinite number
of separate and consecutiveacts of attentive percep-
tion, each act being cognisantof a certain )MMMMm

MtM:'6:7e.*On the contrary, 1 sbowed that, instead
of commencingwith minima, perception commences

with masses that, though our capacity of attention
be very limited in regard to the number of objectson
wbich a faculty can be simultaneouslydirected, yet
tbat these objects may be large or small. We may
make, for example,a singleobject of attention eithcr

of a wholeman,or of bis face,or of bis eye, or of the

pupil of his eye, or of a speck.upon the pupil. To

aSeeaboTf,Lect.xtii.,vol.i.p.2~3.–Eu.

1 LEG"f.LECT.
XXXVf.
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LECT. eachof theseobjectatherecanonlybea certainamount
of attentive perception applied,and wecan concen-

trate it all on any one. In proportionas the object
is larger and more complex, our attention can of

course be less applied to any part of it, and, conse-

quently, our knowledgeof it in detail will be vaguer
and more imperfect. But having first acquired a

comprehensiveknowledgeof it as a whole, we can

descend to its several parts, consider these both in

themselves,and in relation to each othcr, and to the

wholeof which they are constituents,and thus attain

to a completeand articulate knowledgeof thé object.
We décomposeand thcn we recompose.

But in this we always proceed first by decompo-
sition or analysis. AU analysis indeed supposes a

forcgonecompositionor synthesis,becausewe cannot

decomposewhat is not alreadycomposite. But in our

acquisition of knowledge, the objecta are presented
to us compounded and they obtain a unity only in

the unity of our consciousness. The unity of con-

sciousnessis, as it were, the frame in which objects
are seen. I say, then, that thé first procedure of

mind in the elaborationof its knowledge is always

analytical. It descendsfromthe wholeto thé parts,-
from the vague to the definite. Definitude,that is, a

knowledgeofminutedifferences,is not,as the opposite

theory supposes, the first, but the last term of our

cognitions. Betweentwo sheepan ordinaryspectator
can probably apprehend no difference,and if tbey
were twicepresented to him, be wouldbe unable to

discriminatethe one from the other. But a shepherd
can distinguish every individual sheep and why 1

Becausehe bas descendedfrom the vague knowledge
which we all bave of sheep,–from the vague know-
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ledge wbich makes every sbeep,as it were, only a

repetitionofthe sameundifferencedunit,–to a definite

knowledgeof qualities by which each is contrasted

fromits neighbour. Now,in this example,we appre-
hend the sheepbymarksnot lessindividualthan those

by which the shepherddiscriminatea thcm but the

wholeof each sheepbeing madean objcct, the marks

by which we knowit arc thé same in each and all,
and cannot, therefore,afford the principle by which

wecan discriminatethem fromeachother. Nowthis

is what appears to me to take place with children.

They first kaow,–tbey first cognisc,the things and

persons presentedto them as wholes. But wholesof

the same kind, if we do not descend to their parts,
affordus nodifference,-no mark by whichwecnndis-

criminatethe onefromthe other. Children,thus,origi-

nallyperceivingsimilarobjects,-persons, forexample,

-only aa wholea,do at first hardiy distinguish them.

They apprehend first the more obtrusivemarks that

separate speciesfrom species,and, in consequenceof

the notorious contrast of dress, men from women
but they do not as yet recognisethe finer traits that

discriminateindividualfromindividual. But, though
thus apprehendingindividuals only hy what wenow

caUtheir specincor thcir generic qualities,it is not
to be supposed that children know them by any ab-

stract general.attributes, that is, by attributes formed

by comparisonand attention. On the other hand,
becausetheir knowledgeis not gênera!,it is not to bc

supposedto be particular or individual, if by parti*
cular be meant a separationof speciesfrom species,
and by individual the séparationof individual from

individual for children are at first apt to confound

individualstogether,not only in name but in reality.

t-ECT.
XXXVt.
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A childwhobasbeen taught to saypapa, in pointing
to his father, willgive at nrst, as Locke,[and Aristotle
beforehim],had remarked,the nameofpapa to all the

men whomhe sees." As he only at nrst seizeson the
more striking appearancesof objecta,they would ap-

pear to him all similar,and he denotes them by the

same names. But whcn it bas been pointcd out to

him that he is mistaken, or when he bas discovered
this by the consequencesof bis language,he studiesto

discriminate the objects which he had coufbunded,
and he takes holdof tbeir differences. The child com-

mences,like the savage, by employingonly isolated

words in place of phrases he commencesby taking
verbs and nouns only in their absolutestate. But as

these imperfect attempts at speech express at once

many and very differentthings, and produce,in con-

séquence,manuMdambiguities,he soon discoversthe

necessityofdeterminingthem withgreaterexactitude
he endeavoursto makc it undcrstoodin what respecta
thé thing which he wishesto denote, is distinguished
from those with wbich it is confounded and, to suc-

ceed in this endeavour, he tries first to distinguish
them bimsei~ Thuswhen,at this age,the child seems

to us as yet unoccupied,he is in reality very buay
he is devoted to a studywhich dinera not in its nature

from that to wbich the philosopher applies himself;
the child, like the philosopher,observes,compares,
and analyses.

This doc-
trine main.
tained hy
AribtoOe.

In support of this doctrine 1 can appeal to high

a-uthority it is that maintainedbyAristotle, Speak-

ing of the orderof procedure in physical science,he

a Aristotle, ~tyt. ~tMe.,L 1. Cf.

Locke, .Bsny Mt the ~)<B)eMC')M&f-

t<<tM<~))~,iiL 3, 7, who adducM thé

eame instanep, but not quite for the

same parpose.–Eo.

DegerMdo, Dea~ty)!< i. t66.
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says, We ought to proeeedfromthe better knownto
the less known,and fromwhat is clearerto us to that
which is clearer in nature. But thosethings are first
knownand clearer,whicbare more complexand con-

fused for it is only by subsequentanalysis that we

attain to a knowledgeof the parts and éléments of

which they are composed. We ought, therefore,to

proceed from universals to singulars for the whole

is better known to sense thao its parts; and thé

univcrsal is a kind of whole,as thé universalcompre-
hendsmanythings as its parts. Thusit is that names

are at first better known to us than definitions for
the name denotesa whole,and that indeterminately
whereasthe definitiondividesand explicatesits parts.
Children,likewise,at first call all men fathers and ail

women mothers; but thereafter tbey learn to discri-

minate each individual from another."

LECT.
XXXVt.

The subtle Scaligerteachesthé Mmedoctrine and

he states it better perhaps than any other philo-

sopher
Universaliamagis, ac prius essenota nobis. Sic

enim patres a pueris omnes horninesappellari. Quia

~quivocationibusnomica communicanturab ignaris
etiam rebus differentibusdefinitione. Sic enimchiro-

thecam meam, puerulus quidam manum appellabat.
An ei pro chirothecîespeciemanus speciesscse repre-
sentabat ? Nequaquam. Scd judicium aberat, quod

distingueretdifferentias.An verosummageneranobis

notiora? Non. Compositaenimnotioranobis. Genera

veropartessunt specierum quas in partes ipssespecies
multa resolvunturarte. Itaque eandemob rationem

ipsa genera, sub notione comprehensioniset prœdica-

e T'~y~.~K<f.,i. t.–En. ~Cf.AverroM,Simpticins,Pacius,Conim-
/)' lot.cil.PhitopoDM,Thetchtiua,briecn<M,Teiet.]

J.C.Sca)!.

E'
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bilitatis,sunt notioraquam ipsaeapccics. Coguoscitur
animal. Animaliuni speciesquot ignorantur? Suct

enimspeciespartes praedicabi!es.Sic totum integrum
nobia notius, quam partes e quibus constat. Omno

igitur quodcunquesub totius notioneseseoffert,prius

cognoscitur,quam ejus partes. Sic speciesconstituta,

prius quam constituentia ut equus, prius quam ani-

mal dbmabile ad trahendum, et vchendum. Hoc

enim posteascimusper resolutionem. Sic gcnuspras-
dicabiic,priusquamsurespecies. Sictotum integrum,

prius quam partes. Contrarius huic ordo Naturœ

est.
Il

a De .S'MM~, Ex. CCCvit.§ 21.

[Cf. Zabare!)e, 0)-<~ /MM/t?Mf<t',

c.i.(Z)e/?f6tMA'<!<t<MMM,p.!0<2).

a))d7)t7'A~M/)ib.i.c.t,<ext
S. Andr<M(.MJpiDUS,PfnpnMxxE
~K/r~fc))~, lib. i. qu. t, p. << seq.

(edit. 1571). rhitip Moccnicns.C'M-

~~<«'))M, cont. ii. paM fi. c. !0,

p. 34 (ed. 1588). Piccotooineus,

/'A~'f<t, p. 1313 c< M?, (ed. !S97).

Biel, /'t &.<< lib. i. dist. iii. qo. 5.

Zinxm, .D<Primo C'oy))!7o,in Mtce

t. iv. ~fM~tt~K O~rxM <<M)TOM

(Venet. !S60). Fonseca, /M~/f<<.

~n~ tib. ). e. li. <)u.2, t. i. r. !47.
172. Berigardc~, CtT-fi~M.PM<nuM,

pp. 6, 9 (edit. 166!). FMCMtorius,
De /n~M«<tOt)<,)ib. L sub fine,

O~n-f!(ed. I6M), f. t30 «. Herbart.

~MM<& tMf /eAo/e~M, § !94.

CtonsM, Zeyt'yH<,t. iii. part i. sect.

i il. c. 4, p. 141.]
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LECTURE XXXVH.

THE ELABORATIVEt'ACULTY.–JUDGMENT AND

REASONIKO.

IN our last Lecture, 1 terminated the considerationof

the faculty of Comparisonin its processof General-

isatiou. 1 am to-day to consider it in those of its

operations,whichbave obtained the spécialnamesof

Judgment and Reaaouiug.
In these processesthe act of Comparisonis a judg-

ment of something more thau a mere afErmationof

LECT.
XXXVif.

Ju')f:n)et)t
andKea-
<OttiUg.

Acts of

Co)!)p.ni-
son.

the existence of a phœnomenon, something more

than a merediscriminationof one phsenomcnonfrom

another; and, accordingly,whileit bashappened,that

the interventionof judgment in every, even thé sim-

plest, act of primary cognition,as monotonousand

rapid, bas been overlooked,the name bas been exclu-

sively limited to the morevaried and elaboratecom-

parisonof one notion with another, and the enounce-
ment of their agreementor disagreement. It is in thé

dischargeof this, its more obtrusivefunction,that we

are nowabout to considerthe ElaborativeFaculty.
Consideringthe Elaborative Faculty as a meanof

discoveringtruth, by a comparisonof the notions we

hâve obtainedfrom the Acquisitive Powers,it is evi-
dent that, though this faculty be the attribute by
which man ia distinguishedas a creation higher than
the animais, it is equallythe qualitywhichmarkshis

Ju'tpmext
and Rea.
Mntnx,
nec<f)Mry
from the
Ilmitation
of the hu.
tM)]!ni)]t)
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LECT.

1bave alreadynoticed that our knowledgedoesnot

commencewith the individual, and the most particu-
lar objectaof knowledge,-that we do not rise in any

regular progress from the less to the more general,
nrat consideringthe qualities whieh characterise in-

dividuals, then those which belong to species and

genera,in regular ascent. On the contrary,our know-

ledge commenceswiththe vague and confused,in the

waywhich Ariatotlehaasowell illustrated in the pas-
sage allegedto you." This 1may further explainby
another analogy. We perceivean objectapproaching
froin a distance. At first wedo not knowwhether it

be a living or an inanimate thing. By degrees we

becomeaware that it is an animal, but of what kind,
-whether man or beast,-we are not as yet able to

détermine. It continuesto advance,wediscoverit to
be a quadruped, but of what specieswe cannot yet

say. At length, we perceive that it is a horse,and

again, after a season,we find that it is Bucephalus.
Thus, as 1formerlyobserved,children,first of aU,take
note of the generic dinerences,and they can distin-

guish apecieslong beforethey are ableto discriminate
individaa!s. In ail this, however,1must againremark,
that our knowledgedoesnot properlycommencewith
the general,but with the vagueand confused. Outof

a Beeabove,p.330.–Ec.

inferiority to superior intelligences. Judgment and

Reasoningare renderednecessaryby the imperfection
of our nature. \Vere we capableof a knowledgeof

things and their relations at a singleview, by an in-

tuitive glance,discursive tbought would be a super-
fluousact. It is by such an intuition that we must

supposethat the SupremeIntelligenceknowsall things
at oncè.
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this the general and the individual arc both equally
evoJved.

LECT.
XXXVtt.

In consequenceof tbis genealogyof ourknowledge
we usually commenceby bestowinga name upon a

whole object,or congeriesof objects,of which, how-

ever,we possessonly a partial and inde6nite concep-
tion. In the sequel,thiavague notion becomessome-
what more determinate; the partial idea which we

had becomes enlarged by new accessions by de-

grees, our conception waxes fuller, and rcpresentsa

greater number of attributes. With this concep*
tion, thus amplified and improved,we compare the
last notionwhich basbeenacquired,that is to say,we

comparea part with its whole,or with the othcr parts
of tbis whole,and findingthat it is barmonious,–tbat
it dovetails and naturally assorts with other parts,
we acquiescein this union; and this we denominate

an act of Judgment.
In learning Arithmetic, 1 form the notion of the

numbersix, as surpassing~e by a single unit, and as

surpassed in the satne proportion by seven. Then 1

find that it can be divided into two equal halves, of

which each contains three units. By this procedure,
the notion of the number six becomesmore complox;
the notion of an even number is one of ita parts.

Comparingthis new notion with that of the number,
six becomesfuller by this addition. 1 recognisethat

the two notions suit,–in other words,1 judge that

six is an even number.

1have the conceptionof a triangle, and this con-

ception is composedin my mind of several others.

Amongthese partial notions,1select that of twosides

greater than the third, and this notion,which 1had at

first, as it were,taken apart, 1 reunite with tbe others

~Actof
judgment,
–whtt.

UlMtrated.
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Suhjfct.
PntUcate.

Copula.

Proposl.
tion.

fromwhich it had beenseparated,saying the triangle
containsalways two Bides,which together are greater
thao the third.

Whcn 1 say,bodyis divisible; among the notions

which concur in forming my conceptionof body, 1

particularlyattend to that of divisible, and finding
that it reftHyagréeswith the others, 1 judge accord-

ingly that body Mdivisible.

Everytime wejudge, wc comparea total concep-
tion with a partial, and we recoguise that the latter

reallyconstitutes a part of the former. Oneof these

conceptionshaareceivedthe nameof subject,the other

that of attribute or~re<ca~ The verbwhichcon-
nectsthese twoparts is calledthe copula. ?7~ ~<ct(~-
rangle is ft doubletriangle; nine is an odd number;

body is divisible. Here <~M<M~'MM~e,nine, body,are

subjects; a double<~aM~e,an odd MMM~M!
are predicates. The wholemental judgment, formed

by thé subject, predicate,and copula, is called,when
enouncedin words,proposition.

Howthe

partf of a

proposition
are to be
diserinue'
ated.

lu discourse, the parts of a proposition are not

alwaysfound placed in logicalorder; but to discover

and discriminate them, it is only requisite to ask,-
What is the thing of wbichsomethingelse is aSnaed
or denied1 The answer to this question will point
out the subject; and weshall find the predicate if we

inquire,-What ia affirmedor deniedof the matter of
whichwe speak?

Apropositionis sometimesso enouncedthat each
of its terms may be consideredaa subject and as pre-
dicate. Thus, when we say,-Death is the wagesof
~K; we may regard sin as the subject of which we

predicate death, as one of its consequences,and we
a CfO)MM,[~~ue,tom.ttt.partiLc.Lpp.178,m.-Eo.]
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may!ike\isc view ~c'«< as thé suhject of whichwc

predicatesin, as thé origin. In thcse cases,we nmat

considerthé geueral teuor of thc discourse,and deter-

mine from thé context what is thc matter of which it

pt'incipa!!ytroats.

LRCT.
XXXVtt.

In fine,whenwejudge, we must hâve,in the fi rst

place,at least two notions in thc second place,wc

compare thèse in the third, we recognisethat thc

one containsor excludesthé other and, in the fourth,
~'e acquiescein this récognition.

SimpleComparisonor Judgmeutis conversantwith

two notions, the one of which ia contained in thé

other. But it often happons that one notion is con-

tained in anothernot irnmediately,but mediately,and

we may bc able to recogniscthé relation of these to

each other only through a third, which,as it imme-

diatciy contains the one,is immediatelycontainedin

the other. Take the notionsA,B,C.-A containsB
BcontainsC ;-A, tlierefore,also containsC. Butas,
ex hypothesi,we do notat onceand directly know (!

as contained in A, we cannot immediatelycompare
them together, a.od judge of thcir relation. Wc,

therefbre,perform a double or complex process of

comparison we compare B with A, and C with B,
and then C witb A, through B. We say B is a part
of A C is a part of B; therefore,C is a part of A.

This doubleact of comparisonbas obtained thc name

of ~ecc~oM:)!~thc term t/M<MteM<being left to ex-

press the simpleact of comparison,or rather its resuit.

If this distinction betweenJudgment and Reason-

ing were mere!ya verbal differenceto discriminate

the simpler and more complexact of comparison,no

objection couldbe raised to it on the scoreof pro-
a CronMz,[~oy~M,t. iii.partii.c.t.pp.]8t,!S6.–Er.]

VOL11. Y
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se\er~))yaitL,
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LECT.
xxxvu. priety, and its conveniencewould fully warrant its

establishment. But this distinction bas not alwayss

been meant to expressnotbing more. It bas, in fact,

been generally supposed to mark out two distinct

faculties.

Reasoningis either from the whole to its parts; or

fromaUthe parts, discretively,to the wholethey con-

stitute,collectively. Théformerofthese isDeductive

the latter is InductiveReasoning. The statement you
will find,in all logicalbooks,of reasoningsfromcertain

parts to thé whole,or from certain parts to certain

parts, is erroneous. 1 shall first speak of the reason-

ing fromthe wholeto its parts,-or of the Deductive

Inference.

1°,It is self'evident, that whatever is the part of a

part, is a part of the whole. This one axiom is the

foundation of all reasoning from the whole to the

parts. There are, however,two kinds of whole and

parts and these constitute two varieties, or rather

two phasesof deductive reasoning. This distinction,
which is of the moat important kind, bas nevertheless

been wholly overlookedby logicians,in consequence
of which the utmost perplexity and confusion have

been introduced into the science.

1 have formerly stated that a proposition consists

of two terms,-the one called subject, thé other pre-
dicate the subject being that of which some attri-

bute is said, the predicate being the attribute so said.

Now,in different relations,we may regard the sub-

ject as the whole,and the predicateas its part, or the

predicateas the wholeand the subject as its part.
Let us take the proposition,n~ is white. Now,

hère we mayeither considerthe predicatewhiteas one

of a number of attributes, the whole complémentof
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whicbconstitutes the subject w:7~. In this point of

view,the predicate is a part of the subject. Or,again,
we may consider tbe predicate M'/t! as thé name of

a clasaef objects,of whichthe subjcct is one. In this

point of view, the subjcct ia a part of the predicate..
You willremcmberthe distinction,which1formerly

stated, of the twofold quantity of notionsor terms."

The Breadth or Extensionof a notion or tcrm corre-

sponds to the greatcr numbcr of subjects contained

undcr a predicate the Depth, Intension, or Compre-
hensionof a notion or term, to thé greater number of

prcdicates contained in a subject. These quantities
or wholesarealwaysin thé inverseratio of eachother.

Now, it is singular, tbat logiciausshould bave taken

this distinction between notions,and yet not have

thought of applying it to reasoning. But so it is, and

this is not the only oversight they bave committed

in the applicationof the very primary principles of

their science. The great distinctionwe ,have estab-

lished between the subject and predicate considered

severally, as, in different relations, whole and part,
constitutcsthe primary aud principal divisionof Syl-

logisms,both Deductiveand Inductive and its intro-

duction wipesoffa complextnass of rules and qualifi-
cations,which thé want of it rendered necessary. 1

can of course,at présent,only explain in general the

nature of this distinction its détails belong to the

scienceof the Lawsof Thought, or Logic,of wbichwe

are not bere to trcat.

1 shall first conaider the process of that Deduc- ]

tive Inferencein which thé subjcct is viewcd as the é

whole, the predicate as the part. In this rcason-

ing, the whole is determined by the Compréhension,i

a See above, p. 289.–Ec.

LECT.
XXXVII.
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and is, again, either a Physical or Essentialwhole,or

an Integral or Mathematica!who!e." A Physicalor

Essential whole is that which consistsof not really
separable parts, of or pertaining to its substance.

Thus, man is made up of two substantial parts,–a
mind and a body and cach of thèse bas again vari-
ous qualities,which,though separableonlyby mental

abstraction, are consideredas so many parts of an

essentialwhole. Thus ttte attrihutes of respiration,
of digestion, of locomotion,of colour,are so many

parts of thé wholenotionwe hâveof the humanbody

cognition, feeling, désire, virtue, vice, &c.,so many
parts of thewholenotionwe hâveof the humanmind
and a)! thèse together, so many parts of the whole
notion wehâve of man. A Mathcmatica!,or Integral,
or Quantitative whole,is that which bas part out of

part, and which, tberefore,can be really partitioned.
The Integral or, as it ought to be called, Integrate
whole (totum :'K<eyra<Mw),is composedof integrant
parts (partes integrantes), wbich arc either homo-

geneous,or heterogeaeoua. An exampleof the former
is given in the divisionof a squareinto two triangles
of thc latter, of thé animal body into head, trunk,

extremities,&c.

These wholes,(and there are othcrsof less import-
ance which1 omit), are varietiesof that wholewhich
we may call a Comprehensive,or Mctaphysical it

might be calleda Natural whole.
This being understood,let us considerhowwepro-

ceedwhenwereasonfromthe relation bctweena com-

prehensivewholeand its parts. Hère, as 1 hâvesaid,
the subject is the whole,thé predicate its part in

a 8MEog<'D!ot.[A<)Tt<C.iv.pp. dyck,/)M<!<);<.J~)'M'.lib.Le.Xtv.
J96,203<!?6<}).–Ki).][Cf.Bargers.p.MdM?.,edit.1660.]
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other words,the predicatebelongsto the subject. Now,
hère it is évident, that ail the parts of the predicate
must alsobe parts of the subject; in other terms, all

that belongsto the predicatemuât also belong to the

subject. In the wordsof the scholasticadage,Vb<(t
M0<<?est nota ?'e: !M~; ~'re~Ma~MMtpredicati est

predicatum ~M~'ee~.Anexampleof thisreasoning:-

EuropecontiunsEngland

Eaglund contaiusMiddiescx

Therefore,Europe containsMiddiescx.
In other words;–England is an integrant part of

Europe Middiesexis an intégrant part of England
therefore,Middiesex is au integrant part of Europe.
This is au example from a mathematical whole and

parts. Again
Socratesis just, (that is, Socratescontainsjustice as

a quality);
Justice is a virtue, (that is,justice contains virtueas

a constituent part);
Therefore,Socratesis virtuous.

In other worda;–justice is an attribute or essential

part of Socrates; virtue is an attribute or esscntial

part of justice thercfore virtue is an. attribute or

cssential part of Socrates. This is an example from

a physicalur essentialwholeand parts.
What 1 have nowsaid will be cnough to show,in

general, what 1 mean by a dcductive reasoning, in

wbich the subject is the whole, the predicate the

part.

T.ECT.
xxxvn.

1 procced,in the secondplace,to the other kind of

DeductiveReasoning,–that in whichthe subject is the

part, the predicateis the whole. This reasoning pro-
ceeda under that species of whole which has been

called the Logicul or Potcntial or Universal. This

2-Dtduc.
titoKea-
tioninctu
th whoto
ofExten.

s)on,–tu
whichthe

subject is
viewed as
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whole is determined by the Extension of a notion

the genera having species,and the speciesindividuals,
as their parts. Tous animal is a universal whole,
of whieh bird and beast are immédiate, ea~~eand

~arroM~,c~~ and horse, mediate parts whileman,

which, in relation to animal, is a part, is a wbole in

relation to Peter, Paul, Socrates,&c. The parts of a

logicator universalwhole,1 should notice,are callcd

the aM~'ec<parts.
From what you now knowof thé nature of gener-

alisation,you are aware that general termeare terms

expressive of attributes which may be predicated of

manydifferentobjects; and inasmuchas theseobjecta
resemble each other in thé common attribute, they
are consideredby us as constituting a class. Thus,
when 1 say, that a horse is a quadruped Bucephalus
is a horse therefore, Bucephalus is a quadruped
1 virtuaUy say,–Ao~e the subject is a part of thé

predicate <yMa6f~Mpe<Bucephalus the subjcct is part
of the predicate horse therefore, ~Mcep~~fs the

subject is part of the predicate quadruped. In the

reasoningunder this whole,you will observetbat the

same word, as it is wholeor part, changes from pre-
dicate to subjcct horse, when viewed as a part of

quadruped, being the subject of the propositioni
whereas whcn viewed as a whole,containingBuce-

plaalus, it becomcsthe predicate.
Indncttve
Reasoning,
–ttSMi.
OtD.

Such is a general viewof the processof Deductive

Reasoning,under the two great varietiesdetermined

by the two differentkindsof wholeand parts. 1now

proceed to thé counter-procesa,–that of Inductive

Reasoning. The deductive is foundedon the axiom,
that what is part of the part, is alsopart of thc contain-

ing whole; the inductiveon the principle,that what is
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true of every con8tituent part belongs, or docs not

belong, to the constituted wbole.

LRCT.
xxxvn.

Induction,like déduction,may be divided into two

kinds, accordingas the whole and parts about which

it is conversant,are a Comprehensiveor Physical or

Natural, or an Extensiveor Logical,whole. Thus, in

the former
Goldlaa metal,ycl!ow,ductile,fusiblein «~Mo?'e~<t,

of a certain specifiegravity, and so on
These qualities constitute this body, (are all ita

parts)
Therefore,this body is gold.
In the latter;-Ox, horse,dog, &c.,are animals,-

that is, are containcdunder the class animal

Ox, horse,dog, &c.,constitute, (are all the consti-

tuents of), the classquadruped.
Therefore,quadruped is contained under animal.

Both in the deductive and inductive processesthe

inferencemust be of an absolute necessity,in so far

as the mental illation is concerned that is, every

consequent propositionmust be evolvedout of cvery
antécédentpropositionwith intuitive evidence. 1 do

not mean by this, that the antecedentshouldbeneces-

sarily true, or that the consequentbe reallycontained

in it it is sufficientthat the antécédent be assumed

as true, and that the consequentbe, in conformityto

the laws of thought, evolvedout of it as its part or

its equation. This last is called Logical or Formai

or Subjective truth and an inference may be sub-

jectively or formally true, which is objcctively or

reaUyfalse.

The account given of Induction in all works of

Logic is utterly erroneous. Sometimeswe find this

inferencedescribedas a precarious,not a nccessary,

Oftwo
)()<)!),ttitIt

proe<-t;d!)in
the~ho)o
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reasoning. It is called an illation fromsometo all.

But hère the soM:e,as it neither contains nor consti-

tutes theall, determinesno necessarymovement,and

a conclusion drawn under these circumstancea is

logicallyvicious. Othersagaindescribethe inductive

processthus

What belongsto someobjectsof a classbelongato

the wholeclass;
This property belongsto someobjectaof thc class

Therefore,it belongsto the wholeclass.

This account of induction, whicb is thé one you
will find in all thc English workson Logie,is not an

inductive reasoningat aU. It ia,logicallyconsidered,

a dcductive syllogism and, logically considered,a

syllogism radically vicious. It is logically vicious

to say, that, becausesome individualsof a classbave

certain commonqualities apart from that property
whichconstitutes the class itself, therefore the whoïc

individualsof the classshould partake in these quali-
ties. For this there is no logicalreason,–no necessity

of thought. Tbe.probabilityof this inference,and it

is only probable,is foundedon the observationof the

anatogyof nature, and, therefore,not upon the laws

of thought, by whichalone reasoning,consideredas a

logical procesa,is exclusivelygoverned. To become

a formallylegitimate induction,the objective proba-

bility must be clothcdwith a subjectivenecessity,and

~e some must be translated iuto ~Aeall which it is

supposedto represent.
In the deductive syllogismwe proceedby analysis,

-that is, bydecomposinga wholeinto its parts but

as the two wholeswith winchreasoningis conversant

arc in the inverse ratio of eachother, so our analyais
in thc one will correspond to our synthesis in thé
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other. For example,when1 divide a whoïcof exten-

sion into its parts,-when 1 divido a gcuus into the

species,a species into the individuals,it contains,-I
do so by adding newdiHercnces,and thus go on accu-

mulatiug in thé parts a complémentof qualitieswhich

did not belongto the wholes. This, thercfore,which,
in point of extension, ia an anulysis, is, in point of

compréhension,a synthesis. In like manner,when 1

decomposea wholeof compréhension,that is, decom-

pose a complexpredicate into its constituent attri-

butes, 1 obtain by this procesaa simpler and more

general quality, and thus this, which, in relation to a

comprehensivewhole, is an analysis,is, in relation to

an extensivewhole,a synthesis.
As tho deductive inference is Analytic, thé induc-

tive is Synthetic. But as induction,cqually as de-

duction, is conversant with both wholes,so the syn-
thesis of induction on the comprehensivewhole is

a reversed process to its synthesis on the extensive

whole.

LECT.
xxxvu.

From what 1 have now Btatcd,you will, therefore,

be aware, that the terms cc~ff~M and ~c.~s, when

uaed without qualification, may Le employed, at cross

purposes, to denote operations precisely the converse

of each other. And so it bas happened. Analysis, in

the mouth of one set of philosophera, means precisely
what synthesis denotes in the mouth of another; nay,
what is evcn atill more fréquent, these words are

perpetually converted with each other by the same

philosopher. 1 may notice, what bas rarcly, if ever,
been remarked, that synthesis in the writings of thc

Greek logicians is équivalent to tbe a?i(f~'s of modern

philosophers thé former, regarding tbc exteusive

whole as the principal, applied analyse, ~mT'e~o~

.Confusion
MMDgptn-·

tosoj)ht:)s
fromuot

havicgob-
'ienejthi'i
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LECT.
XXX\t:.

to ita division thé latter, viewingthe comprehensive
wholeas the principal, in general limit analysis to its

decomposition. This, howcver,has been overlooked,
and a confusion the most inextricable prevails in

regard to the use of these words,if the thread to the

labyrinth is not obtained.

a Th~a thé Platonie method of MMM.p. 173.–Ep. [Cf. 7abarella,
Division la called Analytical. See /M Post ~?«:/y< Hb. ti. c. xi), texts

Laertiu.q, iii. 24. Compare .PMrm. 70,81. 6'pcMZc~/cft,pp. 1100,1212.]
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1Nowenter upon tbe last of thé CogoitiveFaculties,
-the Faculty which 1 denominated the Regulative.
Hère the term /f<CM~,you will observe,is employed
in a somewhatpeculiarsignification,for it is employed
not to denote the proximate cause of any definite

encrgy. but the power the mind bas of being the

native sourceof certain necessaryor <tj~n'ort cogni-
tions whichcognitions,as they arc the conditions,the

forms,under whichour knowledgein général is pos-
sible,constitute somany fundamentallawsof intcUec-

tual nature. It is in this scusethat 1 call the power
which the mind possessesof modifyingthe kuowledge
it reçoives,in conformityto its propcr nature, its Re-

gulative Faculty. The Regulative Faculty is, how-

ever, in fact, nothing more than the complernentof

such laws,–it is the locus jpnHCïp!'o!'MM.It thus

correspondsto what was known in the Grcekphilo-

sophy under the name of MS!,when that term was

rigorously used. To this faculty bas been latterly

applicd the name Reason but this tcrm is so vague
and ambiguous,tbat it is almost unfitted to convcy

any definitemeaning. The tcrm Co~mo~'Se?~cbas
likewisebeen applied to designate the place of prin-

ciples. This word is also ambiguous. In the first'

place, it was the expression used in the Aristotclic

LECTURE XXXVIII.

THE REGULATIVE FACULTY.
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philosophy to denote the Central or CommonSeusory,
in wbich the different external senses met and were

united." In the second place, it was cmployed to sig-

nify a.sound understanding applied to vu!gar objecte,
in contrast to a scientinc or spéculative intelligence,
and it is in this signification that it has been taken

by those who have derided the principle on whicb the

philosophy, which has been distiuctively denominated

the Scottisb, professes to be establishcd. This is not,

however, thé meaning whic!thas aiways or even prin-

cipally been attached to it; and au ineomparably

stronger case might bc made out in défonce of this

expression tban has been done by Reid, or evcn by
MrStewart. It is in fact a term of high antiquity,

and very general acceptation. We find it in Cicero,~

in several passages not hitherto observed. It is

found in the meaning in question in Pbeedrus,~and

not in the signification of community of sentiment,

which it expresses in Horace~ and JuvcnaL' "Na-

tura," saya Tertullian,t speaking of the universal con-

sent of mankind to thé immortality of the sou!

Natura pleraque suggcruntur quasi de publico sensu,

quo auimam Deus dotare dignatus est." And in the

same meaning the term <S<:M~!MCommunis is employed

by St Augustin. In modern timcs it is to be found in

the philosophical writings of every country of Europe.
In Latin it is used by the Gemmn Me!anchthon/

Victorinus,' Keckermannus,' Christian Thomasius,
A.

e See De ~4M)BM!,iii. 2, 7. Cf. 7.t

/o< cit., Conimbriceuses, pp. 373,
407.–Eo.

See&M'i n'or~, p. 774.-Eo.

-yL.i.f.7.-ËD.
a ~(., i. 3, 66. But Me ~«~

~u; p. 774.–Eu.
f ~< viti. 73.–Ec.

f See /~«fa ~or~, p. 776.– Ec.

t!~M.,p.779.–ËD.

e7&M/p.778.–ED.

[Victorinua Strigelius, ~/Mm)x'.
OMt<<tire ~«!~<f<.J/<h))(A<AoMH,pp.

798, 1040, éd. !568.}
« See /?ft'(r<~o)' p. 780.–Et).

A T~M.,p. 785.–Eu,
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Leibnitz,' Wotf,~and the Dutch De Raci,~ by thé

Gallo-PortugueseAntonius Govcanus,' thé Spanish
Nunncsius,' thé Italian Genove8i,tand Vico, and by
thc Scottish Abercromby;~ in French by Ba!zac,'
Chanet," Pasca! Malcbranc!tc,<*Bouhours, Barbey-
rac in English by Sir Thomas Brownc,<ToJand,"
Charleton." Theseare only a fewof the testimomes
1 could adduce in support of the tcrmCommonSense
for the faculty in question in fact, so far as use and
wont may be allowedto weigh, there is perhaps no

philosophicalexpressionin support of which a more
numerous array of autborities may be alleged. Thé

expression,however,is ccrtainlyexceptionable,and it
can only claim toleration in thc absenceof a better.

1 may notice that Pascal and Hemsterbuis~bave

applied Intuition and Sentiment in this sensé and
Jacobi" originallyemployedG*~aK&c,(.Ce~c/'orFaith),
in the same way, though he latterly superscded tins

expressionby that of Fer~M~, (Reason.)
Were it allowedin metaphysical philosophy,as in

physical,to discriminatescience differencesby scien-
tific terms, 1 wouldemploythe wordnoetic,as denved

y 8ee C7<!ft: PA<7<Mo~t'<eA~<MM/ù

~n~o<<fc-C'a)'<M!<!)M,Disert, i. De

C'oyMt<t'0))erK~ft~t et fAt'&MOpAtM,

p. 7. Commnntafacultas omnium

homtnnn);" Dissert. U. De P<'<CM~'
M)<t'<m Cf)!<)-<,§§ iv. v. pp. 34, 35.

Communes KottoneB;" § x. p. 4J.

"Communia Sen8na.ED.

V

A.
a N<e/f~'t )to' p. 785.–t:f).

/?<< p. 790.–Eo.

a Sta A-Kft ~<M'A-<,p. 77&Eo.

7M.–ED.

f 7~<< p. 790.-Eo.

<!~)<<En.
e Ibid., p. 7S5.–Rn.
i Ibid., p. 7M.-KD.

« Ibid.-ED.
A /d., p. 783.–E)'.

/< lbid., p. 784.–Et'.
v 2)M/)n)t<<</<la ~'<t'M!!)<X~OX.

MrauM, /!MK<)7de ~MMMM.t. L pp.
36,37. A transition fromthe Latin
of Noodt, in which !)t<~usana and
«MtM ~MMMMttare both rendered by
&:<e<MMMMtXH.–En.

{ See Rcid'a fror~, p. 782.-ED.
o /M~ p. 786.–En.

Charleton uses the term in its
AristotoUM signification, M denot.

ing the centra or common étensory
and its functioa. See his /MH)o~-

<<yof </<<:Human .%)<<<~<'nMK~

by </« Liglet </ A~MM (1867), pp.
92, 98, JM.–ED.

p See At'~ M~ p. 792.-En.
<r~M., p. 793.–Ef.
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Nomencla.
ture of the

cognitions
due to thé

Rej~tittive
Faculty.

tmpoïtatKe
of the dis-
tinction or
nativeM"t
adventi-
t)ou~know.

ledge.

fromfoC?,to expressail thosecognitionsthat originale
in the mind itself,<fî(tMoe(Mto denote the operations
of the Discursive,Elaborative,orComparativefaculty.
So much for the nomenclatureof the faculty itself.

On the other hand, the cognitions themselves, of

whicb it is the source,have obtained variouaappella-
tions. They have beendenominated«o~~ ~o\~<t?,
KOtfa~â~oten, ~uo'tx<M&~0t<tt,?r/)M'at~oten, wp~Ta

~O~&Ta;tt(t<!tr<Bjudicia, judicia COMMUM~UNho-

M!:MMMsensibus :r«, MO<<OMMor 7!0<Î<Ï'<PCO?:?:K~

or îM)if!~<p,MM~cc~c~en~Œ,semina omnium cogni-
<o~Mm,~H~~a <p~fM!'<c:~M,zopyra, (~MM~~oar~s),

p?'<BCoy/<~<ïnecessaria, anticipationes; first princi-

~M, CMM~O~anticipations, principles of C<~MMM)H

MM~g,~e~et'!(?eM<or~!<Mï<e~M~,pr:7Mt<ït'eMo<!o~
native notions,tKHQ<eco~'<îOKS,natural Atto~e~M

(co~?!o~), fundamental reasons, W€<apA~eŒ~or

~a~sceM~:<< truths, ultimate or elemental lawsof

thought,primary or~(Mdft7MC/:<6t!~tP~of human be-

lief, or~<H:of~ lawso/'AM7~ct~reason,pure or tran-

scendentalor a prion cognitions,categoriesof thought,
natural beliefs,~<ïo?!a~instincts,&c.&c.*

The history of opinions touching the acceptation,
or rejection,of such native notions,is, in a manner,
the history of philosophy for as the one alterna-

tive, or the other, is adopted in this question, the

character of a system is determined. At present 1

content myself with stating that, though from the

earliestperiod of philosophy,the doctrinewas always
common,if not always predominant,that our know-

ledge originated,in part at Icast,in the mind, yet it

was only at a very recent date that the criterion

was cxplicitly enounced,by whichthe native may be

a See?:!<<~o~, NoteA,§v.p.755elN~ED.
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discriminatedfromthe adventitiouselementsofknow-

ledge. Without touching on some ambiguous ex-

pressionsin moreancient philosophera,it is suiRcient

to say that the characterof universalityand necessity,
as the quality by which thé two classesof knowledgc
arc distioguished, was nrst explicitly proclaimedby
Leibnitz. It is true, indeed,that, previouslyto him,
Descartesall but enounced it. In the notesof Des-

cartesonthé ~'oyr<ï!M?notof 1647,(whichyouwill find

under Letter XCIX.of the First Part of his~pM<o/~),
in arguing againat the author whowould derive all
our knowledgefrom observationor tradition, he has

t!ie followingsentence 1 wiah that our author
wouldinformme what is that corporealmotionwhich

is aMeto formin our intellectany commonnotion,-
for example,things that are equal to the same thing
are equal to each other, or any other of the same

kind for all those motions are particular, but these

notionsare universal,having no amnity with motions,
and holdingno relation to them." Now,had he ouly
added the term MCceMa)~to universal,he wouldbave

completelyanticipatedLeibnitz. 1 have already fre-

quently had occasionincidentallyto notice, that wce

shouldcarefullydistinguishbetweenthose notions or

cognitions which are primitive facts, and those no-

tions or cognitionswhichare generalisedor derivative

facts. The former aregiven us they are not,indeed,

obtrusive,-they are not even cognisable of them-

selves. They lie hid in the profunditiesof the mind,
until drawn from their obscurity by the mental acti-

vity itself employedupon the materi~s of experience.
Hence it is, that our knowledge bas its commence-

ment in sense,external or interna!, but its origin in

intellect. Cognitio omnis a sensibus exordium, a

LECT.
XXXVttt

Chterton
ofBecM-
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cartes.
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Andby
Spiao~.

LECT.
XXXVIII.

mente originemhabet primam." The latter, the de-

rivative cognitions, are of our own fabrication we

form them after certain rules; they are the tardy re-

sult of Perceptionand Memory,of Attention, Reflec-

tion, Abstraction. The primitive cognitions,on the

eontrary, seemto leap ready armedfrom thé wombof

reason, like Pallas from the head of Jupiter; some-

times the mind places them at the commencementof

its operations.in order to have a point of support and

a fixed basis,without whichthé operationswould be

impossible; sometimesthey form, in a certain sort,
the crowning,–thé consummation,nf all the intellec-

tual operations. Thé derivativeor gencralisednotions

are an artifice of intellect,–an ingenious mean of

giving order and compactnessto the materialsof our

knowledge. The primitive and general notions are

the rootof all principles,-the foundationofthe \vho!e

cdince of human science. But how differentsoever

be the two classesof our cognitions,and howeverdis-

tinctly separatedthey may be by the circumstance,–
tbat we cannot but think the one,and can easilyanni-

hilate thc other in thought,–tbisdiscriminativequal*
ity was not explicitlysignalisedtill done by Leibnitz.

The older philosophersare at best undeveloped. Des-
cartes made the first step towards a more perspicuous
and definitediscrimination. He frequently enounces

that our primitive notions, (besides being clear and

distinct), are universal. But this universality is only
a derivedcircumstance;–a notionis universal,(mean-

ing thereby that a notion is commonto ail mankind),
becauscit is necessaryto the thinking mind,-because
the mind cannot but think it. Spinoza, in one pas-
sageof histreatiseDe Emendatione7M<e~c<M~says
a Seeabore,t.cct.ML,vol.ILp.27.–ED. Operafo~~xnM,p.391.
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The ideaswhichweformclear and distinct,appear
so to followfromthe solenecessityof our nature, that

they seem absolutely to dépend from our solepower

~ofthought~ the confusedideason the contrary," &c.

This is anything but explicit and,as 1 said,Leibnitz

is the first by whomthe criterionof necessity,-of thc

impossibilitynot to think so aud so,-was established

as a discriminativetype of our nativenotions,in con-

trast to those which weeduce from experience,and

build up throughgénéralisation.
The enouncement of this criterion was, in fact,

a great discovery in the science of mind; and the

fact that a truth so manifest,when once proelaimed,
could have lain so long unnoticed by philosophers,

may warrant ua in hopiug that othcr discoveriesof

equal importancemay still be awaiting thé advent of

another Lcibnitz. Leibnitz bas, in several parts of

his works,laid downthe distinctionin question and,
what is curious,almost always in relation to Locke.

In the fifth volume of his works by Dutcns,* in

an Epiatle to Bierlingof 1710, he says, (t translate

fromthe Latin) In Lockethere are someparticu-
lars not ill cxpounded, but upon the wj)olc he has

wandered far from thé gatc,~nor has he undcrstood

the nature of the intellect, (natura mentis). Ilad lie

sufficientlyconsidered the diiïerence between neces-

sary truths or those apprehendedby démonstration,
and those which becomeknown to us by induction

alone,-he would bave secn that thôac which are

necessary,couldonly be approved to us by principles
native to the mind, (menti insitis) seeing that the

sensesindeedinform us what may take place,but not

what necessa.rilyta.kesplace. Lockehasnot observed,
oP.358. ~ThbreferstuArtstct!e's3/e/~yM'cs[A1liuor,c.I.–Ef).]
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LECT. that the notionsof being,of substance,of oneand tho

same,of the true, of the good,and many others,arc

innate to our mind, because our mind is innate to

itself, and finds ail thèse in its own furniture. It is

true, indeed, that there ia nothing in the intellect

which was not previouslyin thé sensé,–except thé

intellect itself." He makes a similarobservationin

référence to Locke, in Letter XI., to his friend Mr

Burnet of Kemnay." And in bis A~o!<MaM.rEssais, (a
dctailed réfutation of Locke's Essay, and not cou-

tained in the collectededitionofhisworksby Dutens),
ho repeatedly enforces the same doctrine. In oue

place hesays, Hencetherearisesanothcr question,
viz.:-Are all truths dépendenton experience,tbat is

to say, on inductionandexamples?1 Orare theresome

wbich haveanother foundation1 For if someéventa

can be foreseen before all trial bas beenmade,it is

manifest that we contribute somethingon our part.
The senses,although necessaryfor all our actual cog-
nitions, are not, however,competent to afford us all

that cognitionsinvolve for thé senses never give us

more than examples,that is to say,particular or indi-

vidual truths. Nowall the exampleswhichconfirma,

général truth, how numeroussoeverthey may be,are

insufficientto establishthe universalnecessityof thé

same truth for it doesnot followtbat what bas hap-

pened, will happen always in likc manner. For ex-

ample thé Greeks and Romans and other nations

have always observed that during the course of

twenty-four hours, day is changed into night, and

night into day. But we shouldbewrong,werewe to

believe that the same rule hoids everywhere,as the

a Opera,voLvi.p. 2?4(edit. SAvdnt-Propos,p.5(edit.Rupe).
~ut<-ne).
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contrary bas been observcd during a résidence in
x

NovaZembla. And !teagain would dcccivchimself,
whoshouldbelievethat, in our latitudes at least, this

was a truth necessaryand eterna! for we ought to

consider that the earth and tlie sun thcmsclvcshave

no ncccssaryexistence,and that there will perhaps a

timo arrive when this fair star will,with its whole

aystem,have no longer a place in création,–at !cast

under its present form. Hence it appcars, that the

ncccssarytruths, such as we find themin pure Mathc-

matics,and particularly in Arithmetic andGeometry,
behoveto haveprinciplesthe proofof whichdoesnot

depcnaupon examples,and, consequently,not on thé

evidenceof sense; howbcit that without thc sensés,

weshouldneverhavefoundoccasionto call them into

consciousness. This is what it is necessaryto distin-

gnish accuratcly.and it is what Euclid bas so well

understood, in demonstrating by rettsonwhat is suf-

nciently apparent by experienceand sensibleimages.

Logic, likewise, with Mctaphysicsand Morals, tlie

onoof which constitutesNatural Titcology,the other

Natural Jurisprudence,are full of such truths and,

consequently,their proof can only bc derived from

internal principles,which mecall innate. It is true,
that we ought not to imaginethat wecan read in the

soûl,these eternal lawsofreason,ac~f<p~M!'<!MA~
as we can read thé edict of the Praetorwithouttrouble

or research but it is eoough,that we can discover

them in ourselves by dint of attention, when thé

occasionsare presentedto us by thé senses. Thesuc-

cessof the observationservesto confirmreason,in the

same way as proofs serve in Arithmetic to obviate

erroneouscalculations,when the computationis long.
It is hercby, also,that the cognitions of men difler

LECT.
XXXVttt.
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fromthoseof beasts. The beastsarepurelyempirical,
andouly regulate themselvesby cxamples for M far

as wecan judgc, they neverattain to the ibrmatiou

of necessaryjudgments, whereas,men are capable of

démonstrativesciences,and herein the faculty which

brutes possessof drawing Infercncesis inferior to thé

reason which is in men." And, after someother ob-

servations,he proceeds Perhaps our able author,"

(he refersto Locke), willnotbe whollya!ienfrommy

opinion. For after !tavingemploycdthe wholeof his

first bookto refute innate cognitions,takcn in a cer-

tain sense,he, however,avows,at thé commencement

of the second,and afterwards, that ideas which have

not tbcir origin in Sensation,come from Reflection.

Now rcnection is nothing else than an attention to

what is in us, and the sentesdo not inform us of what

wc alreadycarry with us. This being the case,can it

be denicd that there is much that is innate in our

mind, seeing that wc are as it were innate to our-

selves,and that therc arc in us existence,uuity, sub-

stance, duration, change,action, perception,1)leasure,
and a thousand other objcctsof our intellectualno-

tions 1 These same objecta being immcdiate, and

always present to our understandiug, (although they
are not al~'ayapercciveclby reasonof ourdistractions
and our wants), why should it bca mattcr of wonder,
if we say that thèse Ideasare innate in us, with all

that is dependeut on them? In illustration of this,
let me make use likewiseof the simileof a block of

marble whichbas veina,rather than of a blockof mar-
ble whollyuniform,or of blank tablets, tha.tis to say,
what is called a ~<~M~~ct by philosophers for if
the mind resembledthese blank tablets, trutbs would
be in us, as the figure of Herculesis iu a piece of
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marbic, when the marble is altogether indinerent to

thé receptionof this figureor of any othcr. But if we

supposethat there are veinain tlie stone, whichwould

mark out tlie figureof Herculesby préférenceto other

figures,this stonewouldhemoredeterminedthereunto,
and Hercules would exist there, innately in a certain

sort; althoughit wouldrequire labour to discoverthe

veins,and to clear them by polishingaD<lthe rcmoval
of aIl that prevents their manifestation. It is thus

that ideas and truths are innate in us; like our in-

clina.tions,dispositions,natural habitudes or virtuali-

ties,and not as actions althoughthesevirtualities bc

a!witysaccompaniedby some correspondingactions,

frequently,however,unperceived.
It seems that our able author [Locke]maintains

that there is nothingvirtual in us, and cvennothing of
whichweare [not]alwaysactua!!yconscious. But this

cannotbe strictly intcnded,for in tbat casebis opinion
would be paradoxical,since even our acquiredhabits

nnd the storesof ourmemoryare not aïwnysin actual

consciousness,nay,donot alwayscornetoour aid when

wanted; while again, weoften call them to mind on

any trifling occasionwbich suggests them to our re-

membrauce,like as it only requiresus to be given tbe

commencementof a song to hcipus to the recollection

of the rest. He, therefore,limita his thesis in other

places,saying.tha.ttbereis at leastnothing in us which

we hâvenot,at sometime or other,acquiredby expé-
rience and perception." And in another remarkable

passage,"Leibnitzsays,"The mind is not only capable
of knowingpure and necessarytrutlis, but likewiseof

discovcringthem in itself; and if it possessedonly the

simplecapacityof receivingcognitions,or thc passive
a A'oxrcatf.B&M)!,p.36(edit.Bospe).(Liv.t.§ 6.–ED.]

LECT.
XXXVUt.
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XXXVtft.power of knowlcdge,ns indeterminedas that of the

wax to reçoive figures,or a blank tablet to receive

letters, it wouldnot be the sourceof neccssarytruths,
as 1 am about to demonatrate tbat it is for it is in-

contestable,that the sensés cou!dnot suSce to tuake

tlieir ncccssity apparent, and t)tat tlie intellect has,

therefore,a disposition,as well active os passive,to

dra\v thcm fromits ownbosom,althoughthe sensésbe

requisite to furui~htlie occasion,and the attention to

détermine it upon some in préférenceto othcrs. You

sec, therefore, thèse very able philosophers,who arc

of a dioerent opinion, bave uot snfficicntlyrenccted

on t!te conséquencesof thc difference that subsists

betweenneccssnryor eternal truths and the truths of

expérience,as 1 have a!readyobserved,and as all our

contestation sbows. Tho original proof of necessary
truths comes from the intellect alone, while other

truths arc derived from experienceor the observations

uf sensé. Our mind is competent to both kinds of

knowlcdge,but it is itself thé sourceof the former
and howgreat soevermay bc the number of particular

expériencesin support of a universal truth, we should

never bc able to assureourselvesfor ever of its uni-

versaHtyby induction, unless we knew its necessity

by reason. Thé senses may regis-
ter, justify, and con6rm these truths, but not démon-

strate their infallibilityand eternal certainty."
And in speaking of the faculty of such truths, hc

says It is not a naked faculty, which consists

in the mere possibility of understanding them; it

is a disposition, an aptitude, a prcformation,which

detenuines our mind to clicit, and which causesthat

they can be elicited preciselyas there is a différence

between thc figures whichare bcstowedindinerently
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on stone or marble,and those which veins mark out

or are disposed to mark out, if thé sculpter avail

himself of the indications.
4

1 have quoted thèse

passagesfrom Leibnitz, not only for their own grcat

importance,an thé first full and explicitenounccmcnt,
and certainlynot the Icast able illustrations,of one of

tho most momentousprinciples in phiiosophy; but,
likcwise,bccausc the JVoMfCftMa:Essais, from which

thcy are principally extracted, though of all others

thé most important psychologicalwork of Leibnitz,
waswhollyunknown,not only to the other pitiloso*
phcrs of tbis country, but even to Mr Stewart, prior
to thé last years of his life.~

We have thus secnthat Lcibnitzwasthe first philo-
sopherwhoexplicitlyestablishedthé quality of neces-

sity as thé criterion of distinction betweenempirical
andft~)'ïo?'~cognitions. 1may,bowevcr,remark,what
is creditabic to Dr Reid's sngaclty,that lie founded
thc samediscriminationon the samediSerence and
1 amdisposcdto think, that hedid this withoutbeing
aware of bis coincidencewith Lcibmtz for he does

not secmto have studied the systemof that philoso-
pher in his own works and it was not till Kant had

sbownthé importance of thé criterion,by its appli-
cation in bis bands, that tbe attention of the learncd
wascaUcdto the scatterednoticesof it in the writings
of Leibnitz.. In speakingof the principleof causality,
Dr Reid says Wo are next to consider whether

we may not Icam this truth fromexpérience,–That

a .A'oMt'&MM, liv. L §U. Sec

nbove, Lect. itxix., vo!. it. p. 196.–
Eu.

j9 The reason of this tt-M, that it

~s not pnMiaheJ tiU long after the
dMth of ita author, tcd tt ta not

included in the collected edition of

thé works of Leibnitz by Datens.

!n coaeeqnence of its nipnMication
in Zn'~fh/t P~/M 7%!?oNy~fa by
Ërdmann, it h now easi)y pro-
cnred.
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effets whichhâveall the marks and tokensof design,
must proceedfroma.designingcause.

1 apprehendthat wecannot learn this truth from

experience,for two reasons.

Becauseit is a necessnrytruth, not a con*

tingent one. It agrecs with the experience of man-
kind since the beginning of the world, that the area
of a triangle is equal to haïf the rectangle under its
base and perpendicular. It agrées no less with ex-

perience,that the sun rises in the east and sets in the

west. So far as experience goes, these truths are

upon an equal footmg. But everyman perçoivesthis

distinction between them,-that the first is a neces-

sary truth, and that it is impossibleit shouldnot be

true but the last is not necessary,but contingent,
dependingupon the will of Him whomade the world.
As we cannot learn from experience that twice three
must necessarilymake six, so neither can we learn
fromexperiencethat certain effectamust proceedfrom
a designing and intelligent cause. Experience in-
forms us oniy of what bas been,but never of what
must be.

a

And in speaking of our belief in the principle that
an effectmanifestingdesign must bave had an intel-

ligent cause, he says It haa been thought, that,

although this principle doesnot admit of prooffrom

abstract reasoning,it may be proved from experience,
and may be justly drawn by induction,frominstances
that fall within our observation.

1 conceive this method of proof will leaveus in

great uncertainty, for these three reasons

1~, Because the proposition to be proved is not
a contingent but a ttcc~ary proposition. It is not

a ~t<.fox-e~,Easayvi.chap.vi. ~M-Jb,p.469.
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that things which begin to exist commonlyhave a

cause,or even that they alvays in fact have a cause

but that they must have a cause,and cannot begin to

exist without a cause.

Propositionsof this kind, from their nature, are

incapableof proofby induction. Experienceinforms

us only of whatis or ~as becn,not of what must be;
and the conclusionmust be of the same nature with

thé premises.
For this reason, no mathcmaticalpropositioncan

be proved by induction. Though it should bc found

by experienceiu a thousand cases,that thé area.of a

plane triangle is equal tothé rectangleunder the alti-

tude and balf thé base,this would not prove that it

must be so in all cases, and cannot bc otherwise;
which is what the mathematiciaa affirms.

In like manner, though we had thé most ample

experimentalproof, that tbings which have begun to

exist had a cause, this would not prove that they
musthavea cause. Experiencemayshow us what is

the establishedcourseof nature, but can never show

what connectionsof tbings are in their nature neces-

sary.

2< General maxims,grounded on expérience,
have only a degreeof probability proportionedto the

cxtent of our experience,and ought always to be un-

derstoodso.as to leave roomfor exceptions,if future

experienceshall discoverany such.

The Jaw of gravitation bas as full a proof fi'om

experienceand induction as any principlecanbesup-

poscd to have. Yet, if any philosopher should, by
clear experiment,showthat there is a kind of mat-

ter in somebodieswhich does not gravitate, thc law

of gravitation ought to be limited by that exception.

LECT.
XXXVI!~
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Now,it is évident that menbave never considered

the principloof the necessityof causes,as a.truth of

this kind whichmay admitof limitation orexception
and thereforeit bas not been receivedupon this kind

of evidence.

3~, 1do not sec that experiencecould satisfy
us that every change in nature actually bas a.cause.

In the far grcatcst part of the changesin nature

that fall within our observation,thé causes are un-

known and, therefore, from experience, we cannot

ktio\v whether they have causes or not.

Causationis not an objectof sensé. Thé only ex-

periencewe can bave of it, is in thé consciousncsswe

have of exerting somepowerin orderingour thoughts
and actions. But this experience is surcly too nar-

row a. foundation for a general conclusion,that all

things that have had or shall have a beginning,must

have a cause.

"For these reasons this principlecannot be drawn

fromexpérience,any more than fromabstract reason-

ing.
It ought, however, to be noticed that Mr Humc's

acuteness had arrived at the same conclusion. As

to past experience,"ho observes, it can be allowed

to give direct and certain informationof thoseprecise

objects ouly, and that precise periodof time, which

fell under its cognisancc; but why this experience
should be extended to future times and to other

objects,–this is the main questionon which1 would

insista

The philosopher,however,whobasbest knownhow

a /;)<e~Mtua!PoM-o-a,Es~yvi. tUsEsMy.
ch~. vi. ~of~, pp. 466,4M. Reid a /)~M!')T/eMi~fM!'))~<<- ~MH)<!)'

haa several other passogM to the Ct<&~<!M~')!y,§ iv. /~t7o!<tt'f< 1

same e<Tet;tin the same ctMpttr of ~<n- Tôt. p. 42.–Eo.
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to turn the criterion to account is Kant; and the

general successwith whichhe has applied it, must be

admitted eveu by those who dcmur to many of thé

particular conclusionswhich his philosophy would

establish.

But though it be nowgenera~y acknowledgcd,by
thc profouudestthmkers, that it is impossibleto ana-

lyse ail our knowledgcinto thé producuof experience,
cxtcrnal or interna), and that a certaincomplementof

cognitions must bc allowedas having their origin in

the nature of the thinking principle itsclf they are

not at onc in regard to those which ought to be re-

cognisedas ultimate and elemental,and thosewhicb

ought to be rcgardedas modificationsor combinations
of thèse. ReidandStewart, (thé formerin particular),
have been con,3i(leredas too casyin their admissionof

primary laws aud it must be allowcdtbat thé cen-

sure, in some instances,is not altogether unmerited.
But it ought to be recollected,that thoscwho thus

agréein rcprehensionare not in unison in regard to

thé groundsof censure and tbcy wholly forget that
our Scottishphilosopheramadcnoprctcnsionto a final

aualysis of the primary laws of human rcason,–that

thcy thought it cnough to classifya certain numbcr
of cognitions as native to the mind, leaving it to

their successorsto résolvethesc into simpleréléments.

Themost.generalphsenomena~"says Dr Reid," we

can reach,are what we call Laws of Nature. Sothat

thé laws of nature are Dothing else but the most

général facts relating to the operations of nature,
which includc a great many particular facts under

thcm. And if, in any case,we shouldgive thc namc

of a law of nature to a general phœnomenon,whic!t

e~'H~itt't'y,ch&p.vi.§13. <rM~,p. 1M.–ED.
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human industry shall afterwards trace to one more

general, there ia no great harm done. The most

general assumesthe nameof a law of nature when it

is discovered and the less general ia contained and

comprcbendedin it." la another part of his work,
hc bas introducedthe Mmeremark. "The labyrinth

may be too intricate, and the thrend too fine, to be

traced through aUits windings but, if we stopwhere

we can trace it no farther, and secure the ground we
have gained, therc is no harm done a quicker eye
may in time trace it farthcr. The same view bas
been likewisewell statcd by Mr Stewart.~fJ In all
the other sciences,the progressof discoverybas been

gradua!, from the less general to thé more general
lawsof nature and it would be singular indeed, if,
in this science,wbich but a few years ago was con-

fcssedly in ita infancy, and which certainly labours
under many disadvantages peculiar to itself, a atep
should a11at once be made to a singleprinciple,com-

prehending all the particular pbœnomena.which we
know. As the order established in the intellectual
world seems to be regulated by laws analogous to
those wbich we trace among the pbaenomenaof the
material system and as in all our philosophical
inquiries, (to whatever subject they may relate), the

progress of the mind is liable to be affected by the
same tendency to a premature généralisation,the fol-

lowingextract from an eminent chemicalwriter may
contribute to illustrate the scopc and to confirm the

justnessof someof the foregoingrenections. Within
the last fifteen or twenty years, several ncw metals

a /H?)ft'~t!)<0 /fttH!<ttt~t')M~,~M-i~Te!.v.p.13. Cf.~MMh,
c.i.§2. p.98.–ED. vol.i.c.v.partU.§4. CaH.~o~,

~M<Pre!.DMs.c.i. C~M.vol.ii pp.342,343.-Eo.
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and newcarths hâve beeu made known to the world.

The names that support thèse discoveriesare respect-
able,and the expérimentadecisive. If we donot give
our assent to them,no single propositionin chemistry
can for a moment stand. But whethcr ail these are

really simple substances,or compoundsnot yet re-

solved into their éléments,is what the authors them-

selves cannot possibly assert; nor would it, in thé

least, diminishthe merit of their observations,if future

cxperimentsshouldprovothem to bavebeenmistaken,
as to the simplicityof these substances. This remark

shouldnot be confinedto later discoveries it may as

justly bc applied to those earths and metals with

whicbwc have been long acquainted.' In the dark

âges of chemistry, thé object was to rival nature;
and the substance which the adcpts of thosc days
were busied to create, was universally allowcdto be

simple. In a more enlightened period, we bave ex-

tended our inquiries and multiplied the number of

the clements. The last task will be to simplify and

by a doser observationof nature, to learn from what

a smallstoreof primitive materials,all that we bchold
and wonderat was ereated.'

That thé list of the primary clcments of human rca.

son, which our two philosophers hâve given, has no

pretence to order; and that the principles which it

coutains arc.not systematicnlly deduced by anyambi-
tious process of metaphysical ingcnuity, is no va.Hd

ground of diaptUttgement. In fact, which of the

vauntcd classifications of thèse primitive truths can

stand the test of criticism ? 1Themost celebrated, and

by far the most iagenious, of these,-the scheme of

Kant,-though the truth of ita détails maybe admitted,
is no longer rcgarded as affording either a nccessaiy

LECT.
XXXVttf.

ThatRei.t
amtStea'art
otffr no

B)')-tet)<atjc
dntuction
of tho

j'rinmry
donents
oftnuoau

rtn'ion.i'i
covnjid

(!ronad for

'tisparaging
the)r)a.
boaM.



LECTURES ON METAPHY8ICS.366

LECT.
XXXVttt.

Philoso.

phetxhave
uotyet
t-))tah!i!ihet)
the prtn'
ciple on
whtch our
uttimate

Mgnitions
are to be
ctM<.i6e't
Mdte-
'tucedto

''ysten).

Xece~fty,
-either

Positive,
or Nega.
tive.Mtt It
results
frotnao

t'oser, or
front a
powertM'i-
oesaof
tntntL
Thefirst
orderof

XecfMitv.
-the Posi-

tive,-it.
tuatmtB~),
by the act
of Père''?.
tion.

déductionor a.natural arrangementof our nativecog-
nitions and tbe réductionof thèse to system still re-

mainaa problemto be resolved.
In point of fact, philosopherabave not yet purified

the antécédent conditionsof the probtem,–hâve not

yet established the principles on which its solution

ought to be undertaken. And hère 1 would solicit

your attention to a circumstance,which showshow

far philosophersarc still rcmoved from the prospect
of an ultimatedecision. It is agrced,that the quality
of ncccssityis that which discriminatesa native from

an adventitious clement of knowledge. When we

find, therefore,a cognitionwhieh contains this discri-

minativequality,~veare entitled to lay it downas one

which could not have been obtainedas a generalisa-
tion fromexperience. This 1 admit. But whenphilo-

sophers lay it down not oniy as native to the mind,
but as a positiveand immediatedatum of an intellec*

tual power,1dcmur. It is évident that the quality
of nccessityin a cognitionmay dépendon two differ-

ent and oppositeprinciples,inasmuchas it mayeither
be the result of a power,or of a powerlessness,of thé

thinking principle. In the one case,it will be a Posi-

tive, in the other a Negative,necessity. Let us take

cxamplesof theseoppositecases. In an act of percep-
tive consciousness,1 think, and cannot but think, that

1 and that something different from me exist,-in
other words, that my perception,as a modificationof

the ego,cxiats, and that the ohjectof my perception,
as a modificationof the non ego, exista. In these

circumstances,1 pronounce Existence to be a native

cognition,because1 find that 1 cannot think except
under the condition of thinking all that 1 am con-

sciousof to exist. Existence is thus a form, a cate-
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gory, of thought. But here, thougb 1 cannot but

think existence,1 am consciousof this thought as an

act of power,–an act of intellectualforce. It is the

result of strength, and not of weakncss.
In likemanner,when1 think 2 x 2= 4, the thought,

though inevitable, is not felt as an imbecility we

know it as true, and, in thé perceptionof the truth,

though the act bo necessary,thé mind is conscious

that thé necessitydoesnot arise fromimpotence. On

the contrary,wc attribute the same necessityto God.

Here, therefore,thcre is a classof natural cognitions,
whichwe may properlyviewas so many positiveex-

ertionsof the mentalvigour,aud the cognitionsof this

classweconsiderasPositive. To this classwill belong
the notion of Existence and its modifications,the

principles of Identity, and Contradiction, and Ex-

cludedMiddle,thé intuitions of Spaceand Time,&c.

But besides thèse, there are other necessaryforms

of thought, which,by ail philosophera,have beenre-

garded as standing preciscly on thé same footing,
which to me seem to be of a totally different kind.

In placeof being the result of a power,the necessity
whichbelongsto them is merclya conséquenceof the

impotenceof our faculties. But if tbis be the case,

nothing could be more unphilosophicalthan to arro*

gate to these negative inabilities the dignity of posi-
tive energies.. Every rule of philosophisingwouldbe

violated. The law of Parcimonyprescribes,that prin-
ciples are not to be multiplied without necessity,
and that an hypothetical force be not postulated to

explaina phaenomenonwbichcanbe bettcr accounted

for by an admitted impotence. The phœnomenonof
a heavy body rising from the eartb, may warrant us
in the assumptionof a special power; but it wou!d
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atitutes a great negative priuciple,to which sundryof
thé most important pbœnomcnaof intelligencemay bc

referred,appears to me incontestable; andthough the

dicussionis one somewhatabstract, 1 shall endeavour
to give you an insight into the nature and application
of this principle.

1 begin by thé statement of certain principles,to

which it is necessaryin thé scquel to refer.
The highest of all logical laws,in other words,the

supreme law of thought, is what ia caUed the prin.
ciple of Contradiction,or more correctly thc principle
of Non-Contradiction." It ia this :–A thing cannot
be and not be at thé same time,p~t est, Alp/ut
MOMest,are propositionswbichcannot both be true at

once. A second fundamental law of thought, or rather

tlie principle of Contradiction viewed in a certain

aspect, is called the principle of Excluded Middle, or,
more fully, the principle of Excluded Middle bctween

two Contradictories. A thing either is or it ia not,-
~h<<est /i~/M aut Ho~est there is no medium one

must be true, both cannot. These principles require,
indecd admit of, no proof. They prove everything,
but are proved by nothing. When I, therefore, have

occasion to speak of thcse laws t'y name, you will

know to what principle 1 refer.

Now, then, 1 lay it down as a law which, though
not generalised by philosophera, can be easily proved
to be true by its application to the pheenomena;–That
all that is conceivable in thought, lies between two

a SceAppcndtX,H.–Et).

surely be abaurd to devise a special power, (that is,
a powor besidesgravitation), to explain the phaeno-
menon of its descent.

Now, that the imbecility of the human mind con-
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extremes,which,as contradictory of each other, can-

not both be true, but of which,as mutual contradic-

tories, one must. For example, we conceivespace,
-we cannot but conceivespace. 1 admit, therefore,
that Space, indefinitely, is a positive and necessary
formof thought. But whcn philosophcrsconvert the

fact, that we cannot but think space, or, to expressit

differently, that we are unable to imagine anything
out of space,-when philosophers,1 say, convert this
fact with the assertion, that we have a notion,–a

positive notion,of absoluteor of infinite space,they
assume,not only what is not contained in the phœno*
menon,nay, they assumewhat is the very reverse of
what the phaenomeconmanifests. It is plain, that

spacemust either be boundedor not bounded. Thèse
are contradictory alternatives; on the principle of

Contradiction,tbey cannot both be true, and, on thé

principleof ExcludedMiddle,onemust be true. This
cannot be denied, without denying the primary laws
of intelligence. But though spacemust be admitted
to be necessarilyeither finite or infinite,we are able
to conceivethe possibility,neither of its finitude,nor
of its infinity.

We are altogether unable to conceive space as

bounded,-as finite that is,as a wholebeyond which
there is no further space. Every oneis consciousthat
this is impossible. It contradictsalsothe supposition
of space as a necessarynotion for if we could ima-

ginespaceas a terminated spbere,and that apherenot
itself enclosedin a surrounding space,'weshould not
be obliged to think everytbing in space; and, on the

contrary, if we did imagine this terminated sphèreas
itself in space,in tbat caseweshouldnot haveactually
conceivedall space as a bounded whole. The ono
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contradictoryis thus found inconceivable; wocannot

concoivespaceas positivelylimited.
On tho other band, we are equally powerless to

realisein thought the possibuityof the oppositecon-

tradictory we cannot conceivespace as infinite, as

without limits. Youmay launch out in thought, be-

yond thosolarwalk,you maytranscend in iancyeven
the universeof matter, and risefrom sphère to sphere
in the region of emptyspa.ce, until imaginationsinks

exhausted;–with ail this what have you donc?1 You
have nevcr gone beyond the finite,you have attained
at best only to the indeflinite,and the indefinite,how-

ever expanded,is stiU always the finite. As Pascal

energetieallysays, In~ate our conceptionsaawemay,
with all the finite possiblewe cannot make one atom
of the infinite."

a
The infinite is infinitely incom-

préhensible. Now then, both contradictories arc

equally inconceivable,and could we limit our atten-
tion to one alonewe should deem it at once impos-
sible and absurd,and suppose its unknown opposite
as ncccssarilytrue. But as wenot only can, but are
constrained to considcr both, we find that both are

cqually incompréhensible and yet though unable to
vieweither as possible,we are forcedby a.higher law
to admit that one, but one only, is necessary.

That the conceivablelies always betwcen two in-
conccivableextremes, is iMustratcdby every other

relation of thought. We have found tho maximum

of space incompréhensible,can we comprehend its
minimum1 This is equally impossible. Here, like-

wise, we recoil from one inconceivablecontradictory
a 7'M<~f!,PremioTPartie,nrt.tv. desespacesimeginaMeftnoMn'en'
J, (vol.iLp.64,edtt.'Faager')fantonsquedesatomes,auprixde

!)8M!'8wordsare Nousavonslar~atitëdeschose?."–Eo.
beaucnHernosconceptionsau<ld& ~/5«<8M.Part.,art.iii.§t.–ED.



LECTURES<MfMETAPHYSIC8. 371

only to infringeupon another. Let us take a portion
of spacehoweversmall, we can never conceiveit as

the smallest. It is necessarilyextended, and may,

consequently,be divided into a ha!f or quarters, and

each of thèse halvesor quarters mayagain be divided

into other halvesor quarters, and this «~infinitum.
But if we are unable to construe to our mind the

possibility of an absolute minimumof space,weean

as little represent to ourselves the possibilityof an

infinitedivisibility of an extended entity.
In like manner Time;–this is a notion cven more

universal than spacc, for while we exempt from oc-

cupying space the énergies of mind, we are unable

to conceivethese as not occupying time. Thus, we

think everything, mental and material, as in time,
and out of time we can think nothing. But, if we

attempt to comprehend timc, cither in whole or in

part, we find that thought is bedged in betweentwo

incomprehensibles. Let us try the whole. And here

let us look back,-let us consider time a ~f?'<eax<e.

And here we may surely flatter ourselves that we

shall be able to conceivetime as a whole,for herewe

hâve thé past period bounded by thé present the

past cannot, therefore, be infinite or eternal, for a

bounded infinite ia a contradiction. But we shall

deceiveourselves. We are altogethcr unable to con-

ceive time as commeucing; we ean easily represent
to ourselves time under any relative limitation of

commencementand termination,but weareconscious

to ourselvesof nothing more clearly, tban that it

wouldbeequallypossibleto think without thought, as

to construe to the mind an absolutecommencement,
or an absolutetermination of time, that is, a begin-

ning and an end, beyondwhich time is conceivedas
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non-existent. Goad imagination to the utmost, it

atill sinks paralysedwitbin the boundsof time, and

time survives aa the conditionof the thought itself in

whichweannihilate thouniverse. On the other band,
the concept of past time as without limit, with-
out commencement,is equallyimpossible. Wecannot

conceivethe infinite regressof time for sucha notion

could oniy be realised by the infinite addition in

thought of finite times, and such an addition would

itself require an eternity for its accomplishment. If

we dream of effectingthia, we only deceiveourselves

by substituting thé indefinite for the infinite, than
which no two notions can be more opposed. The

negation of a commencementof time involves,likc-

wise, the affirmation,that an infinite time bas, at

every moment, already run; that is, it implies the

contradiction, that an infinite bas been completed.
For the same reasons,we are unable to conceivean

infinite progress of time; while the infinite regress
and the infinite progress taken together, involve the

triple contradiction of an infinite concluded,of an
infinite commencing,and of two infinities, not ex-
clusive of each other.

Now take the parts of time,-a moment, for in-

stance this we must conceive,as either divisible to

infinity, or that it is made up of certain absolutely
smallest parts. Oneor other of these contradictories
must be the case. But each is, to us, equally incon-
ceivable. 'rime is a protensivequantity, and, conse-

quently, any part of it, howeversmaU,cannot,without
a contradiction,be imaginedas not divisibleinto parts,
and these parts into others ad :'M~M<<~M.But the

oppositealternative is equally impossible we cannot
think tbis infinite division. One is necessarilytrue
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but neither can be conceived possible. It is on the

inability of the mind to conceiveeither the ultimate

indivisibility,or the endiesa divisibility of apaceand

time, that tho arguments of the Eleatic Zeno against
thé possibility of motion are founded,-arguments
whichat Icast show, that motion,however certain as

a fact, cannot be conceivedpossible,as it involves a

contradiction.

The same principlecouldbeshownin various other

relations,but what 1 hâve now said is, 1 presume,
suflicientto make you understand its import. Now

the law of mind,that the conceivableis in cvcryrela-

tion bounded by the inconceivable,1 call the Law of

tho Conditioned You will find many philosophera
who hold an opinionthe reverseof this,-maintaining
that the absolute is a native or necessary notion of

intelligence. This, 1 conceive,is an opinion founded

on vaguencssand confusion. They tell us we bave a

notionof absoluteor infinite space, of absolute or in-

finite time. But they do not tell us in wbichof the

oppositecontradictoriesthis notionis rcalised. Though
these are exclusiveof eachother,and though both are

onlynégationsof the conceivableon its oppositepoles,

they confoundtogether these exclusiveinconceivables

into a single notion supposeit positive and baptise
it with the name of absolute. The sum, therefore,of

what1have nowstated is, that thc Conditionedis that

which is alone conceivableor cogitable the Uncon-

ditioned, that which is inconceivableor incogitable.
The conditionedor the thinkable lies betweentwo ex-

tremesor poles and these extremes or polesare each

of them unconditioned,each of them inconceivable,
eachof them exclusiveor contradictoryof thé other.

Of thèse two repugnant opposites,thé one is that of
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LECT. Unconditiona!or AbsoluteLimitation the other that
of Unconditionalor Infinite Illimitation. The onewe

may, therefore,in general call the AbsolutclyUncon-

ditioned,the other, the Infinitely Unconditioned or,
moresimply, thé Absoluteand thé Innnite the term
absoluteexpressingthat whichis finishedor complete,
the term ï~!t<e that which cannot be terminated or
concluded. Theseterms,which,likc the Absoluteand
Infinite thcmscives, philosophera have confounded,

ought not only to be distinguished,but opposed as

contradictory. The notion of eithcr unconditionedis

négative -the absoluteand the infinitecan eachonly
be conceivedas a negationof the thinkable. lu other

words,of the absoluteand infinitewehave no concep-
tion at all. On the subject of the unconditioned,–
thé absoluteand infinite, it is not necessajyforme at

present further to dilate.
1 shall only add, in conclusion,that, as this is the

onetrue, it is the onlyorthodox,infereuce. We must
believe in the infinity of God but tho infinite God
cannot byus, in the presentlimitationof om'faeulties,
be comprehendedor conceived. A Deity understood
wouldbe no Deity at all; and it is Hasphemyto say
that God only is as 'weare able to think Him to be."CI

We know God, accordingto the finitudeof our facul-

ties but we belicve much thatwe are incompetent
properly to know. The Infinite, the infinite God,is

what, to use the words of Pascal, is infinitely incon-
ceivable. Faith,–Be!Ief,–is the organby whichwe

apprehendwltat is beyond our knowledge. In this,
all Divinesand Philosophers,worthyof the namc,are
foundto coincide; and the fcw whoassert to man a

knowledgcof the infinite, do this on the daring, the
a See.PMttf.MtMM,p.15,footnote.–ED.
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extravagant, thé paradoxicalsupposition,cither that

Human Reason is identical with the Divjnc,or that

Man and thc Absolutearc one.

Theassertionbas,however,somctimcabeen bazard'

cd, througha meremiataheof thé objectof knowledge
or conception as if that could be an objectof know-

!cdge,which was not known as if that could be an

objectof conception,which wasnot conccived.

It has becn held, that the infinite is knownor con-

ceived,though onlya part of it, (and cvery part, bc it

observed,is !~o~<c<o finitc), can bc apprcliecded;
and Aristotle's dc6nition of the infinite has been

adopted by those who disregard his declaration,tbat

thé infinite,<~<f<infinite,is beyondthe reachof human

understanding.
œ To say that the infinite can be

thought, but only inadequately thought, is a contra-

diction îKat~'ec<o it is thc same as saying that the

inanité can be known,but only known as finite.

TheScnptureaexpHcitIydéclarethat the infinite is

for us nowincognisable;-they déclaretbat thc finite,
and the finite alone,is within our reach. It is said,

(to cite one tcxt out of mnny), that );<)?'1 kno\v <M

~t)< (<e.the finite) but <Ac~ (t.e. in the lifc to

come), shall 1 know c\'cn as 1 am known,(<.c.
without limitation).~

'1

a f. 4, 6 (B<-)i):<-r):T~f

<<r«))tf tirttpof t'yMK~tM'.Thf dcft- )
oition occure,7' iii. 6, J! ''A<r<t' <

pef ~f e&' ~<rr)<'et <fttTAwe~f Aa~-

<!<tfw~<f<~t(tt Aa0<!)'<Ta' ~{<e.To

thc <*«po)')6 o~fo~ed thc OAefaud

T~ftM-; for it is od<!ed,–OS <~ /t~-
5~ <~f, TeCr' ~ïi T~A«efttei SAof.

3ee~MOMo'OM~,p. 27.–Eh.

C 1 C'M't'tfA~M~.xiii. 12.
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THE REGULATIVEFACULTY.-LAW OF THE CONDI-

TIONED, IN ITS APPLICATIONS.-CAUSALITY.

I HAVEbeen desirousto explain to you the principlc
of the Conditioned,as out of it we are able not only
to explain the hallucinationof the Absolute,but to

solvesomeof the most momentous,and hitherto most

puzzling,problemaof mind. In particular, this prin-

ciple affords us, 1 think, a solutionof thc two great
intellectualprinciplesof Causeand Effect,and of Sub-

stance and Phœnomenoaor Accident. Both are only

applications of the principle of the Conditioned,in

differentrelations.

Of all questionsin the history of philosophy,that

concerningthe nature and genealogyof the notion of

Causality,is, perhapa,the most famous and 1 shall

endeavourto giveyou a comprehensive,though neces-

sarily a very aummary,view of the problem,and of

the attempts wbich hâve been made at its solution.

Tbia.howeverimperfectin detail, maynot be without

advantage for there is not, as far as 1 am aware, in

any work a generalised survey of the various aotual

and possibleopinionson the subject.
But before proceeding to consider the different

attempts to explain the phœnomenon,it is proper to

state and to determine what thé phœnomeconto be

explained rcally is. Nor Is this Buperfluous,for we

shall find that some philosophers,instead of accom-

LECTURE XXXIX.
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modating their solutions to the problem,bave accom-

moda.tedthe problem to their solutions.

Whenwe are aware of somethingwhich beginsto

be, we are, by the nccessityof our intelligence,con-

strained to believe that it haa a Cause. But what

does the expression,that !'<has a cause,signify?1 If

we analyseour thought, we sball find that it simply

means, that as wecannot conceiveany new existence

to commence,therefore,all that now is seen to ariso

under a newappearancc,had previouslyan existence

under a prior form. We are utterly unable to realise

in thought the possibilityof tho complementof exist-

ence being either increased or diminished. We are

unable, on the one hand, to conceivenothing becom-

ing somctbing,–or, on the other, somethingbecoming

nothing. When God is saidto create out of nothing,
we construe tbis to thought by supposing tbat He

evolvesexistenceout of Himself wcviewthe Creator

as thc cause of the universe. Ex nihilo nihil, in

nihilum nil posse reverti, expresses,in its purest

form,the wholeintellectualphsenomenonof causality.
There is thus cocccived an absolutctautology be-

tween the effectand its causes. We think the causes

to contain all that is contained in the effect; the

effectto contain nothing which was not contained in

the causes. Take an example. A neutral salt ia an

effectof the conjunctionof an acid and alkali. Here

we do not, and here we cannot, conceive that, in

effect,any newexistencebas been added,nor can we

conceivethat anybas been taken away. But another

example:–Gunpowder is the eSect of a mixture of

sulphur,charcoal,and nitre, and these threesubstances

are again the eSect,–resuit, of simpler constituents,

a Cf.Mwx~MM,p.609.–ËD. Oe<fAtf~<<&)-~tPtMopA~,Lp.83,
BPeretaB.iiL84. [Cf.Rixner,§62.]
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and tbcso constituenta again of simpler elements,
cither known or conccivedto exist. Now,in all this

seriesof compositions,we cannot conceivethat aught

beginsto cxist. The gunpowder,the last compound,
wcare compelledto think, containspreciselytho same

quantum of existencethat its ultimate elementscon-

tained prior to their combination. WeU,we explode
tbe powder. Canweconceivethat existencebas been

diminished by thé annihilation of a single élément

prcviousiyin being, or increasedby the addition of a

single élément whichwas not heretoforein nature?1

Omniamutantur nihil interit,is what we think,
what we must think. This then is the mental pbœ-
nomenon of causality,-that we necessarilydeny in

thought that the object wbichappears to begin to be,

rcally so begins and that we necessarilyidentify its

present with its past existence. Here it is not re-

quisite that we ahouldknow under what form,under

what combinations, this existence was previously
realised, in other words, it is not requisite that we

shoujd know what are the particular causes of the

particular effect. The discoveryof the connectionof

determinatecausesand determinate effectsis merely

contingentand individual,-merely thedatum of expe-
rience but the principlethat everyevent shouldhâve

its causesis necessaryand universal,and is imposed
on us as a conditionof our human intelligence itself.

Thislast is the onlypbsenomenonto beexplained. Nor
are philosophers,in general,reallyat variance in their

statemcntof the problem. Howererdivergentin their

mode of explanation, they are at one in regard to

the matter to be explained.~ But there is oneexcep-
tion. Dr Brown bas given a very different account

a Ovid,J/M.,xv.195.–ED. notionofCausality,ee?l'latner,/<;?.
SOnthenatureandoriginofttie ~A.,i.§845ett<-}.–ËD.
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of the pbeenomenonin question. To this statemcnt

of it, I bcg to solicityour attention for as his theory
is solelyaccommodatedto hisviewofthephœnomcnon,
so his theory is refuted by showingthat his vicwof

the pbaenomenonis erroneous. To prevent miscon-

ception,1 shall exhibit to youhis doctrinein his own

words:

Why is it, then, we believe that continuai simi-

larity of the future to the past, which constitutcs,or

at least is implied in, our notionof power?1 A stone

tends to the eartb,–a atonewill always tend to the

earth,-are not the same proposition; nor can the

first be said to involvethé second. It is not to ex-

perience,then, alone that we must have recoursefor

the origin of the belief,but to someother principle
whichconverts the simple facts of experienceinto a-

general expectation or confidence,that is afterwards

to be physically the guide of all our plans and
actions.

This principle, since it cannot be derived from

experienceitself, which relatesonly to the past, must
be an original principle of our nature. There is a

tendency in the very constitution of the mind from
which the experience arises,-a tendency, that, in

everything which it adds to the mere facts of ex-

perience,may truly be termed instinctive for though
that term is commonlysupposedto imply something
peculiarlymysterious, there is no more real mystcry
in it tban in any of the simplest successionsof

thought, whichare all, in like manner, the results of
a natural tendencyof the mind to cxist in certain

states, after existing in certain other states. The
beliefis, a statc or feelingof the mind as easily con-

ceivableas any other state of it,-a new feeling,aris-

a Phil,o/'f~jyMMaM~fK~,Lect.vip.34,edit.1830.
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XXXIX.
LECT. ing in certaincircumstances,asuniformlyas,in certain

othercircumstances,there ariseother states or feelings
of thé mind, which we never consideras mysterious
those, for example,which we term the sensationsof

sweetnessor of sound. To hâve our nerves of taste

or hearing affectedin a certain manner,is not, indeed,
to taste or hear, but it is immediatelyafterwards to

bave those particular sensations; and this merely
bccause the mind was originally so coustituted, as

to exist dircctly in the one state after existing in the

othcr. To observe,in like manner, a seriesof nnte-

cedents and conséquents,is not, in the very feeling
of the moment, to believe in the future similarity,
but, in conséquenceof a similar original tendency, it

is immcdiate!yafterwards to believe that the satne

antecedentawill invaria!)!ybe foUowedby the same

consequents. That this beliefof the future is a state

of mind very different from the mere perception or

memory of the past from which it flows, is indeed

true but what resemblancebas sweetness,aa a sen-

sation of thé mind, to the solutionof a few particles
of sugar on the tongue or thé harmonies of music,
to the vibration of purticles of air? AUwhich we

know,in bothcases,ia,that thesesuccessionsregularly
take place and in the regular successionsof nature,
wbichcouldnot, in one instancemorethan in another,
hâve been predicted without experience,nothing is

mysterious,or everything is mysterious.
It is more immediately our present purpose to

consider,What it truly is which is the object of in-

quiry, when we examine the physical successionsof

events, in whatevermanner the belief of their simi-

larity of sequencemay bave arisen?1 Is it the mère

series of regular antecedents and consequentsthem-
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selves? or, Is it anything more mysterious, which

muât be supposedto interveneand connect thcm by
someinvisible bondage1

We see in nature oneevent followedby another
the iall of a spark on gunpowder,for example,fol-

lowedby the deflagrationof the gunpowder and, by
a. peculiar tendency of our constitution, which we

must tako for granted, whatever bc our theory of

power, we believe, that, as long as ail the circum-

stances continue the same, the sequenceof éventa

will continue the same that the deflagrationof gun-

powder, for example, will be thé invariable conse-

quence of the fall pf a spark on it in other words,
we believe the gunpowder to be susceptible of de-

flagrationon the applicationof a spark, and a spark
to have the powerof deflagratinggunpowder.

There is nothing more, then, understood in the
train of events, however regular, thun the regular
orderof antécédents and consequentswhichcompose
the train and betwcenwhich if anythingelse existed,
it would itself be a part of the train. AU that we

mean, when weascribe to onesubstance a suscepti-
bility of being affected by another substance,is that
a certain changewill uniformlytake place in it when
that other is présent;–ail that we mean, in like

manner, when we ascribe to one substance a power
of affecting ano.ther substance, is, that, wbere it is

present, a certain change will uniformlytake place
in that otber substance. Power, in short, is signifi-
cant not of anything different from the invariable
antecedent itself, but of thé mere invariablenessof
the order of its appearance in référence to somein-
variableconsequent,-the invariableantécédentbeing
denominated a cause, the invariable consequent an

LECT.
XXXIX.
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~cc<. To say, that water has the power of dis-

solving salt and to say that salt will always melt

when water is poured upon it, are to say precisely
the same thing there is nothing in the one pro-

position,which is not exactlyand to the same extent

cnunciatcdin the other."

Now,in explainingtoyou the doctrineofDr Brown,
1 am happy to avail myself of the assistanceof my
late lamented friend, Dr Brown's successor,whose

metaphysical acutenesswas not the least remarkable

of his many brilliant qualities.

Now,the distinct and full purport of Dr Brown's

doctrine, it will be observed,is this,-that whenwe

apply in this way the words cause and power, we

attach no other meaningto the terms than what he

has explained. By thé word ca~sc,we mean no more

than that in tbis instance the spark falling is the

event immediatelyprior to the explosion including
the beliefthat in all caseshitberto, whena spark has

fallen on gunpowder,(of course,supposing other cir-

cumstancesthe same),the gunpowder haa kindled
and that whenever a spark shall again so faU, the

grains will again take fire. The present immediate

priority and the past and future invariable séquence
of the oneevcnt upon the other,are all the ideas that

thé mind can bave in view in speakingof the event

in that instance as a cause,–acd in speaking of the

power in the spark to produce this effect,we mean

merely to express thé invariablenesswith which this

hashappenedand will happen.
Thisis the doctrine and tbe author submits it

to this test Let any one,' he says, ask himself

what it is whichhe meansby the term power," and

without contenting him8elf with a fewphrases that
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signify nothing, reflect beforehe give his answer,–
and he will find that he means nothing more than

that, in ail similar circumstances,the explosion of

gunpowderwill be the immediateand uniform conse-

quenceof tho applicationof a spark.'
"This test, indecd, is the only one to which the

questioncan be brought. For the questiondoes not

regard causesthemselves,but solelythe ideasof cause,
in the human mind. If, therefore,everyone to whom
this analysis of the idea tbat is in his mind when
he speaksof a cause, is proposed,finds,on compar-
ing it with what passed in his mind, tbat tbis is a

completeand full accountof bis conception,tberc is

nothing more to be said, and the point is madegood.
By tbat sole possible test the analysis is, in such a

case,established. If, on the contrary,when this ana-

lysis is proposed,as containingail the ideaswhichwc
annex to the words cause and power,the minds of
mostmencannotsatisfythemselvesthat it is complete,
but are still possessedwith a strong suspicion that
therc is somethingmore,whichis not hère accounted

for,–then the analysis is not yet established,and it
becomesnecessaryto inquire, by additional examina-
tion of tho subject, what that moremay be.

Let us then apply the test by which Dr Brown

proposesthat the truth of his viewsshall be tried.
Let us ask ourselves, what we mean when we say,
that thé spark bas powerto kindle the gunpowder,-
that tho powder is susceptibleof being kindled by
the spark. Do we mean only that whenever they
cometogether this will bappen?1 Do we merelypre-
dict this simpleand certain futurity?

We do not fear to say, that when we speakof a

powerin onesubstanceto producea changein another,

LECT.
XXXIX.
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and of a susceptibilityof such change in that other,
weexpressmore than our belief that the changebas

taken and will take place. There is more in our

mind than a convictionof the past and a foresigbtof

the future. There is, besidesthis, the conceptionin.

cludedof a fixed constitutionof their nature, which

determinesthe event,-a constitution,which,while it

lasts, makes the event a necessaryconséquenceof the

situation in whichthe objectaare placed. We should

say then, tbat there are included in these terms,

'power,' and 'susceptibUity of change,' two ideas

whichare not expressedin Dr Brown'sanalysis,–one
of necessity,and the other of a constitutionof things,
in which that necesaity is established. That these

two ideasarenot exprcssedin the termsof Dr Brown's

analysis, is scen by quoting again his words He

will find that he meansnothing more than that, in all

similarcircumatancea,the explosionof gunpowderwill
be the immediate and uniform consequenceof the

application of a spark.'
It is certain, from the whole tenor of bis work,

that Dr Brownbas designed to exclude the idea of

necessity from bis analysis.
a

Now this admirably expresses what 1 bave al-

ways felt is thé grand and fundamental defect in

Dr Brown's theory, a defect which renders that

theory ab initio worthless. Brown professes to ex-

plain the pbaenomenonof causality, but, previously
to explanation,he evacuates the pheenomenonof all

that desiderates explanation. What remaius in the

phaenomenon,after the quality ofnecessityis thrown,
or rather silently allowedto drop out, is only acciden-

tal,-only a consequenceof the essentialcircumstancc.

a ProfMMorWnson,in~a~voof/'<t'w, vol.xl.t'.]22<
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The opinionsin regard to the nature and origin of

thé principleof Causality,in so far as that principle
is viewedasa subjectivephœnomenon,–asajudgment
of the human mind,-fall iuto two great categories.
The first category (A) comprehends those théories

whichconsider thia principle as Empiricalor a pu-
<er~o~,that is, as derivcd from experience; the other

(B) comprehendsthose which view it as Pure or M

priori, that is, as a condition of intelligence itself.

Thèse two primary genera are, however, severally
subdivided into various subordinate classes.

The former category (A), under which this prin-

ciple is regarded as the result of expérience,contains

two classes,inasmuchas the causaljudgment may be

supposed foundedeither (a) on an Original,or (b) on

a Derivative,cognition. Eachof theseagainisdivided

into two, according as the principle is supposed to

hâve an objective,or a subjective,origin. In the for-

mer case,that is, where the cognitionis supposed to

be original and underived,it is Objective,or rather

Objectivo-Objcctive.whenheld to consistin an imme-

diate perceptionof the poweror efficacyof causes in

the externaland internai worlds(1) and Subjective,
or rather Objectivo-Subjective,when viewedas given
in a self-consciousneasaloneof thé poweror eSScacy
of our own volitions(2). In the latter case, that is,
where the cognition is supposed to be derivative, if

objective,it is viewedas a product of Induction and

Généralisation(3) if subjective,of Associationand

Custom(4).
In like manner,the latter catcgory(B),under which

thé causal principle is considerednot as a result, but

as a condition,of experience,is varioualydividedand

subdivided. In the first place, the opinions under

VOL.Il. 2 B
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this categoryfall into two classes,inasmuchas some

regard tho causal jndgment (c) as an Ultimate or

Primary law of mind, while others regard it (d) as <t

Secondaryor Derived. Those who hold the former

doctrine,in viewing it as a simple original principle,
hold likewisethat it is a positiveact,-an affirmative

datum,of intelligence. Thisclast)is finallysubdivided

into two opinioua. For some hold that the causal

judgment, as necessary, is given in what they call

"thé principle of Causality," that is, the principle
wbich declares that everything which begins to be,
must bave its cause (5) whilst at least une philo-

sopher, without explicitly denying tbat the causal

judgment is necessary, would identify it with thc

principle of our "Expectation of the Constancy of

nature (6).
Thosewhohold that it can beanalyaedintoa higher

principle,also hold that it is not of a positivebut of

a négative character. These, however, are divided

into two classes. By some it haa been maintained,
that the principleof Causalitycan be resolved into

the principleof Contradiction(7),which,as 1formerly
stated to you, ought in propriety to be called the

principleof Non-Contradiction. On the other hand,
it may be, (though it never bas been), argued, that

the judgment of Causality can be analysedinto what

1 called the principleof the Cocditioned,–thé prin-

cipleof Relativity(8). To oneor otherof thèse eight
beada,all the doctrinestbat have beenactually main-

tained in regard to the origin of the principlein ques-
tion may be referred; and the classificationis the
better worthy of your attention, as in no work will

you find any attempt at even an enumerationof the

varioustheories,actual and possible,on this subject.
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Thé followingis a tabular view of the theoric8 in

regard to the principleof Causality

A. OhJMtiM.Mbjectite,–Perception of

APosteHori. CaMat EBcieMy, internal.

Secondary. 4.
Judgment Subjective, AMociation, CMtom,

of Habit.

CaumUty
as B.

R. stancyof Nature.

A l'riori. 7.

t'ron) the Law of Contradiction (i,e.

An adéquate discussionof these severalheads, and

a specialconsiderationof the differencesof the indi-

vidual opinions which they comprehend, would far

cxceed our limita. 1 shall, therefore,confine myself
to a few observations on the value of these eight
doctrines in general,without descendingto the par-
ticular modifications under which they have been

maintained by particular philosophera.
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Of these,the nrat,–that wbichassertstbat wehave

a perceptionof tho causalagency,M wehavea percep-
tion of the existenceof extcrnal objects,-tbis opinion
basbeenalwaysheldin combinationwiththe second,-
that whichmaintains that weare self-consciousof effi-

ciency though the secondbasbeenfrequentlyheld by

philosopherswhohaveabandonedthe firstas untenablo.

Considering them together,that is, as fbrming the

opinionthat we directly and immediatelyapprchend
the efficiencyof causes,both cxternal and internal,-
tbis opinionis refuted by twoobjections. The first is,
that we have no such appréhension,–no such know-

ledge the second,that if we bad, this being merely

empirical,-merely conversant with individual in-

stances,could neveraccount for the quality of neces-

sity anduniversality,whichaccompaniesthe judgment
of causality. In regard to the first of theseobjections,
it is now universally admitted tbat we bave no per-

ceptionof the connectionof cause and effect in the

external world. For example,when one billiard-ball

is seen to strike another, weperçoive on!y that tbe

impulseof the one ia followedby the motionof the

other,but have noperceptionof any forceor efficiency
in the first, by which it is connectedwith the second,
in the relationof causality. Humewasthe philosopher
whodecidedthe opinionof the world on tbis point.
He wasnot, however,the first whostated the fact, or

cven the reasoner who stated it most clearly. He,

however,believed himself,or would induce us to be-

lieve,tbat in tbis he was original. Speakingof this

point, 1 am sensible,"he says, that of all the para-
doxes,which1 have had, or shall hereafterhave,occa-

sion to advance, in the course of this treatise, the

present one is the.most violent, and that it is merely

by dint of solid proof and reasoning1 can ever hope
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it will bave admission,and overcomethe invcterate

prejudicesof mankind. Beforewe are reconciledto

this doctrine, how often must we repeat to ourselves,
that the simpleview of any two objecta or actions,
howevcrrelated,can nevergive us any idea of power,
or of a connectionbetwixt them that this ideaarises
fromthe repetition of their union that the repetition
neither discoversnor causes anything in the objects,
but bas an influenceonly on the mind, by that cus-

tomary transition it produces: that tbis customary
transition is, therefore,the same with the powerand

necessity which are consequently qualities of per-

ceptions,not of objecta,and are internally felt by the

soul, and not pcrceivedexternally in bodies?

1 could adduceto you a.wholearmy of philosophera

previousto Hume,whohadannouncedand illuBtrated

the fact.~ As far as 1 hâve been able to trace it, this

doctrinewasfirst promulgatedtowardsthe commence-

ment of the twelfth century, at Bagdad,by Algazel,

(El Gazeli),a pious Mahommedanphilosopher,who

not undeservedlyobtained the title of Imaun of the

Worid. Algazeldid not deny the reality of causation,
but hemaintainedthat Godwasthe onlyefficientcause

in nature; and that secondcauseswerenot properly
causes,but onlyoccasions,of the effect. That wehâve

no perception of any real

a ?*Ma<t~eo~B~Biatt A'<!<!<)'<,b. i.

part iii. § K, voL i. p. 29!, orig. edit.

a Cf. Stamt, fA~Me ~&e<t't~,c.

iv. p. 193 (edit. t6C7). Stewart,

jF~MM<<,t., ~en~, iL Note C, p.
476. ~<mM)~, M., !yo)-Jb,iii. Note

0, p. 399.–ED. [See Le Clerc, 0<t-

<o&)y!'«,c, s. § 3.4. OperaPhil.,

p. 818. Chev. Ramsay,Mt/M. fnt.

o~A<!<M~and ~eceaM ~!c~<M, p.

109; GtMKOw,t748. That Aristotle

did not aeknowtedge that MBMhad

any perception of thé canMl connee*

agency of one body on an-

tion, la shown by bis denying senM

M principle otscience, i. MeTt.(see
~M<. An., L c. 31 and ibi, Zaba-

?!!«), and by his denying that sense

is principle of wisdotn, as ignorant
of cause, (Me .MM.,L e. J, Rnd <M,
Fonseca. See also Conimbricense8,
/MOrg., ti. p. 436.»

y 8ee AteTToes,~<s<rMt<t'o~M<n;f-

(M)n&,~n'~o<<<tt6'~n~, Venet. 1660,
vol. ix. p. 68. Quoted by Tt-Me.

mann, OMc&.der Mt7., voL viii. p.
406.–ED.
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other, is a truth wbichbas notmoreclearlybeenstated
or illustrated by any subséquentphilosopherthan by

anhim whofirst proclaimedit. The doctrineof Algazel
was adopted by that great sect among the Mussul-

man doctors,who were styled those~oh'M~ the

lacv,(loquentesin lege),tbat is,the law ofMahommed.
From the Eastern Schoolathe opinionpassedto those
of the West and we find it a problemwhichdivided
the scbolaaticphilosophera,whetherGod werethe only
efficient,or whether causationcould be attributed to

created existences." After the revival of lettera, the

opinionof Algazel was maintained by many indivi-
dual thinkers, though it no longer retained the same

promincncein the schools. It was held,for example,
by Malebranche,~and bis illustration fromthe colli-
sion of two billiard-balls is likewise that of Hume,
who probablyborrowedfrom Malebrancheboth the

opinion and the example.
But there are many philosopherawho surrender

the extemal perception, and maintain our ititemat

consciousness,of causation or power. This opinion
was, in one chapter of his .EMCty,~advancedby Locke,

and, at a very recent date, it bas been amplifiedand

enforced with distinguished ability by the late M.

Mainede Biran/–one of the acutest metaphysicians
of France. On this doctrine,the notionof causeis not

given to us by the observationof externalpheenomena,

a [See Biel, Ira &?!< tib. tv. dist.

t.q.t. D'Anty.~M<<ttst.2.q.23:
ttferttd to by Scheibler, Opera Lle.

<a~y<~M, lib. fi. c. iU. tit. 19, p.
t2t (edit. 1665). 8ee ajw Sturm,

~'Ay~. ~&x< c. iv. p. 128 et M~.
Poiret, (FeoMMttt .Dtot'tto,L vL § 6,

p.96~«?.(edit. t70B).]
e [&<eA<M~<&!&t ~rtM, Uv. ti.

pxrtii.c.fU.]
-y Bookil. c. Mi. 6 5.–ED.

a See BMM~)t<~<Z<fOM<&Philo.

«'pAf<,§ Vtii., ~MtMKM C'0)Mt<&Mt-

lions, p. 241.; nnd ~pMUt! auz ~f-

~M~MM~contre r~~K!<p<«~t 7?HM<'
diate tfttM ~MMon CatM<t?eeo~
FCM&X'et la ~A<<MMt,&C., AOMC.

Con., p. 863 (edit. 1884). Ct Pré.

face, by M. Cousin, p. 84; and Cours
de rFtthM'M de la f&tfeM~M (xvt)~

8iëo!e), t. IL leç. xix. p. 231 (edit.
tM9).–Eo.
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which, as consideredonly by thé sensés,manifestno

causa!efficiency,and appear to usonlyas successive
it is given to us within,in reflection,in the conscious-

nesaof our opérationsand of the powerwhichexerts

them,-viz., the will. 1 make an effort to movemy

arm, and 1 move it. When we analyse attentively
thé phaenomenonof effort,which M. de Biran con-

sidersas the type of the phœnomenaof volition, the

followingare the results:–1*, The consciousnessof

an act of will 2°,Theconsciousnessof a motionpro-
duced 3",A relation of the motion to the volition.

And what is this relation1 Not a simplerelation of

succession. The will is not for us a pure act without

emciency,–it is a productive energy so that in a

volition there is given to us tbe notion of cause,and

this notion we subsequently transport,-project out

from our internaI activities, into thé changes of the

external world.

LECT.
XXXIX.

"This reasoning,in sofar as regards the mereempi-
rical fact of our consciousnessof causality,in the rela-

tion of our will as movingand of our limbs asmoved,
is refuted by the considération,that betweenthe overt

fact of corporealmovementof whichweare cognisant,
and the internai act ofmentaldéterminationof which

we are also cognisant, there intervenes a numerous

series of intermediate agencies,of wbich webave no

knowledge; and, consequently,that we can have no

consciousnessof any causal connectionbetween the

extremelinks of this chain,-the volitionto moveand

the limb moving,as this hypothesisasserts. No one

is immediatelyconscioue,for example,of movingbis

arm tbrough bis volition. Previouslyto this ultimate

movement,muscles,nerves, a multitude of solid and

fluid parts, must be set in motionby the will, but of

a SeeRefd'sR'M-Jtt,p.666;Zt'trMM.,f. 6!2.–ED.
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LECT.
XXXIX.

this motionwe know, from consciousness,absolutely

nothing. A personstruck with paralysis is conscious

of no inability in hia limb to fulfilthe déterminations

of his will; and it is only after having willed and

finding that his limbs do not obeybis volition that

he learns by this experience,that the external move-

ment does not followthe internai act. But as the

paralytic leams after the volition that hia limbs do

not obey bis mind so it is only after volitiou that

the man in health leama, that bis limbs do obey the

mandatesof his will.

But, indcpendentlyof all this, the secondobjection
above mentioned is fatal to the theory which would

found the judgment of causalityonany empiricalcog-
nition, whether of the pbœnomenaof mind or of the

phaenomenaof matter. Admitting tbat causationwere

cognisable,and that perceptionandself-consciousness

werecompetentto its appreheusion,still as thesefacul-

tiea could only take note of individual causations,we

should be wholly unable,out of such empiricalacts,
to evolvethe quality of npcessityand universality,by
which this notion ia distinguished. Admitting tbat
we bad really observed the agencyof any number of

causes,still this wouldnot explain to us, bow we are

unable to tbink a manifestationof existencewithout

thinking it as an eSect. Our internaiexperience,espe-

cially iu the relation of our volitions to their effects,

may be useful in giving us a clearernotion of caus-

ality but it is altogetber incompetentto account for
what in it there is of the quality of neccssity. So
much for the two theoriesat the head of the Table.

As the 6rst and secondopinionsbave been usually
associated,eoaJsobave the third and fourth,-that is,
the doctrinethat our notionof causalityis thé offspring
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of the objectiveprincipleof Induction or Generalisa-

tion, and the doctrine, that it is the offspringof the

subjectiveprincipleof Associationor Custom.
In regard to the former (the third), it is plain that

the observation,tbat certain phœnomenaare found to
succeedcertain other pheenomena,and the generalisa-
tion consequent thereon,that thèse are reciprocally
causesandeffects,couldneverof itselfhâveengendered
not onlythe strongbut the irresistiblebelief,that every
event must haveits cause. Eachof theseobservations
is contingent and any number of observedcontin-

gencieswill never imposeupon us the feelingof ne-

cessity,-of our inability to think the opposite. Nay
more this theoryevolvesthe absolutenotionof cau-

sality out of the observationof a certain numberof

uniformconsecutionsamongphœnomena.But wefind

no difficultywhatever in conceivingthe reverseof all
or any of the consecutionswehâveobserved and yet
the general notion of causality,which,ex A~po<~M,
is their result, we cannot possiblythink as possibly
unreal. We have always seen a stone fall to the

ground,whcu thrown into the air, but we find no dif-

ficulty in representingto ourselves the possibilityof

one or ail stonesgravitating from the earth onlywe

cannot conceive the possibilityof this, or any other

event, happeningwithout a cause.

Nor does thé latter (the fourth) theory,–thatof
Customor Association,-afford a better solution. The
attribute of necessitycannot be derivedfrom custom.

Allowthe forceof customto be great as may be,still

it is always limited to the customary,and the custom-

ary has nothingwhatever in it of the necessary. But
we have hère to accountnot for a strong, but for an

absolutelyirrésistible,belief. Onthis theory,also, the

LECT.
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causaljudgment, whenassociationisrecent,shouldbe

weak,and shouldonly graduallyacquire its full force

in proportionas custom becomesinveterate. But do

we nud tbat the causal judgment is wenker in the

young,strongerin the old Tbere is nodiHerence. lu

either case there is no lésaand more the necessityin

both is absolute. Mr Hume patrouisedthe opinion,
that the notion of causality is the offspringof expé-
rience engenderedupon custom." But those hâve a

sorryinsight into the philosophyof that great thinker,
who supposethat this was a dogmatic tbeory of bis

own. On the contrary, in his bands, it was a mere

reductionof dogmatismto absurdity by showingthe

inconsistencyof its résulta. To the Lockian sensual-

ism,Hume proposedthe problem,-to accountfor the

phaenomenonof necessityin our notion of the causal

nexus. That philosophyafforded no other principle

through wbich even the attempt at a solution could

be made ;-and the principleof custom,Hume shows,
could not furnish a real neceasity. The alternative

was plain. Either the doctrineof sensualismis false,
or ournature is a delusion. ShaUowtbinkers adopted
the latter alternative, and were lost profoundthink-

ers, on the contrary, weredeterminedto lay'a deeper
foundationof philosophythan that of the superficial
edificeof Locke and thus it is that Hume became

the cause or tbc occasionof ail that is of principal
value in our more recent metaphysics. Hume is the

parent of the philosophyof Kant, and, througb Kant,
of the wholephilosophyof Germany be is the parent
of thé pbilosophyof Reid and Stewart in Scotland,
and of all that is of pre-eminentnote in the metaphy-
sics of France and Ita!y.– But to return.

a [OnHnme'a theory, see Platner, fAt~. i. § 860, p. 485.6; edit. J7B3.]
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1 now cometo the secondcategory (H),and to the
firatof the fourparticular headswhichit likcwisocon-

tains,-the opinion,namely, that the judgment, tbat

everything that begins to be must have a cause,is a

simpleprimary datum, a positive revelationof intel-

ligence. To this head are to be referred tbe theories
on causality of Descartes, Leibnitz, Reid, Stewart,
Kant, Fichte, Cousin,and the majority of recent pbi-

losophers. Thia is the fifth thcory in order.
Dr Brownbas promulgateda doctrineof Causality,

whichmaybe numberedas the sixth thoughperhaps
it is hardly deserving of distinct enumeration. Ile

LECT.
XXXIX.
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actually identifies the causaljudgment, wbichto us is

necessary,with the principleby wbichwe are merely
inclined to believein the uniformityof nature's opera-
tions.

Superseding any articulate consideration of tbis

opinion,acd reverting to the fifth, mueh might be

said in relation to the several modificationsof this

opinionas held by differentphilosophera but 1must

content myself with a brief criticism of the doctrine
in referenceto its most general featurcs.

Now it is manifest,that, against thé assumptionof
i

a spécial principle,which this doctrine makes,there cl

existaa primary presumptionof pbilosophy. This is
¡

the law of Parcimony,wbich forbids,without neces-1

sity, the multiplicationof entities, powers,principles,é
or causes above aU,thé postututionof on unknownÎ
force,where a known impotencecan account for the 1
effect. We are, therefore,entiticd to apply Occam's

razor to tbis theory of caur-ality,unîessit be proved

impossibleto cxplainthe causa! judginentat a cheapcr
rate, by deriving it from a higher and that a negativc
origin. On a doctrine like the present is thrown the
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onusof vindicating its necessity,by showingtbat, un-

less a special and positiveprinciplebe assumed,there

existsnocompetentmodetosavethe phoenomena. It

can oniy, therefore,be admitted provisorily; and it

fallsofcourse,if the pbœnomenonit wouJdexplaincan

be explainedon lessonerousconditions.

Leaving, therefore, this theory to stand or fall

according as the two remaining opinions are or are

not found insuScient, 1 proceedto the consideration

of these. The first,-the seventh, is a doctrine that

has long been exploded. It attempts to establishthe

principleof Causalityupon the principle of Contra-

diction. Leibnitz was too acute a metaphysician to

attempt to prove the principleof SutBcient Reason

or Causality, which is an ampliative or syntbetic

principle,by the principleof Contradiction,which is

merely explicative or analytic. But his followers

were not so wise. Wolf," Baumgarten,~and many
other Leibnitians,paraded demonstrationsof the law

of the SumcientReasonon the ground of the law of

Contradiction but the reasoningalwaysproceedson

a covert assumption of the very point in question.
The sameargument is,however,at an earlier date, to

be foundin Locke, and modincationsof it in Hobbes~

and CIarke/ Hume,~who was only aware of the

argument as in the hands of the English metaphysi-

a [0)t<o~ta.70.}
C[jy«apA~!t,§t8.] [Cf.WaMt,

~t, p.~M)'e&Ae)t<hfOr)t)M!.Zed-

ter, i<Aw), e. C<t!tNa<tM<.]

'y[&My,boottiv.c.tO.§3. ~M'<,
i. p. 294.) [This tadoabUesathe pas.

aagaof Locke whtch ta criticised by
Hume (7~<a<.a~ Fx?;). A'c< b. i.

part tit. 3 3) but it will bardly bear

thé interprétation put upon it by

Home and Sir W. HNDUtoa.–Ec.]
9 (y~tf)<yCN<<A'MM~y, R~-tN,

edit. Moïesw&rth,voL tv. p. 2?6.–

ED.

e [DeMûyu!)~!<tM,p. &,alibi. See

aleo 'SGmveMnde, /t<M<<.ad fM.,

§80.]
f 7'tro<.of Hum. Nature, book i.

part ui. § 3. Cf. Reid, ~<M-i!w,p. 46:.

Stewart ~<M'~ t. p. 441.–Eu.
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cians, bas given it a.réfutation,whichbas earned the

approbationof Reid and by foreignphilosophersits

emptiness,in the handsof theWolfianmetaphysicians,
bas frequentlybeenexposed. Listento thepretended
demonstration:–Whatever is produced without a

cause, is produced by nothing; in other words,bas

nothingfor its cause. But nothing can no morebe a

cause than it can be something. The same intuition
that makesus aware,that nothing is not something,
showsus that everything must have a real causeof

its existence.–To tbis it is sufficientto say, that the

existence of causes being the point in question, the

existenceof causesmust not be taken for granted, in

the very reasoningwhichattempts to prove their real-

ity. In excludingcauseswe excludeall causes and

consequentlyexclude nothing consideredas a cause
it is not, therefore,allowable,contrary to that exclu-

sion,to supposenothing as a cause,and then fromthe

absurdity of that suppositionto infer the absurdityof

the exclusionitself If everytbing must bave a cause,
it followsthat, upon the exclusionofother causes,we

must accept of nothing as a cause. But it is the very

point at issue,whethereverything must bave a cause

or not and, therefore,it violâtes the first principles
of reasoningto take this quœsitumitself as granted.
This opinionis now universallyabandoned.

The eighth and last opinion is that whichregards
the judgment of causalityas derived and dérives it

not froma power,but from an impotenceof mind
in a word,from the principle of the Conditioned. 1

do not think it possible,withouta detailed exposition

a [SeeWa!ch,Z~a-t'toi),v.Ztt)'ex'A-f«tMt/<r(/!<Ka&Tdie~<<<t~y«t,
ot~ Grund.Biedermann,Actap.149.J~ossias.~oc~),«.fatM-
~cto?<M<t'M,t.vil.p. !20.Schwab,f~.<o<,i.p.669.]
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of the various lawsor categoriesof thought, to make

you fuUy understand the grounds and bearings of

this opinion. In attempting to explain, you must,

therefore,allowme to take for granted certain laws

of thougbt, to wbich 1 hâve ouly been able incident-

ally to allude. Those, however, which 1 postulate,
are sucb as are now generallyadmitted by ail philo-

sopherswho allow the mind itself to be a sourceof

cognitions and the only one which haa not been re-

cognisedby them,but which,as 1endeavouredbriefly
to prove to you in my last Lecture,must likewisebe

taken into account,is the Law of the Conditioned,-
the law tbat the conceivablehaaalways two opposite
extremes,and that these extremes are equally incon-

ceivable. That the conditionedis to be viewed,not
as a power,but as a powerlessness,of mind, isevinced

by this,-that the two extremes are contradictories,
and, as contradictories,though neither alternativecac
be conceived,-thought as possible,one or othermust

be admitted to be necessary.

Pliflosophers,who allowa native principle to tbe
mind at all, allow that Existence is such a princi-
p!e. 1 shall, therefore, take for granted Existenceas

the highest categoryor condition of thought. As 1

noticed to you in my last Lecture, no thought is

possible except under this category. AU that we

perceiveor imagineas dînèrent from us, we perceive
or imagine as objectivelyexistent. All that we are
conscious of as an act or modificationof self, we
are consciousof only M aubjectively existent. AU

thought, therefore,impliesthe thought of existence
and this is the veritableexpositionof the enthymeme
of Descartes,-Cogito ergo ~Mw. 1cannot think that
1 think, without thinking that 1 exist,–1 cannot be

a P. 366.-ED.
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conscious,without being consciousthat 1 am. Let mer.
XX\f\

existence,then, bc laid down as a necessaryform of

thought. As a second category or subjective condi-
tion of thought, 1 postulate that of Time. This,like- Ti.xe.

wise,cannot be denied me. It is the necessarycon-

dition ofevery consciousact thougbtisoolyredised
to us as in succession,and successionis only con-

ceived by us under the conceptof time. Existence
and existence in time is thus an elementaryform of

our intelligence.
But wedo not conceiveexistencein time absolutely

or infinitely,-we conceiveit only as conditioned in

time and ExistenceConditionedin Timeexpressesat
onceand in relation, the three categoriesof thought,
whichaffordus in combinationthe principle of Cau-

sality. This requiressomeexplanation.
When we perceive or imagine an object,we per-

ceive or imagine it–1°, As existent, and, 2",As in

Time; Existence and Time being categories of all

thought. But what is meant by saying, 1 perceive,
or imagine,or, in general, think, an object only as 1

perceive,or imagine,or, in general, think it to exist 1

Simply this,-that, as thinking it, 1 cannot but think
it to exist, in other words, that 1 cannot annihilate
it in thought. 1 may think away from it, 1 may
turn to other things and 1can thus exclude it from

my consciousness but, actually thinking it, 1cannot
think it as non-existent,for as it is thought, so is it

thought existent.

But a thing is thought to exist,onlyas it is thought
to exist in time. Time is présent,past, and future.
We cannot think an object of thought as non-existent
dep~Me~as not actuaUyan objectof thought. But
can we think that quantum of existenceof which an

object,real or ideal, is thé complement,as non-exist-
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ent,either in time past, or in time future 1 Makothe

experiment. Try to think the objectof your thought
as non-existentin the moment before the present.-
Youcannot. Try it in the momentbeforethat.-You

cannot. Nor can you annihilate it by carrying it

back to any moment, however distant in the past.
You may conceivethe parts of whichthis complement
of existenceis composed,as separated if a material

object,you cau think it as ahivered to atoms, subli-

mated into aethcr but not one iota of existencecan

you conceiveas annihilated, which subsequentlyyou

thougbtto exist. In likemannertry the future,-try
to conçoivethe prospectiveannihilationof any present

object,-of any atom of any prcsent object.-You
cannot. AUthis may be possible,but of it wecannot

thiuk the possibility. But if you can thus conccive

neither the absolutecommencementnor thé absolute

termination of anything that is oncethought to exist,

try, on thé other hand, if you can conceivethe op-

posite alternative of Innnite non-commencement,of

infinite non-termination. To this you are equally

impotent. This is the categoryof the Conditioned,
as applied to the category of Existence under the

category of Time.

But in this applicationis the principleof Causality
not given?1 Why, what is the law of Causality?1

Simply this,-that whenan object is presented phœ-

nomenally aa commencing,we cannot but suppose
that the complementof existence,whicb it now con-

tains, has previouslybeen ;-in other words,that all

that we at present come to know as an affectmust

previouslyhave existed in its causes; though what

thèse causesare we mayperhaps be altogetherunable

even to surmise.
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LECTURE XL.

THE REOOLATtVEFACULTY.-LAW OP THE CONDITÏONED,

IN ITB APPLICATIONS.-CAUSALITY.

OuRlast Lecture was principally occupiedin giving
a systematic view and a summary criticism of the

variousopinionsof philosophera,regarding the origin
of that inevitablenecessityof our nature, whichcorn'

pelsus to refuse any real commencementof existence

to the phamomenawhicharise in and around us in

other words,that necessityof our nature,under whieh

wecannot but conceiveeverything that occurs,to be
an effect,that is, to be something consequent,whicb,
as whollyderived from, may be whollyrefunded ioto

somethingantécédent. The opinionsof philosophera
with regard to the genealogyof this daim of thought,

may bedivided into twosumma~~€7~ or categories
as ail opinionaon this point viewthe CausalJudgmentt

eitber,l", As resting immediatelyor mediatelyon ex-

perience,or, 2°,As resting immediatelyor mediately
on a native principleof the mind itself;-in short,
ail theoriesof causalityeither make it a ~<îo~ or

Empirical,or make it a pn'o~ or Pure.

1 shall not againenumerate the varioussubordinate

doctrinesinto whichthe formercategoryissubdivided

and, in relation to all of these, it is enoughto say that

they are one and all whollyworthless,as wholly in-
VOL.11. 2 C
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LECT.
XL. capableof accountingfor the quality of necessity,by

which we are consciousthat the causal judgment is

charaeteriscd.

Thé opinionswhich fall underthe second category
are not obnoxiousto tbis sweepingobjection,(exccpt

Brown's),as they are all equally competent to save

the phaenomenonof a subjective necessity. Of the

three opinions,(I discount Brown's),under this head,
one supposes that the law of Causalityis a positive
affirmation,and a primary fact of thought, incapable
ofaUfurther analysis. Theothertwo,on thecontrary,
viewit is a negative principle,and as capableof reso-

lution into a higher law.

Of these, the first opinion (thé sixth) is opposed
in limine, by the presumptionof philosophyagainst
the multiplicationof special principles. By tbe law

of Parcimony,the assumptionof a special principle
can oniy be legitimated by its necessity and that

necessityouly emergesif the ph~nomenonto I)eex-

plained can be explained by no known and ordinary
causes. The possiblevalidity of this theory, therc-

fore,depends on the two others being actually found

incompetent. As postulatingno special,no new, no

positive principle,and professing to account for tbe

phœnomenonupon a commonand a negative ground,

they possessa primary presumption in their favour
and if one or other be found to affordus a possible
solution of the problem,weneed not, nay, we are not

entitled, to lookbeyond.
Of these two theories, the one (the seventb) at-

tempts to analyse the principleof Causality into thé

principle of Contradiction the other (the cightb),
into the principle of the Conditioned. The former

bas becn long exploded,and is now universallyaban-
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doned. The attempt to demonstrate that a negation
of causesinvolvesan affirmationof two contradictory
propositions,bas been sitown to be delusive, as thé

démonstrationonly proecedson a virtuat aasumption
of the point in question. The field, tliercfore,is left

open for the last (the eighth), which endeavours to

analyse thé mental lawof Causality into the mental
law of the Conditioned. This theory, which bas not
hithertobeenproposed,is recommendedbyits extreme

simplicity. It postulates no new,no special,no posi-
tive principle. It only supposes that the mind is

limited and the law of limitation, the law of thé

Conditioned, in oue of its applications, constitutes
the law of Causality. Thc mind is necessitated to
think certain forms and, under these forms,thought
is only possible in the iuterval between two contra-

dictory extremes, both of wbich are absolutely in-

conceivable,but one of which, on the principle of

Excluded]~Md!e,is necessarilytrue. In referenceto

the present subject, it is only rcquisite to specifytwo
of these forms,–Existence and Tirne. 1 showedyou
tbat tbougbt is onlypossibleunder thé native concep-
tions,-the a priori forms,–of existence and time
in other words, the notionsof existenceand timc are

essential élémentsof every act of intelligence. But

while the mind is thus astricted to certain necessary
modesor formaof thought, in thcse formait can only
think under certain conditions. Thus, while obliged
to think under the thoughtof time, it cannot conceive,
on the one hand, the absolutecommencementof time,
and it cannot conçoive,on the other, the infinite non-

commencementof time in like manner,on the one

hand, it cannot conceive an absolute minimum of

time,noryet, on the other,can it conceivethe infinite

LECT.
XL.
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LECT.
XL. divisibility of time. Yet these form two pairs of

contradictories,that is, of counter-propositions,which,
if our intelligencebe not aila lie,cannotboth be true,
but of which,on the same authority, one necessarily
must be true. This proves 1°,That it is not com-

petent to argue, that what cannot be comprehended
as possible by us, is impossiblein reality and, 2°,
That the necessitiesof thought are not alwayspositive

powersof cognition, but oftcn negative inabilitiesto

know. The law of mind, that ail that is positively
conceivable,lies in the interval between two incon-

ceivableextremes,and which, howevcrpalpablewhen

stated, has never been gcneralised,as far as I know,

by any philosopher, 1 call the Law or Principle of

the Conditioned.

Thus,the wholepha&nomenonof causalityscemsto

me to be nothing more than the law of the Condi-

tioned,in its applicationto a thing thought under the

form or mental categoryof Existence,and under the

formor mental category of Time. Wc cannot know,
we cannot think, a thing, except as existicg, that is,
under the categoryof existence andwe cannotknow

or think a thing as existing,exceptin time. Nowthe

applicationof the law of the conditionedto any ob-

ject, thought as existent, and thought as in time,will

give us at once the phaenomenonof causality. And

thus :–An object is given us, either by senseor sug-

gestion,-imagination. As known, we cannot but

think it existent, and in time. But to say that we

cannot but think it to exist, is to say, that we are

unable to think it non existent, that is, that we are

unable to annihilate it in thought. And this we

cannot do. We may tum aside from it; we may

occupy our attention with other objects and we
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may thus exclude it from our thougbts. This is

certain we need not think it but it is equally
certain, that thinking it, we cannot think it not to

exist. This will be at onceadmitted of the present;
but it may posaiblybc deniedof the past and future.

But if we make the experiment, we shaH 6nd the

mental annihilation of an object cqually imposaible

LECT.
XL.

under time past, present, or future. To obviatemis-

apprehension,however, 1 must make a vcry simple
observation. When 1 say that it is impossibleto

annihilate an object in thought,-in other words,to

conceiveit as non-existent,-it is of coursenot meant

that it is impossibleto imagine the object wholly

changed in form. We can figure to ourselvesthe

éléments of which it is composed,distributed and

arranged and modifiedin ten thousand forms,-we
can imagine anything of it short of annihilation.

But the complement,the quantum,of existence,which

is realised in any ob)cct,–that we cannot represent
to ourselves,either as increased,'without abstraction

from other bodies,or as diminished,without addition

to them. In short, we are unable to construe it in

thought, that there can be an atom absolutelyadded

to, or an atom absolutelytaken away from, existence

in general Nake tho experiment. Form to your-
selves a notion of the universe; now, can you con-

ceive that the quantity of existence, of which the

universeis the sum,is eitberamplifiedor diminished?1

You can conceivethe creationof a world as lightly
as you can conceivethe creation of an atom. But

what is a creationt It is not tho springing of

nothing into something. Far from it:-it is con-

ccived,and is by us conceivable,merelyas the evolu-

tion of a new form of existence,by the nat of the

ArmihHa.
tfon aad
Creatlon,-
Mconceft'
ed by ue.
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LECT.
XL. Deity. Let us suppose the very crisis of creation.

Can wo realise it to ourselves, in thought, that,

the momentaftcr the universe came into manifested

being, there was a larger complement of existence

in the universe and its Author together, tban tbere

was, the moment before,in the Deity himself alone?2

This we cannot imagine. What 1 have now said

of our conceptionsof creation, holds true of our

conceptions of annihilation. We can conceive no

real anuihilatiou,-no absolute sinking of something
into nothing. But, as creation is cogitableby us only
as an exertionof divinepower,soannihilationis only
to be conceivedby us as a withdrawal of the divine

support. A!I that there is nowactually of existence

in the universe,we conceiveas baving virtually ex-

isted,prior to creation,in the Creator and in imagin-

ing the universeto be annihilated by its Author, wc

can only imagine this, as the retraction of an out-

ward energy into power. AU this showshowimpos-
sible it is for the human mind to think aught that it

thinks, as non-existent either in time past or in time

future.

[°0ur inabilityto think,what wehaveonceconceived

existent in Time, as in time becomingnon-existent,

correspondswith our inability to think, what we have

conceived existent in Space, as in space becoming
non-existent. We cannot realise it to thought, that

a thing should be extruded,either fromthe one quan*

tity or the other. Hence, under extension,the law

of Ultimate Incompressibility; under protension,tho

law of Causeand ESect.]
We have been hitherto speakingonly of one incon-

ceivableextremeof the conditioned,in its application
a Suppliedfrom.Dt'tMMM'oM,p.620.–Ec.
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to thé category of existence in the categoryof time,
-the extremeof absolutecommencement the other

is equally incomprehensible,that ia, the extreme of

innnito regress or non-commencement. With this

lattcr we have, however, at present nothing to do.

[" Indeed,as not obtrusive,the Infinite figuresfar less
in the théâtre of mind, and exerts a far inferiorinnu-

ence in the modificationof thought than thé Absolute.

It is, in fact, bothdistant aud delitesccnt; and in place
of meetingus at every turn, it requiressomeexertion

on our part to seek it out.] It is the former alone,–
it is the inability we experience of annihilating in

thought an existence in time past, in other words,
our utter impotenceof conceivingits absolute com-

mencement,that constitutes and explains the whole

phaenomenonof causality. An objectis presented to

our observationwhiebhas phœnomenallybegun to bc.

WeU,we cannot realise it in thought that the object,
that is, this determinatecomplementof existence,bad

really no being at any past moment; because this

supposesthat, once thinking it as existent, we could

again think it as non-existent,which is for us impos-
sible. What, then, can wedo That the pbœnomenon

presentedto us began,as a.pbœnomenon,to be,–tbia
we know by experience; but that the elementsof its

existenceonly began,when the phœnomenonthey cou-

stitute came into being.–this we are whollyunable

to represent in thought. In thèse circumstances,how

do we proceed?–How must we proceed?1 There is

only onepossiblemode. We are compelledto believe

that the object, (that is, a certain quale and quantum
of being),whose pbeenomenalrise into existencewe

have witnessed, did really exist, prior to this rise,
a SappHedfromZ)t«tf~~bM,p.62t.–ED.
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under other forma [* and by~M, be it observed,1

meanany modeof existence,conceivableby us ornot].
But to say that a thing previouslyexisted under dif-

ferent forms, is only in other words to say, that a

thing had causes. 1have already noticedto you the

error of philosophersin supposing that anything can

havea singlecause. Ofcourse,1speakonlyofSecond

Causès. Of the causationof tbe Deity we can form

no possibleconception. Of secondcauses,1say, there

must alwaysbe at least a concurrenceof two to con-

stitute an effect Take the exampleof vapour. Here

to say tbat heat is the causeof cvaporation,is a very

inaccorate,–at least a very inadéquate, expression.
Water is as much the causeof evaporation as heat.

But heat and water together are the causes of the

phoenomenon. Nay, there is a third concausewhich

we have forgot,–thé atmosphere. Now, a cloud is

the result of these three concurrent causes or con-

stituents and, knowing this, we find no dimculty in

carrying back the complementof existence,whichit

contains prier to its appearance. But on the hypo-
thesis, that we are not aware what are the real con-

stituents or causesof the cloud,the human mind must

still perforcesupposesomeunknown, some hypothe-

tical, antécédents,into whieh it mentally refunds all

the existencewhich the cloudis thought to contain.

Nothing can be a greater error in itself, or a more

fertile cause of delusion,than the commondoctrine,
tbat the causal judgment is elicited only when we

apprehendobjectain consecution,and uniform conse-

cution. Of course,the observationof such succession

prompts and enablesus to assignparticular causesto

particular effects. But this considerationought to

a Sapp!!edfromZKseMK'MM,p.621.–En.
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be carefullydistinguishedfrom tbe law of Causality,
absolutely,which consistanot in the empiricalattri-
bution of this phœnomenon,as cause,to that phœno.
menon, as eSect, but in the universal nccessity of
which we are conscious,to think causes for every
event, whether that event stand isolatedby itself,and
be by us referableto no other,or whether it be one
in a series of successivephœnomcna,whicb, as it

were, spontaneouslyarrange themselvesunder the re-
lation of effectand cause. ["Of no phœnomenon,as

observed, need we think the cause; but of every
pbœnomenonmust we think a cause. Thé former
we may learn through a process of induction and

généralisation; tbe latter we must always and at
onceadmit, constrainedby the conditionofRelativity.
On this, not sunken rock, Dr Brownand others hâve
beenshipwrecked.]

LECT.
XL.

This doctrineof Causalityseems to me preferable
toanyother for the following,amongother,reasons

In the crst place,to explain the pbïenomcnonof
t.'ieCausalJudgment, it postulates no new, no extra-

ordinary, no express principle. It does not even
found upona positivepower for,while it showsthat
the phaenomenonin question is only one of a class,it

assigns,as their common cause,only a negative im-

potence. In this,it stands advantageouslycontrasted
with the one other theory which saves the pbaeno-
menon,but which saves it only by the hypothesisof

a special principle, expresslydevised to account for

this phaenomenonalone. Nature never works by
more, and morecomplex,instrumentsthan are neces-

sary;o~ we~TTM~;and to assume a particular
force,to performwhat can be better explainedby a

a SuppliedfromDtMMtMM,p.622.–ED.

The M.
thor'sdoe
trine of

CoMehty,
to he pre-
ferred.

f.From
ft<e)mp)t.
city.



LECTURES ON METAPHY8IC8.410

3°.Av<M.

ingtheat-
tematttea
effataitsm
or incon.

sbteacy.

LECT.
XL.

y.At'ert.
ingoeepti.
CMtu.

general imbecility.is contrary to every ru!e of philo-

sophising.
But, in the secondplace,if there be postulatedan

expressand positiveaffirmationof intelligenceto ac-

count for the fact, that existence cannot absolutcly
commence,wemust equallypostulateacounter anirm-

ation of intelligence,positiveand express,to explain
the counter fact, that existence cannot infinitelynot

commence. The one necessityof mind is equally

strongas the other and if the one be a positivedoc-

trine, an express testimony of intelligence, so also

must bethe other. But they are contradictories; and,
as contradictories,they cannotboth be true. On this

theory, therefore,the root of our nature is a lie 1 By
the doctrine, on the contrary, which1 propose,these

contradictorypbEenomenaare carried up into the com-
mon principleof a limitation of our faculties. Intel-

ligenceis shown to be feeblebut not false our nature

is, thus, not a lie, nor the Author of our nature a
deceiver.

In the third place, this simpler and casier doctrine
avoidsa serious inconvenience,whichattaches to the
more dimcult and complex. It is this :-To suppose
a positive and special principleof causality,is to sup-
pose, that there is expresslyrevealed to us, through
intelligence,thé fact that there is no free causation,
that is,that there is nocausewhichis not itself merely
an effect existencebeingonlya seriesof determined
antécédents and determinedconséquents. But this is
an assertionof Fatalism. Such,however,most of the

patrons of tbat doctrine will not admit. The asser-
tion of absolute necessity,they are aware, is virtually
the negationof a moral universe,consequentlyof the
MoralGovernorof amoraluniverse,–in a word,Athe-
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ism. Fatalism and Atheism are, indeed,convertible

terms. The only valid arguments for the existence

of a God,and for the immortality of the soul, rest on

the ground of man's moral nature; consequently,if

that moralnature boannihilated,whichin any scheme

of necessityit is,every conclusion,establishedonsuci)

a nature, is annihilated also. Awareof this, someof

thosewho make the judgment of causality a spécial

principte,–a positive dictate of intelligence,-find
themselveacompelled,in orderto escapefromthe con-

sequencesof their doctrine, to deny that this dictate,

though universal in its deliverance,shouldbe allowed

to hold universallytrue and,accordingly,they would

exempt from it the facts of volition. Will, they hold

to be a free cause,that is, a cause which Mnot an

effect; in other words, they attribute to will tbo

powerof absolute origination. But here their owu

principleof causality is too strong for them. They

say that it is unconditionallygiven,as a specialand

positive law of intelligence,that every originationis

only an apparent, not a real, commencement. Now,
to exempt certain pbeenomenafrom tbis law, for the

sake of our moral consciousness,cannot validly bo

done. For, in the first place, this would be to admit

that the mind is a complementof contradictoryrevela-

tions. If mendacitybeadmitted ofsomeofourmental

dictates,wecannotvindicateveracitytoany. Faisus

in uno, falsuisin omnibus." Absolute scepticism is

hence the legitimate conclusion. But, in the second

place,waiving this conclusion,what right have we,
on this doctrine, to subordinate the positiveaffirma-

tion of causality to our consciousnessof moral liberty,
-what right havewe,for the interest of the latter, to

a Seeabove,Lect.il.,voL).p.26ett~Eo.

LECT.
XL.
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XL. derogate from the universalityof the former1 We

bave none. If both are equallypositive,we have no

right to sacrificeto the other the alternative,whieh

our wishesprompt us to abandon.

But thé doctrine which 1proposeia not exposedto

these difficulties. It doesnot supposethat thé judg-
ment of Causalityis foundedon a powerof the mind

to recogniseas necessaryin thought what is necessary
in the universeofexistence it, on the contrary,founds

this judgment mercly on the impotenceof the mind

to conceiveeithcr of two contradictories,and, as ono

or otber of twocontradictoriesmust be true, though
hoth cannot, it shows that there is no ground for in-

ferring from thé inability of the mind to conceivean

alternative as possible,that such alternative is really

impossible. At the sametime, if the causaljudgment
be not an affirmationof mind, but merelyan incapa-

city of positivelythinking the contrary,it followsthat

such a negative judgment cannot stand in opposition
to the positiveconsciousness,–théaffirmativedeliver-

ance, tbat we are truly the authors,–thé responsible

originators, of our actions, and not merelylinks in

thé adamantineseriesof effectsand causes. It appears
to me that it is only on this doctrine that we can

philosophicallyvindicate the liberty of the will,-
that we can rationally assert to man a fatis avolsa

voluntas." How the will can possiblybe free must

remain to us, under the present limitation of our

faculties,wholly incomprehcnsibte. We cannot con-

ceive absolute commencement;we cannot, therefore,
conceivea freevolition. Botas little canweconceive

the alternative on which liberty is denied, on which

necessity is amnned. And in favour of our moral

nature, thé fact that we are free, is given us in the
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consciousneasof an uncompromisinglaw of Duty, in

the consciousnesaof our moral accountability and

this fact of libertycanuot be redarguedon the ground
that it is incomprehensible,for the doctrineof the

Conditioned proves, against thé necessitarian,that

somethingmay,nay must,be true,of which the mind

is whollyunable to construeto itself the possibilityi
whilst it showsthat the objectionof incomprehensi-

bility applics no leu to the doctrine of fatalismthan

to the doctrineof moral freedom. If the deduction,

therefore,of the Causal Judgment, which 1 hâve at-

tempted,should speculativelyprovecorrect, it will, 1

think, afforda securerand more satisïactoryfounda-

tion for our practical intercsts, than any otherwhich

has ever yet been promulgated.*
G

a Here, in the manuseript, occurs

the following sentence, with mark of

<Metton:But of this we shall

hâve to speak, when we consider the

question of the Liberty or ïfeceMity
of our Vo!itious, under the Third

Great C)MSof the Mental Phteno.

mena,-the Conative." The author

does mt, however, resume the con.

tideratton of this question ln these

Lectarea. It will also be observed

that Sir W. Hamitton does not pur-

LECT.
XL.

sue the application of the Law of

the Conditioned to the prindptc of

Substance and Phenomencc, as pro-

posedat the outset of the d~cussfon.

See above, p. 376. This defect is,
however, partially MppUed in the

compteted edition of ~!ef<f<Works.

Xote H, p. M6. On Cansality,
and on Liberty and Necesaity, see

further in .DtN')tMt'<nM,p. 626 et «y.,

end Appendix tV.–ED.
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SECOXD GREAT CLASS OF MENTAL PH~NOMENA,–

THE FEELINGS THEIR CHARACTER AND RELATION

TO THE COGNtTIOXSAKD COTATIONS.

HAVINOconcludedour considerationof the First Great

Classof thé Phoenomenarevealedto us by conscious-

ness,–thé pbœnomenaof Rnowledge,-we are now

to enter on the Secondof thèse Classes,-the class

which comprehendsthe phaenomecaof Pleasure and

Pain, or, in a single word,tbe phsenomenaof Feel-

ing."
G

Before,however,proceedingto a discussionof

tbis clasaof mental appcarances,consideredin them-

selves, there are several questions of a preliminary
character,whichit is proper to disposeof Of these,
twonaturally present themselvesin the very threshold

of our inquiry. The first is,–Do the pbœnomcnaof
Pleasure and Pain constitutea distinct ordcr of inter-

nal states, so that weare warranted in establishingthe

capacity of Feeling as oneof the fundamental powers
of the human mind?1

The secondis,–In what position do thé Feelings
stand by rcference to the Cognitions and the Cona-

tions and, in particular,whether ought the Feelings
or the Conationsto be consideredfirst, in the order of

science?1

a Seeabove,Lect xi., vol.f. p. 182.–ED.

LECTURE XLI.
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Of these questions,the former is by no meansone

that can be either superseded or lightly dismissed.

This is shown,both by the very moderndate at wbicb

the analysis of the Feelings into a separate class of

phœnomenawas proposed,and by the controversyto

which this analysis bas given birth.

Until a very recent epoch, the feelingswere not

recognisedby any philosopheras the manifestations

of any fundamental power. The distinction taken in

the Peripatetic School,by which thé mental modifi-

cations were divided into Gnostic or Cognitive,and

Orecticor Appetcnt,and the consequentreduction of

all the facultiesto the Facultas co~HMC€?!~and the

~tCM~CMappetendi, was the distinction which was

long most universallyprevalent though under vari-

ous,but usuallyless appropriate,denominations. For

example,the modem distributionof the mentalpowers
into those of the Understanding and those of the

Will, or into Powers Spéculativeand PowersActive,
-these are only very inadequate,and very incorrect,
versionsof the Peripatetic analysis,which,as far as it

went, was laudable for its conception,r.nd still more
laudablefor its expression. But this AristoteHcdivi-

sion of the internai states, into the two categoriesof

Cognitionsand of Appetencies, is exclusive of the

Feelings, as a class co-ordinate with the two other

gênera nor was there, in antiquity, any other philo-

sophywhich accordedto the feelingsthe rank denied

to them in the analysis of the Peripatetic school.
An attempt bas, indecd,been made to showthat, by
Plato, the capacityof Feeling was regarded as one of

the three fundamental powers but it is only by a
total perversionof PIato's language,by a total rever-

sionof the wholeanalogyof bis psychology,that any
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colourcan bogiven to thisopinion. Kant, aa I have

formerlyobserved,was the philosopherto whomwe

owe thia tri-Iogicalclassification. But it ought to be

stated, that Kant only placed the keystone in the

arch, whichhad beenraised by previousphilosophera

amonghis countrymen. The phoenomenaof Feeling
had, for thirty years prior to the reductionof Kant,
attracted the attention of the German psychobgists,
and had by them been consideredas a separate class

of mental states. This had been doneby Suizer" in

1751, by Mcndeissohn~in 1763, by Keestuer~in

1763 (?),byMeiners' in 1773,by Eberhard' in 1776,
and by Platner in 1780 (?). It remained,howevcr,
for Kant to eatablish,by his authority, thé décisive

trichotomyof the mental powers. In hia Ctitique of

Judgment (Kritik der ~/r<A~s~ro/~),and, Jikewise,
in hia ~tM<A~opo/o~y,ho treats of thé capacities of

Feeling apart from,and along with, the faculties of

Cognitionand Conation. At the sametime,he called

a See{~n<crMt<-AM!)y<!tcr<&?t*)'. <See~4tn'Mf~ f<yfAo~f,1773
sprung der <m~t))cA)M)tund Mnan.

j~M~MM~))~!))<tK!)ynt; Srst pub.
Uahed in the MemotK of the Bt'riin

Academy, in t7!l and J752. See

~erm/N'~ ~<7o!<~)AMr~<&~n/?f)!,

Lp.l. Leipsic, 1800. Cf.Ms~H.

~nx<')te Thcorie dn «A~Mt A'07u<t,
1771.–ED. [For a summary and

criticism of the former work, see

Reinhold, t/~r~e bishcrigen~yny'
wm t~i<t!t. 7crmMft<e &Ayy.

«?), L p. 298. JtM, t7C6.]
S ~r~ <ttM'<<te&y)~tftKKyot,

!765.-Ec.

r SeeA'ottftMeï'~he <&<~%ttM'M,

par fit. Sn!zer; aMe <te) ~cctCM
Bur l'Origine du P&ttMf, par M.

KfMtMr, de lAcadémie Royale de

Berlin, 1767, firat puMished in the

Mentoirs of the Academy in 1749.

Seebetow.p. 461.–ED.

-En.

See ~~M<!«M ?*A<M~des Dc)t-

~x «!)<<~t~a~M, read beforethe

Royal Society of B''r)in in 17?9: new

edit. 1786. Cf. 2'Ae~w der M~xtt

~MM)M~t/!m,2d edit. HaUe,1786.
-ED.

Thé threeMd dhision of the

mental phoenomenaforme the baste

of thé psychologicalpart of Platner's

A'cM ~))<~)'ep<~t'<,1790 see book

ii. The Srst edition (Anthropologie)

~t'ptMed tN !77K. Cf. ~t7. ~e-

<Mt, voL L b. L § 27-43, edit.

1793. Kant'BJM<<tMt<)Mn!
WMSrat p~bliabed in 1790; the ~n.

<An~cyte, though written before it,
WMonly arst pabtiahed in 1798.-

ED.

Seeabove,Lect xi., voL L p.
186.-ED.
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attention to their great importancein the philosophy
of mind, and moreprccisetyand more explicitlythan

any of his predccessorsdid ho refer them to a parti-
cular power,–a powerwhich constituted one of the

three fundamentalphoenomenaof mind.

This important innovationnecessarilygave rise to

controversy. It is true that thé Kantian reduction
was admitted, not on!yby the great majorityof tbose
whofbUowedthe impulsionwhich Kant had given to

philosophy,but, likewise, by the great majority of

the psychologistsof Germany,whoranged themselves

in hostileoppositionto the principles of the Critical

School. A reaction was, however, inevitable and

while,on the one hand, the greater number weredis-

posedto recognisethe FeeUngsin their new rank, as

one of the three grand classesof the mental pbseno-
mena a smallernumber,-but amongthem somephi-

losopheraof no meanaccount,-endeavoured, however

violent the procedure,to reannex them,as aecondaiy
manifestationa,to one or other of the two co-ordinatc

classes,–thé Cognitionsand the Conations.

Bofbreprocceding to considerthe objectionsto the

classincationin question, it is proper to premise a

word in reference to the meaning of thé term by
which the phœnomena.of Pleasure and Pain are de-

signated,–thé term Feeling for thia is an ambiguous

expression,and on the accidentof ita ambiguity have

been founded someof thé reasonsagainst the estab-

lishmentof tho classof phB&nomena,which it is em-

ployedto denote.

It is easyto conveya clear and distinct knowledge
of what is meant by a word,when that word denotes

some object which bas an existence external to the

mind. 1 have only to point out the object, and to
VOLM. 2 D
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say, that such or such a thing ia signifiedby such or

such a name for example,this is called a house,that

arainbow,this a ~o~ tbat an ox,and so forth. In

thcsecases,the exhibitionof tbo realityis tantamount

to a definition or, as an old logician expresses it,

Cognitioomnisintuitiva est definitiva. Thesame,

however,does not hold in regard to an object which

lieswithin the mind itself. What wascasyin the one

casebecomesdifficultin theother. For althoughhe to
whom1wouldexplain the meaningofa term,by point-

ing out the objectwhich it is intended to express,bas,
at least may have, tbat very object present in his

mind, still 1 cannot lay my finger on it,–1 cannot

give it to examine by the eye,–to smell, to taste, to

bandie. Thus it is that misunderstandingsfrequently
occur in referenceto this classof objects,inasmuchaa

one attaches a different meaning to the word from

that in which another uses it and weought not to

be surprised that, in the nomenclatureof our mental

phsenomena,it bas cometo pass,that, in aiï languages,
oneterm bas becomethe signof a pluralityof notions,
wbileat the same time a single notion is designated

by a plurality of terms. Thisvacillation in the appli-
cation and employmentof language,as it originates
in the impossibility, anterior to its institution, of

approximatingdifferentminds to a commoncognition
of the same internai object; so this ambiguity,when

onceestablished,reactspowerfullyin perpetuating the
same dimculty inaomuchthat a principal, if not the

very greatest, impedimentin the progressof thephilo-

sopherof mind, is the vagueuess and uncertainty of

the instrument of thought itself. A remarkable ex-

a Cf. MetMchthon, Erotemata Dia.

~f<MM,!ib.L, Pr. ~<tM~, who

quotes it M an old mying: Vetaa

enim dictam est, et d!(p)am memo-

ria: Omuia intuitiva notitia est de.

amtie.ED. (Cf. Keckermann,

C'pffft,t. i. p. 198. Facciolati, /M<)t-

<M<t'oMMZo~Mt~,pars L c. iii. note 6.
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ampleof this, and oneextending to all languages,is

seen in the words most nearly correspondentto the

ver)' indeterminate expressionfeeling. In English,
this, like aUothersof a psychologicalapplication,was

primarilyof a purely physical relation, being origin-

ally employedto denote the sensationswe experience

through the senseof Touch,and in this meaning it

still continues to be employed. From this, its origi-
nal relation to matter and the corporealsensibility,it

came,by a very natural analogy,to expressour con-

scious states of mind in general,but particularly in

relation to the qualitiesof pleasureand pain,by wbich

they are charaeterised. Such is the fortune of the
term in English and preciselysimilar is that of the

cognate term G'c/M~in German. The same,at least
a similar,history might be given of the Greek term

a!'o'<~o'M,and of the Latin sensus,sensatio,with their

immediate and mediate derivatives in the different

Romanic dialects of modern Europe,-the Italian,

Spanish, French, and English dialects. In applying
the term~~My to the mental states, strictly in sofar
as thesemanifest the phœnomenaofpleasureand pain,
it is, therefore, hardly necessaryto observe,that the
word is used, not in all the meaningsin whichit can
be employed,but in a certain definiterelation,were it

not that a very unfair advantage bas been taken of

this ambiguity of the expression, Feeling, in one

meaning, is manifestlya cognition but this affords
no ground for the argument, that feeling, in evcry

signification,is also a cognition. This reasoningbas,

however,been proposed, and that by a philosopher
from whomso paltry a sopbismwas assuredlynot to
be expected.

It being, therefore, understood that the word is

ambiguous,and that it is only used becauseno pre-

LECT.
XU.
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ferablecanbe found;the questionmust bedetermined

by the proof or disproof of the afnrmation,–that 1

am ableto discriminatein consciousnesscertainstates,
certain qualities ofmind, whichcannot be reducedto

those either of Cognitionor Conation and that 1 can

enableothers, in like manner,to place themselvesin

a similar position, and observe for themselvesthese

states or qualities,which1 callFeelings. Let us take

an example. In reading the story of Leonidasand

his three hundred Spartans at Thermopylae,what do

we experience1 Is there nothing in the state of

mind, which the narrative occasions,other than such

as can be referredeither to the cognitionor to will

and desire?1 Our faculties of knowledgeare called

certainly into exercise for this is, indeed,a condition

of everyother state. But is tbe exultation whieh we

feel at this spectacleof humanvirtuc, the joy which

we experienceat the temporarysuccess,and the sor-

row at the final destructionof thia gloriousband,-
are thèse affectionsto be reduced to states either of

cognitionor ofconationin either form?1 Arethey not

feelings,–feelingspartly of pleasure,partly of pain?1

Take another, and a very familiar instance. You

are aU probably acquainted with the old ballad of

CherryC%<Me,and youprobablyrecollectthé fineverse

of the original edition, so lamentablyspoiled in the

more modern versions

a "For WethMtyngton tuy hatte He ~ay~ed and fonght on hya
was wo, kne."

ThBt<verhet!ayne~hn)debe; –Onyma! ~tM~m, in Percy'a ~!e-

For when both hia leggia weM ~;M~ED.

hewyne in to,

For Widdncgton my Mol M Md,

For when hia legs were etricken off,

That ever he einin should be,

He kneeled and fought on hie kuee."
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Now, 1 ask you again, is it possibleby anyprocessof

legitimate analysis,to carry up tbe mingledfeelings,
somepleasurable,somepainful,which arc calledup by
this simplepicture, into aBythingbearingthe charac-
ter of a knowledge,or a volition, or a desire1 If we
cannot do tbis, and if we caunot deny the reality of

Huchfeelings,we are compelledto recognisethem as

belongingto an order of phEenomeoa,which,as they
cannot be resolved into eitber of the other classes,
must be allowed to constitutea third class by them-

selves.

LECT.
XL!.

But it is idie to muîtiply examples,and I shaH(

now proceed to considerthe grounds on which some
i

philosophera,and among these, what is remarkable,t

a distinguished champion of the Kantian system, to

hâve endeavoured to discrédit the validity of the F
classification.

h

Passingover the argumentswhichhave beenurged
against the powerof Feeling as a fundamental capa-
city of mind, in so far as thèse proceedmerelyon the

ambiguitiesof language,1shall confiideronlythe prin-
cipal objectionsfrom the nature of the phsenomena.
thcmselves,wbicb hâve been urged bythe three prin-

cipal opponents of the classificationin question,-
Carus, Weiss, and Krug. The last of these is tbe

philosopherby whomtheseobjectionshâve beenurged
most explicitly, and with greatest force. 1 shaH,
therefore,chieSyconfinemyself to a considerationof

the difficultieswhichhe proposesfor solution.
1 may premise that this philosopher (Krug), ad-

mitting only two fundamental classesof psychologi-
cal pheenomena,–thé Cognitionsand thé Conations,

-goes 60 far as not. only to maintain, tbat what
hâve obtained, from other psychologists,the name of

Feelings, constitute no distinct and separate class of

<! roundson
which oh.

JecttonhM
been taken
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neationof
the mental
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mental functions but that the very supposition is

absurd and even impossible. "That such a power
of feeling,"ho argues," is not even conceivable,if

by such is understood a power essentiallydifferent
from the powersof Cognition and Conation,"(thus 1

translate FM'~eMMM~= und F~c&MM~c?W!oyeM),
is manifest fromthe followingconsideration.

The powersof cognition and the powersof conation

are, in propriety, to be regarded as two different

fundamentalpowers,only becausethe operationof our

mindexhibits a twofolddirectionofits wholeactivity,
-one inwards, another outwards in consequenceof

whichwe are constrained to distinguish, on the one

hand, an Immanent, ideal or theoretical, and, on the

other, a Transeunt, real or practical,activity. Now,
should it become necessary to interpolate between

these two powers, a third consequently,to convert

the originalduplicity of our activity into a triplicity;
in this case, it would be requisite to attribute to the

third powera third specics of activity, the product
of which would be, in fact, the Feelings. Now this

activity of feeling must necessarilybave either a
direction inwards,or a direction outwards, or both

directions at once,or finallyneither of the two, that

is, no direction at all for apart from thé directions

inwards and outwards,there is no direction conceiv-

able. But, in the first case, the activity of feeling
wouldnot be different from the cognitive activity,
at least not essentially in the second case, there is

nothing but a certain appetencymanifestedunder the
a This objection ia given in Mb.

stance.thoujïhnoteMCttyLntan.

guage, in Krag's ~t7oK~&)'f~ ~M.

)tcM,art. ~c<~t<-rti/!<. The author, d

iu the same work, Mt. 0</d~f, refera

to hia C'rK~aM tii «Mf MM<MTTtc-

orie <&fCf~(A/<und f!M<cyM<!))!t<<tt
6'~tit~fe~n~M, Kuni~sb~rg, 1823,
for a foller discussionof thé question.
See alM above, Lect. xi., voL i. p.
~7.-ED.



LECTURESON METAPHYSICS. 423

form of a feeling in the third, thé activity of feeling
wouldbe only a combinationof theoreticaland prac-
tical activity consequently,there remains only the

supposition that it has no direction. We confess,

however,that an hypotheticalactivity of such a kind

we cannot imagine to ourselveaas a real activity.
An activity without any determinatedirection,would

be in fact directed upon nothing,and a power con-

ceived as the source of an activity, directed upon

nothing, appears nothing better than a powerless

power,-a wholly inoperative force,-in a word, a

nothing.So far our objectionist.

LECT.
XLI.

In answcrto this reasoning,I would observe,that

ita cogencydepends on this,-that the suppositions
whieh it makes,and aftcrwards excludes,are exhaus-

tive and complete. But this is not the case. For,

in placeoftwo energies,an immanentnnda transcunt,

we may competently suppose threc,–an ineunt, an

immanent, and a transeunt. 1°,The Jneuot energy

might be consideredas an act of mind, directed upou

objectsin order to knowtheo],–to bring them within

the sphereof consciousness,-mentallyto appropriate
them 2",The Immanent euergymight be considered

as a kind of internai fluctuation about the objecta,
whicbhadbecnbroughtto representationand thought,
-a pleaaurableor a.painful affectioncausedby them,
-in a word, a feeling and 3",The Transeunt energy

might be considered as an act tending towards thé

objectin order to reach it,or to escapefrom it. This

hypothesiais quite as allowableas that in opposition
to whichit is devised,and were it not merely in rela-

tion to an hypothesis,wbich rests on no valid fouuda-

tion, it would be better to considerthe feelingsnot as

immanentactivitiea,but as immanentpassivities.

Critfclsed.

l.'1'h'iau~
positions
onwhich
tharensou.

ing pro-
<;eeuB,tin;
Dot ex.
htUtitite.

Wen)ay
MpROso
threehitxh

of euergy,
--Ineunt,
!)un!Ment,
MdTnm-
seunt.



LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS.424

nature; i

and won)d

atTetathe
anivene.

LECT.
XLI.

2. But we
are nut
wnnnnted
toMcribe
to the men
tal powere
a <!irpction
elther out.
wardsor
tnwtrds.

3. TheM-
ent
fb)t!)de<i
on the
hypothesis.
that what
tstrneof
h)Mtt)Mte,
ietnieof
nnlmated

leave no
willor de.

But, in pointof fact,weare not warranted,by any
analogyof our spiritual nature, to ascribe to the men-
tal powersa directioneither outwardsor inwards on
thé contrary, they are rather the principlesof our in-

ternal states, of which \ve can only improperlypredi-
cate a direction,and this onlyby relation to the objecta
of the states themselves. For directions are relations

and situations of extemal things but of sucb there

are none to be met with in the internai world, except
by analogy to outer objects. In our Sensés,which

have referenceto the external world,there is an out-

ward directionwhenwe perceive,or wben weact on

external things whereas,we may be said to turn in-

wards,when we occupyourselveswith what is con-

tained within the mind itself,be this in order to com-

pass a knowledgeof our proper nature, or to elevate

ourselvesto otherobjectastill moreworthyof a moral

intelligence. Rigorouslyconsidered,the feelingsare

in this meaning so many directions,-so many turn-

ings of the mind on objects, internai or extemal;

tumings towards thoseobjectawhich determine the

feelings,and which pleaseor displeaseus. Take,for

example, the respect,thereverence,we feel in the con-

templation of the higher virtues of human nature
this feelingis an immanent conversionon its object.

Théargument of the objectorsis foundedon the

hypothesis,tbat as in the external world,all is action

and reaction,-all is workingand counter-working,-
au is attraction and repulsion; so in the internai

world,there is only one operation of objecta on the

mind, and one operationof thé mind on objects the

former must consist in cognition,the latter in cona-

tion. But whentbis hypothesisis subjectedto a scru-

tiny, it is at onceapparent howtreacherousis the rea-
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soningwhich infera of onimated,what is true of in-

animate, nature for, to say nothing of aught eisc
that militates against it, thia analogywould in truth
Icaveno willor desirein the univeraeat all for action
and rcaction are alreadycompeasatcdin cognition,or,
to speakmorecorrectiy,in senaitivePerceptionitscif.

Such is a spécimenof the only argument of any
moment,against the establishmentof the Feclingsas
an ultimate classof mental phaenomena.

1pass on to the secondquestion,-What is the po-
sition of the FeeHngsby reference to the two other
classes;–and, in particular, should the consideration
ofthe Feelingsprecede,orfollow,that ofthe Conations1

The answerto the secondpart of this question,will
be given in the determination of the first part; for

Psychologyproposesto exhibit the mentalphœnomena
in their natural consecution,that is, as they condition
and suppose each other. A system which did not

accomplishthis, could make no pretension to be a

veritable exposition of our interna! life.
To resolve this problemlet us take an example.

A person is fond of cards. In a companywhere he
beholds a game in progress,there arises a desire to

join in it. Now the desire is here manifestlykindled

by the pleasure,whichthe personhad,and has, in the

play. The feelingthus connecta the cognitionof the

play with the désireto join in it it formsthe bridge,
and contains the motive,by whiehwe are rousedfrom
mere knowledgeto appetency,-to conation,by refer-
ence to which we move ourselvesso as to attain the
end in view.

"Thua we find,in actuallife, the Feelingsinterme-
diate betweenthe Cognitionsand thé Conations. And
e BiMde,7eM)t<&<&Mt~'yùt~f~ctc~M,IL6 M?,p.64-69.–ED.
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this relative positionof these severalpowersis necea-

sary witbout the previous cognition,there could be

neither feelingnor conation and without the previoua

feeling there could be no conation. Without some

kind or another of coruplacencywith an objcct,there

could be no tendency,no protension of the mind to

attain this object as an end and we could, therefore,
détermine ourselves to no overt action. The mere

cognitionleaves us coldand unexcited; the awakened

feelinginfuseswarmth and life into us and our action;

it supplies action with an interest, and, without an

interest, there is for us no voluntary action possible.
Without the intervention of feeling, the cognition
stauds divorced from the conation, and, apart from

feeling,all consciousendeavourafter anything would

be altogether incomprehensible.
"That the manifestationsof the ConativePowersare

determinedby the Feelings,is also apparent fromthe

ibilowingreflection. The volition or desire tends to-

wards a something,and this somethingis only given
us in and through somefaculty or other of cognition.

Now, were the mere cognitionof a thing sufficientof

itself to rouseour conation, in that case, all that was

known in the same manner and. in the samedegree,
wouldbecomean equal object of desire or will. But

we covet one thing; we eschew another. On the

supposition,likewise,that our conationwasoniy rcgu-
lated by our cognition,it behoved that every other

individual besides should be desirous of the object
which1 desire, and be desirous of it also so long as

the cognitionof the object remained the same. But

one person pursues what another person flies the

same personnow yearns aftcr somethingwbiehanon

he loathcs. And wby? It is manifest that here there
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lies hid some very variable quantity, which, when

united with the cognition,is capable of rousing the

powersof conationinto activity. But sucha quantity
is given,and onlygiven, in the feelings,that is, in our

consciousnessof the agreeableand disagreeable. If

wetake this element,-this influence,-this quantity,
-into account, the wholeanomaliesare solved. We

are able at onceto understandwhyall that is thought
or cognisedwith equal intensity,doesnot, with equal

intensity,affectthé désiresor the will wbydifferent

individuals,with the sameknowledgeof the sameob-

jecta, are not similarlyattracted or repelled and why
the same individualdoesuot alwayspursue or flythe

sameobject. This is ail explainedby the fact, tbat a

thing may pleaseone person and displease another;
and may now be pleasurablo,now painful,and now

indifferentto the same person.

LECT.
XLI.

From thèseinterests fordi8erentobjecta,and from

these opposite interests wbich the sameobjectdeter-

mines in our differentpowers,are we aloneenabled to

render comprehensiblethe change and conflictionof

ourdesires,the vacillationsof our volitions,the war-

fare of the sensual principle with the rational,-of
the fleshwith the opirit so that, if the nature and

influenceof the feelings be misunderstood,the pro-
Mcmamostimportant formanare reducedto insoluble

riddtes.

"Accordingto this doctrine,the Feelings,placed in

the midst between the powers of Cognitionand the

powersof Conation,performthé functionof connect-

ing principles to these two extremes and thus the

objectionthat haa been urged against the feelings,as

a classco-ordinatewith the cognitionsand the cona-

tions,–on the ground that they afford no principle
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of médiation,–is of all objectionstho most futUeand

erroneous. Our conclusion,therefore,is, that as, in

our actual existence,the feelingsfind their placeafter

the cognitions,and before the conations,-so, in the

scienceof mind, the theory of the FeeHngsought to

followthat of our facultiesof Knowledge,and to pre-
cedethat of our facultiesof Will and Desire. Not-

withstandiog tbia, variouscven of these psycbologists
who hâve adopted the Kantian trichotomy,bave de-

parted from the order which Kant had correctlyin-

dicated, and have inverted it in every possibleman-

ner,-some treating of the feelings in the last place,
while othersbave consideredthem in the firat.

The last preliminaryquestion wbichpresents itself

is,–Into what subdivisionsare the feelingsthemselves

to be distributed?1 In consideringthis question, 1

shallfirst state someof the divisionswhichhave been

proposed by those philosophera,who hâve recognised
the capacityof feelingas an ultimate, a fundamental,

pbseaomenonof mind. This statement will be neces-

sarily limited to the distributions adopted by thé

psychologistsof Germany for, strange to say, thé

Kantian reduction,though prevalent in the Empire,
has remained eithcr unknown to, or disregarded by,
those who have speculated on the mind in France,

Italy, and Gréât Britain.

To commencewith Kant himself. In the Critique

o/'</Mc~MM<he enumeratesthree specificallydiffer-

ent kinds of complacency,the objects of which are

severally the Agreeable (e~ Angenehm),the Beau-

tiful, and the Good. In his treatise of Anthro-

~o?o~ subsequentlypublished,he divides the feel-

a Biande, ~<MXt/tder Mt~t'rMtXot

f~~o~M, il. 6 208, p. eO.Ct.–ED.
§ H~t, tv. p. B3.-ED.

-yB.il. Werke,viLp. 143.-ED.
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ings of pleasureand pain into two great classes

1°,The Senauoua 2",The InteUectual. The former

of these classesis again subdivided into two subor-

dinate kinds, inasmuch as the feeling arises either

through the Senses (Sensual Pleasures), or through
the Imagination (Pleasuresof Taste.) The latter of

theseclassesisalsosubdividedinto subordinatekinds
for our InteUectualFeelingsare connectedeither with

the notionsof the Understanding,or with the ideas of

Reason. 1 may notice, that in his published manual

of ~4~<A~opo?o~the Intellectual Feelingsof the first

subdivision,–thé feelingsof the Understanding,-are
not treated of in detail.

Gottlob Schulze,"though a decided antagonist of

the Kantian philosophyin general,adopts the three-

fold classificationinto the Cognitions,the Feelings,
and the Conations but he baspreferreda divisionof

the Feelingsdifferentfromthat of the philosopherof

Konigsberg. Thesehe distributesinto two classes,–
thé Corporealand the Spiritual to whichhe annexes

a thud class made up of these in combination,-the
Mixed Feelings.

Hillebrand~ divides the Feelings, in a threefold

manner, into thoseof States,those of Cognitions,and

thoseof Appetency,(will and désire) and again into

Real,Sympathetic, and Ideal.

Herbart~distributes them into three classes;–1',

Feelingswhichare detcrminedby the characterof the

thing felt 2°, Feelings whichdepend on the disposi-

LECT.
XLÏ.

Sthuke.

[ HiUebnmd.
1

Herbart.

B

a Anthropologie,§ 144.140, p. 295

~8de<Mt. 1826.–Ec.

C ~t~n~x~M-, IL 2:3.–Eo.

y ~eAr&)Mt:Mf ~cAo~M-, § 98.

~rJb', vol. v. p. 72. On the divi.

eioM of the Fee!ings montioned iu

the tcxt, see Biunde, ~~«<'A f!to'

N~ttMttMAM ~<Aa)x</MMyder e))t'

~)'ft!e~)t P~<~o~«, ii. § 210, p. 74,
edit. 1831. Cf. Suheidler, /'<ytAo&).

~M,g 64, p. «3, edit. 1833.–t:n.
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LECT.
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Cfuua.

tion of the feeling mind 3*,Peelingswbich are in-

termediateand mixed.

Carus"(ofLeipzig,-the late Caros)thus distributes

thcm. "Pure feeling,"he says, hMrelation either

to Reason,and in tbis casewc obtain the Intellectual

Feelings or it bas relation to Desireand Will, and

in this case we bave the Moral Feelings." Between

these two classes,the Intellectual and thé MoralFeel-

ings, there are placed the ~EstheticFeelinga,or Feel-

ingsof Taste,to whichhealsoadds a fourth class,that

of the ReligiousFeelings.
Such are a few of the more illustrious divisionsof

the Feelings into their primary classea. It is need-

less to enter at present into any discussionof the

mérita and demerits of these distributions. 1 shall

hereafter endeavour to show you, that they may be

divided,in thé first place, into two great classes,–
the Higher and the Lower,-the Mentaland tbe Cor-

poreal,-in a word, into Sentiments and Sensations.

a ~<Ao/oy!'<,~< f.428,edit.Leipsic,IMS.–Eo.
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THEFEELIKGS.–THEORYOPPLEASUREAtfDPAIN.

INour last Lecture,we commencedthe consideration
of the SecondGreat Classof the Mental Pbsenomena,
-tbe phsenomenaof Feeling,-the phaenomenaof
Pleasureand Pain.

Thoughmanifestationsof the sameindivisiblesub-

ject, and themselvesonlypossiblethrough each other,
thé three classesof mental pheenomenastill admit of
a valid discriminationin theory,and requireseverally
a separate consideration in thé philosophyof mind.
1 formerly stated to you, that tbough knowledgc,

though consciousness,be the necessarycondition not

only of the phenomenaof Cognition,but of the phae-
nomenaof Feeling,and of Conation,yet the attempts
of philosophersto reduce the two latter classesto the

first, and thus to constitute the faculty of Cognition
into the one fundamental power of mind, had been

necessarilyunsuecessfui because,though the pheB-
nomena of Feeling and of Conationappear only as

they appearin consciousness,and, therefore,in cogni-
tion yet consciousnessshowsus in thesephsenomena
certain qualities,whichare not contained,either ex-

plicitly or implicitly,in the phoenomenaof Cognition
itself. The characters by which these three classes

are reciprocallydiscriminatedare the following.-In

LECTURE XLII.

1 LECT.
XLH.

~TheFed.~g".
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Feelings,

,nn')Cont.
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the phœnomena of Cognition, consciousnessdistin-

guishes an objectknown from the subject knowing.
This object may be of two kinds :-it may either bo

the qualityof somethingdînèrent from the ego or it

maybe a modificationof the egoor subject itself. In

the former case, the object,which may be called for

the sakeof discriminationthe object-object,is givenas

somethingdifferentfrom tbe percipientsubject. In

thé latter case,the object,which may be called the

subject-object,is given as really identical with the

consciousego,but still consciousnessdistinguishesit,

as an accident, from the ego,–as the subject of that

accident,it projects,as it were,this subjectivephœno-
menon fromitself,-views it at a distance,–in a word,

objectifiesit. This discriminationof self from self,
-this objcctincation,–is the quality which consti-

tutes the essentialpeculiarity of Cognition.
In the phoenomenaof Feeling,-the phsenomena.of

Pleasure and Pain,–on the contrary, consciousness

does not place the mental modificationor state before

itself; it doesnot contemplateit apart,-as separate
from itaelf, but is, as it were, fused into one. The

peculiarityof Feeling,therefore,is that there is nothing
but what is subjectivelysubjective there is no object
differentfrom self,–no objectificationof any mode of

self. We are, indecd,able to conatituteour states of

pain and pleasure into objectsof reflection,but in so

far as they are objectaof reflection,they are not feel-

ings, but only reflexcognitionsof feelings.
In the pheenomenaof Conation,-the phoenomena

of Désireand Will,-there is, as in thoseof Cognition,
an object, and this object is also an objectof know*

ledge. Will and desire are only possible through

knowledge, Ignoti nulla cupido." But though
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both cognition and conation bear relation to an ob-

ject, they are discriminated by the differcnceof this
relation itself. In cognition, tbere exista no want;
andthe object,whether objectiveor subjective,is not

sought for, nor avoided whereas in conation,there

is a want, and a tendencysupposed,which results in

an endeavour,either to obtain tho object, when thé

cognitive faculties represent it as fitted to afford the

fruition of the want or to ward off the object, if

these faculties represent it as calculated to frustrate

the tendency,of its accomplishment.
The feelingsof Pleasureand Pain and the Conations

arc, thus, thoughso frequentlyconfoundedby psycho-
logists,easilydistinguished. It is, for example,alto-

gether differentto feel hunger and thirst, as states of

pain, and to desire or will their appeasement and
still more differentis it to desireor will their appease-
ment, and to enjoy the pleasureaffordedin the act of

tbis appeasement iti;elf. Pain and pleasure,as feel-

ings,belongcxclusivelyto the present whercascona-

tion bas referenceonly to the future, for conationis a

longing,-a striving, either to maintain the continu-

anceof the present state, or to exchange it for an-

otber. Thus, conation is not the feelingof pleasure
and pain, but the powerof overt activity, whichpain
and pleasureset in motion.

But although, in theory, thé FeeHngsare thus to

be discriminatedfrom the Desiresand Volitions,they
are,as 1bave frequentlyobserved,not to beconsidered

as reallydivided. Both are conditionsof perhapsall

our mental states and while the Cogoitionsgo prin-

cipally to determine our speculative sphereof exist-

ence,the Peelingsand the Conationsmore especially
concur in regulating our practical.

VOL. II. 2 E

LECT.
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tBg.



LECTURESON METAPHY8IC8.434

Whttt Me
the générât
conditions
which'tê-
termine the
existence of
Pleasure
andrain? 1

Ofterof
dtscu~ion.

t. The
theory of
Pleasure
and Pain1

1-stated )
(othe )
abstract. 1

LECT.
XLII.

In my last Lecture, 1 stated the groundson which

it is expedientto considerthe phœnomena.of Feeling

prior to discussing those of Conation;–but before

entering on the considerationof the several feelings,
and before stating under what heads, and in what

order, these are to bo arranged, 1 think it proper,iu

the first place, to take up the general question,-
What are the general conditionswhichdeterminethe

existenceof Pleasureand Pain for pleasureand pain
are thé phoenomenawhicb constitute the essential

attribute of feeling,under all its modifications1

In the considerationof this question,1 shall pursue
the followingorder :-I shall, first of all, state the

abstract Theoryof Pleasureand Pain, in other words,
enouncethe fundamental law by wbich tbese phseno-
menaarcgoverned,inall their manifestations. 1shall,
then, take an historical retrospectof thé opinionsof

philosophers in regard to this subject, in order to

show in what relation the doctrine 1 would support
stands to previous spéculations. This being accom-

plisbed,we shall then be prepared to inquire,howfar

the theory in question is borne out by the special
modificationsof Feeling,and how far it affordsus a

commonprincipleon which to account for the phœ-
nomenaof Pleasureand Pain, under every accidental
formthey may assume.

1proceed,therefore,to deliverin somewhatabstruse

*ormu!ee,the theory of pleasure. The meaning of
~hesefbnnulse1 cannot expect shouldbe fully appre-
lended, in the first instance,–far lésa can 1 expect
-bat the validity of the theory should be recognised,
)eforethe universalityof its applicationshall boillus-
rated in examples.

I. Man exista only as he lives; as an intelligent
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and sensiblebeing, he consciouslylives,but this only
as heconsciouslyencrgises. Humanexistenceia only
a moregeneralexpressionfor human life, and human

life only a more general expression for the sum of

energies,in which that life is realised,and through
which it is manifestedin consciousnesa. In a word,

life is energy, and consciousenergy is consciouslife.'

In explanationof this paragraph,andof thosewhich

are to follow,1 may observe,that the term energy,
which is cquivalent to act, ac<îM'<y,or operation, is

hère usedto comprehendalso aU the mixed states of

action and passion,of which we are conscious for,
inasmuchas we are consciousof any modificationof

mind, there is necessarilymore than a merepassivity
of the subject consciousnessitself implyiugat least

a reaction. Be this, however,as it may, tbe nouns

energy,act, activity,operation,with the correspondent

verbs, are to be understood to denote, indifferently
and in general,ail the processesof our higher and our

lower life, of which we are conscious.~ This being

premised,1 proceedto the secondproposition.
II. Human existence,human life, human energy,is

not unlimited,but, on the contrary,determined to a

certain numberof modes,through which alone it can

possiblybe exerted. These differentmodesof action

are called, in different relations, powers, faculties,

capacities,dispositions,AaM~.

In referenceto this paragraph,it is only necessary
to recall to your attention, that power denotes either

a Cf. AtistoHe, Eth. Nie., tx. 9

x. 4.–ED. Los~M, ~-a-ttot, e. ~<v-

~))a~M; theory ot cessation Md ac.

tivity makea partly active, partly

pM~he partly tec<HBgto rest, part-

ly to Mtien.–jfenMWMMftfMt.

P Hère a written [nterpo~tion.–

OMMpN/KMt,tjKftMe, perhaps better

(expressions thatt energy, as apply.

ing equally to all mental procesaee,
whether active or pMtive.] Bee be-

!ow, p. 466.–ED.
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a faculty or a capacity faculty denotesa power of

acting, capacity a power of being acted upon or

sunering <spo~'<to~,a natural, and AaM<,an ac-

quired, tendency to act or suSer." In reference to

habit, it ought however to bo observed,that an ac-

quirednecessarilysupposesa natural tendency. Habit,

therefore, comprehendsa disposition and something

superveningona disposition. The disposition, which,
at first, was a feebler tendency,becomes,in the end,

by custom, that is,by a fréquent repetition of exerted

energy, a stronger tendency. Dispositionis the rude

original,habit is the perfect consummation.

III. Man,as he consciouslyexista,ia the subject of

pleasure and pain; and these of various kinds but

as man only consciouslyexists in and through the

exertion of certain determinate powers,ao it is only

through the exertionof these powersthat he becomes

the subject of pleasure and pain each power being
in itself at once the faculty of a specificenergy, and

a capacity of an appropriate pleasureor pain, as the

concomitantof that energy.
IV. The energy of each powerof consciousexist-

ence baving, as its reflex or concomitant, an appro-

priate pleasureor pain, and no pain or pleasurebeing

competent to man, exceptas the concomitantof some

determinate energy of life, the all-importantquestion
arises,-What is the general law under which these

counter-phoenomenaarise, in all their special mani-

festations1

In reference to this proposition,1 would observe

that pleasure and pain are opposedto each other aa

contraries,not M contradictories,that is, the affirma-

tion of the one impliesthe negationof the other, but

a Seeabove,Lect. t., vol.t. p. !77.–ED.
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the negation of the one docanot infer the affirmation

of the other; for there maybe a third or intermediato

state, whichis neither oneof pleasurenoroneof pain,
but one of indifference. Whether sucha state of in-

differencedo ever actually exist; or whether, if it do,
it be not a complex state in which are blended an

equal complementof pains and pleasurea,it is not

necessary,at this stage of our progress,to inquire. It

is sunicient,in consideringthe quality of pleasure as

one opposedto the quality of pain, to inquire, what

are the proximatecauseswhich determine them or,
if this cannot be answered,what is the generalfact or

law whichrégulâtestheir counter-manifestations and
if such a law can be discovered for the one, it is cvi-

dent that it will enable us also to explain the other,
for the scienceof contrariesis one. 1 nowproceedto

the fifth proposition.
V. The answer t-othe question proposedIs :–thé 1

more perfect the more pleasurable,the energy; the
more imperfect,the morepainful.

In referenceto this proposition,it is tobe observed
that the answer hère given is precise,but inexplicit
it is the enouncementof tho law in its most abstract

form,and requiresat oncedevelopmentand explana-
tion. This 1 shall endeavourto give in the following

propositions.
VI. The perfectionof anenergy is twofold; 1°,By s

relation to the powerof which it is the exertion,and,

2",By relation to the objectabout whichit is conver-
sant. The former relationaffordawhatmay be caUed
its ~M&/ec<îM,the latter what may bocalled its objec-
tive, condition.

The explanationand developmentof the preccding
propositionis given in the following.

1 LECT.
XUt.

3

;Fifth.

r Sixth.
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Seventh.

VII. By relation to its power :-An energy is per-
fect, when it is tantamount to the fuU,and not to

more than the full, complementof freeor spontaneous

energy,which the power is capable of exerting an

energy is imperfect, either, 1°, When the power is

restrained from putting forth the whole amount of

energy it wouldotherwisetend to do, or, 2*,When it

is stimulated to put forth a larger amount than that

to which it is spontaneouslydisposed. The amount

or quantum of energy in the case of a single powerIs

of two kinds,–l", An intensive,and, 2°,A protensive
the formerexpressingthe higher degree,the latter the

longer duration, of the exertion. A perfectenergyis,

therefore,that wbich is evolved by a power,both in

the degreeand for the continuanceto which it is com-

petent without straining an imperfect energy,that

which is evolvedbya power,in a loweror in a higher

degree,for a shorteror fora longercontinuance,than,
if left to itself, it wouldfreely exert. Thereare,thus,
two élémentsof the perfection,and, conscquently,two

élémentsof the pleasure,of a simpleenergy:–itc ade-

quate degree and its adequate duration; and four

ways in which such an energy may be imperfect,and,

consequently,painful inasmuchas ita degreemaybe
either too high or too low; its durationeither toolong
or too short.

When we do not limit our consideration to the

simple energiesof individual powers,but lookto com-

plex states, in which a plurality of powera may be

called simultaneouslyinto action, wehave,besidesthe

intensive and protensivequantifies of energy,a third

kind, to wit, the extensivequantity. Astate ia said

to contain a greater amount of extensive energy,m

proportion as it forms the complementof a greater
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number of simultaneouslyco-operatingpowcrs. This

complement,it is evident,may be conceivedas made

up either of energiesall intensivelyand protensively

perfect and pleasurable,or of energiesail intensively
and protensivelyimperfectand painful,or of energies

partly perfect,partly imperfect,and this in every com-
bination afforded by the variousperfectionsand im-

perfectionsof the intensiveand protensivequantities.
It may be hèrenoticed,that the intensiveand the two

other quantities stand always in an inverse ratio to

each other; tbat is, the higher the degree of any

energy, the shorter is its continuance,and, during its

continuance, the more completelydoes it constitute

the wholemental stato,–does it engrossthe wholedis-

posableconsciousnessof the mind. Themaximumof

intensity is thus the minimumof continuanceand of

extension. So much for the perfection,and propor-
tional pleasure,of an energy or state of energies,by
relation to tho power out of which it is elicited.

This paragraph requires,1 tbink, no commentary.
VIII. By relation to the object, (and by the term

object,be it observed,is here denoted every objective
cause by which a power is determined to activity),
about which it is conversant, an energy is perfect,
when this object is of such a character as to affordto

its powerthe conditionrequisiteto let it springto full

spontaneousactivity; imperfect,when the object is

LECr.
XLtf.

tEfghth.

of sucha characteras either, on the onehand,to stim-

ulate the power to a degree,or to a continuance,of

activity beyondits maximumof free exertion or, on

the other haad, to thwart it in its tendency towards

this its natural limit. An object is, consequently,

pleasurableor painful,inasmuchas it thus determines

a powerto perfect or to imperfectenergy.
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But an object,or complementof objecta simulta-

neousiypresented, may not only determine one but

a plurality of powera into coactivity. The complex
state, which thus arises, is pleasurable,in proportion
as its constitutiveenergiesare severallymoreperfect

painful,in proportionas thèsearemoreimperfect and

in proportionas an object,or a complementof objecta,
occasionsthe averageperfectionor the averageimper-
fection of the complex state, is it, in like manner,

pleasurableor painful.
IX. Pleasure is, thus, the result of certain harmo-

nious relations,-of certain agreements pain, on the

contrary, the effect of certain unharmonious rela-

tions, of certain disagreements. The pleasurable

is, therefore, not inappropriately called the agree-

o6& the painful the disagreeable,and, in conformity
to this doctrine, pleasure and pain may be thus

denned:–

Pleasure is a reflexof thé spontaneousand unim-

peded exertion of a power, of whose energywe are

couscious."CI
Pain, a reflexof the overstrainedor re-

pressedexertion of such a power.
1 shall say a word in illustration of these defini-

tions. Taking pleasure,-pleasure is defined to be

the reflex of energy and of perfect energy,and not

to be either energy or the perfection of energy itself,
-and why?1 It is not simplydefinedan energy,exer-

tion,or act, becausesomeenergiesarc not pleasurable,

-being either painful or indifferent. It is not simply

a This ta aubstantially the détint.

tion of Ariatotte, whose doctrine, as

expounded tn the lOth book of the

A';foMM!<~«!!t~Mt< is more fully
atated below, p. 450. In the less

accurale dissertation, which occura

ia the 7th book of the same treatise,
and which perhaps properly betonga
to the Eudemian ~t'o, the pteasure
fa identiSed with the energy {tself.

-ED.
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defined the perfection of au energy, becausewe can

easily separate in thought the perfection of an act,
a conscious act, from any feeling of pleasure in ita

performance. Thesameholdatrue, mutatis~M<aM<~M,
of the definition of pain, as a reflex of imperfect

energy.

Again, pleasureis definedthe reflexof the sponta-
neous and unimpeded,-of the free and unimpeded,

LECT.
XLU.

2. Sponta.
neousand

unlmpeded

exertionof a power,of whoseenergywe arc conscious.

Here the termspontaneousrefersto the subjective,the

term unimpeded to the objective,perfection. Touch-

ing thé term spontaneous,every power,ail conditions

being supplied,and all impediments being rcmoved,

tends, of its propernature and without effort to put
forth a certain determinate maximum,intensive and

protensive,of frce energy. This determinate maxi-

mumoffree energy,it, therefore,exerts spontaneousiy
if a less amount than this be actuallyput fortb, a cer-

tain quantity of tendencybasbeenforciblyrepressed;

whereas,if a greater than this bas beenactually ex-

crted, acertain amountofnisusbas beenforciblystim-

ulated in the power. The term~?o~a~OM~ there-

fore,providesthat the exertionof the power bas not

been constrained beyond the proper limit,-the nat-

ural maximum, to whicb, if left to itself, it freely

springs.

Again,in regardto the term MM!'?KpM?ed,–thisstip-
ulates that the power should not bc checkedin the

spring it wouldthus spontaneouslymake to its maxi-

mum of energy, that is, it is supposedthat the condi-

tions requisite to allowthis springhave beensupplied,
and that ail impedimenta to it have been removed.

This postulâtes of course the presenceof an object.
The definitionfurthcr states, that the exertionmust be
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that of a power of whose energy we are conscious.

This requires no illustration. There are powers in

man,the activitiesof which lie beyond the sphèreof

consciousness. But it is of the very essenceof plea-
sureand pain to be felt,and thero is no feelingout of

consciousness. What bas now beensaidof the terms

used in the definitionof pleasure,rendersall comment

supernuous on the parallel expressionsemployedin

that of pain.
On this doctrine it is to be observed,that there are

given differentkinds of pleasure,and dînèrent kinds

ofpain. In the first place,thèseare twofold,inasmuch

as each is either Positive and Absolute, or Negative
and Relative. In regard to the former, the mere

negationof pain does,by relationto pain,constitutea

state of pleasure. Thus,the rcmovalof the toothache

replacesus in a state which, though one really of in-

difference,is, by contrast to our previous agony, felt

as pleasurable. This is négative or relative pleasure.
Positive or absolute pleasure,on the contrary, is all

that pleasurewhich we feelabove a state of indiner-

ence,and whichis, thercfore,prizedas a goodin itself,
and not simply as the removalof an evil.

On the same principle, pain is also divided into

Positiveor Absolute,and into Negativeor Relative.

But, in the secondplace, there is, moreover,a subdi-

visionof positivepain into that which accompaniesa

repressionof the spontaneousenergy of a power, and

that which is conjoinedwith its effort,when stimu-

lated to over'activity."

a [With the foregoing theory corn.

pare Hotcheson, System e~ J~oM!

~<MopAy, i. p. 21 e<te?. LddeK,
ArKt<;der Stalistik, p. <5?.9. T!e.

demann, ~yeAc&~M, p. 161, edit.

1604.] [Bonnet, &M( ~t<~}<«
Mf f~Me, chaps. xtii. xx. Fet~u-
aon, fft'Mo~p~M<~ Jt/o~ and ~Mt.

<Mx!~~tMM, part H. e. i. § 2.–

ED.]
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1 proceed now to state certain corollaries,whieh
flowimmediatelyfrom the precedingdoctrine.

In the first place,as the powerswhieh,in an indi-

vidual, are either preponderantlystrong by nature,or
hâve becomepreponderantly strong by habit, have

comparativelymoreperfectenergies so the pleasures
whiehaccompanythese will be proportionallyintense
and enduring. But this beingthe case,the individual
will be disposcdprincipally,if Dotexclusively,to ex-
ercise these morevigorous powers,for their energies
affordhim the largest complementof purest pleasure.
"Trahit sua quemquevoluptas,"each bas his ruling
passion.

But, in the secondplace,as the exerciseof a power
is the only mean by whiehit is invigorated,but as,at
the sametime, this exercise,until the developmentbo

accomplisbed,elicits imperfect,and, therefore,painful,
or at least less pleasurable,energy,-it followsthat
those facultieswhichstand the most in need of culti-

vation, are preciselythose which the least secure it

while,on the contrary, thosewhicbare already more

fullydeveloped,are preciselythose whichpresent the

strongest inducementsfor their still higher invigora-
tion.

a Vtrgit, il. 65.–ED.
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LECTURE XLIII.

THE PEELINGS.–HI8TORICAL ACCOUNT0F THEORIES

OF PLEASURE AND PAIN.
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INmy last Lecture,1 gave an abstract statement of
that theory of Pleasure and Pain, which, 1 think, is

competent,and exclusivelycompetent, to explain the

whole multiform phaenomenaof our Feclings,–a

theory, consequently,which thosowholepbaenomena
concur io establishing. It is, in trutb, nothiug but a

generalisationof what isessential in the concrètefacts
themselves. Before,however,proceedingto show, by
its application to particular cases, that this theory
affordsus a simpleprinciple, on which to account for
the most complicatedand perplexing pbsenomenaof

Feeling,1 shall attempt to giveyou a slight survey of
thé most remarkable opinions on this point. To do

this, howeverimperfectly,is of the more importance,
as there is no work in which any such historical de-

duction is attempted but principally, because the

various theoriesof philosopheraon the doctrineof the

pleasurable,are found,whenviewed in connection,all

to concur in manifesting the truth of that one which
1 hâve proposed to you,-a theory, in fact, which is

the resumptionand complementof them ail. In at-

tempting tbis survey,1by nomeansproposeto fumish

even an indication of all the opinions that have been

held in regard to the pleasurablein general,nor even
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of all the doctrines on this subject that have been

advanced by the authors to whom 1 speciallyrefer.

1 can only afford to spcak of the more remarkable

theories,and, in these.only of the moreessentialpar*
ticulars. But, in point of fact, though tbere is noend

of what has been written upon pleasure and pain,
consideredin their moral relations and effects,the

speculations in regard to their psychologicalcauses

and conditionsare comparativelyfew. In general, 1

may alsopremise that there is apparent a remarkable

gravitation in the variousdoctrines promulgated on

this point, towards a commoncentre and, however

one-sided and insufficientthe several opinions may

appear,they areall substantiallygroundedupon truth,

being usually right in what they aSrm, and wrong

only in what they deny; all are rencctions,but only

partial reflections,of the truth. These opinions, 1

may further remark, faU into two great classes and

at the head of each there is foundoneof the twogreat

philosopheraof antiquity,-Plato being the founderof

the one general theory, Aristotle of the other. But

though the distinction of these classes pervades the

whole hiatory of the doctrines, 1do not dcem it ne-

cessary to follow this classificationin thé following
observations,but shall content myselfwith a chrono-

logicalarrangement.
Plato is thé first philosopherwho can be said to

hâve attempted the generalisation of a law which

regulates the manifestationof pleasureand pain and

it is but scanty justice to acknowledgethat no subse-

quent philosopherhashandled thé subjectwith greater

ingenuity and acuteness. For though the theory of

Aristotle be more fully developed,and, as 1 am con-

vinced,upon the whole the most completeand accu-
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rate whichwe possess,it ia but fair to add, that he

borrowed a considerableportion of it from Plato,
whose doctrine he corrected and enlarged.

The opinionof Plato regardingthe sourceof plea-
sureis contained in the PA:7e&M~,and in the ninth

bookof the Republic,with incidental allusionsto his

theory in other dialogues. Thus, in thé opening of

the PAcK~o,"we bave the followingstatement of its

distinguishing principle.–that a state of pleasure is

always preccded by a state of pain. Pheedo,in de-

scribingthe conductof Socratesin the prisonand on

the eve of death, narrates, that sitting upright on

thé bedhe (Socratea)drew up his leg, and stroking it

with his hand,said at the sametime, What a von-

derful thing is this, my friends,which men call the

pleasantand agreeable and howwonderful a relation

does it bear by nature to that which seemato be its

contrary, the painful1 For they are unwilling to ho

present with us both together; and yet, if any person

pursues and obtains the one, he is almost always
under a necessity of accepting also thé other, as if

both of tbem depended froma singlesummit. And

it seemsto me' (hecontinues), that if ~Esophad per-
ccived this,he wouldhave written a fableuponit, and

hâve told us that the Deity,beingwillingto reconcile

the conflictivenatures,but at the same time unableto

aceomp!isbthis design,conjoinedtheir summits in an

existenceone and the same and that hence it cornes

to pass that whoeverpartakes of the one,is soonafter

compelledto participate in the other. And this,as it

appears,is thecasewith myselfat present; forthe pain
which waa beforein my leg, through the stricture of

the fetter, is nowsucceededby a pleasant sensation.'

a P.60.–ED.
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The followingextract fromthe ~~Ms" will,how-

ever, showmore fully the purport and groundsof his

opinion
<S*ocM(<M.1 say then, that wheneverthe harmony

in the frame of any animal ia broken, a breach ia

LECT.
XLIII.

QaotattOM
fromthe
PbUebm..

then made in its constitution,and, at the sametime,
rise is given to pains.

~o<<ï~MAYousay what is higbly probable.
Soc. But when the harmony is rcstored,and the

breach is healed,we should say that thcn pleasureis

produced if pointa of so great importance may be

despatchedat once in so few words.

~o<. In my opinion, 0 Socrates,you say what

is very true but let us try if we can show these

truths in a light still cicarer.

"Soc. Are not such things as ordinarily happen,
and are manifestto us ail, the most easy to be under-

stood1

jP?' What thingsdo you mean7

Soc. Want of foodmakes a breachin the animal

system, and, at the same time, gives the pain of

hunger.
Prot. True.

Soc. And food, in filling up the breach again,

givesa pleasure.
"o<. Right.

<S'oc.Want of drink,also,interrupting the circula-

tion of the bloodand humours,bringson us corrup-
tion together with the pain of thirst but the virtue

of a liquid in moisteningand replenishingthe parts
driedup,yieldaa.pleasure. In likemanner,unnatural

suffocatingheat, in dissolvingthe texture of the parts,

gives a painful sensation; but a cooling again, a

a P.81.–ED.
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refreshment agreeable to nature, anects us with a

senseof pleasure.
P~o<.Most certainly.
<S*oc.And thé concretionof the animal humours

throughcold,contrary to their nature, occasionspain i
but a return to their pristine state of fluidity, and a

restoring of the natural circulation,produccpleasure.
See,then, whether you think this general account of

the matter not amiss,concerning that sort of being
which 1 said was composedof indefiniteand definite,

-that, when by nature any beings of that sort be-
comeanimatedwith soul,their passageintocorruption,
or a total dissolution,is accompaniedwith pain; and
their entrance into existence, the assemblingof ail

those particles which composethe nature of such a

being, is attended with a senseof pleasure.
Prot. 1admit your accountof this wholematter i

for, as it appears to me, it bears on it the stamp of

truth."

And in a subsequentpart of the dialogue,Socrates
is made to approve of the doctrine of the Eleatic

School, in regard to the unreality of pleasure,as a

thing always in genemtion,that is, alwaysin progress
towards existence,but never absolutelyexistent.

Soc. But what think you now of this 1 Have
we not heard it said conceming pleasure,that it is a

thing always in generation, always produced anew,
and which, having no stabUityof being,cannot pro-
perly be said to be a.t all I For someingenious per-
sons there are,whoendeavourto showus that such is
the nature of pleasure and we are much obliged to
them for this their accountof it." a

Then, after an expositorydiscourse on the Eleatic

a P.B3.-ED.
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doctrine, Socrates proceeds Therefore,as 1 said
in the beginningof this argumentation,weare much

obligedto the personswhohavegiven us this account
of pleasure,-that the essenceof it consistain being
always gcnerated anew, but that never bas it any
kind of being. For it is plain that thèse persona
wouldlaugh at a.man whoasserted,that pleasureand

goodwere the samething.
"Prot. Certainly they would.
<S'oc.And thesevery personswould undoubtedly

laugh at those men, wherever they met with them,
who place their chief good and end in a becoming,
-an approximationto existence?1

Prot. How? what sort of men do you mean?1

"<S'oc.Such as, in frecing themselves from hunger
or thirst, or any of the uneasinessesfrom which they
vre frecd by génération,–by tending towards being,
are so highly delightedwith the action of removing
thoseuneasinesses,as to declarethey would-notchoose
to live without suSering thirst and hunger, nor with-
out feeling all those other sensationswhich may be
said to followfrom such kinds of uneasiness."

1.HY,"l'.
XLUt.

The sam of Plato's doctrineon this subject is this,
-that pleasureis nothing absolute,nothing positive,
but a mere relation to, a mere negation of, pain.
Pain is the root,the condition,the antecedentof plea-
sure,and the latter is onlya restorationof the feeling

subject, from a state contrary to nature to a state

conformablewith nature. Pleasureis tbe merereplen-

ishing of a vacnum,–thé mere satisfyingof a want.

With this principal doctrine,–that pleasure is only
the negationof pain, Plato connectasundry collateral

opinionsin conformityto hia general system. That

a r. 6<En.
VOL. II. 2 F
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pleasure,for example,is not a good,and that it is no-

thingreal or existent,but somethingonly in the pro-
gréas towards existence,-never being, ever becom-

ing (ot~ytyyo~eyof,o&ScTrorew).
Aristotlesaw the partiality and imperfectionof this

theory, and himself proposedanother, which should

supply ita deficiencies. Hia speculationsconcerning
the pleasurableare to be foundin hisEthical Treatises,

and, to saynothingof the twolesserworks,the J~Ma
J~ra~ft and the ~Mc?c~ct~~</n'c$,"you will find
the subject fully discussedin the seventh and tenth
Books of the Nicomachean Ethics. I shall say no-

thing of Aristotle's argumentsagainst Eudoxus,as to
whetherpleasurebe the chiefgood,and against Plato,
as to whether it be a good at all,-these are oniy
ethical questions 1 shall confinemy observationsto
the psychologicalproblem touching the law which

govemsits manifestation. Aristotle,in the firat place,
refuteathé PIatonictheory,-that pleasureis onlythe
removalof a pain. Sinceit is asserted,"he says,~

that pain is a want,an indigence (~8ct&)contrary
to nature, pleasure will be a repletion, a filling up
(~Mnr\~<t)o-M)of that want in conformityto nature.
But want and its repletion are corporeal affections.
Nowif pleasure be the repletionof a want contrary
to nature, that wbich contains the repletionwill con-
tain the pleasure,and the faculty of being picased.
But the want and its repletion are in the body; the

body,therefore,will be pleased,–thé body willbe thé

subject of this feeling. But the feelingof pleasure is

aThegtttuineneMof thesetwobookoftheA'Kwtat~ean,betnf;part'
workaMqacstfonabte.Thechaptttaofthethreobookswhichareeom'
onpleasureiuthe~(~Mtt'a~~<A)<9montobothtreatt.Mt.–ED.
aroMentica)withthoseia the7th 6 Nie.,x.3.–ED.
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an affectionof the soul. Pleasure,therefore,cannot

be merely a repletion. True it is, tbat pleasure ia

consequenton the repletionof a.want, as pain is con-

sequenton the want itself. For weare pleasedwhen
our wants arc satisned pained when this is pre-
vented.

It appcaM,"proceeds thc Stagirite, that this

opinionbas originated in an exclusiveconsideration

of our bodilypains and plcasures,and moroespecially
those relative to food. For when inanition bas taken

place,and we hâve felt the pains of hunger, we ex-

périencepleasurein its repletion. But the samedoes

not hold good in referenceto all our pleasurcs. For

the pleasure we find, for oxampte,in mathematical

contemplations,and even in some of the senses, ia

whollyunaccompaniedwith pain. Thus the gratifica-
tionwederive fromthe energiesof hearing,smell,and

sight, is not consequent on any foregonepain, and

in them there is, therefore,no repletion of a want.

Moreover,hope,and the recollectionof past good,are

pleasing but are the pleasuresfromthesea repletion?1

This cannot be maintained for in them there is no

wantpreceding,whichcouldadmitofrepletion. Hence

it is manifest, that pleasure is not the negationof a

pain."

Having disposedof PIato'a theory, Aristotle pro-1i

poseshis own -and his doctrine,in as far as it goes, i

is altogether conformableto that 1have given to you,
as the one which appearsto me the true.

Pleasure is maintained by Aristotle to be the con- 1

comitantof energy,-of perfectenergy,whetherof the i

functionsof Senseor I ntellect and perfect energyhe c

describes as that which proceeds from a power in

health and vigour,and exercisedupon an objectrela- F
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tively excellent,that is, suited to call forth the power
into unimpededactivity. Pleasure, thoughthe result,
-the concomitantof perfect action, he distinguishes
from the perfect action itself. It is not the action,
it is not the perfection,though it be consequenton

action, and a necessaryefflorescenceof its perfection.
Pleasure is thus defined'by Aristotle to be the con-'

comitant of the unimpededenergyof a natural power,

faculty, or acquired habit.
CI "Thus whena sense,for

example,is in perfect health, and it is presented with

a suitable object of the most perfect kind, there is

elicited the most perfect energy, which,at every in-

stant of its continuance,is accompaniedwith pleasure.
The samehoids goodwith the function of Imagina-

tion, Thought, &c. Pleasure is the concomitant in

everycasewherepowersand objectsare in thcmselves

perfect,and between which thore subsistaa suitable

relation. Hencoarises the pleasureof novelty. For

on the first presentation of a new object, the energy
of cognition is intenselydirectcd upon it, and the

pleasure high whereaswhen the object is again and

ngain presented, the energy relaxes, and the pleasure
déclines. But pleasure is not merely the consequent
of the most perfectexertionof power for it reacts

upon the power itself, by raising, invigorating, and

perfecting its development. For we make no pro-

grcss in a study, except we feel a pleasure in its

pursuit.

Every differentpowerhasits peculiarpleasureand

its peculiar pain and each power is as much cor.

ruptcd by its appropriate pain as it is perfected by
its appropriate pleasure. Pleasure is not something
that arises,-that cornesinto existence,partafter part;

a Seeabove,p.<40.–Eo.
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it is, on thé contrary, complete at every indivisible

instant of its continuance. It is not, therefore, as

Plato holds,a change,a motion,a generation(yct~o'M,

«u~o-t~),whieh exists piecemealas it were,and suc-

cessively in time, and only complete after a certain

term of endurance but on the contrary something
instantaneous, and, from moment to moment, per-
fect."

CI

Such were tbe two theories touching the law of

pleasure and pain, propounded by the two principal
thinkers of antiquity. To their doctrines on this

point we find nothing added, worthyof commemora-

LRLT.
Xï.ttî.
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Plato nnd
Art~tet)'

tion, by the aucceediogphilosopheraof Greece and

Rome nay, we do not find that in antiquity these
doctrines received any farther development or con-
firmation. Among the ancients, however, the Aris-

totelic theory seemato bave soon supersededthe Pla-

tonic for, even among the lower PJatonista them-

selves,there is no attempt to vindicate the doctrine

of their master, in so far as to assert that all pleaaure
is only a relief from pain. Thcir sole endeavour is

to reconcilePIato'a opinionwith that of Aristotle,by

showingthat the former did not mean to extend the

principle in question to pleasure in general, but ap-

plied it only to the pleasuresof certain of the senses.

And in trutb, variouspassagesin the -PAt7e6tMand in

the ninth bookof the ~epM&~c,affordcountenanceto

tbis interprétation.~ Be this, howover,as it may, it

a See Nit., x. 4. B.-ËD. [On
Aristotle's doctrine of thé Pleasur-

able; see Tennemann, Ce«A<f~edcr

f/tt/oMp~M,ULp. 200.]

[Plato, M wellM Ariftotte, seems
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hMmoniotM,pain in adieharmontoas,

energy. Every enefRy,both of SenM

and lateltect. ia, accordiug to Plato,

accompautedwith asensation of p!ea-
sure Md pain. Republic, ix. p. 667.

f/ttMtM, p. 21!, edit. Bipout. See

Teunemanu, 0<œA!fA<eder 7%t'!M<).

~&, li, p. 280.]
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was only in morerecent times that the Platonic doc-

trine, in all its exclusiverigour, was again revived;
and that too by philosopherawho seem not to hâve

been aware of the venerable authority in favour of

the paradox which they proposed as new. 1 may
add that the philosophers,who in moderntimes hâve

speculated upon the conditions of the pleasurable,
secm,in general,unawareof what had beenattemptcd
on this problemby the ancients; and it is indeed tbis

circumstancealone that enables us to explain,why
thé modem theories on this subject, in principlethe

same with that of Aristotle,have remainedso inferior

to his in the great virtues of a theory,–compréhen-
sion and simplicity.

Before,however,proceedingto the considérationof

subsequentopinions,it may be proper to observethat

the theories of Plato and Aristotle, howeveropposite
in appearance,may easily be reduced to unity, and

the theory of which 1 hâve given you the general

expression,will befound to be the consummatedcom-

plementof both. The two doctrinesdifferonlyessen-

tially in this :-that the one makes a previouspain
the universal condition of p!easure while the other

denies this conditionas a généralIa.w,and hoids that

pleasureis a positivereality, and more than the mere

alternative ofpain. Now,in regard to thisdifference,
it must be admitted, on the one hand, that in so far

as the instances are concerned,on which Plato at-

tempts to establish bis principle,Aristotle is success-

ful in showing,that these are only specialcases,and

do not warrant the unlimited conclusionin support of

which they are adduced

But, on the other hand, it must be confessedthat

Aristotle bas not shown the principle to bo false,–
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tbat all pleasure is an escapefrompain. He shows,

indeed, that the analogyof hunger, thirst, and other

bodily affections,cannot be extended to the gratifica-
tion we experiencefrom the énergies of intellect,-
cannot be extendedeven to that whichwe experience
in the exerciseof the higher sensés. It is true, that

the pleasure 1 experience in this particular act of

vision, cannot be explainedfrom the pain 1 had felt

in another particular act of vision,immediatelypre-

ceding and if this example were enough,it would

certainly be madeout that pleasureis not merelythe

negation of a foregoing pain. But let us ascend a

step higher and inquire,-would it not be painful if

the facultyof vision,(to take the sameexample),were

wholly restrained from operation1 Nowit will not

be denied, that the repression of any power in its

natural Mt~tM,–coMa<Ma,to action, is positivelypain-
ful and, thercfore, that the exertion of a power,if

it affordedonly a negation of that positivepain, and

were,in its own nature, absolutelyindifferent,would,

by relation to the pain fromwhichit yieldsus a relief,

appear to us a real pleasure. We may, therefore,1

think, maintain,with pcrfecttruth, that as the holding
back of any power fromexerciseis positivelypainful,
so its passinginto energy is,were it only the removal

of that painfulrepression,negativelypleasurable on

this ground,consequently,and to this extent, we may

rightly hold with Plato,-that every state of pleasure
and free energyis, in fact, the escapefrom an alterna-

tive state of pain and compulsoryinaction.

So far we are warranted in going. But we should

bewrong werewe to constitute this partial truth into

an unlimited,-an exclusive principle that is, were

we to maintain that the whole pleasure we derive
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from the exerciseof our powers,19nothing more than
a negationof the pain we experiencefromtheir forced
inertion. Thia 1 say would be an erroneous,because
an absolute,conclusion. For the pleasurewe find in
the free play of our faculties is, as we are most fully
conscious,far more than simplya supersedingof pain.
That philosophy,indeed, would only provoke a smile
which would maintain, that all pleasure is in itself a

zero,-a nothing,whichbecomeaa somethingonly by
relation to the reality of pain which it annuls. It is

true, indeed, that aftcr a compulsory inertion, our

) pleasure,in the first exertion of our faculties,is fre-

quently far higher than that which we experience in
their ordinaryexercise,when left at liberty. But this

doea not, at least doesnot exclusively,ariae from the

contrast of the previousandsubsequentstates of pain
and pleasure,but principally becausethe powersare

in excessivevigour,-at least in excessiveerethismor

excitation,and hâve thus a greater complementof in-

tenser energysuddenlyto expend. On the principle,
therefore,that the degreeof pleasure is always in the

ratio of the degree of spontaneousactivity, the plea-
sure immediatelyconsequenton the emancipationof

a power from thraldom, would, if the power romain

uninjured by the constraint, be naturally greater, be-

cause the energy would in that case be, for a season,
more intense. At the sametime, thé state of pleasure
would in this case appear to bc bigher than what it

absolutely is; because it would be set off by proxi-
mate contrast with a previousstate of pain. Thua it

ia that a basin of waterof ordinarybloodheat, appears
hot, if we plunge in it a band which had previously
been dipped in snow and cold, if we immersein it

anotherwhichhad previouslybeen placed in water of
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a still higher température. But it is unfair to apply
this magnifyingeffectof contrast to the one relative
and not to the other; and any argument drawn from
it against the positive reality of pleasure, applies
equally to disprovethe positivereality of pain. The:
true doctrine 1 hold to be this,-that pain and plea-
sure are, as 1 hâve said, cach to be considercdboth asj
Absolute and as Relative:–abso!ute, that is, each is

somethingreal, and would exist were the other taken
out of being relative, that is, each is felt as greater
or less by immediate contrast to the other. 1 may
illustrate thia by the analogyof a scale. Let the state
of indifference,-tbat is, the negationof both pain and

pleasure,-be markedas zero,let the degreesof painbe

denoted bya descendingseriesof numbersbelowzero,
and the dcgreeaof pleasure by an ascendingseriesof

numbersabovezero. Now,supposethe degreeof pain
we feel 6'om a certain state of hunger,to be six below

zero in this caseour feeling,in thé act ofeating, will

not merely rise to zero, that is, to the mere negation
of pain, as thé Platonic theory hoids, but to some

degreeof positivepleasure,say six. And here 1 may
observe,that, were the insufficiencyof the Platonic

theory shownby nothing else, this wouldbe donc by
the absurd consequencesit implies,in relation to the

functionof nutrition alone for if its principlebe true,
then wouldour gratification fromthe appeasementof

hunger, be equallygreat by one kind of viand as by
another.

Thus, then, the counter-theoriesof Plato and Aris-

totle are, as 1 hâve said, right in what they affirm,

wrong in what they deny each contains the truth,
but not the wholetruth. By supplying, therefore,to

either that in which it was defective,we reducetheir
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apparent discordto real harmony,and showthat they
are severallythé partial expressionsof a theorywhich

comprehendsand consummatesthem both. But to

procecdin our historicalsurvey.
Passingover a host of commentatorsin the Lower

Empire,and during the middle ages, who werecon-
tent to repeat the doctrinesof Aristotle and Plato;
in modern times, the first original philosopher1 am

awarc of, who seems to hâve turned hia attention

uponthe phoenomenaof pain and plcasure,is the cele-

brated Cardan and the result of his observationwas
a theory identicalwith Plato's, though of Plato's spe-
culation he does not seemto bave been aware. In

the sixth chapter of his very curious autobiography,
De Vita P~p~a Liber, he tells us that it was his

wont to anticipate thé causesof disease,because he
was of opinion that pleasure consisted in the ap-
pcasement of a pre-existent pain, (quod arbitrarer

voluptatem consisterc in dolore preeeedentisedato).
But in the thirteenth book of his great work De

Subtilitate, this theory is formally propounded.
This, however, was not done in thé earlier editions
of the work; and the theory was, therefore, not

canvassed by the ingenuity of his critic, the elder

Scaliger,whoseExercitationes contra Cardanum are

totally silent on the suhject. It is onlyin the editions
of the De Subtilitate of Cardan,subsequent to the

year 1560, that a statement of thé theory in question
is to be found. The followingM a summaryof his

reasoning AUpleasurehas ita root in a preceding
pain. Tbua it is that we find pleasure in rest after
hard labour; in meat and drink after hunger and

thirat; in the sweet after the bitter; in light after

darkness; in harmony after discord. Such are the
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facts in confirmationof this doctrine, whichsimple
experienceaffords. But philosophysupplies,likewise,
a reasonfrom the nature of things themselves. Plea-
sure and pain exist only as they are statcs of feeling;
but feelingis a change,and change always proceeds
from one contrary to another; consequently,either
fromthe good to the bad, or fromthe bad to the good.
The formerof these alternatives is painful,and, there-

fore,the other,whenit takes place,ispleasing a state
of pain must thus always precedea state of pleasure."
Such are the groundson whichCardan thinks himself

entitledto reject the Aristotelictheoryof pleasure,and

to substitutein its placethe Platonic. It doesnot, how-
ever,appearfromanytbing he says,tbat hewas aware
of the relative speculationsof these two philosophers.

But the reasoningof Cardan is incompétent for if
it proves anything, it provestoo much, seeingthat it

`

would follow from bis premises, that a pleasurable
feelingcannotgradually,continually,uninterruptedly,
rise in intensity; for it behovesthat everynewdegrcc
of pleasureshould be separatedfromthe precedingby
an intcrmediate state of higher pain; a conclusion
which ie contradictedby the mostordiuaryand maui-
fest experience. This theory remained, therefore,in

Cardan's,as in PIato's,bands,destituteof thenecessary
proof.

The samedoctrine,-that pleasureis only the alter- a
nationandconsequentof pain,–wasadoptcd.hkcwise, &

by Montaigne. In the famoustwelfth chapter of thé
secondbookof his Easa.ys,he says Our statcs of

pleasureare onlythe privationof our statesof pain
but this universal inferencehe, like his predecessors,
deduceaonly from the special phaenomenagiven in

certain of the sensés.

LECT.
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The philosopher next in order is Descartes and

his opinion is deserving of attention, not so much

from its intrinsic value, as from the influenceit hos

exerted upon those who have subsequentlyspeculated

upon the causesof pleasure. Thesephilosophersseem

to have been totally ignorant of the far profounder
theories of the ancients and while the regular dis-

cussionsof the subject by Aristotle and Plato were,
for our modern psychologists,as if they had never

becn, the incidental allusion to tbe matter by Des-

cartes, originated a series of speculations which is

still in progress.
Descartes'philosophyof the pleasurableis promul-

gated in oneshort sentenceof the sixth letter of the

First Part of his Epistles, which is addressed to the

PrincessElizabeth. It is as follows Allour plea-
sure is nothing more than the consciousnessof some

one or other of uur perfections.Tota nostra

voluptas posita est tantum in perfectionis alicujus
nostraeconscientia." It is curious to hear the praises
that have been lavished upon this definitionof the

pleasurable. Jt bas been lauded for its novelty it

bas been lauded for its importance. "Descartes,"

says Mendelssohnin bis Letters on the Sensations,

(Briefe ~e~ die ~~M~Mn~e~), wasthe first who

made the attempt to give a real explanationof the

pleasurable. The celebrated Kaestner thus opens
a Before Descartes, Vives held a

pMitive theory of the pleasurable.
Hia de<tattion of pleasure and ita

illustration, are worthy of a paMtog
notice: Deteetatio ~b est in coa-

gruentta, quam invectte non eat sine

proportionis mtione aliqua inter fa.

cultatem et objectnm, nt quedam ait

quasi similitudo inter !Ua; tnm ne

notabiliter ait maJM, quod adfert de-

tectationem nec notabiliter minna,

quam ea via qnee recipit voinptatem,
ea utique parte qua Kcipttur. Ideo

mediocha lux gtatior est oculls, quam

ingeM et eabobscuta gratiora aunt

hebeti visui eundem in modum de

Bonis." ~<tt')M, lib. Ui. p. 202,
edit. !565.–ED.

Anmerkung, 6.–Eo.
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bis Réflexions<Mrl'Origine du jP~tMr ;°–" 1 shall

not pretend decidedly to assert that no one before

Descartes haa said that pleasure consisted in the

feeling of some one of our perfections. 1 confess,

however,that 1 hâve not found this definition in

any of the dissertations,somctimestiresome,and fre-

quently uninstructive,of the ancient philosopheraon

the nature and effects of pleasure. 1 am, therefore,

disposcdto attribute a discoverywhichbasocca8ioned

so many controvcrsies,to that fe!icitousgenius,which

bas disencumberedmetaphysicsof the confusedchaos

of disputes,as unintelligibleasvain, in order to render

it the solidand instructive scienceof God and of the

human soul." And M. Bertrand, another very intel-

ligent philosopher,in his ~sc:t <M~ P~tisM' says,
Descartes is probably the first who bas enounced,

that ail pleasure consists in the inward feeling we

have of somo of our perfections,and, in these few

words, he bas unfolded a series of great truths."

Nowwhat is the originality,what is the importance,
of this celebrateddefinition1 This is easilyanswered,
-in so far as it bas any meaning,it ia only a state-

ment, in vagueand general terms, of thé truth which

Aristotlehad promulgated,in precise and proximate

expressions. Descartessays, that pleasureis the con-

sciousnessof one or other of our perfections. This is

not fa!so, but it is not instructive. Wc are not con-

scious of any perfectionof our nature, except in so

far as this is thé perfection of one or other of our

powers and weare not consciousof a power at all,

e The /!(/!KBto)Msur fOf~t'M <!)t

Plaisir, le appended to the A~M~Kt

T'Morteda f!e&ttw, p<M' ~'M~f

(t767). The ~MM~ ?7<<o)~ete a

French voreion of Satxer's tteatiM.

yM~'MM/<M))~<t&<f&M !p)'MH~<~r

aM~tM/fM~tM?M<MMtt~MteAmot~Mp-

~!tM~~<)t. 8ee above, p. 4t6.–Et).

IJ Sect. ch. i. p. 8. Neachatet,
1777.-ËD.
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Leibnitz is the next philosopherto whoseopinion1

shall refer; and this you will find stated in his Nou-

MCtua:J~sot~ and other works latterly published.
Like Descartes,he defines pleasure the feeling of a

perfection,pain thé feelingof an imperfection and,
in another part of the work,~he adopts the Platonic

theory,that ail pleasureis grounded in pain,whichhe

ingeniouslyconnectswith his own doctrineof latent

modifications,or, as hecalls them,obscureperceptions.
As this work, however, was not published till long
after not only his own death, but that of hia great

discipleWolf, the indication,(for it is nothing more),
of his opinion on this point had little influenceon

subsequent spéculations indeed 1 do not remember

to hâve seen the doctrineof Leibuitz upon pleaaure
even alluded to by any of his countrymen.

Wo!f, with whose doctrine that of Baumgarten~

nearly coincides,defines pleasure, the intuitive cog-
aUv.iLch.xxi.g4t.Opera,ed. -y 8Mhia~<<t;)~!&,§ 462

Erdmann,p.261.–KD. K~p.233,tdit.!783.Cf.P!atner,
Liv.il.ch.xx.§9. (~~ éd. ~t7.~AofttmtH,ii.§ 865,p.218.

Erdmann,p.246.–ED. ED.

far lessof its perfection,except in 8ofar as we are

conscious of its operation. It, therefore, behoved

Descartes to hâve brought down his definition of

pleaaurefromthe vaguegenerality of a consciousness

of perfection,to the preciseand proximatedeclaration,
that pleasurcis a consciousnessof thc perfect encrgy
of a power. But this improvementof his definition

would havestripped it of all novelty. It wouldthen

have appearedto be, what it truly is, only a version,
and an inadequateversion,of Aristotle's. Theseare

not the only objections that could be taken to the

Cartesian definition but for our present purpose it

wouldbe idle to advance them.
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nition, (tbat ia, in our language, the perception or

imagination),of any perfectionwhatever,either true

or apparent.Voluptaa est intuitus, seu cognitio
intuitiva, perfectioniscujuscunque,sive verœsiveap*

parentis." Hisdoctrine you will finddetailed in his

P~c~o~t'et Empirica, and in hisT~o~p<S'M~cî~<?.It

was manifestly the offspring,but the degenerateoff-

spring,of the doctrineof Descartes,whicb,as we have

seen,was itself only a corruptionof that of Aristotle.

Descartesrightly consideredpleasure as a quality of

tbe subject,in denning it a consciousnessof someper-
fectionin ourselves. Wolf,on the contrary, wrongly
considerspleasuremoreas an attribute of the object,
in definingit a cognitionof any perfectionwhatever.

Nowin their definitionsof pleasure,as Descarteswas

inferiorto Aristotle,soWolf falls far belowDescartes,
and in the samequality,-in want of precision and

proximity.
Pleasure is a feeling,and a feelingis a merelysub-

jective state, that is, a state whicbbas no referenceto

anything beyond itself,-which exists onlyas weare

consciousof its existence. Now,then, the perfection
or imperfectionof an object,consideredin itself, and

as out of relation to our subjectivestates, is tbought,
–is judged, but is not felt and this judgment is not

pleasureor pain, but approbation or disapprobation,
that is, an act of the cognitive faculties,but not an

affectionof the capacitiesof feeling. In this point of

view, therefore,the definitionof pleasure,a&the cog-
nitionof any sort of perfection,is erroneous. It may,
indeed,be true that the perfectionof an object can

determine the cognitive faculty to a perfect energyi

a P~fAo~teFm~hett,§ CU, carteaMtheauthorof thedéfini.
whereheexpresalyreferato Des.tton.–ËD.
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aud the concomitantof this perfect energy will bo a

feeling of pleasure. But, in this case, the objective
perfection,as cognised,is not itself tbe pleasure but

the pleasureis the feelingwhich we have of the per-
fection,that is,of the state of vigorousand unimpeded

energyof the cognitive faculty, as exercisedon that

perfection. Wolf ought, therefore, to have limited

his definition,like Descartes,to the consciouenessof

subjective perfection as Descartes should have ex-

plicatcd bis consciousnessof subjectiveperfectioninto

the consciousnessof full, spontaneous,and unimpeded

activity.
But there is anothcr defcct in the Wolfiandeflui-

tion:–it limita the pleasure from the cognition of

perfection to tho Intuitive Faculties, that is, to Sense

and Imagination,denying it to the Understanding,–
the facultyof Relations,–Thought Proper. Thiapart
of his theorywas,accordingly,assailedby MosesMen-

delssohn,-one of the bestwriters and most ingenious

philosopheraof the last century,-who, in other re-

spects, however, remained faithful to the objective

point of view, from whenceWolf had contemplated
the phaenomenonof pleasure. This wasdone in his

Briefe M&efdie ~H~MM~e?!, 1755.*
CI A reaction

was,however,inevitable and other Germanphiloso-

phefswere soonfound who retumed to the subjective

point of view, from which Wolf, Baumgarten, and

Mendelssohnhad departed.
But bcfore passing to these, it would be improper

to overlook the doctrine of two French philosophers,
whohad already explained pleasure in its subjective

aspect,and whoprepared the way for the profounder

a SeeAnmerknng,6; andBdn-uomV<f~)ta~<)t,2, t%nnf<cA/<
ttotd,<7<die~fr~t C<~r~<~r~<)t,<.p.28Ie«e?.–Ec.
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theoriesof the Germanspeculators,–ï mean Du Boa

and Pouilly. As their doctrines nearly coincide, 1

shall considerthem as one. The formertreats of this

sabject in his .R~MKOMCritiques sur la PetM<M~

&c. the latter in his JTA~Wedes SentimensAgré-
oM~ The followingare the principalmomentaof

their inquiries
1. Considering pleasure only in relation to tbe

subject,the question they proposeto answeris,What

takes place in the state whicbwecall pleasurable?
2. The gratificationof a want causespleasure. If

the want be natural, tbe result is a natural pleasure,
and an unnatural pleasure,if the want be unnatural.

3. Thé fundamentalwant,-the want to whichall

othersmay bereduced,-is the occupationof the mind.

All that we knowof the mind is that it is a thinking,
a knowing power. We desire objects only for the

saké of intellectual occupation.
4. The activity of mind is either occupied or

occupiesitself. The mattcrs which affordthe objects
of our facultiesof knowledgeare either sensible im-

pressions,which arc deliveredoverto the understand-

iDg–this is the case in perceptionof sense; or this

matter is furnished by the cognitive faculty itself-

as is the case in thinking.

e Seetom. L partie L Sg 2. FiKt

published in 1719. Paris.-En.

0 See chapa. i. Ui. iv. v. Fint

published in 1743. To thet,e should

be added the valuable tn-ttiM of the

fère Andf~the J&M<M<r Beau,

~btch was Snt pabtLthed in 1741.

There b also, previoualy to Sulzer,

another French tMthettctd writer of

merit,–BattM):, whose treatt-se, Lei

F<aM:~r« t~M~ d «)t 7!)~7!t<Prin-

cipe, Snt appeared tn 1746. Thie

work, along with two relative trea-

VOL. 1!.

tises, WMfepuMished it<1774, under
the titte of ffn«:t~ dela ~t~tf~MM.

AU thèse authors consider pleasure,
more or les8, from the auhjecthe

point of vtew, and are, in principle,
ArtototeHc. For a collection of trea.

tises. in whole and part, on pteMure
in its psychological and moral as-

pecta, see Le reM~e <<«Bo~Kf, ou
Recueil<!e! ~M~BCf«CMyMtMt tt<~
!<~~<)<r/ in 4 vola New edition,

I770.–KD..
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5. If this activity meets with impedimentain ita

prosecution,–be thia in the functionseitherof thought
or sensé,–tbcro results &feelingof restraint; and this

of two kinds, positiveand negative.
"6. ~Vhenthe activity, whether in perceptionor

thinking, is prevented frombeing brought to its con-

clusion, there emerges the feeling of straining,-of
effort,-the feelingofpositivelimitationof ourpowers.
This is painful.

7. If the mind be occupiedless than usual in all

its functions,therearisesa feelingof unsatisnedwant';
tbis constitutes that state of negative restraint,-the
state of ennui, of tedium. This is painful.

u 8. The stronger and at the sametime the easier

the activity of mind in any of its functions,the more

agreeable."
This theory is evidently only that of Aristotle to

whom, however, the French philosopheramake no

allusion. What they call occupationor exercise,he

calls energy. The former expressionsare, perhaps,

preferable on this account, that they apply equally
wellto the mental processes,whetheractiveor passive,
whereasthe terms energy,act, a<~K~y,operation,&c.,

only properlydenote these processesas they are con-

sidered in the formercharacter.

Subsequently to the French philosophers,and as

a reaction against thé partial viewsof the schoolof

Wo!f,there appearedthe theory of Sulzer,the Acade-

micianof Berlin,-a theory whichwas first promuî-

gated in his ~ry into the Origin of our Agree-
able and Disagreeable ~~î~ in 1752. This is

e AbridgedfromReinhold,:f 0 Mt<H'M«At<))~aberdenUrsprung
diebi8lt.erigenF< t~M~My~e-dcra7)~tet)MMMMM~seAM~)
~M,g t. ~Mt«A~NeAr~M,p. ~n)~:)t<<t<)t~)t.PnNiBhedin the
276.–Eo. MemotKoftheRoyalAcademyof
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one of the ablest discussionsupon the question,and

though partial, like the others,it concursin establiah-

ing the truth of that doctrine of which Aristotle has

left, in a short compass,the most completeand satis.

factory exposition. The following are thé leading
principlesof Sulzer'stheory

"I. We must penetrato to the essenceof the sou!,
if wewoulddiscoverthe primary sourceof pleasure.

2. The essenceof the soul consists in ita natural

activity, and tbis activity again consists in the pro-
ductionof ideas." [By that he means the faculty in

generalof Cognitionor Thought. 1may hereobserve,

by the way,that headoptathe opinionthat thé faculty
of thought or cognitionis the one fundamentalpower
of mind; and in this he coincideswith Wolf,who.<!e

theory of pleasure,however,he rejects.]
3. In this essential tondency to activity are

grounded aU our pleasurableand painful feelings.
4. If this natural activity of the soul, or this

ceaseless tcndency to tbink, encounters an impedi-
ment,pain is thé result whereasif it be excited to

a livelyactivity, the result is pleasure.
5. There are two conditionswhich regulate the

degree of capacity and incapacity in the soul for

pleasurableand painful feelings,the habitudeof re-

flection,and thé natural vivacity of thought; and
both together constitute the perfectactivity of mind.

6. Pleasurablefeelings,consequently,can only be

excitedby objectswbichat oncecomprisea variety of

constituentqualifiesor characters,and in whichthese

charactersare so connected that the mind recognises
in thcmmatorialsfor its essentialactivity. An object

Berlinforthey~K1751,1762.Seevol.i. p. 1. Lelpsic,1773.8ee
rM~tMe&<eptt'/OMpMK~e&e)t, above,p.416.–Ec.
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which presents to the mental activity no exercise,
remainsaltogether indifferent.

7. No objectwhich moves the mind in a pleas-
urable or in a painful manner is simple; it is neces-

sarilycompositeor multiplex. Thedifférencebetween

agreeableand disagreeableobjecta can only lie in the

connectionof the parts of this multiplicity. Is there
order in this connectiou, the object is agreeable is
there disorder, it ia painful.

8. Beauty is the manifold,the various,recalled to

unity. Thé mere multitude of parts does not con-
atitute an objectbeautiful for there is required that
an object should hâve at once such multiplicity and
connectionas to fbrm a whole.

9. Thia is the case in intellectual beauty; that is,
in the beauty of those objectswhich the underatand.

ing contemplates in distinct notions. Thé beauty of

geometricaltheorems,of algebraicformula, of scien-
tific principles,of comprehensivesystems,consistano
less than the beauty of objecta of Imagination and

Sense,in the unity of the manifold,and rises in pro-
portion to the .quantity of the multiplicity and the

unity.
10. AUthese objectspresent a multitude of con-

stituent charactera,-of elementary ideas, at once;
and these are so connected,so bound together by a

principleof unity, that the mitid is, in consequence
thereof,enabled to unfoldand then to bring back the
different parts to a common centre, that is, reduce
them to unity,-to totality,-to system.

"11. From this it is evident, that the Bcautiful

onlycausespleasure through the principleof activity.
Unity, mnJtiplicity, correspondenceof parts, render

a ~BatseeTieJemann's/~<~o&p.!<2.]
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an objectagreeabletous,only inasmuchas theystand

in a favourable relation to the active powerof the

mind.

12. Tho relation in which beauty stands to the

mind is thusnecessary,and, consequently,immutable.
A singleconditionis alonerequiredin order that what

is in itself beautifulshouldoperateon us it is neces-

sary that we should know it and to know it, it is

necessarythat, to a certain extent, we be conversant

with the kind to which it belongs for otherwisewe

shouldnot be competent to apprehendthé beauty of

an object. (!)
13. A dinercnceof tastes is found only among

the ignorant or the balf-leamed and taste is a neces.

sary consequenceof knowledge.
1 sbaU not pursue this theory in the explanation

it attempts of the pleasuresof the Sensesand of the

Moral Powers,in wbich it is far lesssuccessfulthan

in thoseof the Intellect. This was to be expectedin

consequenceof the one-sidedviewSulzerhad taken of

the mental pheenomena,in assuming the Cognitive

Faculty as the elementarypower out of which the

Feelingsand Conationsare evolved.~

The theory of Sulzer is manifestlyonly a one-sided

modificationof the Aristotelic;but it dnesnot appear
that he was himself aware how completelyhe bad

beenanticipatedbythe Stagirite. On the contrary,
he onceand again denominatesbis explanationof the

pleasurable a discovery. This can, however,hardiy
be allowedhim, even were the Aristotelic theory out

of the question for it required no mighty ingenuity

a See Reinhold [iy&-)' M~<f<.

gm Ft~ff~ twa Pet~M<!{~, 8.

P~. &/tr<Mt. p. 296 et M?.–ËD.l1

For SntM~e doctrines on these

pointa, see Rehtho!d, as above, p.
801 et <M.–ED.
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tively considered,be carried up into the prompt and

vigorous activity of the cognitive faculty and, ob-

jcctively considered,be explainedas the product of

objectswhich,in consequenceof their varietyin unity,

intenselyoccupythe mind without fatiguing it. The

peculiar merit of the theory of Sulzer, in contrast to
thoseof bis immediate predecessors,is that it com-

bines both the subjectiveandobjectivepointsof view.

In this respect, it is favourablycontrasted with the

opinionof Wolfand Mendelssohn. But it takesa one-

sided view of the character of the subject. In the

first place, the essenceof thc mind in general,and
the essenceof the cognitivefaculty in particular, does

not consistof activity exclusively,but of activity and

receptivity in correlation. But receptivity is a pas-
sive power,not an active, and thus the theory in its

for a philosopherwho was well acquainted with the

workaof bis immediate predecessors,in France and

Germany,by whom pleasure had been explained as

the vigorous and easy exerciseof the faculties,-as
the feelingof perfection in ourselves,and as the ap-

prehensionofperfectionin other things, that is, their

unity in variety :–1 say, after these opinions of his

precursors, it required no such uncommoneffort of

invention to hit upon the thought,-that pleasure
is determined when the variety in the object caUs

forth the activity of the subject,and when this acti-

vity is renderedeasyby thc unity in which the variety
is eontained. His explanation is more explicit, but

except a changeof expression,it is not easy to see

what Sulzer added to Du Bos and Pouilly, to say

nothing of Wolfand Mendelssohn.

The theory of Sulzer is summedup in the follow-

ing result :-Every variety of pleasure may, subjec-



LECTURES ON METAPHY6ICS. 471

fundamental position is only balf true. This one-

sided viewby Sulzer,in which regard is had to the

active or intellectual elementof our constitution to

the exclusionof the passiveor sensual,is preciselythe

opposite to that other, and equally one-sided, view

whichwas taken by Helvetiusnand the modern Epi-
cnreans and Materialists; but their theory of the

pleasurablemay be passedover as altogcther without

philosophicalimportance. In the secondplace, it is

crroneouato assert that pleasure is nothing cise than

thc consciousnessof the unimpededactivity of mind.

The activity of mind is maniiested principally in

thinking,whereasthe state of pleasureconsistswholly
of a consciousnessof feeling. In the enjoyment of

pleasure we do not think, but feel and in an

intenser enjoyment there is almost a suspensionof

thought"~
It is not necessaryto say much of the speculations

upon pleasure subsequent to Sulzer, and prior to

Kant. In Italy 1 find that two philosophersof the

laat century had adopted the PIatonic opinion,-ol

pleasure beingalwaysan escapefrompain,–Genovcai
and Verri the former in a chapter of his ~fe<Œ-

~y~'M,~ the latter in a chapterof his Dissertation CM

the ~Vct<Mreof Pleasure and ~<ïïM.~ This opinion,
however, reacquires importance from having been

adoptedfrom Verri by the philosopherof Konisberg.
In his McMMe~o/' ~4~~opo~y, Kant brieSy and

generallystates his doctrine on this point; but in

a De r~pn<, diec. L ch. L Cf.

De <<)M)H<,seet. il. ch. X.–ED.

Ses Reinhold, as above, pp. 308,

316, 8t7.–ED.

7Ctp.t.U.p.2!3,edit.l7M.
-ED.

< .Dtt«MWMM*/H<M<del KnecM,
t <&<Dolore,§§ Ui. iv. Opre ~'t?Me.

~fcA<,Lp. 20 e< «~ edit. J784. This

treatise is trandated iuto Gennan by

MetneM,–C«&;M~ <tttr ~tt A'~Mf

des ~<)oc)M. Leipsic, I777.–ED.
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LECT.
XLIII.

Hhxtoe.
trino
stated.

the notes which hâve been recontly printed of his

Lectures on this subject, we bave a more detailed
view of the character and grounds of his opinion.
The Kantian doctrine is as fbUows

Pleasure is the feeliugof tbe furtherance,(Be-

J'drderung), pain of the hindrance of life. Under

pleasuro is not to be understood the feelingof life
for in pain we feel life no less than in pleasure,nay,
even perhaps more atrongly. In a state of pain, life

appears long, in a state of pleasureit seemabrief it

is only, therefore,the feelingof the promotion,-the
furtherance, of life, whieh constitutes pleasure. On

the other hand, it is not the mere hindrance of life

whichconstitutespain; the hindrance must not only
exist, it must be felt to exist." (Before proceeding
further, 1 may observe,that thèse definitionsof plea-
sure and pain are virtually identical with thoae of

Aristotle,only far less clear and explicit.)
But to proceed–" If pleasure be a feeling of the

promotion of life, this presupposes a hindrance of

life for there can be no promotion,if there be no

foregoing hindrance to overcome. Since, therefore,
the hindranceof life is pain, pleasure muet presup-

posepain.
If we intendour vital powcraabovetheir ordinary

degree,in order to go out of the state of indifference

or equality, we induce an opposite state and when

we intend the vital powersabove the suitable degree
we occasiona hindrance,a pain. The vital forcebas

a degreealong with which a state exista,which is one

neither of pleasure nor of pain, but of content,ofcom-

fort, (das M~o~&c/!K<~).Whenthis state is reduced

to a lower pitch by any hindrance, then, a promo-
tion,–a furtherance,of life is usefui in order to over-
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come this impediment. Pleasure is thus always a

conséquent of pain. When we cast our eyeson the

progressof things, we discover in ourselvesa cease-

less tendency to escape from our present state. To

this we are compelledby a physical stimulus,which

sets animais, and man, as an animal, into activity.
But in thé intellectualnature of man, there is alsoa

stimulus,whichoperatesto the sameend. In thought,
man is always dissatisced with the actual he is ever

lookingforward fromthe present to the future; he is

incessantlyin a state of transition from one state to

another, and is unable to continue in thé same. But

what is it that thus constrainsus to bealwayspassing
from one state to another, but pain?1 And that it is

not a pleasurewhich enticesus to this, but a kind of

discontent with present suffering, is shown by the

fact that we are always seeMng for some object of

pleasure,without knowingwhat that objectis, Merety
as an aid against the disquict;–against the comple-
ment of petty pains, which in a moment irritate and

annoy us. It is thus apparent that man ia urged
on by a nccessityof his nature to go out of the pre-
sent as a state of pain, in order to 6nd in the future

one less irksome. Manthus Endshimselfin a never-

ceasingpain and this is the spur for thé activity of

humannature. Our lot is so cast that there isnothing

enduringforus,but pain; someindeedhaveless,others

more,but all, at all times, have their sbare and our

enjoymentsat bestare onlyslight alleviationsof pain.
Pleasure is nothing positive it is onlya libérationof

pain, and, therefore,onlysomethingnegative. Hence
it ibilows,that we never begin with pleasure but al-

ways with pain; for while pleaaureis only an eman-

cipationfrompain, it cannot precedethat of which it

LECT.
XLIII.
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LECT.
XLUt.

is onlya negation. Moreover,pleasurecannot endure
in an unbroken continuity, but must be associated

with pain, in order to be always suddenly breaking

through thispain,-in order to réaliseitself. Pain, on

thé contrary, may subsist without interruption in one

pain, and be only removed through a graduai remis-

sion in tbis case,we have no consciousnessof pleas-
ure. It is the sudden,-the instantancous,removal

of the pain, which détermines ail that we can call a

veritable pleasure. We findourselvesconstantly im-

mersed,as it were,in an oceanofnamelesspains,which

we style disquietudesor desires,and the greater the

vigourof lifean individualis endowedwith, thé more

kcenly is he sensibleto the pain. Without being in
a state of det~rminatecorporealsuffering,the mind is

harassedby a multitude of obscureuneasinesses,and

it acts, without being compelledto act, for the mere

sake of changing its condition. Thus men run from

solitude to society,and from societyto solitude,with-
out havingmuchpreferenceforeitber, in ordermerely,

by the change of impressions,to obtain a suspension
of their pain. It is from this cause that so many
have becometired of their existence,and the greater
number of such melancholicsubjectshave beenurged
to the act of suicide in consequenceof the continuai

goading of pain,-of pain from which they foundno

other meansof escape."
CI

It is certainly the intention of Providence that,

by the alternation of pain, we shouldbe urged on to

activity. No one can nnd pleasure in the continuai

enjoymentof delights these soonpall upon us,-pall

upon us in fact the sooner,the more intensewastheir

enjoyment. There ia no permanent pleasure to be

a Cf.Any~o~, §60.–Eo.
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reaped except in labour alone. The picasure of toil

consists in a reaction against the pain to which we

shouldbe a victim,did we not exert a force to resist

it. Labour is irksome,labour bas its annoyances,but

thèse are fewer than thosewe should experiencewere
wewithout labour. Asman,therefore,mustseekcven

his recreation in toil itself, his life is at best one of

vexationand sorrow and as all his meansof dissipa-
tion afford no alleviation,he is left aiways in a state

of disquietude,which incessantlyurges him to escape
from the state in which he actually is." [This is the

doomof man,-to be born to sorrowas the sparks
fly upwards, and to eat his bread in the sweat of his

brow.]
Men think that it is ungrateful to the Creator to

say, that it is the design of Providence to keep us

in a state of constant pain but this. is a wise pro-
vision in order to urge human nature on to exertion.
Were our joys permanent, we sbouldnever leave the

state in which we are, we should never undertake

aught new. That life we may call happy, which is

furnished with all the means by which pain can be

overcome; we have in fact no other conception of

humanhappiness. Contentmentiswhena man thinks
of continuing in the state in which he is, and re-

nounces all means of pleasure but this disposition
we nnd in no man.

a

a ~oMc~hotde, p. 248 e<

pubUshed byStarke, 1831. This fa
not iNcladed in Kant's collected
works by RosenifraM and Schubert.

Cf.H~C~O~K, S 69. ~M'< vU.

part U. p. 144.–ED. (For further

historical notices of theories of the

Pleasurable. Me LoMiaB,Zt.cttoK, v.

~)<~C!).]

LECT.
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LECT.
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Cam'esand
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THEFeelingsbeing mere subjective states, involving
no cognitionor thought, and, consequently,no refer-

ence to any object, it follows,that they cannot be

classined by relation to aught beyond themselves.

The differencesin which we must found all divisions

of the Feelingsinto gêneraand species,mustbewholly

interna!,and must besoughtfor andfoundexclusively
in the states of Feeling themselves. Now,in consider-

ing thesestates, it appearsto me, that they admit of a

classificationin twodifferentpointsof view ;–wemay
consider thèse states either as Causes or as Effects.

As causes,they are viewedin relation to theirproduct,
-their product either of pleasure or of pain. As

effects, they are viewed as themselves products,-

products of the action of our different constitutive

functions. In the formerof thèse points of view, our

states of Feeling will be divided simplyinto the three

classes–1°, The Pleasurable 2", The Painful and,

3°, Thé partly Pleasurable partiy Painful,-without

consideringwhat kind of pleasure and what kind of

pain it is which they involve and here, it only be-

hovesus to inquire,-what are the generalconditions

wbich determine in a feeling one or other of these

THE FEELÏNGS.–APPLICATION OF THE THEORY OF

PLEASURE AND PAIN TO THE PH~ENOMEKA.

LECTURE XLIV.
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counter qualities. In the latter of these points of

view,our states of Feelingwill be dividedaccording
as the energy,of whichthey are concomitant,be that

of a powerof one kind or of another,-a distinction,
whichaffords a divisionof our pleasures and pains,
taken together into varioussorts. 1 shall take thèse

points of view in their order.

In the formerpoint of view,these feelingsare dis-

tributed simplyinto the Pleasurableand the Painfal
and it remains,on the theory 1 have proposed,to ex-

plain, in general, the causesof thèse oppositeaffec-

tions,withoutdescendingto their specialkinds. Now,
it bas been stated, that a feelingof pleasurc is ex-

perienced,whenany power is conscious!yexerted in

a suitable manner that is, when we are neither, on

the one hand, consciousof any restraint upon the

energy which it is disposed Rpontaneouslyto put
forth, nor, on the other, consciousof any effortin it,
to put forth an ainount of energy greater, either in

degree or in continuance, than what it is disposed

freelyto exert. In other words,we feel positiveplea-
sore, in proportion as our powers are exerciscd,but

not over-exercised we feel positive pain, in propor-
tion as they are compelledeither not to operate,or to

operate too much. AUpleasure,thus, arises&'omthe

free play of our facultiesand capacities all pain from

their compulsQryrepressionor compulsoryactivity.
The doctrinemeetswith uo contradictionfrom the

facts of actual life for the contradictionswhich,at

firat sight, thèseseemto offer,prove,whenexamined,
to be real confirmations. Thus it might be thought,
that the aversionfromexercise,-the love of idleness,
-in a word,the dolce far M~e,–is a proofthat the

inactivity, rather than the exertion, of our powers,is
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LECT.
XHV.

Thbnotas
n~ttonot
Mttvity,
but the

opposite.

Ennui-
what.

Ail occupa.
ttoneither

playor
labour.

the conditionof our pleasurablefeelings. Tbisobjec-
tion from a natural pronenesato inertion in man, is

superficial and tbe very examples on which it pro-
ceeds,refute it, and in refuting it, concur in estab-

lishingour theory of pleasureand pain. Now,is the

far niente,-is that doing nothing, in whichso many
find so sincerea gratification, in reality a negationof

activity, and not in truth itself an activity intense

and varied1 To do nothing in this sense, is simply
to do nothing irksome,–nothing dimcult,–nothing
fatiguing,-especially to do no outward work. But

is the mind internally, thé while, unoccupied and

inert ?1 This, on thé contrary, may be vividly alive,

-may be intently engaged in thé spontaneouaplay
of imagination; and so far, therefore, in this case,
frompleasure being the concomitantof inactivity,the

activity is, on the contrary, at once vigorous and

unimpeded and such, accordingly,as,on our theory,
wouldbe accompaniedby a high degreeof pleasure.

CI

Ennui is the state in whichwe find nothing on which

to exerciseour powers but ennui is a state of pain.
We must recollect,that ail energy, all occupation,is

either play or labour. In thé former, the energy ap-

pears as free or spontaneous in the latter, as eitber

compulsorilyput forth, or ita exertion so impeded by
difficulties,that it is only continued by a forced and

painful effort,in order to accomplishcertain ulterior

ends. Under certain circumstacces,indeed,play may
becomea labour,and labour may becomea play. A

play is, in fact, a labour,until we have acquired the

dexterity requisite to allow the faculties exerted to

operate with easo and, on the other hand, a labour

is said to becomea play,whena personbasby nature,
a [SecKrug,<e<c~Mo~M)~o<&f~M<Ae<tt,p.89,note.]
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or bas acquired by custom, such a facility in the
relative operations,as to energise at oncevigorously
and freely." In point of fact, as man by hia nature ia
determined to pursue happiness, (happiness is only
another name for a complement of pleasures),he is
determined to that spontaneousactivity of his facul-

ties, in which pleasure consists. Tho love of action

is, indeed,signalised,as a fact in human nature,by all
whobave mademan an object of observation,though
fewof themhavebeenableto explainits true rationale.

Thénecessityof action,"says SamuelJohnson,~"is
not onlydemonstrablefromthe fabricof the body,but
evident fromobservationof the universal practicepf
mankind,who,forthepréservationofhealtb,"(besbould
havesaid for pleasure), in thosewhoserank orwealth

exempts them from the necessityof lucrative labour,
have invented sports and diversions,wbich, though
not of equal use to the wor!dwith manual trades, are

yet of equal fatigue to those who practise them."

LECT.
XU\.
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It is finelyobserved by another eloquent philoso-

phera in accounting,on natural principles, for man's
loveof war:Every animalis madeto delight in the

exercise of his natural talents and forces the lion

and the tiger sport with the paw; the horsedelighta
to commit his mane to the wind, and forgets bis

pasture to try his speed in the field; the bull,even

beforehis brow is armed,and the lamb, while yet an

emblemof innocence,havea dispositionto strike with

the forehead,and anticipate in play the conBictsthey
are doomed to sustain. Man, too, is disposed to

opposition,and to employ the forces of his nature

a Cf.Krag,OMe~)K<Mit'<M!<tJff y AdamFefgaMn,&Myon<A<
~M<&«tt,g2t,pp.89,90.-En. Ff<<<M~e~Ct't~&wtt<y,parti.Mc-Aest/utik.121, pp. 89. 90.-En. Hi8Wr¡¡01Cira Society.J'8ft 1.sec.

j! Rambler.No.86.–Eo. tion<v.–En.

Adam Fer

guson.
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LECT.
XUV.

Pnley.

against an equal antagonist; he loves to bring hia

reason, his eloquence,his courage, even his bodily

strength, to the proof. His sports are frequentlyan

image of war sweat and bloodare freelyexpended
m play and fractures or death are often made to

terminate the pastime of idieness and festivity. He

was not made to live for ever,and even his loveof

amusementbas openeda way to the grave."
The young of all animais,"says Paley," "appear

to me to receive pleasuresimply from the exerciseof

their limbsand bodilyfaculties,without referenceto

any end to be attained, or any use to be answeredby
the exertion. A child, without knowinganything of

the useof language,is in a high degreedelightedwith

being able to speak. Its incessantrepetitionof a few

articulate sounds,or,perhaps,of the singlewordwhich
it bas learnt to pronounce,provesthis point clearly.
Nor is it less picasedwith its first successfulendeav-

ours to walk,or rather to run, (wbichprecedeswalk-

ing), although entirely ignorant of the importanceof

the attaiument to ita future life, and even without

applying it to any present purpose. A child is de-

lighted with speaking,without having anything to

say, and with walking,without knowingwhereto go.
And, prior to both these, I am disposed to believe,
that the wakinghours of infancy are agreeablytaken

up with the exerciseof vision,or perhaps, more pro-

perly speaking,with learning to see.

But it is not for youth alonethat the great Parent

of creationhath provided. Happiness is found with

the purring cat, no less than with the playful kitten
in the arm.chair of dozingage,aswell as in either the

sprightiiuess of the dance, or the animation of the

a ..Va~a<rA«)~y.~rJb,vol,iv.chap.xxvi.p.MC.
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chase. To novelty,to acutenessof sensation,to hope,
to ardeur of pursuit, succeeds,what M,in no incon-

siderabledegree,an equivalent for them ail, percep-
tion of ease.' Herein is the exact differencebetween

thé'young and the old. The young are not happy,
but whenenjoyingpleasure the old are happy,when

free frompain. And this constitution suits with the

degreesof animal power whichthey respectivelypos-
sesa. The vigour of youth was to be stimulated to

actionby impatienceof rest whiist to the imbecility
of age, quietness and reposebecomepositivegratifi-
cations. In one important respect,the advantage is

with the old. A state of ease is, generallyapeaking,
moreattainable than a state of pleasure. A constitu-

tion, therefore,which can enjoy ease,is preferableto

that which can taste only pleasure. This same per-

ceptionof ease oftentimesrendersold age a condition

of great comfort,especiallywhen riding at its anchor

nfter a busy or tempestuouslife."

A strongconnrmationof the doctrine,that all plea-
sure is a reflexof activity, and that the free energy
of every power is pleasurable, is derived from the

phaenomenapresented by those affectionswhich we

emphatically denominate the Painfnt. This fact is

too striking, from ita apparent inconsistency,not to

havesoonattracted attention

Nontantum Banctit!insh'nctfBlegibusurbef),

Tectaquedivitiis taxortosasuis
Mortatematliciunt paieraad apectaculavieam,

SedplacetanmoMaqnalidaterra eitu.

Oblectatpavoripse animum snNtgaudiacuris,
Et BtnpuiMejuvat, qnemdotutesepiget"

a

a VifjttntMCeMartnas[~oMM<atn &p<<M7~M<WMBt~trorxm 7~.

rtfyMtCzMt<n<,<7f&t!t<vitt. ~x<. fnM~<t.Atn<te!odami,apad Dan.Virgi»üCxmardsd,Urbaaivüt. pox& emrtta. èmatelodaml,apnd Don.

~iM-CM~M~t. Printed EbMVirinm,W8,p.<6e.–Eo.]
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LEor. Take,for example,in the nrst place, thé affectionof

Grief,–thé sorrowwe feel in the loaa of a bcloved

~mpanMobject. Is this affectionunaccompaniedwith plea-
pte*. 1 g~ this beiogthé case,that the plea.'

sure so greatly predominatesover the pain as to pro-
duce a mixcd emotion,which is far more pleasurable
tban any otherof which the woundedheart is suscep-

Kot)ce.tbytible. It is expresslystated by the younger Pliny, in
Pliny.

a passagewhichcommenceswith thèsewords Est

quaedametiam dolendi voluptaa,"&c. This has also

been frequently signalisedby the poets
o~). ThusOvid~

Fleque meoecasua eatqueedamflerevoluptas

Expletur tacrymisegeriturquedolor."

LacM. Thus Lucan~; of Cornelia after the murder of

Pompey
Caput(enJiobduxitamictu,

Decrevitquepati tenebras,puppisquecavernia

Delituit Mvumquearcte complexadolorem,
Perfraitur lactuymis,et amat pro conjugeluctum."

statiu~. Thus Statius

"Nemo vetat, satiaremaHs mgrumquedoloren)

Libertatedoma,jam Sendtexpletavoluptas."

Seneea. Thus Seneca,the tragedian
Mecror!acrymaaamat aaeuetM,
Flendi miaenadiïa cupidoest."

Petmrch. Thus Petrarch
Non omniaterm

Obruta vivit amor,vivit dolor ora negatur

Regiaconspicere,at Bereet meminimerelictumest"

a Lib. TiiLep. 16: "Est quedam y .MafM/Mt,ix. !08.-Ec.
etinm dolendiwhiptas preserthn < ~<xt; fi. L14.–ED.
si in amici sinn defteas,apad quem < 2%~M<M,L8C2.–ED.

lacrymistuls vel laus ait parata,vd f 2~M<.Ub.t~.&!rt<t~uh)t<MM7M<.
venh.ED. –ED.

C r~t<t, tv. iii. 37.–ED.
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ThusShenstone
Heu quanto minas est cum reliquisvenari, quam tui meminisse."

Finally, Lord Pembroke~

1wonidnotgireinydeadeonforthebestlivingeoninChristendom.'

In like manner,Fear is not simplypainful It is a

natural disposition has a tendencyto act; and therc

is,consequently,alongwith its essential pain,a certain

pleasure,as the reflexof its energy. This is finely

expressedby Akenside

The villagematron roundthe blazinghearth

Suspendsthe infant audiencewith her tales,

Breathingastonishment of witchingrhymes,
And evilspirita of the deathbedcall
Of himwhorobb'd the widow,and devouM
The orphan'Bportion; of unquiet Bouls

Rie'nfromthe graveto easethe heuvygui!t
Of deedsin life conceal'd;of ehapesthat watk
At dead of night and clank their ehaine,and wave
The torchof HeUatoond the mard'ret's bed.
At everysolemnpaose,the crowd recoil,

Ga~ingeachother apeechlese,and congeal'd
With ehiv'ringeighstiD, eagerfor th' event,
Around the beldameall erect they hang,
Each tremblicg heart with grateful terrotsquell'd."

In likc manner, Pity, which,being a aympatheticpity

passion,implies a participation in sorrow,is yet con-

fessedly agreeable. The poet oven accords to the

energy of this benevolent affectiona preferenceover

the enjoymentsof an exclusiveselfishness
Thébroadestmirtbanfeelingfollywears,
le not Msweetas virtue'avery teaM.

o Inscription on an )im. 8ee

Dodstey'a/)Men~<~Mt</<A<~«MOMM,
in Shenatone'8 <~M'J6s,(1777), vol. fi.

p. 807.-EO.

0 The anecdote la told ln <tsome.

what dtn'eKnt form of the Duhe of

Ormond. 8ee Carte'B ~<, b. vui.

Anno 1680. Hume, chap. bdx., tells

<'
Hence,6MUy,by night

LECT.
XLIV.
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quoted.

thestory.of theDukeofOrmond,but
Mtnthetext–ËD.

y ~~«MMret /M<<)M!<~CH,b. i.
266.-ED.

e Pope,~MtyMt~o)t, iv. 8!9. The
eonectKfMihtgoftheMcondUneis,–

LempttMia~farthmvtitae'everyt<ar«.
-ED.
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On the same principleMto beexplainedthe enjoy-
mentwhich men have in spectaclesof suffering,-in
the combats of animais and men, in executions, in

s tragedies,&c.a dispositionwhich not unfrequently
becomesan irrésistiblehabit,not only for individuals,
but for nations. Theexcitationof energeticemotions

painful in themselvesis,however,alsopleasurable. St
[ Austin affords curious examplesof this in his own

case,and in thut of his friend Alypius. Speakingof
himself in his C~K/M~M," he says:Theatrical

spectacleswere to me irrésistible,replete as they were
with the imagesof my own miserics,and the fuel of

my own fire. What is the causewhy a man chooses

to grieve at scènesof tragic suffering,whichhe would
havethe utmost aversionbimselfto endure? Andyet
the spectator wishes to derive grief from these; in

fact, the grief itself constituteshis pleasure. For he
is attracted to the theatre, not to succour,but only to

condole."

In another part of the same work,~ he gives the

followingaccountof his friendAJypius,whohad been

carried by his feUow-students,much against his in-

clination,to the amphitheatre,where there was to be
a combatof gladiators. At first, unable to regard the
atrociousspectacle,he closedhis eyes,but to give you
the result of the story in the words of St Austin,
"Abstulit inde secum. insaniam qua stimularetur

redire,non tantum cum illis a quibus prius abstrac-

tus est, sed etiam preeillis, et alios trahens."

1nowproceedto considerthe GêneraiCauseswhich

contribute to raise or to lowerthe intensityof our en-

ergies,and,consequently,to determinethe correspond-

Lib.ULcap. S.–En. [SeeParchet,My<&<t,part tti. g :iL
OM~nMM,Ub.vi.mp. S.-Eo. c. v. 7)MM;<<.Phil., ti!. p. 416.]
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ing degreeof pleasureor pain. Thèsemaybereduced

to Four: for an object rouses the activity of our

powers, l", In proportion as it ia New or Unex-

pected 2*, In proportion as it stands in a relation

of Contrast 3°, In proportionas it stands m a rela-

tion of Harmony; and, 4",In proportionas it is Asso-

ciated with more,or moremteresting objecta.
I. The principle on which Novelty détermines a

higher energy, and, consequently,a higher feelingof

pleasure, is twofold and of these the one may bo

called the Subjective,the other the Objective.
In a subjective relation,-the new is pleasurable,

inasmuchas this supposesthat the mindis determined

to a mode of action, either from inactivity, or from

another state of energy. In the formercase,energy,

(the conditionof pleasure),is caused in the latter, a.

changeof energyis afforded,whichis al8opleasurable;
for powers energise less vigorouslyin proportionto

the continuanceof thé same exertion,consequently,a

newactivity beingdetermined,this replacesa strained

or expiring exercise,that is, it replacesa painful, in-

dinerent, or unpleasurablefeeling,by one of compa-

ratively vivid enjoyment. Hence all that the poets,
from Homerdownward,have said of the satiety con-

sequent,on our enjoyments, and of the cbarms of

varietyand change but if 1 beganto givequotations
on these heads there wouldbe no end. In an objec-
tive relation,-a novel object is pleasing,because it

affordsa gratificationto our desireof knowledge; for

to learn, as Aristotle bas observed,"is to man natu-

rally pleasing. But the old is alreadyknown,–it bas

been learned,-has been referred to ita place, and,

therefore,no longer occupiesthe cognitiv~faculties

a~Mf<LU,21 iiLYO,2.-ED.
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whereas,the new,as new,is atill unknown,and rouses

to cnergy the powers by which it is to be brought
within the system of onr knowledge.

II. Thesecondgeneral principleis Contrast. Con-

trast operatesin two ways for it has the effect both

of enhancingthe real or absoluteintensityof a feeling,

and of enhancing the apparent or relative. As an

instance of the former, the unkindness of a person
fromwhomweexpect kindness,rousesto a far higher

pitch the emotions consequenton injury. As an in-

stance of the latter, the pleasure of eating appears

proportionallygreat whenit is immediatelyconnected

and contrasted with the removalof the pangsof hun-

ger. It Mon this principle, that the recollectionof

our past sufferingis agreeable, haecolimmeminisse

juvabit." To the same purport Seneca,~tho trage-

dian

"QnMfuit Jtircm pati
McminisMdulce est."

Cowley.

Southetn.

And Cowley

ThmgswhichoffeBd,when present,and affright,
In memory,well painted,movedelight"

Whereaathe remembranceof a formerhappmessooly

augmenta the feelingof a present misery.

"CouMIib~
What 1 bavebeen,î miRhtthe better bea

What ï amdestin'd to. l'm not the &Mt
That hâve beenwtetehed but to think howmuch

I havebeenhappier."d

It is, Hkewtae,on this principle,that whateverrecalls

e VifgU,~'<Mt'L209.–Ep. «M.–Eï).
S ~Mt<&<~tfeM, act Ui.666.– <Sonthem,~tttOM~~««~y, Mt

En. H.
(MeuponAil Jtft~Miy't&itent-
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us to a vividconseiousnessof ourowh felicity,by con-

trasting it with the wretchednessof others, is, though
not unaccompaniedwith aympatheticpain, still pre-
dominantly pleasurable. Hence, in part, but in part
only, the enjoymentwe feel from ail represectationa
of ideal suffering. Hence,also in part, oventhe plea-
sure wehave in witnessingreal suffering

Suave,marimagnoturt)antibuBœquoraventia,

But on this, and other subjects, 1 can only touch.

III. The third generalprincipleonwhichourpowers
are rousedto a perfect and pleasurable,or to an im-

perfectand painfulenergy,is the relationof Harmony,
or Discord,in whichone coexistentactivity stands to

another.

It ia sufficientmerely to indicate this principle,for

its influenceis manifest. At differenttimes, weexist

in dînèrent complexstates of feeling,and these states

are made up of a numberof constituent thoughts and

affections. At one time,-say during a sacred solem-

nity,-we are in a very differentframe of mind from

what weare at another,-say during the representa-
tion of a comedy. Now,then, in sucha state ofmind,
if anything occursto awaken to activity a powerpre-

viouslyunoccupied,or to occupy a power previously
in energyin a differentmanner,this newmodeof acti-

vity is either of the samegeneral character and tend-

encywith the otherconstituentelementsofthecomplex
atate, or it is not. In the formercase,the newenergy

E terra magnumatteriuespectarelaborem
Non quia vexariquemquamestjuennda voluptM,
Sed quibus ipsemalis CMeaa,quia cerneresuaveeet.
Suaveetiam belli certaminamagnataeri
Per camposimatructa,tua smeparte peric!i."

a LncrettM,iL l.-En.
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chimesin with the old eachoperateswithout impedi-
ment fromthe other,and the general harmonyof feel-

ing is not violated in the latter case,the newenergy

jars with the old, and eachseverallycounteracts and

impedes the other. Thus, in the sacred solemnity,
and whenour mindsare brought to a state of serious

contemplation,everythingthat operatesm unisonwith

that state,–say a piousdiscoursc,or astrain ofsolemn

music, will hâve a greater effect, because all the

powers whichare thus determinedto exertion,go to

coostitute onetotal complementof harmoniousenergy.
But supposethat, insteadof the piouadiscourseor the

strain of solemnmusic,weare treated to a merrytune
or a witty address;–thèse, though at another season

they might afford us considerablepleasure, would,
under the circumstances,cause only pain because
the energiesthey elicited,wouldbe impededby those
others with which the mind was already engrossed,
while those others would,in like manner,be impeded
by them. But, as we hâve seen,pleasureis the con-
comitant of unimpededenergy.

IV. The fourth and last generalpriucipleby which
the activity of our powers is determined to pleasur-
able or painful activity, is Association. With the
nature and influenceof associationyou are familiar,
and are awarethat, a determinateobjectbeingpresent
in consciousnesswith its proper thought, feeling,or

désire,it is not present, isolated and alonc, but may
draw after it the representationof other objects,with
their respectivefeelingàand desires.

Now it is evident, in the nrst place,tbat oneobject,
consideredsimplyand in itself,will be more pleasing
than another, in proportionas it, of its propernature,
détermines the exertionof a greater amount of free
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energy. But,in tho secondplace,the amount of free

energywhichan objectmayitselfelicit,is small,when

compared to the amount that may be elicitedby ita

train of associated representations. Thus, it is evi-

dent, that the objectwhich in itself would otherwise

be pleasing,may, through the accidentofassociation,
be the occasionof pain and, on the contrary,that an

object naturally indiffcrent or even painful may, by
the samecontingency,be productiveof pleasure.

This principleof Associationaccounts for a great
many of the phœnomenaof our intellectual pleasures
and pains; but it is far fromaccounting for every-

thing. In fact, it supposes, as its condition, that

there are pains and pleasures not founded on Asso-

ciation. Associationis a principle of pleasure and

pain, only as it is a principle of energy of one char-

acter or another; and the attempts that hâve been

made to resolve all our mental pleasuresand pains
into Association,are guilty of a twofold vice. For,
in the first place, they converta partial into an ex-

clusive law; and, in the second,they elevatea sub-

ordinate into a supreme principle. The influenceof

Association,by whichMr Alison**and Lord Jenrey,~

among others,have attempted to explain the whole

phœnomenaof our intellectual pleasures,was more

properly,1 think, appreciatedby Hutcheson,-a phi-

losopherwhoseworksare deservingof moreattention i
than bas latterly been paid to them. We shall see 1

hereafter,"he says, and Aristotle said the samething, é

that associationsof ideas makeobjectapleasant and

delightfui, which are not naturally apt to give any
such pleasures; and, in thé same way, the casual

e Seehis.EtM~o!t!'<M<<.Cth SeeJ?tMyeh'~<~tOBWïaHMtea,
.edit Edinbnr~,1826.–Ec. art.~Mt«y,7thedit.,p.487.–En.
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LECT.
XLIV. conjunctionof ideas may give a disgust where there

is nothing disagreeablein the form itself And thia

is the occasionof many iaDtasticaversionsto figures
of some animais, and to some other fbnns. Thus

swine,serpentsof ail kinds, and some insecta really
beautifulenough,are beheld with aversion,by many

peoplewho have got someaccidental ideas associated

witb them: And for distantesof this kind no other

account can be given."

a /!t~Kt'r~ ttt<ethe Origin </ our t. SMt. vi., 4th edition, p. 73.-

Ideas < FMM<yand ~7-<t«, treatlse Eo.
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HAVINGthus terminated the consideration of the

Feelings considered as Causes,–causes of Pleasure

and Pain,-I proceed to consider them as Effects,
–as products of the action of our differentpowers.
Now,it is evident, that, sinceall Feelingis the state

in wbich we are consciousof someof the energiesor

proccssesof life,as these energies or proccssesdiffer,
so will the correlativefeelings. In a word,there will

be as many digèrent ieelings as there are distinct

modesof mental activity. In the Lecture in which

I commencedthe discussionof the Feelings, 1 stated

to you variousdistributions of thèse states by differ-

ent philosophera.
cs To these 1 do not think it neces-

sary again to recur, and shall simply state to you the

groundsof the division1 shall adopt.
As the Feelings,then, are not primitive and indc-

pendent states, but merely states which accompany
the exertion of our faculties,or thé excitation of our

capacities,they must, as 1 have said, take their differ-

ences from the differencesof the powerswhich they
attend. Now,thoughall consciousncssand all feeling
be only mental, and, conscquently,to say that any

feeling is corporeal,would,in one point of view, be

inaccurate,atill it is manifestthat there is a consider-

e Seeabove,Lect.:di.,vol.ILp.420.-ED.
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able number of mental functions, cognitive as well

as appetent, clearly marked out as in proximate re-

lation to the body and to these functionswegive
thé nameof Sensitive,Sensible,&?MMO!M,or Sensual.

Now, the feelings which accompanythe exertionof

thèseSensitive or Corporeal Powers,whether cogni-
tive or appetent, will constitute a distinct class,and

to these we may, with great propriety,give the name

of Sensations; whereas,on the Feelingswhichaccom-

pany the energiesof ail our higher powersof mind,
we may, with equal propriety, bestow the name of

Sentiments. The first grand distributionof our feel-

ings will,therefore,be into the Sensations,-that is,
the Sensitive or Extemal Peelings and into the

Sentiments,–that is, the Mental or Internal Feelinga.
Ofthèse in their order.

I. Of the Sensations.-The Sensationsmay be di-

vided into two classes. The first classwill contain

those which accompanyour perceptionsthrough the

five determinate senses, of Touch, Taste, Smell,

Hearing,and Sight,-the <Se~tM~a:tM. The second

class will comprise those sensationswhich are in-

cluded under what bas beencalled the C~MBS<A<MM
or <S~~M0[M?!?K!<MM, Common <S'eMM,–F~
<Sc?M~<SeMMMFa~MS.–auchas the feelingsof Heat
and Cold, of Sbuddering, the feeling of Healtb, of

Muscular Tension and Lassitude, of Hunger and

Thirst, the ViscéralSensations,&c.,&c.cs

In regard to the determinate senses,each of these

organs bas ita specinc action, and its appropriate
pleasureand pain for there is a pleasureexperienced
in each of these,when an object is presentedwbich
determinesit to suitable activity and a pain or dis*

a Secabuve,Leetxxvti.,voLil.p.H7.–Ec.
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satisfaction experienced,when the energy elicited is

either inordinately vehement or too remiss. Thia

pleasureand pain, which is that alone belonging to

the action of the living organ,and which,therefore,

may be styledorganic, wemust distinguishfrom that

higherfeeling,which,perhaps,results from the exer-

ciseof Imaginationand Intellect uponthe phœnomena
deliveredby the senses. Thus, 1 would call organic
the pleasurewe feel in the perceptionof greenor blue,
and the pain we feel in the perceptionof a dazzling
white but 1 would be, perhaps,disposed to refer to

someother powerthan thé External Sense,the enjoy-
ment we experience in the harmonyof colours,and

certainly that which we find in thé proportions of

figure. The same observation applies to Hearing.
I would call organic the pleasurewe bave in single
sounds whereaathe satisfactionwe receivefrom the

harmony,and, still more,from the melodyof tones,
seemsto require a bigher faculty. This,however,is

a very obscure and difficult problem but, in what-

ever manner it be determined,the Aristotelic theory
of pleasure and pain is atill the only one whichcan

accountfor the phœnomena. Limiting,however,the

organicpleasureof whicha sense is capable,to that

fromtbe activity determined in it by its elementary

ohjects,–this will be competent to overy sense,but

in very differentdegreee. In treating of the Cogni-
tive Powers,1 formerlynoticed that in ail the senses

wecoulddiscriminate two pbcenomena,–thé pheeno-
menonof PerceptionProper, and the pheenomenonof

SensationProper.
cs

By perception is understoodtbe

objective relation of the sense,that is; the informa-

tion obtained through it of the qualities of external

eSeeabove,Leet.JHti?.,voLiLp.98.–ED.
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existencesin their action on the organ; by M/MC[<t'oM

is understood tho subjective relation of the sense,
that is, our consciousnessof the affectionof the organ
itself,as acted on,–as aSectedby an object 1 stated

that these phœnomenawere in an inverse ratio to

each other,-that is, the greater the perception the

less always the sensation, the greater the sensation

the less always the perception. 1 further observed,

that, of thé senses,some were more objective, others
more subjective;-that in some the phaenomenonof

perception predominated,in others the pheenomenon
of sensation that is, somegave us much information

in regard to the qualities of their object and little

in regard to their own affectionin the act; whoreas

the informationwe received from others, was almost

limited exclusively to their own modification,when

at work. Thus the two higher senses of Sight and

Hearing might be consideredas pre-eminentlyobjec-
tive, the two lower sensesof Taste and Smell might
be consideredas pre-eminently subjective while thé

senseof Touchmight be viewed as that in which the

two phsenomenaare, as it were,in <~Mî~~o. Now,

according to this doctrine, we ought to find the

organicpleasure and pain in the two higher sensés

comparativelyfeeble,in the two lower,comparatively
strong. And so it is. The satisfactionor dissatisfac-

tion we receivefrom certainsinglecoloursand certain

single sounds,in determining thé organsof Sight and

Hearing to perfect or imperfect activity, is small in

proportion to the pleasure or the displeasurewe are

conscious of from the application of certain single

objects to the organsof Taste and Smell.
So far we may safelygo. But when it is required

of us to explain,particularly and in détail, why the
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rose, for example, produces this sensation of smell,

assafœtida that other, and soforth,and to say in what

peculiar action doea the perfect or pleasurable,and

the imperfector painful, activity of an organ consist,
we muât at onceprofesaour ignorance. But it ia thé

samowith all our attempts at explaining any of thé

ultimate phaenomenaof creation. In general,wemay
account for much in detail, we can rarely account

for anything; for we soonremount to facts whichlit

beyondour powersof analysisand observation.

AUthat wecan say in explanationof the agreeablc
in sensation is, that, on the general analogy of ou!

being, when the impression of an object on a sénat

is in harmony with its amount of power, and thus

allowsit the conditionof apriogingto full spontaneou:

energy,the result is pleasure whereas,when the im-

pressionis out of harmonywith the amount of power,
and thus either represses it or stimulates it to over.

activity, the result is pain.
The same explanation,drawn from the observation

of the phsenomenawithin our reach, must be applied
to the sensationswhichbelong to the Vital Sensé,but

in regard to these it is not necessaryto say anything
in détail.

II. The Mental or Internal Feelings,-the Senti-

menta,-may be divided into Contemplative and

PracticaL The former are the concomitants of oui

CognitivePowers,the latter of our Powersof Cona-

tion. Of these in their order.

The ContemplativeFeelings are again distributed

into two classes,–into those of the SubsidiaryFacul-

ties, and those of the Elaborative; and the Feel'

ings accompanying the subsidiary faculties may bt

again subdivided into those of Self-Consciousnesso!
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1

a

Internal Perception,and icto thoseof Imagination,–

7~Mt~nc[<«Mtbeing hère employedto comprehendits

relative faculty, the faculty of Reproduction. Of

tbese in their order; and first of the Feelingaor Sen-

timents attending the faculty of Renex Perceptionor

Se!f-Consciousness.

By.thiB faculty we becomeaware of our interna!

states that is, in other words,that we live. Nowwe

are consciousof our life only as we are consciousof
our activity, and weare consciousof activity only as

weare consciousof a changeof state,-for ail activity
is the goingout of one state into another; while,at

the same time,we are only consciouaof onestate by
contrast to, or as discriminated from, a preceding.
Nowpleasure,we have also seen,is the consciousness

of a vigorous and unimpeded energy pain, the con-

sciousnMsof repressedor impededtendencyto action.

This being the case,if therebe nothingwhichpresents
to our faculties the objectaon which they may exert

their activity, in other words,if there be no cause

wherebyour actual state may be made to pass into

another, there results a peculiar irksome feelingof a
want of excitement,which we denominatetedium or

e~MM!.This feeling is like that of being unable to

die, and not being allowed to live and sometimes

becomeaso oppressive that it leads to suicide or

madness.

The pain we experiencein the feelingof Tedium,
anses from the feeling of a repressed tendency to

action and it is intense in proportionas this feeling
is livelyand vigorous. An inability to thought is a

Mcurltyagainst this feeling,and, therefore,tedium ia

far less felt by the uncultivated than by the educated.

Themorevariedthe objectspresentedto our thought,

<

1
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-the morevaried and vivaciousour activity, the in-

tenser will be our consciousnessof living, and the

morerapidly will the time appear to fly. But when

we look back upon the seriesof thoughts,with which

our mind was occupiedthe while,we marvel at the

apparent length of its duration. Thus it is that, in

travelling, a month seemsto pass more rapidly than

a week;but cast a retrospectupon whatbas occurred,
and occupiedour attention during the interval,and

the month appears to lengthen to a year. Hence we

explainwhy wc call our easy occupationapaatimes;
and why play is ao engagingwhenit is at all deep.
Gameaof hazard determinea continuaichange,-now
we hope,and now we fear while in gamesof skill,
we experiencealso the pleaaurewhicharisesfrom the

activity of the understanding,in carryingthroughour

own, and in frustrating the plan of our antagonist.
AUthat relievestedium, by affordinga changeand

an easy exercise for our thoughts, causes pleasure.
The best cure of tedium ia some occupationwhich,

by concentrating our attention on external objects,
shall divert it from a retortion on ouraelves. AU

occupation is either labour or play labour whcn

there is some end ulteriorto the activity, play when

the activity is for its own sako alone. In both, how-

ever, there must be ever and anon a changeofobject,
or both will soongrow tiresome. Labour is thus the

best preventiveof tedium, for it bas an extemal mo-

tive whichholds us steadfast to the work; while after

the completionof our task, the feeling of repose,as

the change from the feelingof a coaatrainedto that
of a spontaneous state, affords a ~vid and peculiar

pleasure. Labour must alternate with repose,or wc

shall never knowwhat is the true enjoyment of life.
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Thus it appcars that a uniform continuity in our

internai states is painful, and that pleasure is the

resuit of their commutation. It is, however, to be

observed,that the change of our perceptions and

tbonghtsto be pleasing muât not be too rapid for

asthe intervals, whentoo long, producethe feelingof

Tediuni,so, whentoo short, they causethat of Giddi-

ness or Vertigo. The too rapid passing,for example,
of visible objects or of tones before the Senses, of

images before the Phantasy, of thoughts before the

Understanding, occasionsthe disagreeablefeelingof

confusion or stupéfaction,which, in individuals of

very sensitive tempérament, results in Nausea,-
Sickness.

CI

1 proceed now to the Spéculative Feelings which

raccompany the energies of Imagination. It has al-

ready been frequently stated, that whatever affords

to a power the mean of full spontaneousenergy is a

causeof pleasure and that whatevereither represses
the free exertion of a power, or stimulates it into

strained activity, is the causeof pain.
1 shall now apply this law to the Imagination.

Whatever,in general, facilitates the play of the Ima-

gination is felt as pleasing; whateverrenders it more

dimcultis ieit as displeasing. And this appliesequally
to Imagination consideredas merely reproductive of

the objects presented by sense or as combiningthese

in the phantastic forms of its own productive, or

rather plastic, activity. Considering the Phantasy

merelyas reproductive,we are pleasedwith the por-
trait of a personwhose face weknow, if like, because

it enables us to recall the features into consciousness

easily and freely and we are displeasedwith it if

a SeeMarcMHeM,~~r<&x&AtM'MA/,1791.
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unlike,becauseit not only doesnot assiat,but thwarts
us in our endeavourto recall them whileafter thia
has been accomplished,we are stiU fartber pained by
the disharmony wo experience between the portrait
on the canvass and the représentation in our own

imagination. A short and characteristic description
of things which we have aeen, pîeases us, because,
without exacting a protracted effortof attention, and

through a fewstriking traits, it enables the imagina-
tion to place the objects vividly before it. On the
same principle,whatever facilitates the reproduction
of the objectawhieh have been consignedto memory,
is pleasurable asforexample,resemblances,contrasta,
other associationswith the passing thought, metre,

LECT.
XLV.

rhyme, symmetry, appropriate désignations,&c. To
realisean act of imagination,it is necessarytbat we

grasp up,–that we comprehend, tbe manifold as a

single whole an object, therefore, which does not
aUowitself, without diniculty, to be thus represented
in unity, occasionspain; whereasan objectwhich cac

easily be recalled to system, is the causeof pleasure.
The former is the case when the objectis too large or
too complexto be perceivedat once when the parts
are not prominent enough to be distinctly impressed

upon the memory. Order and symmetryfacilitate
the acts of Reproduction and Représentation, and,

consequently,afford us a proportional gratincation.
But, on the other hand, as pleasure is in proportion
to the amount of free energy, an objectwhich gives
no impedimentto the comprehensiveenergy of Ima-

gination, may not be pleasurable,if it be so simple
as not to afford to this faculty a sunicient exer-

cise. Hence it is, that not variety alone, and not

unity alone,but variety combined with unity, is that
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quality in objecta,whichwe emphaticallydenominate

beautiful.
As to what is called the Productive or Creative

Imagination,–thia is dependent for its materialson

the Senses and on the Reproductive Imagination.
The Imagination produces, the Imagination creates,

nothing; it only rearrangesparts,-it only builds up
old materialsinto new forms; and in referenceto this

act, it ought,therefore,to be called,not the productive
or creative,but thep/oM<o. Nowthis reconstruction

of materialsby the Plastic Imaginationis twofold;for
it eithor arranges them in one représentation,or in a

seriesof représentations. Of the pleasurewe receive

fromsinglerepresentations,1 bave alreadyspoken it,

therefore,only remains to consider the enjoymentwe
find in the activity of imagination,in so far as this is
cxcited in concatenatinga series of representations.
I do not at present speak of any pleasure or pain
whichthe contentsof these concatenatedrepresenta-
tions may produce thèse are not feelingsof imagi-
nation, but of appetencyor conation 1 bave here

cxclusivelyin viewthe feelingswhichaccompanythe

facilitated,or impeded,energy of this functionof the

phantasy. Now it ia manifest that a seriesof repre-
sentations are pleasing:–1°, In proportion as they
severallycall up in us a more varied and harmonious

image; and, 2°, In proportion as they stand to each
othcr in a logical dependence. This latter is, how-

ever, a condition not of the Imagination,but of the

Understanding or Elaborative Faculty; and, there-

fore, beforespeaking of those feelings which accom-

pany the joint energies of thèse faculties,it will be

proper to consider those which arise from thé opera-
aSeeeboTe,Lect.Mtti.,ïc).JLp.262.–ED.
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tiens of tho Understandingby itse!f~ To thèse,there-

fore, 1now pass on.
The functionof the Understandingmay,in general,

be said to bestowon the cognitionswhichit elaborates,
tbe greatest possible compass, (comprehensionand

extension),the greatestpossibleclearnessand distinct-

ness, the greatest possible certainty and systematic
order; and in as much as we approximate to thé

accomplishmentof thèseends,weexperiencepleasare,
in as muchaswemeetwithhindrancesinour attempts,
we experiencepain. The tcndency, the desire we

bave, to amplifythe limitaof our knowledge,is one of

the strongestprinciplesof human nature. To learn

is thus pleasurable to be frustrated in our attempted

knowledge,painful.

Obscurity and confusionin our cognitionswe feel

as disagreeable whereastheir clearnessand distinct-

ness afford us sincere gratification. We are pained

by a hazy and perplexed discourse; but rejoice in

one perspicuousand profound. Hence tho pleasure
we experiencein having the cognitionswe possessed
but darkling and confused, explicated into life and

order; and, on this account, thcre is hardly a more

pleasingobject than a tabular conspectusof any com-

plex whole. We are soothed by the solution of a

riddie and the wit which, like a flashof lightning,
discoverssimilarities between objectswhich seemed

contradictory,affordsa still intenser enjoyment.
Our cognitionsmay be divided into two classes,-

the Empiricalor Historical,and the Rational. In the

former,weonly apprehendthe fact that they are in

the latter, we comprehendthe reasonwhy theyare.
The Understanding, therefore, does not for each

demand the samc kind or degreeof knowledge but
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in each, if its demand be successfui,we are pleaaed
if onsuccessfu!,weare chagrined.

From the tendencyof men towardsknowledgeand

certainty, there arises a peculiar feeling which is

commonlycalled the Feelingor Sentiment of Trutb,

but might be more correctly styled tbe Feeling or

Sentiment of Conviction. For we muât not mistake

this'feeling for the faculty by which we discriminate

truth from error this feeling,as merely subjective,
can determine nothing in regard to truth and error,

which are, on the contrary,of an objective relation

and there are found as many examplesof men who

hâve died the confessorsof an error they mistook for

truth, as of men who hâve laid down their lives in

testimonyof the real truth. Every opinion,"says

Montaigne," is strong enoughto hâve had ita mar-

tyrs." Be this, however, as it may, the feeling of

conviction is a pleasurablesentiment,becauseit ac-

companiesthe consciousnessof an unimpededenergy
whereas the counter-feeling,-that of doubt or un-

certainty, is a painful sentiment, becauseit attends a

conaciousnessofa thwarted activity. Theuneasyfeel-

ing which is thus the concomitant of doubt, is a

powerfulstimulus to the extensionand perfecting of

our knowledge.
The multitude,-the multifariouscharacter, of the

objectspresented to our observation,stands in signal
contrast with the very limited capacity of the human

intellect. Thisdisproportionconstrainsus to classify
that is, by a comparisonof the objects of sense to

reduce these to notions; on these primarynotions we

repeat the comparison,and thus carry them up into

higher, and thèse higher into highest,notions. This

e BM<!&,Uv.t.eh.Td.–ED.
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procesa is performedby that function of the Undcr-

standing,whichapprehenderesemblances and hence

originate<;pectMand genera in ail their gradations.
In tbis detectionof the similaritiesbetweendifferent

objecta,an energy of the understanding is fully and

ireely exerted and hencereaultsa pleasure. But asin

these classes,–thèse général notions,the knowledge
of individual existences loses in precisionand com-

pleteness,weagain endeavour to find out differences
in the things which stand under a notion, to the end

that we may be able to specify and individualise

them. Thiscounter-processis performedby that fune-

tion of the Understanding, wbichapprehendsdissimi-

latities between resembling objects, and in the full
and freeexertion of this energy there is a feeling of

pleasure.
The Intellect further tends to reduce the piecemeal

and fragmentary cognitionsit poasessea,to a system-
atic whole, in other words, to elevate them to a

Science hence the pleasure we derive from all that
enablesus with easeand rapidity to survey the rela-
tion of complexparts, as constituting the membersof
one organicwhole.

The Intellect, from the necessityit bas of thinking
everything as the resultof somehigher reason,is thus

determinedto attempt the deduction of every object
of cognition froma simpleprinciple. When, there-

fore, we succeedor seemto succeedin the discovery
of such a principle,we feel a pleasure as we feel a

pain, when the intellect is frustrated in this en-

deavour.

To the feelingsof pleasurewhich are afforded by
the unimpededenergiesof the Understanding,belongs,
likewise,the gratificationwe find in tbe appréhension
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of external or internai adaptation of Meanato Ends.

Humanintelligenceis naturallydeterminedto propose
to itself an end and, in the considerationof objecta,
it thus necessarilythinks them nnder this relation.

If an object,viewedas a mean,be fitted to effect its

end, this end is either an external, that is, one which

lies beyondthe thing itself, in somoother existence
or an interna!, that is, one whiehlies within the thing
itself,and consummatesita owne&istence. If the end

be external, an object suited to accomplishit is said

to be Mc/M~.If, again, the end be internal, and aU

the parts of the objectbe viewed in relation to their

wholeas to their end,an object,as suitedto eccot this

end, is said to be pf~c<. If, therefore,we considcr

an object in referenceeither to an external or to an

internai end, and if this objectbe rccogtuscdto fulfil

the conditionswhich thia relation implies,the act of

thought in whichthis isaccomplishedis anunimpeded,
and, consequently,pleasurable, energy whereas the

act of cognisingthat these conditions are awanting,
and the object thereforeill adapted to its end, is a

thwarted, and thereforea painful,energyof thought.
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LECTURE XLVI.

THE PEELINGS.–TBE!R CLASSES.–THE BEAUTIFUL

AND SUBLIME.

AFTERterminatMgthé considerationof the Feelings
viewed as Causes,causes of Pleasure and Pain, we

entered, in our last Lecture, on their discussion re-

garded as Enects,–enects of the various processesof

consciouslife. In this latter relation, 1 dividedthem

into two great classes,–thé Sensationsand the Senti-

ments. The Sensationsarethosefeelingswhichaccom-

pany the vital processesmore immediatelyconnected

with the corporealorganism. TheSentimentsare thoso

feelingswbichaccompanythe mentalprocesses,whicb,
if not whollyinorganic,are at leaat less immediately

dependent on the conditionsof the nervous system.
The Sensations1 again subdividcdinto two orders,–
into thosewhichaccompanythe action of the fiveDe-

terminateSensés,and into thosewhichaccompany,or,
in fact constitute thé manifestationsof the Indeter-

minate or Vital Sense. After a sligbt consideration

of the Sensations, 1 passed on to the Sentiments.

Thèse also subdividedinto two orders,accordingas

they accompanythe energiesof the Cognitive,or the

energiesof the Conative,Powers. The formerof these
1 calledthe Contemplative,-the latter, thé Practical

Feelings or Sentiments. Taking the former,-the

Contemplative,-into discussion,1further subdivided

LECT.
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these into two classes,accordingas they are the con-

comitantsof the loweror Subsidiary,or of the higher
or Elaborative,Faculty of Coguition. Thesentiments

which accompanythe lower or SubsidiaryFaculties,

by a final subdivision,I distributed into those of the

Faculty of Self-consciousnessand into those of the

Imagination,-referring to the Imagination the rela-

tive faculty of Reproduction. 1 ought also to have

observed,that, as the Imagination alwaysco-operates
in ëvcry act of complex perception,and, in fact, be-

stowaon such a cognition ita whole unity, under the

Feelings of Imagination (or of Imagination and the

Understanding in conjunction)wouldiaJl to be consi-
dered those sentiments of pleasurewhich,in the per-
ceptionsof sense.wereceivefrom the relationsof the

objectapresented. Underthe Feelingsconnectedwith
the Energies of the Elaborative Faculty or Under-

standing, 1 comprehendedthose which arise from the

gratification of the Regulative Faculty,–Reason or

Intelligence,–because it is only through the opera-
tions of the former that the lawa of the latter are
carried into effect. In relation to Feelings,the two
faculties may, therefore,be regarded as one. 1 then

proceededto treat of the severalkinds of Contempla-
tive Feeling in détail, and, before the conclusionof
the Lecture, had run rapidly through those of Self-

conseiousness,those of Imagination, consideredapart
from the Underatanding, and those of the Under-

standing, considered apart from Imagination. We

have now, therefore,in the first place, to considerthe

feelingswhich arise from the acta of Imaginationand

Understanding in conjunction.
The feelings of satisfactionwhich result from the

joint energy of the Understandingand Phantasy, are
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principally those of Beauty and Sublimity and thé

judgments which pronouncean object to be sublime,

beautiful,&o.,are called,by a metaphohcalexpression,

Judgments of 7<M<e.These hâve also been styled

~~<~<M!c~JMc~~M<a;and the term <p~Ae<ïca~bas

now,especiaUyamong the philosopheraof Germany,

nearly superseded the term <<M<e.Both terms are

unsatisfactory.
The gratificationwe feel in the beautiful, the sub-

lime, the picturesque, &c., is purely contemplative,
that is, the feelingof pleasurewhich we then experi-
ence,arises solelyfromthe considerationof the object,
and altogetherapart from any desireof,or satisfaction

in, its possession. In the followingobservations,it is

almostneedlesstoobserve,that 1can make noattempt
at morethan a simple indication of the ongin of the

pleasure we derive from the contemplation of those

objects,which, from the character of the feelingathey

determine,are called beautiful, sublime,&c.

LECT.
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In relation to the Beautiful,this bas been diatin-

guishedinto the Free orAbsolute,and into thé Depen-
dent or Relative." In the formercase,it is not neces-
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sary to hâve a notion of what the objectought to be,
beforewe pronounceit beautiful or not in tho lat-

ter case,auch a previousnotion is required. Flowers,

shells,arabesques,&c.,are freelyor absolutelybeauti-

ful. Wejudge, for example,a flowerto bebeautiful,

thoughunawareof its destination,and thatit contains

a complexapparatus of organsall admirablyadapted
to the propagationof the plant. When we are made

cognisant of this, we obtain, indeed, an additional

gratification,but one whollydifferentfromthat which

weexperiencein the contemplationof the floweritself,

a SeeHotcheson,7n~fy,treatisei.secte.2,<Eo.
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apart from all considerationof its adaptations. A

house,a pillar, a piece of furniture, are depcndently
or relatively beautiful for here the object is judged
beautifulby referenceto a certainend, forthe sakeof

which it exista. This distinction,whichis taken by
Kant" and others,appearsto me unsound. For Re!a*

tivoBeautyisonlytheconfusionoftwoelements,which

ought to have been kept distinct. There is nodoubt,
1 think, that certain objecta pleaseus directly and of

themselves,tbat is, no reference being had to aught

beyond the formitself whichtheyexhibit. Thèseare

things of themselvesbeautiful. Other things, again,

pleaseus notdirectlyand of themselves that is, their

form presentsnothing, the cognitionof which results

in an agreeablefeeling. But thèse same things may

please indirectly and by relation; that is, when we

are informedthat they have a purpose,and are made

aware of their adaptation to its accomplishment,we

may derive a pleasure from the admirable relation

which here subsista between the end and means.

Theseare things Useful. But the pleasurewhich re-

sults fromthe contemplationof the useful,is wholly
differentfrom that which résultafromthe contempla-
tion of the beautiful.and, thcrefore,they ought not to

beconfounded. It may, indeed,happenthat the same

object is such as affordsus bothkinds ofpleasure,and

it may at once be beautifuland useful. Butwhy,on

sucha ground,establisha secondseriesof beauty? In

this respect,St Augustinshowshimselfsuperiorto our

great modernanalyst. In his C~M/eaMOM~,he informs

us that he had written a book, (unfortunatelylost),

a partially, ptrhttpa see Eritik aptationto an End,thooghhe refeïa
der M'<~)& §§ 6, 10. But both to the facultyof Jndgment.–
Kant diatiaguishesBeautyfromAd- ED.
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addressed to Hierius, the Roman rhetorician, under

the title De ~<o et PM~o, in whichhe maintained,
that the beautifulis that whichpleasesabsolutelyand

of itself,the well-adaptedthat which ptea&eafromits

accommodationto something eise, Pulcrum esse,

quod per se ipsum aptum, autem, quod ad aliquid
accommodatumdeceret."

LECT.
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Now what bas been distinguishedas Dependentor

RelativeBeauty,is notbing moretban a beautifulutil-

ity, or a utilised beauty. For example,a pillar taken

by itself and apart fromail considerationof any pur-

pose it bas to serve, is a beautifulobject; and a per-
son of good taste, and ignorant of its relations,would

at once pronounce it so. But when he is informed

that it is alaoa meantowardsan end, he will then find

an additionalsatisfactionin the observationof its per-
fect adaptation to ita purpose and he will no longer
considerthe pillar as somethingbeautifuland useless

bis taste will desiderate its application,and will be

shockedat seeing,aswe so often see,a set of columna

stuck on upon a building, and supporting nothing.
Bethis, however,as it may,our pleasure,in both cases,
arisesfrom a free and full play being allowed to our

cognitive facultiea. In the case of Beauty,-Free

Beauty,-both the Imaginationand the Understanding
find occupation and the pleasureweexperiencefrom

such an object, is in proportionas it aobrds to these

faculties the opportunity of exerting fully and freely
their respective energies. Now, it is the principal
functionof the Understanding,out of the multifarious

presented to it, to form a whole. Its entire activity

is, in fact, a tendency towardsunity and it is only
satisfiedwhen this object is soconstituted as to anbrd

a L!b.Iv.cap.xv.–En.
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the opportunity of au easyand perfect performanceof

this its function. In this case, the object is judged
beautifulor pleasing.

The greater the number of the parts of any object

given by the Imagination,which the Underatanding
bas to bind up into a whole,and the shorter the time

in which it is able to bring this processto ita issue,the
morefully andthe moreeasilydoesthe Understanding
energise, and, consequently, the greater will be the

pleasure affordedaa the reflexof its energy."
This theory
exptf~M
the differ.
faces of
tadMdo&b
IDthe ap-
prebenston
of the
Beautiful,

This not only affordsus the rationale of what the
Beautiful is, but it alsoenablesus to explain the dif-
ferencesof digèrent individuals in the apprehension
of the beautiful The functionof the Underatanding
is in all men the same; and the understanding of

every man binds up what is given as plural and mul-
tifariousinto the unity of a whole. But as it is oniy
the full and facile accomplishmentof this function,
which haa pleasure for its concomitant, it dépends
whollyon the capacityof the individual understand-

ing, whether this condition ahall be ftdniled. If an

understanding,by natnral constitution,by eultivation

and exercise,be vigorousenough to think up rapidly
intoa wholewhat is preaentedin complexity,–multi-
plioity,-the individual haa an enjoyment in the exer-

tion,and he regards the object aa beautiful whereas,
if an intellect perform this functionalowlyand with

effort,if it succeed in accomplishingthe end at ail,
the individual can feel no pleasure, (if he does not

experiencepain), and the object must to him appear
M one destitute of beauty, if not positively ugly.
Henceit is that children,boors,in a word,personsof

a [MMendelmohn,7'MaM~KA<Z~n:M«-la&«~p<MtK,~M~MPhi.
5<~<t, iLp.74. Hemterhats,&«!pA~MM,t p. 12.J
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a weak or uncultivated mind, mayfind the parts of a

building beautiful, while unable to comprehend the

beauty of it M a whole. On the other hand, we may
also explainwhy tho pleasurewe have in the contem-

plation of an object ia lessened, if not whollyanni-

hilated, if we mentally analyseit into its parts. The

fairest human head would lose its beauty were we to

sunder it ih thought, and considerhow it is made up
of integumonts,of cellular tissue, of muscularfibres,
of bones, of brain, of blood vessels,&c. It is no

longer a whole it is thé multifariouswithout unity.
lu referenceto Taste, it is quito a different thing to

sunder a whole into ita parts, and a whole into its

lesser wboles. In tbe one case, we separate only
to separate,and not agaiu to connect. In the other,
we look to the parts, in order to be able in a shorter

time more perfectly to survey the whole. This must

enhance the gratification,and it is a process always

requisitewhen the wholecomprisesa more multiplex

plurality than our understandingis competent to em-

brace at the Rrat attempt. When a whole head is

found too complex to be judged at once,out of the

brow,eyes,nose,cheeks,mouth,&c.,we makeso many
lasserwholes,in order, in the first place, to compre-
hend them by the intellect as who!es together; we

then bind up these petty wholesinto one great whole,

which,in a shorter or longer time, we overlook,and

award to it, accordigly, a greater or a less amount
of beauty.

In the case of Relative or Dependent Beauty, we

muât distinguish the pleasure we receive into two,
oombinedindeed,but not identical The oneof these

pleasures is that from the beauty which the objeot
contains, and the principle of which we bave been
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just considering. The other of these pleasuresis that

which,in our last Lecture,we ehowedwas attached

to a perfect energy of the Understanding,in thinking
an object under the notion of conformityas a mean

adapted to an end.

A judgment of Tastemay be calledpure, when the

picastire it enouneea is one exclusivelyderived from

the Beautiful,andmixed,whenwith tbis pleasuretbere

are conjoinedfeelingsof pain or pleasure from other

sources. Such, for example, are the organic excita-

tions of particular colours,tones, &c., emotions, tbe

moral feeling,the feeling of pleasure from the sub-

lime, &c. It requiresa high cultivation of the taste

in order to find gratification in a pure beauty, and

also to separate from our judgment of an object, in

this respect, aU that is foreignto this sourceof plea-
sure. The uncultivated man at first finds gratifica-
tiononly in thosequalitieswhichstimulatehis organs
and it is only gradually that he can be educated to

pay attention to the formof objecta,and to find plea-
sure in what Ughtiyexerciseshisfacultiesof Imagina-
tion and Thought,–thé Beautiful. The result, then,
of what has now been said is, that a thing beautiful

is one whoseform occupiesthe Imaginationand Un-

derstanding in a free and full, and, consequently,in
nn agrceable,activity and to this dennition of the

Beautifulallothersmay without difficultybe reduced
for these, like the définitionsof the pleasurable,are

never absolutcly false, but, in gênerai, oniy partial

expressionsof the truth. On these it is, however,at

present impossibleto touch.

Thefeelingof pleasurein the Sublimeis essentially
differentfrom our feelingof pleasure in the Beautiful.

The beautiful awakens the mind to a soothing con-
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templation the sublimerouscait to strong emotion.

The beautifulattracts without repelling; whereaathe

sublimeat oticedoca botb the beautiful affordsus a

feelingof unmingled pleasure,in the full aud unim-

peded activity of our cognitive powers; whereasour

feeling of sublimity is a mingledoneof pleasureand

pain,–of pleasure in the consciousnessof the atrong

energy, of pain in the consciousnessthat this energy
is vain."

But as the amount of pleasure in the sublime is

greater than the amount of pain, it follows,that the

free energy it elicits must be greater than the free

energy it repels. The beautiful has referenceto the
fom of an object, and the facility with which it is

comprehended. For beauty,magnitudeis tbus an im-

pediment. Sublimity,on the contrary, requiresmag-
nitude as its condition; and the fbnniess is not unfrc*

quently sublime. That we are at once attracted and

repelled by aublimity, arises from the circumstance

that the objectwhich wecall ~MMtM~,is proportioned
to oneof ourfaculties,and disproportionedto another;
but as the degreeof pleasuretranscendathe degreeof

pain, the power whose energy ia promoted must be

snpcrior to that powerwhoaeenergy is repreased.
The Sublime haa beendivided into two kinds, the

Theoretical and the Practical, or, as they are also

called,the Mathematicaland the Dynamica! A pre-
ferabledivisionwou!dbeaccordingto the threequan-
tities,–into the sublimeof Extension,the sublimeof

a [That the sublime bas a patnfn!

feeling with it see FrMMtorin%De

j~M~a~ta et ~<)t<!ptt<A!'<t,c. xx.,

0}~M (edit. !M4), f. 78b; Mendels.

sohn, ~?e<&M~MM<f &))<t'm<K&

~<-aM!, traduit par àf. Abbt (1764),

VOL. 11.

p. 6 et Kant. ~W<<t'der OM?<&.

trf~ g 28 Burke, <ht <A<~MM<M<

<t)Mf~M~M!, part i. § 7 part <LIl
1, 2; part Ki. § 27; part <v.91-8.]

S Kant ~M~ der t~oM~,

§24<:<En.

t.ECT.
XLVt.XLVI.
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Protension, and the aublimoof Intenaion or, what

comesto the same thing,–tho sublimeof Space, the

sublimeof Time,and thé sublimeof Power. In the

two former the cognitive, in the last the conative,

powerscorne into play. An object is extensively,or

t protensively sublime, when it comprisesso great a
multitude of parts that thé Imagination sinks under

the attempt to represent it in au image, and the

Understanding to measure it by référence to other

quantitiea. Banledin the attempt to reducethé object
within the limitaof the facultiesby whichit must be

comprehended,the mind at once desists from the
ineffectualeffort,and conceivesthe object not by a

positive,but by a negative,notion it conceivesit as

inconceivable,and faitsback into repose,which is felt
as pleasingby contrast to the continuanceof a forced

and impeded energy. Examplesof the sublime,–of
this sudden enbrt, and of this instantaneous desist-

ing from the attempt, are manifested in the exten-

sive sublimeof Space,and in the protensivesublime
of Eternity.

An object is intensivelysublime,when it involvea
such a degrecof forceor powerthat the Imagination
cannot at oncerepresent,and the Understaudiugcan-
not bring under measure,the quantum of thia force
und whon,fromthe nature of the object, the inability
of the mind is madeat onceapparent, so that it does

not proceedin the ineffectualeffort,but at oncecalla
back ita energiesfrom the attempt. It is thus mani-
fest that the feeling of the sublime will be one of

mingled pain and pleasure picasure,from the vigor-
ous exertionand fromthe inatantaneousrepose; pain,
from the consciousnessof limited and frustrated acti-

vity. Thia mixed feeling in the contemplationof a
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sublime object is finelyexpressedby Locrettus when
he says:-

Mequedam divina voluptM,

Percipitatque horror."<'

1do not knowa better exampleof the sublime,in
all its three forms,than in the followingpassageof
Kant:

LECT.
XLVI.

Twothings there are, which,the oftenerand the
moresteadfastly weconsiderthem, 611the mind with

an evernew,an ever rising admirationand reverence
-the STARRYHEAVE~fO&Cfe,the MORALLAWwithin.
Of neither am 1 compelledto seek out the reality,
as veiled in darkness,or only to conjecture the pos-

sibility, as beyond the hemisphereof my knowledge.
Both 1 contemplatelying clearbeforeme,andconnect
both immediatelywith my conseiousnessof existence.

The one departs from the place1 occupyin the outer

worldof sense; expands beyondthe boundsof imagi-
nation, this connectionof my body with worldslying

beyondworJds.andsystemsblendingintoSystems;and

protends it also into thé illimitabletimesof their peri-
odic movement,–to its commencementand eontinu-

ance. The other departs frommy invisibleself, from

my personality and represents me in a world,truly
infinite indeed, but whoseinfinity can be tracked out

only by the intellect,with which alsomy connection,
unlike the ibrtuitous relation 1 stand in to all wor1ds

of sense,1 am compelledto recogniseas universaland

necessary. In the former,the first viewof a countlesa

multitudeof worldsannihilâtes,as it were,myimport-
anceasan «~M!<~p~MC<,which,aftera briefand that

incomprebensibleendowmentwith the powersof life,
is compelledto refund its constituent matter to the

nUb.HI.28.–Eo. ~')'t'<tt~ff~ntc<t)eX<nt~ott~,BMchtuss.–ED.

Thé Mb.
Ume.iu
itathtte
fonne.cx.
emphttf'ttn
a potage

fromKettt.
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planet-itself an atom in the universe-on which it

grew. The aspectof thé other, on the contrary, ele-
vates my worth as an intelligenceevenwithout limit
and thia through my personality, in which the moral
lawrevealsa faculty of life independentof my animal

nature, nay, of the wholematerial world:-at least, if

it be permitted to infer as much from the regulation
of mybeing,whicha conformitywith that law exacts

proposing,as it does,my moralworth for the absolute
end of my activity, conceding no compromiseof its

imperativeto a neccssitationof nature, and spurning,
in ita infinity, the conditions and boundariesof my
present transitory life."

Here wehave the extensive sublimein the heavens
and their interminable space,the protensive sublime
in their illimitable duration, and the intensive sub-
lime in the omnipotenceof the human will,aa mani-
fested in the unconditional imperativc of the moral
law.

The Picturesque,howeveroppositeto the Sublime,
seems,in my opinion, to stand to the Beautiful in a
somewhat similar relation. An object is positively
ugly, when it is of such a formthat the Imagination
and Understanding cannot hc!p attempting to think
it up into unity, and yet their energies are stiU eo

impeded that they either fail in the endeavour,or

accomplish it only imperfectly, after time and toil.
The cause of this continuance of effort is, that the

object doesnot present such an appearanceof incon-

aPfodentiM,C~t/M~ym.,Il.479.QuotedinZK~MM/oM,p.3U.–ED.

Sptratenim m~ora animMMqnealtius eK:rt

Sideribne,transitque vin et nubila fatt,
Et momentapremit pedibuaquœcnnqueputantnr
Figcrepropositamnatali temporesurtent."a
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gruousvarietyas at onceto compelthe mind to desist

from the attempt of reducing it to unity but, on the

contrary, Icads it on to attempt what it is yet unable
to perform,-ite reduction to a whole. But variety,

-variety even apart frnm unity,-is pleaaing; and

if the mind be made content to expatiate freely and

easily in this variety, without attempting painfully to

reduce it to unity, it will derive no incouaiderable

pleasure from this exertion of ita powers. Now a

picturesqueobject iapreciselyof sucha character. It

is sodeterminatelyvariedand so abrupt in its variety,
it presents so completea negationof ail rounded con-

tour, and so regular an irregularity of broken lines

and angles, that every attempt at reducing it to an

harmoniouswhole is at once found to bc impossible.
The mind, therefore,wbichmust foregothe energy of

representingand thinking the object as a unity, sur-

renders itsetf at once to the energieswhich deal with

it only in dctaiL

LECT.
XLVf.

1proceednow to thosefee!ingswhich1denomiuated

Practical,-those, namely,whichhavetheir root in the

powersof Conation,and thus have référenceto overt

action.

The Conative,like the Cognitive,powersaredivided

into a higher and a lowerorder, as they either are, or

are not, immediatelyrelative to our bodilycondition.
The former may be called the Pathological,the latter

the Moral. Neglectingthis distribution,the Practical

Feeliogsare relative either–1°, To our Self-preserva-
tion or, 2°,To the Enjoymentof ourExistence or,
3°,To the Préservationof the Species or, 4",To our

Tendency towards Development and Perfection or,
5°,To the Moral Law. Of thèse in their order.

Thé Pmo
tiMtt-'eet.

ingt.

Thetrdiv).
sions.
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LECT.
XLVt.

ThoMrela.
Hve- To
St-tf-pra.
«TMttott.

2. Enjey.
tueutof
eit~teneo.

3. Preser.
vattonef
the species.

Symp~thy.

In the first place,of the ieelings relative to Scif-

preservation:-these are the feelingsof Hunger and

Thirst, of Loathing, of Sorrow, of Bodily Pain, of

Repose,of Fear at danger, of Anxiety,of Shuddering,
of Alarm,of Composure,of Security,and the nameless

feeling at the Représentationof Death. Several of

thèse feelings are corporeal,and may be considered,
with equal propriety, as modificationsof tbe Vital

Sensé.

In the secondplace,man is determinednot only to

exist, but to exist well hc ia, therefore, detenDined

also to desire whatever tends to render life agreeable,
and to eschewwhatever tends to render it disagrec-
able. All, therefore,that appears to contributeto the

former,causesin him the feelingof Joy; whereasail

tbat seemsto threaten the latter, excites in him thé

repressedfeelingsof Fear, Anxiety,Sorrow,&c.,which

we hâve aiready mentioned.

In the third place,man is determined, not only to

preservehimself,but to preservethe speciesto which

he belongs, and with this tendency various feelings
are associated. To this head belong the feelingsof

SexualLove andthe sentimentof Parental Affection.

But the human affectionsare not limitcd to family
connections. Man," says Aristotle,lis the sweetest

thing to man." Manis more political than any
bee or ant. We have thus a tendency to social

intercourse,and societyis at once the necessarycon-

dition of our happiness and our perfection. "The

solitary," says Aristotle again, is either above or

belowhumanity he is either a god or a beaat."or

In conformitywith his tendencyto socialexistence,

e F~ ~'fA.vii.2,26.–Ec. ~K.,L2,9,14.–ED.
/t< L2,tO.-KD.
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man is endowedwith a SympatheticFeeling,that is,
he rejoiceswith those that rejoicc,and grieveswith

those that grieve. Compasaion,–Pity,–is the name

given to the latter modificationof sympathy the

former ia without a definite name. Besides sym-

pathetic sorrowand sympathetiejoy, there arc a vari-

ety of fecimgswhich hâve referencet<tour existence

in a socialrelation. Of these there is that connected

with Vanity, or the wish to please othcrs from the

desireof beingrespectedby them withShame,or thé

fcar and sorrow at incurring their disrespect with

Pride,or the overweeningsentimentof our ownworth.

To the samec!asswemay refer the feelings connected
with Indignation, Resentment,Anger,Scorn,&c.

In the fourth place, there is in man implanted a

desireof developinghis powers,–there is a tendency
towards perfection. In virtue of this, thé conscious-

nessof aUcomparativeinability causespain the con-

scioasnessof all comparativepower causespleasure.
To tbis class belong the feelings which accompany
Emulation,–thé desireof riaing superior to others
and Envy,-the desire of reducing others beneath

ourselves.

In the fifth place, weare conscionsthat there is in

man a Moral Law,-a Law of Duty, which uncondi-

tionally commandathe fulfilmentof its behests. This

supposes,that we are able to fulfil them,orour nature

is a lie and the libertyof human action is thus, in-

dependently of all direct consciousness,involved in

the datum of the Law of Duty. Inasmuch also as

Moral Intelligence unconditionallycommands ua to

performwhat we are consciousto be our duty, there

is attributed to man an absoluteworth,–an absolute

dignity. The feelingwhich the manifestationof this

LEUT.
XLV!.

Vanity.

Sllome.

Pride.

4. Tend.
encytode'
vetopment.

5.T))e
MomtLaw.



LECTURES ON METAPHYSICS.620

Ï.ECT.
XLV!.

Man, as consciousof his liberty to act, and of the

law by whiehbis actionsought to be regulated,recog-
nises bis personal accountability, and caUs himself

before the internai tribunal which we denominate
Conscience. Here he is either acquitted or con-

demned. The acquittai is connected with a peculiar
feeling of pleaaurable exultation, as the condemna-

tion with a peculiar feelingof painful humiliation,-
Remorse.

worth excites,is called Respect. With the conscious-

nessof the lofty nature of our moral tendencies,and

our ability to fulfil what the law of duty prescribcs,
there is connectedthe feelingof Se~respect where-

as, from a consciousnessof the contrast betweenwhat

we ought to do, and what we actually perform,thcre

arises the feelingof Self-abasement. Thc sentiment

of respect for the law of duty is the Moral Feeling,
which bas by somebeen improperlydenominatedthe

MoralSensé for through this feelingwe do not take

cognisancewhetheranything be morallygoodor mor-

ally evil, but when,by our intelligence,we recognise

aught to be of such a character, there ia herewith

associateda feelingof pain or pleasure,whicb is no-

tbmg more than our state in referenceto the fulfil-

meut or violationof the law.
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I. PERCEPTION.-FRAGMENT8.–(8M Vol.II. p. 29.)

(Written in connectionwith proposedMeMoiRof Ma STEwART.On

Desk,May 18Sa;whtten Autumn 16o6.–Eo.)

THEBBare three considerations which seem to bave been prin*

cipally effective in promoting thé theory ofa Médiate or Repre*.
seutative Perception, and by perception is meant the apprehen.

siun, through sense, of external things. These might operate

sevemlly or together.
The ËMt is, tbat such a hypothesis is necessary to render

possible the perception of distant objecta. It waa taken as

granted that certain material realities, (as a sun, stat-a,&c.),not

immediately present to sense, were cognised in a perceptive act.

Tbese realities could not beknown immediately, or in themselves,

uuless known as they existed, and they existed only as they ex-

isted in their place in space. If, therefore, the perceptive miud

did not sally out to them, (which, with the exception of oue or

two theorists, was scouted as an impossible hypothesis), an im-

médiate perception behoved to be abandoned, and the sensitive

cognition we hâve of them must be vicarious that is, not of thé

realities themselves, as present to our orgaus, and presented to

apprehension, but of something diSerent from the realities ex*

temally existing, through which, however, they are mediately

representcd. Various theories in regard to the nature of this

medium or vicarious object may be entertained but these may
be overpassed. Thia first consideration alone was principally
effectual among matenalists: on them the second had no in-

tiuence.

A second consideration was the opposite and apparently iu-

consistent nature of the object and subject of cognition for here

the reality to be known is materiat, whereas thé mind knowing
is immaterial while it was long generaDy helieved,that what is
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known most be of an analogousessence, (the same or similar), to

what knows. In consequence of this persuasion, it wasdeemed

impossible that the immatetial unextended mind could appre.
hend in itself, as extended, a material reality. To explain the

fact of sensitive perception, it was therefore supposed requisite
to attenuate,–to immaterialise the immediate object of percep-

tion, hy dividing the object known from the reality existing.

Perception th'ts became a vicarious or mediate cognition, in

which tbe corporeal was said to be represented by the incor-

poreal.

PERCEPTtOS–PoStTttERE8PLT.

1. We perceive oniy through the sensés.

2. The senses are corporeal instruments,–parts of our bodily

organism.
3. We are, therefore, percipient only through, or by means of,

thé body. In other words, material and extemal things are to

us only not as zero, inaamuch as they are apprehended by thé

mind in their relation with the material organ which it animates,

and with which it is united.

4. An external existence, and an organ of sense,as both mate-

rial, can stand in relation only according to the laws of matter.

According to these laws, things retated,–connefted, must act

and be acted on but a thing can act only where it is. There-

fore the thing pcrceived, and the percipient organ, muet meet

in place,-must be contiguons. The consequence of this doc-

trine is a complete simplification of the theory of perception,
and a return to the most ancient speculation on the point. Ail

sensible cognition is, in a certain acceptation, reduced to touch,
and this is the very conclusion maintained by the venerable

authority of Democritus.

According to this doctrine, it is erroneous, in the first place,
to amrm that we are percipient of distant, &c.objecta.

It is erroneous, in the second place, to eay that we perçoive
external thinga in themselves, in the signification that we per-
ceive them as existing in their own nature, and not in relation

to the living organ. The real,the total, the only object perceived
has, as a relative, two phases. It may be described either as the

idiopathic affection of the sense, (t.e.the sense in relation to an
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external reality), or as thé quality of a thing actually dctermin-

ing such or such an affection of the sentient organ, (t.e. an ex-

temal reality in correlation to the sensé).

A corollary of the same doctrine is, that what have been

deuominated thé Primary Qualities of body, are only perceived

through the Secoudary in fact, Perception Proper cannot bo

realised except through Sensation Proper. But synchronous.
The object of perception is an affection, not of thé mind as

apart from body, not of the body as apart from mind, but of thé

composite formed by union of the two; tbat is, of the animated

or living organism (Aristotic).
In the process of perception there is required both an act of

the consciousmind aud a passion of thé aSected body; the one

without the other is nul!. Galen has, therefore, we!I said, "Seu-

sitive perception is not a mere passive or affective change, but

the discrimination of an effectivechange." (Aristotle,-judg-

ment.)

Perception supposes Consciousness, and Consciousness sup-

poses Memory and Judgment for, abstract Consciousness,and

there is no Perception abstract Memory, or Judgment, and

Conscioasness is abolished. (Hobbea,–Memory; Aristotle,–

Judgment of Sensé.) Memory, RecoUection; for change is

necessary to Consciousness, and change is only to be appre-
hended through the faculty of Remembranee. Hobbes bas,

therefore, truly said of Perception, Sentire semper idem, et

non sentire, ad idem recidunt. But there could be no discri-

minative appréhension, supposing always memory without an

act whereby difference was amrmed or samenesa denied that

is, without an act of judgment. Aristotley is, therefore, right in

making Perception a Judgment.

II. LAWS OF THOUGHT.-(See Vol. II. p. 36f).)

(\Vntten in connectionwith proposedMEMOtBOFMitSTEWART.On

Deak,May t866; writtenAutumn 1866.–Eo.)

The doctrine of Contradiction, or of Contradictories, (t~M~a

T)~dtït~<~«~), that Affirmation or Negation is a necessity of

<t8ee~f! tT<M-~p.878.-Eo. CSee7&)<<ED. y See7MA–ED.
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thought, whilst Affirmation and Negation are incompatible, ia

developed into three sides or phases, each of which implies both

the othera,–phases which may obtain, and actually have re-

ceived, soveraHy, the name of Law, Principle, or ~a*t<?m.Ne-

glecting the historical order in which these were scientifically
named and articulately developed, they are

1°, The Law, Principle, or Axiom, of Z~em<t<y,which, in re-

gard to thé same thing, immediately or directly enjoins the aMr-

ruation of it with itself, and mediately or indirectly prohibits its

negation (A M~).

2°, The Law, &c. of Contradiction, (properly Non-contradic-

tion), which, in regard to contntdictories, explioitly enjoining
their reciprocal negation, impUcitIy ptohibits tbeir reciprocal
aBrmation (A Mnot yo<j.) In other words, coutradictories

are thought as existences incompatible at thé same time,-as at

once mutually exclusive.

3°, The Law, &c. of Excluded J~MM~or Tkird, which de-

c!area that, whilst contradictories are only two, everything, if

explicitly thought, muet be thought as of these eit-herthe one or

the other: (~ Met<Ae)*B or A'b<-B.) In diSerent terma :–ASr.

niation and Négation of thé same thing, in the same respect,
have no conceivable medium; whilst anything actually may, and

virtually must, be either anh'med or denied of anything. In

other words:-Every predicate is true or false of every subject;

or, contradictoriesare thought as incomposNiMe,but, at the same

time, the one or the other as necessary. Thé argument from

Contradiction is omnipotent within its sphere, but that sphere
is narrow. It bas the following limitations

1*,It is negative, not positive; it may refute, but it is incom-

petent tu establish. It may show what ia not, but never, of

itself, what is. It is exclusively Logical or Formai, not Meta-

physical or Real; it proceeds on a necessity of thought, but

never issues in an Ontology or knowledge of existence.

2°, It is dependent; to act it presupposes a couuter-proposi-
tion to act from.

3', It is explicative, not ampliative it analyses what is given,
but does not originate information, or add anything, through it-

self, to our stock of knowledge.

4", But, what is its principal defect, it is partia], not thorough.
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going. It leaves many of the most important problems of our

knowledgeout of ita determination; and is, therefore, all too nar.

row in ita application as a universal criterion or instrument of

judgment. For were we left, in our reasonings, to a dependence
on the principle of Contradiction, we ahould be unable compe-

tently to attempt any argument with regard to some of the most

interesting and important questions. For there are many pro.
blema in the philosophy of mind where the solution necessarily
lies between what are, to us, the one or the other of two counter

and, therefore, incompatible alternatives, neither of which are

we able to conceive as possible, but of whicb, by the very con-

ditions of thought, we are compelled to acknowledge that the

one or the other cannot but be and it ia as supplying this de-

nciency, that what bas been called the argument from Common

Sensé becomes principaUy usefuL

The principle of Contradiction, or rather of Non-Contradic-

tion, appears in two ibrtns, and each of these hM a different

appHcation.
In thé first place, (what may be called the Logical applica-

tion), it declares that, of Contradictories, two only are possible
in thought; and that of thèse alternatives the one or the other,

exclusively, is thought as necessarily true. This phasis of the

law is unilateral; for it is with a consciouaness or cognition
that the one contradictory is necessarily true, and the other con-

tradictory necessarily fa!se. This, the logical phasis of the law,
is well known, and has been fully developed.

In the second place, (what may be called the P<ye~o~c<

application), while it necessarily declares that, of Contradictories,

both cannot, but one must, be, still bilaterally admits that we

may be unable positively to think the possibility of cither alter-

native. This, thé psychological phasis of the law, is compara-

tivoly unknown, and has been generaUyneglected. Thus, ~.eM~

ence we cannot but think,–cannot but attribute in thought
nevertheless we can actually conceive neither of these contra-

dictory alternatives,–thé absolute commencement, the infinite

non-commencement,of being. As it is with Existence, so it is

with Time. We cannot think time beginning we cannot think

time not beginning. So alao with <Spofc. We are unable to

conceive an existence ont of apace; yet we are equally unable
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tu compas.? the notion of illimitable or innnito apace. Our

capacity of thought is thus peremptorily proved incompetent to

what we necessarily think about; for, whilst what we think

about must bo thought to Exiat,–to exist in Time,-to exiat in

Space,-we are unable to realise the counter-notions of Exist-

ence commencing or not commencing, whether in Titne or in

Spacc. Aud thus, whilat Exiatence, Time, and Space, are the

indispensable conditions, forma, or categories of actual thought,
stiU are we unable to conceiveeither of the counter-alternatives,
in one or other of which we cannot but admit that they exist.
These and such like impotences of positive thought have, how-

ever, as 1 have stated, been strangely overlooked.

III. THE CONDITIONED.

(a.) KAST'SA~ALTStSOPJcDGMENTS.–(SeeVol. II. p. 376.)

(Fragment fromEarly Papcra,probablybefore1836.–Eu.)

Kant analysed judgments (a ~tp?~) into (tM«~tc or t<~K<M<t/

[or M!p~M!a<t~],andaynthetieal, or [aMpMo<tt'e,MMt.MfeM<M<~].
Great famé from thia. But he omitted a third kind,-those that

the mind is compelled to form by a law of its nature, but which

can neither be reduced to analytic judgments, because they can.
not be subordinated to the law of Contradiction,nor to syatheti-
ca!, because they do not seem to spring from a positive power
of mind, but only arise from the inability of the mind to con-

ceive the contrary.
In analytic judgments, (principle of contradiction),-we

conceive the one alternative as necessary, and the other as im-

possible. In synthetio judgments, we conceive the aBirmative
as necessary, but not [its negation as se!f.contradictory].

Would it not be better to make the synthetic of two kinds,-
a positive and négative? Had Kant tried whether his synthetio

judgments a p~ort were positive or negative, he would bave
reached the law of the Conditioned, which would hâve given a

totally new aspect to bis critique,–simpMed, abolished the

distinction of F~aa~ and VentMn~ which only positive and
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negative, (at least as a faculty conceiviug the Unconditioned,

and left it only, as with Jacobi, the Now,the ~ocMj)nM<'tpMntm,
-the faculty,-revelation of the primitive facta or faiths of

consciousness.–tho Common Sensé of Reid), the distinction of

and 7<fMM,and hâve reduced his whole Categories and

Ideas to the category of the Conditioncd and its subordinates.

t < w w

(1853, November.)-There are three degrees or epochs which
we must distinguish in philosophical speculation touching the

Necessary.
lu thé first, which we may call the Aristotelic or Platouico-

Aristotelic, the Necessary was regarded, if not exclusively, prin.

cipally and primarily, in an objective relation;-at least the

objective and subjective were not discriminated and it was

defined that of which the existence of the opposite,–contrary,
-is unposaiMe.–what could not but be.

In the second,which we may call the Leibnitian or Leibnitio-

Kantian, the Necessary was regarded primarily in a subjective

respect, and it was defined that of which the thought of the op-

posite,–contrary,–is impossible,–what we cannot but think.

It was taken for granted, that what we cannot think, cannot be,
and what we must think, muât be and from hence there was

aiso inferred, without qualification, that this subjective necessity
affords the discriminating criterion of our native or a priori

cognitions,–notions and judgments.
But a third discrimination was requisite for the necessity of

thought behoved to be again distinguished into two kinds.-

(See Discussions,2d edit., Addenda.)

(<) CONTRADICTIONS PROVINO TBE PSÏCHOLOGICAL THEOBY OF THE

CoNDtT!0!!BD.–(JaIy 1862.)

1. Finite cannot comprehend, contain the Infinite.-Yet an

iuch or minute, eay, are Bnites, and are divisible ad M~Ht<MH<,
that is, their terminated division incogitable.

2. Infinite cannot be terminated or begun.-Yet eternity ab
<tK<eends now; and eternity a pose begins MOM'So apply to

Spacc.
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3. There cannot be two infinite maxima.–Yet eternity ab

ante and a p<M<are two infinite maxima of time.

4. InBnite maximum if eut into two, the halves cannot be

each inSnite, for nothing can be greater than infinite, and thua

they could not be parts; nor finite, for thus two finite halves

would make an iafinite whole.
_quantMes_

5. What contains innnite extensions, protensions, intenaions

cannot be passed through,–corne to an end. An inch, a minute,

a degree contains thèse ~o, &c. Take a minute. This con-

tains au infinitude of protended quantities, wbich must follow

one after another; but an infinité series of successive proten-
sions can, er,termino, uever be ended c~o, &c.

6. An iufinite maximum cannot but be all inclusive. Time

ab ante and a poa<infinite and exclusive of each other e~o, &c.

7. An innnite number of quantifies must make up either an

infinite or a nnite whole. I. The former. But an inch, a

minute, a degree, contain each au infinite number of quantities;

therefore, an inch, a minute, a degree, are each infinite wholes;

which is absurd. II. The latter.–An infinite number of quan-

tities would thua inake up a fiuito quantity which is equaUy
absurd.

8. If we take a Suite quantity, (as an inch, a minute, a de-

gree), it would appear equally that there are, and that there are

not, an equal number of quantities between these anda greatest,
and between these and a least.*

9. An absolutely quickest motion is that which passes from

one point to another in apace in a minimum of time. But a

quickest motion from one point to another, say a tni!e distance,

and from one to another, say a million million of miles, is

thought the same which is absurd.

10. A wheel tumed with quickest motion if a spoke be pro.

longed, it will therefore be moved by a motion quicker than the

quickest. The same may be shown using the rim and the nave.~

11. Contradictory are Boscovich Points, which occupy space,

and are unextended.~ Dynamism, therefore, inconceivable. JF

contra,

e SeeBoscovichonStay,Mt'/aMpAt'a))t<)'o)«,F<f/Me,<</<bù.–ED.

~Mn/fo',i. p. 284,f!it. !7M. v SeeBoscovichon Stay,as above,
BeeLeibniM,~Mt<a~'o~MA Cog. Lp. 804.
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12. Atomism aIsoinconceivaMe; for thia supposes atoma,–
tninima extended but indivisible.

13. A quantity, say a foot, bas an innnity of parts. Any paît
of thia quantity, say an inch, haa also an innnity. But one in.

Snity is not larger than another. Therefore, au inch ia cqual
to a foot.cs

14. If two divaricating lines are produced ad tM/!Mt<MMtfrom

a point where they form an acute angle, like a pyramid, the

base will be infinite and, at the same time, not infinite 1*,Be-

cause terminated by two points; and, 2°, Because ehorter thau

the aides 3°,Base could not be drawn, because sides infinitely

long.Y
15. An atom, as existent, muât be able to be tumed round.

But if turned round, it must have a right and left hand, &c.,
and these its aides must change their place therefore, be

extended.a

(e.) PHtLOSOPH? OP AB80LOTE–DtSTtNCTtOKS OF MODE OF

REACBtNO tT.

I. Some carry the absolute by assault,–by a single leap,–

place themselves at once in the absolute,–ta!<c it as a datum ¡
others climb to it by degrees,–mount to the absolute from the

conditioned,–as a result.

Former-Plotinus, Schelling; latter-Hegel, Cousin, are ex.

amples.

II. Some place cognition of Absolute above, and in opposi-
tion to consciousneM,–conception,–reSection, the conditions of

which are difference, plurality, and, in a word, condition, limi-

tation. (Plotinus, Schelling.) Others do not, but reach it

through consciousness,&c.–thé consciousness of difference,con.

trast, &c.; giving, when sifted, a cognition of Identity (abso.

lute). (Hegel, Couain.)

a SeeTellez,qaotedby F. Borne y8eeCtr!eton,[f&t<MopAMt,t/M<MrM,
Spet,[~yKe<parai. tract.Ui.disp.t. ~M<oMThontaOMtp<<M)eCe~oM,
dab.4, p. t64,edit.1662.–ED.] Ant~erpte,!6<9,p. 362.–ED.]

0 SeeBonfeSpel,.My<<o,[parsL t SeeKant,in Kt~g'eJt/f~A~<
tract.iit. dbp.Ldub.2,p. 180.–ED.]p. 1P3.

VOL.II. 2 L
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IH Some,to realise a cognitionof Absolute,abolish the

logicallaws of Contradictionand ExcludedMiddle,(as Cusa,

Schelling,Hegel. Plotiousis not explicit.) Othersdo not, (as
Cousin).

IV. Someexplicitlyhold that as the Absoluteie absolutely
one,cognition'andexistencemuet coincide;-to knowthe ab-
soluteis to bethe absolute,-to knowthe absoluteia to beGod.
Others do not explicitlyassert this, but onlyhold the imper-
sonalityof reason,-a certainunionwith God; in holdingthat
weare consciousof etemal truths as in the divinemind. (Au.
gustin,Malobranche,Priée,Cousin.)

V. Somecarryup man intothe Deity, (aaSchelling).Othera

bringdown the Deity to man in whosephilosophythe latter
is thé higheatmanifestationof the former,-man apexofDeity.

VI*.SomethinkAbaolutecanbeknownasanobjectofknow.

ledge,-a notion of absolutecompetent; others that to know
the absolutewemuâtbethe absolute,(Schelling,Plotinust)

Some[ho!d]that unconditionedis tobebelieved,notknown;
othersthat it canbe known.'

(J.) SIR W. HANtLTON TO MB HENRY CALDEttWOOO.

MïDe.utSM, C<~<t/<,26<A~p<.t8M.
1 receiveda fewdays agoyour Philosophyof the

Infinite,and beg !eaveto return you mybest thanks,both for
the presentof thebook itself,and for the courteousmanner in
whichmyopinionsarethoreincontroverted.Theingenuitywith
whichyour views are maintained,does great credit to your
metaphysicalability and however1 maydifferfromthem,it

gives me great satisfactionto recognisetbe independenceof

thought by which they are distinguished,and to acknowledge
the candidepiritin whichyonhâvewritten.

At the eametime,I regret that my doctrines,(brienyas they
are promulgatedon this abstractsubject),havebeen,nowagain,

e Cf.ZMtCMMtMt~p.12dM?.–ED.
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so much miatakeu, more especiaUyin their theological reîations.

lu fact, it soems to me, that your admissions would, if ade-

quately developed, result in establiahing the very opinions
which 1 maintaiu, and which you so emestly set yourself to

controvert.

In general, 1 do not think that you have taken.sufficiently
into account the following circumstances

1*,That the Infinite which 1 contemplate is considered only
as in <A<w~</the Infinite beyond thought being, it may be, an

object of belief, but not of knowledge. Thia consideration obvi.

atea niany of your objections.

2°,That the sphere of our belief is much more extensive than

the sphere of our knowledge and, therefore, when 1 deny that

the Infinite can by us be &M<MMt,1 am far from denying that by
us it is, must, and ought to be, believed. This 1 have indeed

anxioualy evinced, both by reasoning and authority. 'When,

therefore, you maintain, that in denying to man any positive

cognisance of the InSuite, 1 virtually extenuatehis belief in the

infinitude of Deity, 1 must hold you to be wholly wrong, in re.

spect both of my opinion and of the theological dogma itself.

ABauredly,1 maintain that an infinite God cannot be by us

(positively) comprehended. But the Scnptures, and ail theolo-

gians worthy of the name, aasert the same. Some indeed of the

latter, and, among them, some of the most illustrious Fathers,

go the length of asserting, that "an understood God is no God

at all," and that, Il if we maintain God to be as we can think

that he is, we blasphème." Hence the assertion of Augustin
Deum potins ignorantia quam scientia attingi."

That there is a fondamental difference between ï*~ 7m-

~Mt~, (tÂ'Ef <MÏnw), and a relation to which we may apply the

term îM~Mt<e.Thus, Time and Space must bo excluded from

thé supposed notion of Tlu 7)t/tî<e; for The Infinite, if posi-

tively tbought it could be, must bo thought as under neither

Space nor Time.

But 1 would remark speciaUy on some essential points of

your doctrine and thèse 1 shall take up without order, as tbey

present themselves to my recollection.

You maintain (~<M9!m)that thoaght, conception, knowledge,
is and must be finite, whilst the objectof thought,etc., may be
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infinite. This appears to me to be erroneous, and even contra-

dictory. An existence eau only be an object of thought, con-

ception, knowledge, inasmuch aa it is an object thought, con-

ceived, known; as such only doea it form a constituent of the

circle of thought, conception,knowledge. A thing may be partly

known, conceived, thought, partly unknown, &c. But that part
of it only which is thought, can be an ubject of thought, &c.
whereas the part of it not thought, &c., is, as far as thougbt,

&c., is concerned, only tantamount to zero. The infinite, there-

fore, in this point of view, can be no objectof thought, &c.; for

nothing can be more self-repugnant than the assertion, that we

know the infinite through a finite notion, or have a finite know.

Icdge of an infinite object of knowledge.
But you assert (pa~tm) that we have a knowledge, a notion

of the innmte at the same time asserting (p<M<tm)that this

knowledge or notion is inadéquate,partiat,unperfect,"

limited, not in aU ils extent. incomplete, only
to some extent, in a certain sensé, indistinct," &c.&o.

Now, in the nrst place, this assertion is in contradiction of

what you also maintain, that thé infinite ia one and indivis-

ible (pp. 25, 26, 226) that is, that having Moparts, it caunot

be partially known. But, in the second place, this also sub-

verta the possibility of conceiving, of knowing, the Infinite; for,
as partial, inadequate, not in ail its extent, &c.,our conception
includes somepart only of the object supposed in6nite, and doM

Mo<tKc~M~ethe rest. Our knowledge is, therefore, by your own

account, limited and finite coneequently, you implicitly admit

tbat we have no knowledge, at leaat no positive knowledge, of

the infinite.

Neither can 1 surmise how we should ever come to know that

the object thua partially conceived M in itself infinite; seeing
that we are denied the power of knowing it as infinite, that is,
not partially, not inadequately, not in some parts only of ita

extent, &c.,but totally, adequately, in ita whole extent, &c. in

other words, under the criteria compatible with the supposition
of infinitude. For, as you truJy observe, everythiag short of

the infinite is limited" (p. 223).

Again, as stated, you describe the infinite to be one and

indivisible." But, to conceive as inséparable into p~, au
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entity which, not excluding, in fact includes, the worlda of mind

and matter, is for thé human intellect utterly improbable.
And does not the innnite contain the Unité?1 If it does, then it

contains what has parts, and is divisible if it does not, then is

it exclusive; the flnite {aout of the infinite; and the infinite fs

conditioned, limited, restncted,Kt<e.
You controvert, (p. 233, alibi), my assertion, that to conceive

a thing tM?'e!a<toK,is, tpM~a<<o,to conceive it as finite, and you
maintain that the relative is not incompatible with infinity un-

Jess it be also restrictive. Rut restrictive 1 hold the relative

always to be, and, therefore, incompatible with 77~ Infinite in

the more proper signification of the term, though innnity, in a

looser signification, may bo applied to it. My reasons for this

are the foUowing:–A relation is atways a ~o~tCK~n' point of

view conséquente, the things thought as relative and correla-

tive are always thought restrictively, in so far as the thought of

the one discriminâtes and excludes the other, and likewise a!!

things not conceived in the same special or relative point of

view. Thus, if we think of Socratea and Xanthippe under the

matrimonial relation, not only do the thoughts of Socrates and

Xanthippe exclude each other as aeparate existences, and,,pro
tanto, therefore.are restrictive; but thinking of Socrates M Aw-

6(tM<f,this excludes our conception of him as citizen, &c.&c.

Or, to take an example from higher relatives what is thought
as thé object,excludes what is viewed as thé M(~c<,of thought,
and hence the necessity which compelled Schelling and other

absolutists to place The ~~o~K<ein thé indifférence of subject
and object, of knowledge and existence. Again we conceive

God in the relation of Creator, and in so far as we merely con-

ceive Him as Creator, we do not conceive Him as uncondi.

tioned, aa infinite; for there are many other relations of the

Deity under whieh we may conceive Him, but which are not

included in the relation of Creator. In so far, therefore, as we

conceive God only in this relation, our conception of Him is

manifestly restrictive. Fnrther, the created universe is, and

you assert it to be, (pp. 175,180, 229), finite. The creation is,

therefore, an act, of howevcr great, of finite power; and the

Creator is thus thonght only in a finite capacity. God, in His

own nature, is infinite, but we do not positively think Him as
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infinite, in thinking Him under thé relation of tbe Creator of a

nnite creation. FinaUy, let us suppose the created universe,

(which you do not), to be innnite in that case we shoutd be

reduced to the dilemma of asserting two inanités, which is con.

tradictory, or of asserting the supernal absurdity, that God the

Creator is finite, and the universe created by Him is infinite.

In connection with this, you expressly deny Space and Time

to be restrictions, whilst you admit them to be necessary con.

ditions of thought (p. 103*117). 1 hold them both to be

restrictive.

In the Srat place, take Space, or Extension. Now, what is

conceived as extended, does it not exclude the unextended 1

Does it not include body, to the exclusion of mind Pro <a~<o,

therefore, space is a limitation, a restriction.

In the same way Time,-is it not restrictive in excluding the

Deity, who must be beld to exist above or beyond thé condition

of time or succession9 This, His existence, we must believe as

real, though we cannot positively think, conceive, understand

its possibility. Time, like Space,thus involving limitation, both

mast be excluded, as bas been done by Schelling, from the

sphere,-from the supposed notion, of thé iunnito-absolute,–

"WheMklngdomlawhereTimeandSpacearenot."

You ask, if we bad not a positive notion of the thing, how

auch a name as Infinite could be introduced into language

(p. 58). The answer to tbis is easy. In the first place, the

word Infinite, (î~M~M~, ~!r<'pof),is 'négative, exptesaing the

negation of limita; and 1 believe that this its negative character

holds good in all languages. In the second place, the question
is idle; for we hâve many worda whini), more directly and

obtrosively expressing a negation of thougbt, are extant in

every language, as incogitable, MH~Mia~, ttM~preA<?M~
ttM~KCetfa&~e,«Mmayî?ta&&,~OM~MM,&c. &c.; whilat the term

ïK/!M!'<edirectly denotes only the negation of limits, and only

indirectly a negation of thought.
1 may here notice what you animadvert on, (p. 60, 76), the

application of the term notion, &c., to what cannot be positively
conceived. At best thia is merely a verbal objection against
an abuse of language but 1 hardly think it valid. The term
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MC~MMcan, 1 think, be not improperlyapplied to what we

are unable positivelyto construein thought,and which we

onderstand only by a problematiosupposition. A ~KM<<

~!Mt~ cannot certainly be represented but, underatanding
what is hypotheticaUyrequired,theunionof theattributef<Mn~

with the attribute~M<tf<,1 maysurelysay, the notionrottnd*

squareis a représentativeimpossibility."
You misrepresent,in truth reverse,my doctrine,in saying,

(p. 169),that 1 hold"God cannotact as a cause,for theuncou-

ditionedcannotexist in relation." 1 neverdenied,ordreamed

of denying,that the Deity,thoughinQnito,thoughunconditioned,
eo!~ act in a Snite relation. 1 only denied,in oppositionto

Cousin,that soHe M!«<. True it ie, indeed,that in thinking
Godunder relation,wedonot <A~tnink Him,evennegatively,
as infinite;andin general,whilstalwaysbelieving Himtobe in-

nnite,weare ever unableto construeto ourminde,–positively
to conceive,–Hisattributeitselfofinfinity. This is un~earch-

able." This is past nnding oat." What1 bave said as to

the infinitebeing (subjectively)inconceivable,does not at all

derogatefromour beliefof its (objective)reality. In fact,the

main scopeof my speculationis to showarticulately,that we

must t~ as actual,much that we are unable(positively)<o

conceive,as evenpossible.
1 should bavewishedto makesomespecialobservationson

your seventhchapter,in relationto Causality for 1 thinkyour

objectionsto my theoiyof causationmightbe easilyobvi~ted.

Assuredlythat theory applies equally to mind and matter.

Thèse,however,1 must omit. But what can be more contra-

dictory than your assertion,"that creationis conceived,and

is by us conceivable,onlyas the<M~Mof faM~nce,by the nat

of theDeity?~ (p. 156). Was the Deityxot ecM<en<before<~

creation1 ordid the K<Mt*ea'M~~et<ya< thecree<M!toriginate
MM~eMCe?1 1 donot dreamofimputingto yousuch absurdities.

But you must excusemein saying,tbat there is innnitelylésa

groundto wrest my language(asyou seemto do), to the asser-

tion of a matcrial Pantheism,than to supposeyou guilty of

them.

Before concluding,1 may notice your denial, (p. 108),of

my statement,that time present is conceivableonlyas a line
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in which the past and future limit each other. As a position
of time, (time is a protensive quantity), the present, if posi.

tivety coDcei~ed.mnatbave a certain daration, and th~t duration

can bo measured and stated. Now, does the present endure for

an honr, a minute, a second, or for any part of a second?1 If

you state what length of duration it contains, you arc ïost. So

true is the observation of St Augustin.
These are but a few specimens of the mode in which 1 tbink

your objections to my theory of the infinite may be met. But,
howevcr scanty and imperfect, 1 have tired myself in their

dictation, and must, therefore, nowleave thetn, without addition
or improvement, to your candid considération.–Believe me,

my dear sir, very tn~y yours,

(Signed) W. HAMILTON.

(e.) DOCTRINE 0F RKLATtOX.

(Written in connectionwith proposedMEMOtR0F Ma SïEW&RT.On

Desk, May 1866 written Autumn I8S6.–ED.)

1. Every Relation, (Quod easehabet ad <?H?~MMtM accidens,

–<r~tt,–?'MpfC<'PKM,–a~ a~M:CC? C/«/M/MM,–

<'o?M~)<!ra<MM!f'o'~),supposes at least two things, or, as they
are called, terma thought aa relative that is, thought to exist

only as thonght to exist in reference to each other in other

words. Relatives, (~ <)-~ Tt <~<yt)'~o~o,–y~t'M ~t<K<,~:<on<7~
<~6est ad a?tt«f),are, from tbe very notion of relativity, neces.

sarily plural. Hence Aristotles definition is not of Relation
but of things relative. Indeed, a relation of one term,-a
relative not referred,-not related, ('pot ït o&irpotT<),is an overt

contradiction,–a proclaimed absurdity. The Absolute, (tho
one, the not.re!ative,–Mt-pInra)), is diametrically opposed to
the relative,- these mutual nfgatives.

II. A relation is a unitying act,–a synthesis; but it is likewise
nn antithesis. For even when it résulta in denoting agreempnt,
it necessarily proceeds tbrough a tbought of difference and
thus relatives, however they may in reality coincide, are always
mentally contrasted. If it be allowed, even the relation of

identity,-of the sameness of a thiug to itself, in the formula

A=A, icvolves tbe discrimination and opposition of the two
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terma. According!y, in tho process of relation, there is no

conjunctiôn of a plurality in the unity of a single notion, as

in a procesa of generalisation; for in the relation there if!always
a division, always an antithesis of the several connected and

constituent notions.

III. Thus relatives are aeverat!y discriminated inasmuch as

thé ono is specially what M re .ferred,thé other specially w/M<M

f~/hv~ <o. The former, opening the relation, retains thé generic
uame of the Relative, (and is sometimes called exclusively ~c

~<6;ec<);whilst the latter, closing it, is denominated the C'ûtTc-

lative, (and to this the word Term is not unfrequently restricted).

Accordingly, even the relation of the thing to itself in the

affirmation of identity, distinguishes a Relative and a Corre-

lative. Thus in the judgment, "God is just," God is nrat

posited as subject and Relative, and then enounced as predicate
and Correlative.

IV. Thé Relative and the Correlative are mutually referred,
and can always be reciprocated or converted, (trp~<!tTt<n'p~M-<t

\ty<~<n,–rectpfoce, ad emvertentiam <fMt) that is, we can view

in thought the Relative as the Correlative, aud the Correlative

as the Relative. Thus, if wo think the Father as the Relative

of the Son as Correlative, we can also think the Son as Relative

of the Father as Correlative. But, in point of fact, there are

here always, more or less obtrusivo, two different, though not

independent, relations: for the relation, in which the Father

is relative and the Sou correlative, is that of I'aternity while

the relation, in which the Son is relative and thé Father cor-

relative, ia that of Filiation; re!ations, however, whicb mutually

imply each other. Thus, also, Cause and Enect may be either

Helative or Correlative. But where Cause is made thé Relative,

thé relation is properly styled ChM<a<ton;whereas we ought
to denominate it ~ee<«<!<KW,when the Effect becomes thé

relative term. To speak of the relation of Know!edge we

have here Subject and Object, either of which we may consider

as the Relative or as the Correlative. But, in rigid accuracy,
under Knowledge, we ought to distinguish two reciprocal rela-

tions,–thé relation of~MMpt?! and thé relation of beingÂ'noM'

In the former, the Snbject, (that ~MowKaa ~oîc~), is the

Relative, the Object, (that &MCtt'nas being known), is the Cor.

relative in the latter, the terms are just reversed.
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V. The Relatives,(the things relative and correlative), as rela.

tive, aiways coexist in nature (~a Tp~&M'),and coexist in

thought (f~Mif y)~<t). To apeak now only of thé latter simul-

taneity;-we cannot conceive, we cannot know, we cannot

define the one relative, without, pro <om<o,conceiving, know.

ing, defining aiso the other. Relative and Correlative are each

thought through the other so tbat in enouncing Relativity M

a condition of the thinkable, in other words, that thought ia

only of the Relative this is tantamount to saying that we

think one thing only as we thiuk two things mutuaUy and at

once; wbich again ia equivalent to a déclaration that thé

Absolate (the non-Relative) is for ua incognisable, and even

incogitable.
In these conditions of Relativity, all philosophera are at ono

so far there is among them no differenceor dispute.

~o<e.–No part of philosophy haa been more fully and more

accurately developed,or rather no part of philosophy is more

determinately certain than the doctrine of Relation; insomuch

that in this, so far as woare concerned, there is no discrepancy
of opinion among phiiosophere. The only variation among

them is merely verbal some giving a more or le88 extensive

meaning to the words employed in the nomenclature. For

whilst ail agree in callicg by the generic name of relative both

what are specially denominated the ~a~'M and the CMve&!<tcc;

some limit the expression, Te~'M,(<M'<MtMM<),to the latter, and

others the expression, Subject, (~ec<MM), to tbe former; whilst

the greater number of recent philosophers, (and these 1 follow),

apply these expressions indifferently to both Relative and

Correlative.

IV. CAUSATION.-LIBERTY AND NECESSITY.

(See VolII. p. 413.)

(a.) CACStTMK.

(Written in connecticnwith proposedMENomop Ma STEWAM.On

Deek,May 1666; writtenAutumn 1666.–ED.)

My doctrine of Causalit.yia accused of neglecting the phœno-

menon of c~<t~, and of ignoring the attribute of ~o<cey. This
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objection precisely reverses the fact. Causation is by me pro-
claimed to be identical with change,–change of power into act,

("omnia mutantur"); change, however, only of appearance,-
we being unable to realise in thought either existence (substance)

apart from phmnomona,or existence absolutely commencing, or

absolutely terminating. And specially as to power; power is

the property of an existent something, (for it is thought only es

the essential attribute of what is able so or so to exist) power
is, consequently, the correlative of existence, and a necessary

supposition, in this theory, of causation. Here the cause, or

rather the complement of causes, is nothing but powers capable
of producing the effect; and thé effect is only that now existing

actually, which previously existed potentially, or in the causes.

We must, in truth, define:-a cause, the power of effectuating
a change and an effect, a change actually caused. Let us

make the ex périment.

And, nrst, of Causation at its higheat extremity: Try to think

creation. Now, ail that we can here do is to think the existence

of a creative power,-a Fiat; wbich creation, (unextended or

mental, extended or material), must be thought by us as the

evolution, the incomprehensible evolution, by the exertion or

putting forth of God'sattribute of productive power, into energy.
This Divine power must always be supposed as pre-existent.
Creation excludea the commencement of being for it implies
creative God as prior and the existence of God is thé negation
of nonentity. We cannot, indeed, compass the thought of what

has no commencement; we cannot, therefore, positively con-

ceive, (what, however, we firmly believe), the eternity of a

Self-existent,–of God but still iess can we think, or tolerate

the supposition, of something spnnging out of nothing,–of an

absolute commencement of being.

Again, to think Causation at its lowest extremity As it is with

Creation,so it iswith Annihilation. The thought of bothsupposes

aDeityand Divine power; for as the oneisonlythe creati vepower

a 1 haveseen au attempt at the cor'

rection of tny tbeory of CKatien, tu

whieh the Deity la made to originate
or eKate Mietence. That la, either

existence b created by an Md~tentGod,

on which alternative the de~cttion ta

BtntttBed by self-contmdiction; or ex.

ktence i8 created by a non-existent

Qod.–an alternative, <f delibemtely

held, at once absurd and tmpioue.
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of God exerted or put forth into act, so thé other is onlythe with'

dtawa! of that exerted energy into power. Weare able to think no

complete annihilation,-no absolute endingof existence (" omnia
mutantur, nihil interit ") as we cannot think a creation from

nothing, in the sense of an origination of being without a pré'

viously existing Creator,-a prior creative power. Causation is,

theretore, necessarily M'M existence; for we cannot think of a

change either fromnon-existence to existence, or fromexistence to

non.existence. The thought of power, therefore,a!waysprécèdes
that of création, and follows that of annihuation and as the

thought of power aiways involves the thought of existence, there-

fore, in so far as the thoughts of creation and annihilation go, the

necessity of thinking a cause for these changes exeoplines the

facts,-that change is onlyfrom one form ofexistencetoanotber,
and that causation is simply our inability to think an absolute

commencement or an absolute tennination of being. The sum of

being (actual and potential) now extant in the mental and mate-

rial worlds, together with that in their Creator, and the sum of

being (actual and potential) in the Creator alone, bffore and after
these worids existed, is necessarily thought as precisely the same.

Take the instance of a neutral salt. This is an effect, the produet
of various causes,–and a!l are uecessarily powera. We bavebere,
1°, An acid involving its power (active or passive) of combining
with thé alkali 2, An a!kali, involving its power (active or pas-

sive) of combining with thé acid 3",(Since, as the chemical bro-

card bas it, "corpora non agunt nisi soluta "), a fluid, say water,
vith its powerof dissolving and holding in solution the acid and

alkali 4*,A translative power, say the human hand, capable of

bringing the acid, thé atkali, and the water, into correlation, or

within the sphere of mutual affinity. These, (and they might be

subdi-,ided), are aU causes ofthe effect; for, abstractany one,
and the salt is not produced. It wants a coefficient cause, and
the concurrence of every cause is requisite for an enect."

But aUthe causes or coefficientpowers being brought into reci.

proca! relation, tbe salt is the resalt for an effect is nothing but

tbe actual union of its constituent entities,–concauses or co-

efficient powers. In thought, causes and effects are thus, pro
tanto, tautobgical an effect always pre-existed potentially in

a Seeabove,Lect.HL,vol.i. p. 59.–ED.
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its causes andcausesa!wayacontinueactuallyto exist in their
effects. Thereis a changeof the form,but weare compeUedto
think an identityin the e!ementsof existence:–

"Omnttunntantut;nihilhttefit."

Andwemightadd, Nihil incipit fora creativepowermust

alwaysbe conceivedas pre-existent.

Mutation, Causation, Enëctuation, are only thé same thought
in dinerent respects they may, therefore, be regarded as virtu.

ally tcrma convertible. Every change is an effect every effect

ia a change. An effect is in truth just a change of power into

act; every effect being an actualisation of the potential.

But what is now considered as the cause may at another time

be viewed as the effect; and wceversd. Thua, wecan extract the

acid or the alkali, as effect,out of the salt, as principal concause;
and the square which, aa effect, is made up of two triangles in

conjunction, may beviewed as cause when eut into these figures.
In opposite vicws, Addition and Multiplication, Subtraction and

Division, may be regarded aa causes, or as effects.

Power is an attribute or property of existence, but not co.

extensive with it: for we may suppose (negatively think),

things to exist which bave no capacity of change, no capacity
of appearing.

Creation is the existing subseqaendy in act of whatprevious!y
existed in power; annihilation, on the coatraty,is the subsequent
existence in power of what proviously existed in act.

Except the nrst and last causal agencies, (and these, as Divine

opérations, are by us incompréhensible), every other is conceived

atgoas an effect therefore, every event ta, in diHerent relaCons,a

power and an act. Consideredas a cause, it is a power,-a power
to co-operate an effect Considered as au effect,it is an act,-an

act co-operated by causes.
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Change(causeandeffect)muatbe tp~ttt eM~enee it must

be merelyof pheenomenalexistence. For changecan be forus

onlyas it appearato os,–onty as it is knownby us; andwe

cannotknow,we cannoteven think a changeeither from non.
existenceto existence,or fromexistenceto non-existence.Thé

changemust be from substanceto substance but substances,

apart from phœnomens,are (positive!y)inconceivable,as phee-
nomenaare (positively)inconceivaMeapart from substances.
For thought requiresas its conditionthé correlativesboth of

an appearingand ofsomethingthat appears.

AndhereI mustobservethatweareuuableto thinktheDivine
Attributesasin themselvestheyare,wecannotthinkGodwithout

impiety,unlesswealsoitnpiicitlyconfessourimpotenceto think
Him worthily and if wesbouldassertthat Godis as we think
or aSrm Himto be,we actuallyblasphème. For the Deityis

adequatelyinconceivable,is adequatelyineffable sincehuman

thought and human languageare equaUyincompetentto Hia
lumnities.

(&.) THE QUESTION OP LtBBMf AND NBCESStTT AS VtSWEC BY THE

SCOTTlSB 8t:BOO!.

(WnttcninconnoctionwithproposedMEMoia0FMBSTEWART.On
Desk,M&y1856 writtenAntunm186&ED.)

TheScottishSchoolof PhilosophyhasmuchmeritiDregardto
the problemofthe MoraHtyofhumanactions; but its euccessin
the polemicwhichit baswagedin this respect,consistsrather in

havingintreuchedthe positionmaintainedbehindthe common
senseornaturalconvictionsof mankind,than in havingrendered
the problemand the thesiaadopted intelligibleto the philoso.
pher. This,indeed,couldnot be accomplised. It would,there-

fore,bavebeenbetterto showarticulatelythatLibertyandNeces.

aity are both incompréhensible,as both beyondthe Ihnits of

legitimatethought but that though thé Free-agencyof Man
cannotbospecalativelyproved,soneithercaait be specuhtively
disproved whilewemayclaimforit as a factof realactuality,
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thoughof inconceivablepossibility,the testimonyof consoioua.

oesa,–that we are morallyfree,as weare morallyaccountable

forour actions. In this mauner,thewholequestionoffreeand

bond-willis in theoryabolielied,leavin however,practioaUyour

Liberty,andaUthe moralinterestsofmanentire.

Mr Stewart seems,indeed,disposedto acknowledge,against
Reid,that, in certain respects,the problemis beyondthe capa-

cityofhumanthought,and toadmitthat aUreasoniugfor,as aH

reasoningagainst,our liberty,is on that accountinvalid. Thus

in référenceto theargumentsagainsthumanfree-agency,drawn

fMmthe prescienceof the Deity,he says, In reviewingthe

argumentsthat havebeenadvancedontheoppositeaidesof this

question, 1 have hithertotahen no noticeof thosewhich the

Necessitarianshavefoundedon the prescienceof the Deity,be-

canse1do not think thesefairlyapplicableto the subject inM.

muchas they drawan inferencefromwhat is altogetherplaced

beyondthefe<MAof our /MM/<M,againsta fact for whichevery
man&ONthee~Mtexceof hia<Mt'?tc<wscM'MMCM."

(t.) LtBEMY AKO NsCKSStTY.

(Written m connectionwith proposedMuMOtROFMa STEWABT.On

Deak,May 1858; written Autumn 1856.–Et).)

The question of Liberty add Nccesaity may be dealt with in

two waya
I. The opposing parties may endeavour to show each tbat bis

thesis is distinct, intelligible, and consistent, whereas that ti<e

anti-thesis of his opponent is indistinct, unmte)Hgibie,and con-

tradictory.
II. An opposing party may eudeavour to showthat the thesis

of either side is unthinkable, and thus abolish logically the whole

problem, as, on both alternatives, beyond the limita of human

thought; it being, however, open to him to argue that, though

uuthinkable, his thesis is not annihilated, there being conttadic-

tory opposites, one of which must conseqnently be held as true,

though we be unable to think the possibility of either opposite i

a ~cttM<t)t<<MoralP<MKM,vol.L ~a~<,vol.ti. p. 396.
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whi!sthe maybe able to appealto a direct or indirect décora.

tionof our consciousnaturein favourof the alternativewhich
homaintains.

The formerof thesemodesof arguingbasbeen the one ex.

etusively emp!oyedin thiscontroversy. TheLibertarian,indeed,
basoftea endeavouredto strengtbenbis positionby callingin a

Jeliveraaceofconaciousnesathe Necessitarian,onthe contrary,
basno suchdeliveraneeto appealto,and he haaon!yattempted,
at best,to deprive bis adversaryof tbis groundof argumenta.
tion by denyingthe fact or extenuatingthe authority of the
detiver~nce.

The latterofthese linesof argumentation,1 mayalso observe,

was,1 believe,forthe firsttimeemployed,or,at least,forthe first
timelegitimatelyemp!oyed,bymyself: forKant couldnot con.

sistentlydeferto theauthorityofReasonin its practicalrelations,
after haviDgshown that Reasonin ite speculativeoperations
resultedonly in a complexusof antilogies. On the contrary,1
have endeavouredto altowthat Reason,–that Consciousness
withinita legitimatelimita,is alwaysveracious,–that in gener-
ating its antinomies,Kant's Reasontranscendedits limits,vio.
lated its laws,-that Consciousness,in fact,is never spoutanp.
ously false,and tbat Reasonis only self-contradictorywhen
driven beyondits legitimatebounds. We are, therefore,war-
rauted to rely oa~ deliveraapeofConsciousness,whenthat de-
liveranceis <&a~athihg is/fbo~ghwe maybe unableto tbin!<
howit can

be.. ) t



2 MVOL. Il.

I N D F X.t N D E X. 0

(-

AnF.t,, case ot dr''at))h)~n)M<)oned by,
H. 270. 't\

to oitAi,eretromble,7, referre.l to onAtxr'eroatbfe, Dr_jM<n~refem'J to on
tomnambuUMn. f. 320 on caiKMof mcu-
ta) tateney, 340.

Abercromby, Il. 349.

Absolute, distinctions of modeof reaehtn);
tt. il. 629-30 MO-6. See Rcjmtative
Facutty.

Ahttractton,<M Attention and Elaborn.
tive FacuJty.

AtMtraeUte )<now)Ct)ge,Me Know)f)Rf.
Acadendc&t hononr~, prtndptea <vh)c))

thouM regutate, L 386 et <
Accident, what, t. 161.

Aet, what, !79. &'< Encr;;)-.
Active, tto 'tefcftif a" a phHosophffn)

term, t. 112, 185.

Activity, aiways co~jotned with pi-Mt~tty
in creation, L 310. &< CoaMionsneits.

Achta!, dist!nct)onx of, from potentia), i.
!80. &e Exittetx-e.

A'tdiMC. quoted to the effect that the
tnentt) fanuttie~ are not (n'tepen'tent
existences, )t. 3.

~i;idiu!), if. 37 on Touch, 155.

~SsehvtM, quoted, i. 351.
~theUe. <MFeeMom.
Agrippa, Cornélius, f. 75.

AMxTn, ambiguoM,ii. 4!9.< Feetiu~
Akeoside, quoted on Fear. ti. 483.
AJbertus Magu~m, i. 253 ti. 37; on

Touch. 156.

AicUndM, Il. 3S.

Alemeeon,ii. 121.

A)en)tfs,orA)esiN8,A)ex.,i.253;ii.37;!7J.
Alexandrin, xchoof of, i. 107.
A)fambi, i. 307.
A)j!ate), nrst expuctUy malntalntd thé

hypothèse of AMtstaDeeor Occastonn)
Causes, i. 302 bis sumatne, ib. ii.

389, <«' CaiMatity.
Alison, Rev. A., notire't on Axtociatien,

ii.499.
Annnonfus BermitB, referred to on défini.

tiott of phitosophy. i. 6t U4 'juoted
on ruenta) powers, il. 7 quoted on
Breadth nnd Depth of notions, 2M.

Annlysls, what, i. 98 thé Necessarycon.

dition ofphiiotophy, tt., t<'< PhitoMphv;
relalions of anah'sh an'i "yntheais, 98-9;
nature of Mientinc, 94 e< t~ three
ruif) of psy('hn)"ica), Il. 2*2; f-ritic.i),

itt sphère, 193, fée Critfca) Method ht
fxtetniou and eomprehentioa, the ana-

t h'sh of the ono corresponds to the "yn.
th)"))aoftheother.344; confusjonamou)!
j'hftosophem from Bût havtagobserved
thto, 345 synthexfa of Orcek !ogtctaM
h équivalent to a)ta)ysi<of modem phi-
tosophers, 34S-6 Platonlc doctrine of
dation caXed Anatytica), 3«).

AtMtytieju'tgment, what, ii. 6~0.

AnatuaesUc, <MMnetuotdc.
Anaxajipra! H. !2t.
4Asieillon FftdMrick. t. 7t 2S4 379

'juoten oc 'HMcuity of p!)yeho)og)cat
stNdy, 38! 382 M.229 quoted on Re-
mifdsMnct. 247; quotea on tmagina-

1 tion,2M-6;ontheBame,2o7,MeRe)'-
resentative Faculty, 272-3, Me)tM.

André, P~, il. 248 hia treatise Ao'
~f<!t<.406.

Annihilation, M Mticeh'ed by ue, ii. 405.
AMehn.it. 37.

Aj'hrodjsimais, Atex.. i. !!< 2M; quoted
on mental j'oweK, H. 7; 31; ~uotedon
Ati-.totte'e doctrine of epedM, 37-8,
on Touch, !55; ou cot'trarttty an't

<im)!arity. 236.

ApoUiMM, on Touch, Il. 155.

Appearance, what, i. 161.

Appetency, terni objectionable a: com-
mon

dcsicnation
both of will and <te'

aire, i. !8S.

A')Ninaa, ). 12; 6! mafntttned that the
mind can attend to ouly a single object
at ouce, 263; hia doctrine of mental

poweM.ii. 8; 37; 71.
Arbuthnot, quoted, i. !64.
An-himedes, i. 269.

Argentica', U. 37.

Anminenett, <e<Gregory of Rimini.

Aristotle, t. 12; 19 37; 45; quoted on

définition of phitosophy,49,62 referK<t
to on tha Mme, 61. 64 quoted on
the tu<M<)'oM««:&'7M, 66, <MEntpirt-
cal 6S; quoted on the end of philo-
sophy, 69; 61; 66; 68; 69; 72; 74;
quoted on Wonder as a eaMe of phtto'
Mphy, 78; 84; 90; 93; 106; ni;
U2 !!8, .M Art; mado the constdcnt.
tion of the sot)t part of the thttoMphy
of nature, 127; 136; M9; IM; 167:
di.ttinct)on nf active nnd passive power
tirât formtUty enonncfd by, 1i7; hit



!~DEX.546

JkttMUon of ttahtt aud dieposMJoa,
i78; 180; quoted on tdU and désire.
185; had No8pec)a)term forcouseioue-
nem, 197 <upposed tnttUect to be

cogniMnt of its own operationa, 198;
bis doctrine ln regard te setf-apprehm-
sion of aenM, t9o-9 203; opposed to
the doctrine that tbe mfad cannot exist
in two different atatM at the a<U)'en)0*

ment, 250.2; 267, whether a tatural
Matiitt, 296. it. M; t. 307 St2; S77¡
M7 oa relation ofeouJ to body. U. 9;
127 his doctriue of specles, division
of opfaioM rcgtu'dm~, 3({-8; p~sagea
quoted from, itt which <t<<xaud ntrot
occur, 37 1K problem regnnling
ptur&UtyofseMft under Touch taooted

t'y, 16<,207 MfCouservative FMutty
2~8. ~e Reproductive Fm~tUty 23)
<M tM~. doubtful whether Âriototte
or Homer ~'ere p<'sst;<Medof thé more
x'HYcrfu) imagiMtfon, 2t!6 27<, 277
)«')<t that eeneMt names are ou nb-

bre~atedde9niti[<nB,3J3; 330,<MLan-
)!M!tf~ hif t!e6nltion of the inDaitt,
!<75, hetd that sense has no percepttou
ot thé cau~! nexus, 389; 436; his
doctrine of thé p)~UMb)e, <!0, 460,
«'< fcetin,pt; thé j~nuinents of the

J/ayn<t Jtf~/Mt and A't«f~t)a!t ~f/oM
attributed to, oue~ttMtabtc, 450.

ATistotetiMs, the, their Jnctrixe of co<t-

tictouBnem,). 199, 200 Mt-tain of, tir't
h<:)d coMcto)MaMs to he a 6ne<:i<d
hcuttv. 200 hutd doctrine of Phy.
«!<'?)JnBuence. 906; dividcd on ouee'
tt"n uf cootituo) eNerRy of Intellect,
M!); doctrioe of, regarding thé relation
of thé soat to tbe ))0dy, aud of the 6out
to thé diOnvnt mental ttowerf, il. 9,
127; certain of, disa~oweu the dottrine
of specicf), 36-7 their division of the
mental pha-nomena, 4!5.

An<au)d, Lis doctrine of Perception, fi.
M f<M~ only adoj'ted ),y thé fcw, M.
&e Pcrceptiou.

Arrinm. U.308.
AMOttatton of Ideas, t))&t in );en6)'& t.

!!5J m phm'notnenonof, 6eenfia(;!yauo-
n):UoM,3B2-3,366 expiained byprin-
t ip)e of txenta) latency, 366 367, <M

tteproductive and t!epre<eutotive Fa.
cuttte~, as a Recer~ cause which con-
tribatM to mise energy, U. <M, «e

FecUt'g~.
Art and Science, bistory of the apptica-

tion of the tonne, t. U6-I& deHnition

ofartbyArbtotte, 118.
Arts. Fine, presuppose a knowledge of

mtnd,t.62.
AttentfoB, net of thé Mtxe facutty M re-

HecUon, ). 236; net a faeuHydMerettt
from coMetouBBKM,239 et what,
237 as a genend phMtomtMu of con-
sctoumeM, 238 « «}. whether we can
attend to more than a fttDgteohject at
once, 238 et fe?. t 2M <<a?. possible
~ith')ntanactoffrfC-tvt)),M7:ofthrff

degreeaor kimdt,248; nature and im.
portanceof,<t. théqoestion.howmany
ot'jeetacaa the min attend to at once,
cenfidere~,M3 <t <M. this quMtioa
canta&sedin the midoJeages,2c3 how
answeredby Bonnet, Tucker, Uestutt-
Tracy, Degerando,and by thé author,
2o4; vatue of attention considered lu
itah)ghe<tdegreeas aa Mt of will, 255;
[MtaNeesofthet)owerof,2t7e<'<V.;Mt-
ttbïMichequoted on ptace and ÛMport.
anceof,0 et )Stewart ecmmendcd
on,290. &e Conaet~th'e Facutty.

Attribute, what 1.!M.
Augustin,St, his anatyaiBof pain, 1.69:

t!4; J3&; hie emptoymentof coMft-
M and «'Mtt~!)<t<t,!96-7 iactincd to
doctrine of PIttetic Médium.308 his
doctrineof matter tt. tjaottd on our
tgttortneeof the substanceof mta~and
ttody,309 oncontinua)energyof tnte)-
!ect, 313; <C5,on mental powera, tt.
6; 37: on the doctrine that the soul h
a)) ln the wholeand att ta overvpart,
127, l?0;207,~ConMn-atiVt!Facutty;
23!. fK R<!t.n)(tuctfveFaeuity 248,see
<4ta.;848;quotedontinergtticemottous,
484, on benuty, 608.6, Feetioga.

Avempace,t. 307.
AverreM.f.66; ni beld God to be the

ou)y real ageut in the universe, 302;
405; onTouch,t).t?'5-6; 389.

Avf'Tnha. ott Touch, Il. !55; 207. are
C&tt&etvath'ct'Mutty.

BACON.t.!8;68; 79; 88; 90; 8S; 108
hiadivisionof tho sck'tftMan') of j'ht.
tosophy,119 !ft; 258.~Att<-ntfo));
387;i!.lM.

Batmc,ii. 349.

BMbeyrac,il 349.
Batteux, il. 465.

«

BaNmgarten, finit to apply tho term
~<<Ac<t<:to thé phtto~opbyof Taate, t.
!24 attempted to demonatratethé law
of8uŒc)ent Reason fromthatof CuD.
tndtctton, ti. 396.

Beasley,hb opinion of Utid'spolemicon
Perception,ti. 44..

Ih-attk, i. 130; on hwsof Association,H.
2M.

Bcauty,eMFeeUngs.
Bellefprecedeaknowledge,1.44.
BeitovaceMJt).Vtncentiue,U.171.
Botsham,heMthat thepet~eptiottofcolour

suggestathe notionor ottenefoc,U. )6i!.
BeneiM,i. 363 il. 280.
Berigardue,fi. 332.
Berkeley, quoted on testimony of con.

ficiousneNtinPerception,i. 289;296;hi<
/t« the7*~<M~n~t~ttfMtreferred
to, ii. t60-t. M<Blght; quoted on Ko.
minatfsm,298 306.

BetnarduB,J. Bap., ii. 34.
Bertrand, quoted on Dt-).eartea'doctrine

ofp)eaattre,fi.46t.
Biedennann,U.397.
Hiel, 263; Il. 8; 3;)2; 390.



INDEX. 647

BitNnger, Il. 2M, Me Iteprodactite Fa.
culty; 292.

Biunde, t. 376; quoted on dtBcutty of

psychotogteat atudy, 376; 38! U. !!8
qaoted, &3 426. <f<Feetittm.

Boettuue, t. 6t Kt, U. 210.
Bottn, t. 388.
Boum8pe).Fr..)i. 229; 303.
Bonaventura, H. 37.
Bonnet, Charles, f. 264 it. 442.

Bo~teth-n, f. 2M.
BoMOtfch.ti. 628.
Boxtock, Dr, his /'AM«~<m refen~d te.

f.423;U.H2.
BouhoMs, H..349.
Bmia. eccouut of e~t'ertmentN on weiglit

of, by thé author, t. 419-22 retn)ir)<Bon
Ur Morton'a tables on the alzeof, <22-<.

Bmedis.t.«;47! 6t,M,6e! 162.
BroJwtMeMttmften, the Brffut and Butter

Sciences, 1. 6, 2t.

Brown, Bienon. 1. 134; hfs doctrine of
Substance, 165.

Brown, Dr ThotuM, t. !31 détins co))-
BdouBMMby feeltng, t8< 191 erro-

UeoustyaMerta that comeiousuMii has

)!enera))y becn ctassed an a er~<:ta]
faculty 207 hotds th&t the mtnd mth
uot exit.t at ihe Mme moment in two
different etatea, 242, 249; bis doctrine
pn thie point chticiaed. 24! it rendors

comparisoDimpo~ibte.~tÏ.and viotatex
the Tntegrtty of conscioaxneas, !!78i
283 wrong tn aoserttn){ that }'hi)oMj.
pheM tn gênerai regard thé meuta)
«owers as distinct Motndependent tit.

istenccs, Il. 2; his general error in rc-
t:Md to Reid'a doctrine of t'crctptiou,
3!, <MPerception hia critici~tuof R<i'i
on théories of Perception, 31 « <M.
45; hie errors in regard to t'erceptton
vital, 4o; coincidea with Prieftttey ix

centfujing Rdd'a view of Locho'o do<
trine of

Perception, M his fnterpmta.
tion of Locke opinion cxpMcitty con.
tradicted by Locke hun~f. 06.8;
adduces Hobbe~ ao an instance of
t<eid'a hbtorica) fnaccaoey in Mgnrd
to theorfes of PerceptioB, 69.60 hta

singte argument tu rapport of the view
that Reid was a Comtothetie !dea)i<t
refuted, 72 <<<<?. mhiBterpreta Retd's
distinction of Seufation fMni Percep.
tion, !05; adopted division of senbes

eorretponding to the &tMiMt'u~M and
Nnt~u ~j-tM of the German phitoio-
phen<, !67 controterte') opinion thtt
extension to anobjeetofSxbt, 161. 163
<<<et. on )awe of Association, 232 i
'jaottd on Conceptmdism, 30!, are Eta-
))oratiTeFaculty; 320-1, <« Language i
378 e<Mo..<« CauMtity.

Browne, Sir ThontfM, quoted, t. 24-6, tM

Mind; ii.M9.

Brucker, i. 72.
Buchanan, George, quoted, i. 196 ti. 20.

Bx'upus, 1.269.
ButHer. Pfre, ri;;ht in regard to de~t-fc~

of evidence lu coa<etoumem, t. 27&;
dtbttnmiahed Perception from Senta.
tio)),ti.97.

Batfon,t.2M;ti.!69.
Buratetfm, Uabrfet, ouoted on Phtottfe

doctrine of vMon, U. M.

BargoKdyek. 1. U8 Il. 340.
BarUe, quoted on value of teCective

otudjea, t. 13; tefen-cd to on the Su)).
litue, ft. 613.

Butter, Bithop, referred to on our mental

t'tentity, t. 374 referred te on thé Sut).
«tue. tf. tl3.

Byroe.qMoted, ). U7.

C~AI.F)KUfi, An~t-eiM,tt. 332.

Cn'MfinM,\'trgtNh)s, quoted on Poiufu)
AfTectiuM.fi. 48!.

('~etM,t.i!M: <L8, 71.
CeMentood, Henry, Lttter of Auther to,

ti. M0.9.

CnmpaneUa, quoted on mentot power", Il.
7 324, e~ l~n~Mge,

CatuDUeU,Phn~it)a),t. 130;nnctniMtiitt,
208.

Ca)uph<;n,ThontM, q'tot«t, t. 48.

Capacity, origin and meaning of. i. 177,

ap))ro})hate)y apptied to tMium] Cttpabi.
titie!f, !79 distmgmsheJ fMMfMulty,
Il.4.

<'ap'ren)tM,f.M3, if. 8; 37.
C.tntaiXac, rcferred to, ou doetrice of meu.

tal tatencY. 1. 839. 393 qnottd on dit.

ticutty 01 psycho)oc<cn) study, 378
379 381; quoted, iî. 250et ~iM
!{fpro()aetive Fa<;u)tv.

Car'tM. t. 2M; on foueh, ti. !56; ot)

p)eMUte, 468, ~MF<.u)h)g)).
C.u')t0t). ThontM, Cotnpt., ii. 528.

CaruMdes, i. 269.

L'arnenter. Ur, r~'rr~ to on bOntUfmt'
hut-stu. t. S~I.

CilrteotanB,thé, dtvi''iottofph!)osop!ty hy,
f. !!a; foHye'o)~) thé hypothe~of
asxiotMce or occaxion<d cause, 302
tn~'e con)tc)ou!)))fM the enseuce of

thought, 61.
(.'arus,Fred. Aug., 363; H. 230; 42t

429. «z Feetin~.
Casauboh, tsanc. quotts) on metuory of

Joseph S~Uge)-. ti. 224.
C<u.m<U)n.Otto, his use of t)!<: tenn ~y.

fMM~, i. 135.

CaMmuty, of second causes at teost two

t)ece!<6&)'yta the production of every
ea'ect. t. 69; H. 408 the Fit~t Cause
manot be by aeaptMBhcnded, bottuu'.t
be btUeved tD, t. 60: the law nf.
e~otved from th principe of thé Condi-

tloned, U. 876 tt Mt.; proMcn) of, <n)tt

att)-n)pt)<at solution, 37o; fh~no~ne.
uon of, what, 37'! et << whtt appearx
to ux to begin to be ia neceasarity
thought by uo as havhfg t'[t\'<oa:))y f<-
isted under another fom), 377 i'ence
nn absotuto tautology between the eBeftt
nnd tts fausei', tt. notnectf)sary to the
ootiou «f. th.tt we shouJd ktiow the par-
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ticiitar causes of the particntar etïcct,
378 Brown'a accomt of thé phenotne'
uouof, 379.82 ProfeMor Witeon quoted
ou Brown's doctrine of, 382-4; runda-
)!)cnta) defect in Brown theory, 3M
etaMinMationof opintoM on the nature
aud origin of thé principle of, 38o-7
these conBJderedtn oetall, 387 <<:<?.. t.

Objectito-Objecttve. 388, refuted ou two
grounds, ib. that we have no percep-
tion of cauxe aud effect in the extentat
wortd n)!t)uta)aed by Hume, 388 a<!d
hefore h)~ by many phitoMphcM, ?9,
amon!! whom Algazel probably the finit,
tA. i t'y the MuMatmaa Doctcn, 890;
the Mtootmpu, ib. Matebranche, tt.
t. Objecttvo-SubJecttve,matutained by

Locke, 390; M. de Biran, ib. ehown to
he tmtcnaMe, 39t.3: II!. Objective--
Induction or Genera)i<atfon, 393 tV.

SuhjeeUfe–AMoctntion, 393-o; V. A

Special Principle of !ate)Ugence, 395
Vt. ExpectationoftbeContftancyofNa.
ture,395; Mth opinion critic)i'ed.39&6;
Vt!. The Princfpte of Non-Coatradic.

tion, 396-7; VU!. Thé Law ofthe C~n.
!)tt)oned, 397 jud~ment of Cansality,
how deduced from thit law, S9S ??
existence coudittoned in time a<ïort)t
thé priueiple of, 399-400, M<ako 403 ft

M~. that thé causal jn'tjnuent la eli-
ctted only by objecif (n unifonu sucee..
!.)oo laerroaeona, 408 thé author'a doc-
trine of, to be preferred, 1* from it8 ~m.

pttcity, 409,2°. avert~scepticittM, 4t0,
3°. avoiding the aXemath Mof fatalism

or incoM~tency,410-12 advaataKt! of
thé author'e doctrine of, further shown,
412 défonce by anthor of bis doctrine
of, liS8.

Cause, ate Causality.
t'ttsMs. L 64.

CffebeXnm, tts function a)) a))fgt<! hy
fhrenoto~tsbi, L 408 it< tme function
M ascertatned by thé author, 410.

Chalcidina, U. 3o.
Chance, ffamesof, if. 497, <e<Fee!in{p'.
Chanet, h. 849.

Charleton, Il. 349.

Charron,).24; 89.

Chauvin, f. 6t tt. 292.
CheMtden.ii. ]76,tfeSf):ht.
ChesterneM, Loni, t. 2SS.

Chevy ChaM, battad of, Queted, Il.
420.

Cicero, t. 29 on the MMtnption of the
term ~A</Mo/)/'w,46 on dennjtion of

philosophy, 49; referred to on the

<ame, H 114 !64 use of the tenn

C'oMo'M, t96 on continua) energy of
Intellect, 8!3 386 387 U. 104 h8;
123 210, <M Conservath-e Facntty;
quoted in tUastratton of the law of con-

t!f{utty, 236 274 348.

Coarke, Dr Samuel, demomtratea the taw
)f the Sumctent Rfamn from that of
Xnn.Contradictbn. fi. 396.

C).n'<incatton, fff E)a)'orntive Fnculty.

Ctanhtre. ). 60 hto division of phito~o-
phy, 119.

OetneM AtexandrtaM, referred to on de.
finition ofphUosophy, i. 49; quoted, 6S.

Clerc, Dan. Je. t. M. 66.

0<ïc. John le, beld P)Mt)c Medhtu. t.
300. 308 quoted on perceptton, il. 61
diatinenished Perception from SenM-

ttoa, 67 398.

Cognmon, one grand division ofthe ph~
nomena of mh)'), t. JN, <M Know.
tcdge the use o( the tenu vtnJictted
tL !9.

Coterid~e,case of tnentai tateacy reconted

by. t. a<Ji.
Colour, aeeSight.
Cotobe, George, qooted on 'UBerence of

development of phrenotogica) orMM, 1.
<2&.

Connnon Senftf, tt.t varions meatilnge, Il.
347 authorities for use of, M Mutva.
lent to Km.t,348.9.

Common 8<Me, Ife Vital SeMe.
Common Sfa')ur)'. ii. 348.

Compartson, aeeËtaboMtive FMu)ty.
Complex Notions, ~< E)tbonttive Facutt)'.
ComprehetKfnn of Notions, Me Etabom-

tive Faculty.
Conation, one grand divislon of thé ptue-

nomena of mtmt, ). !!2 h<Btterm to
dénote thephznotneMboth of WiURtt't

DMire, t8ë, detem~tned hy the Ff<-)-

infp), H. 426.9; essential pectitiartHe~
ot, 431 e<<m.

Conatie, use,f by Cudvrorth, i. 188. SeeCotMthc. useJ by Cud%torth, 1. 186. &<
Collation.

Conception. used by Reid and Stewart ao

«ynonytnonx with Imagination, t. 2!Z-
13; mptmhtt; an') right application ot
tho tenn, ii. 29t-2. aee Representathe
Faonlty.

ConcpMut)i<m, «'e Etabomtive Facntty.
Condillac, referred to on deSttitio)) of

phitosophy, t. 49; quoted on love of

umtty as a source of error, 7] 73 101
J<1: 236 338 362 U. 8 on exten.
Rion as object of stght, 160-1 286;
320, <MLanguage.

Conditioned, the.tt. 899. &e Regulntive
Facutty.

Condorcet, U. 328.

Cooin.bricenMs. i. 198 236 2.'i3 H. 8 i
9; M; 209 320, <MLanguaRe 389.

Co7tK<o)/K!,CfMfMtM,thety variot)8mean'

fngs. t. !9af<< ~eCon<c)ousnMo.

Consclous, <« Sabject and CoBsdonBneM.
ConsctouoneM, what, i. 167-8. 192 thc

one essential element of thé menta)

pha'noniena, 182; atTonh three t~n<)
ctaMee ofphfenotnma–those of Know-

te<)m,FeeUng.andCoMtion,!83e<
thelr nomenclature, J84-6 thte thfee*
fold distribution of the phœnomena of,
tirot made by Kant, )86 objection tothe
c)as3i)icationobviated, !87 H.42~< M.
thé phtenomeM of. cot pomibte tnue.

pendently of each otht-r. ). ]88 0.206;
ofterof thc thrccgrnnd cta'ses or thé
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~'hitnnmena of, !<i.9; noxjtticte) ac-
Koontof, by IM.t or Stewart, t& can.
not be denaed, 190 f< «9.; tMhntb ot

phitosophica) aoatyo~, 192; whnt kind
of Mt thé word ta emptoyed to dénote,
and what the Mt tm'ottM, 192 et f?.;
consctousncm and )<t)0~)edf!eiuvotve
cach other, !? these how dhtiu.

gui'hed, !94-6; h)"tory of the term,
Ï96.201 nmt Kf~tbrty (Mcd hy Def).
cartes in tte n)o<tfm maM. !96-7; t
tranthtion of co?Mf)f)t<f<t,!90; ttrty
eenstt of coM~CttMand eon~c<))<)«,th.
<)<used hy Au~ntin. tt.; M Med )<y
<~uintiUM.CieeM,'rertu))ta)), aud other
of the Latin fathers, 199?; how ex.

preMed tn Latin French, !ta)tmn, and

Oerman, 197 no terni for, tu Gr'tk
untit the decline of phUosophy, <&
teros ttntantoant to, adopted by the
bter Ptatontsh) and Ari'tottXans, 189.

201; the most genefo) chftracte~atfc of,
~01 apedu) conditions of, <&. those

KeneraHytuttnittt'd, 201 Pt M~ impHex,
). Mtut) )(now)e')j;e, 202; 2. tn)n)e.
dinte knowledge tt.: 8 contrast, 202-

<: 4. fndgn.ent, 204: f). 277; 6. !ne.

mory. t. 205; special conditfons of, not

(;ouemUy admitted, 206 « «9.; ro'
extensive with onr )<now)ed(!e,2~7

< a ~pech) hcatty necordine
to Reid

Mtd 8t<:wnrt, 208 el Kt~d'8 limita.
tion of the sphere of, nntetmMe, 211 et

«r~ no co)tsc)ousne"Hof a coftnitive
Act without m confidoMaest of tts oh.

ject, 211 et thb shown ln detaU
with remtd to Imagination, 2!2; Mc-

mory,2)6e< E)ttenm) Perception,
222 et «~ Attention and I:eHectinn
acts subordinate to and contained in

conscioumest, maintained ngainBt Kcid
and Stewart 23] f< 236..<ff Reid
évidence Md a'tthority of, 2'!4 <'<~7.
thé source of pttUoMphy, tt. f*v..
286 veracity of, impued in possihitity
of ph))osophy, 266, a~ the eriterion of

fh))Mophv, nfttt)ra))y clear and unerr-

!n);, 269.7; three grand tawa nnder
which ib phtfnontetxt CM be )ff;iti-
)!<ate)y(n~'esttpated, 268 et <t~ 1. thé
hw of Parctmony, 269 fect of. what,
269.7t tt" fttcta ta be coMidered (n
two points of view 271 how for doubt
<!)possible rct;ardfn); a fact of, 27!-6;
the two degreM of the évidence of, con.
founded by Stewart, 273 M?. re'intto
of the law of Parctmony os app!!cd to,
276 the second and thtrd ta~ )'ff:u)at-
)n(! thé int'mttmtton of.–tntegrity and

Harmony. 276 el My.; how scepttctmt
aritM out of thé viotatton of thé tnteg-
rtty of, 277 the integrity of, viotated
hv Dr Thotnao Brown, 278et «~ thé
absolute and anh-en.a) vemdtyof. mnst
)'e maintained, 283; nr't general fact

of.–tta Duatity what, and how violated,
288 << tlie f<M'tof thé t<'8t)mony
of, JMt'<;n;eption a))o"cd t'y tho<.cwhn

de))yHotrut!).288f<U.n'au.
thon quoted tn t)dx effect.–Berhetey.
t. 2&9.90. Hame, 290.1 thé ego an<i

non-ego given by, in eqim)connterpo!M
and tndependonce, 292; dtnerent philo.
sophtca) oyatetnf)ortgtnaUng )n thM fact
of thé dnajfty of, m accepted or rejected,
-Natura) HMttatD. 293: axbstantta).
)Mnand mhi))<m. 294; SabBtanHatbtn
dtvided tnta Hypothettca) Duallam or
Cosmothetic ïdeaiior., ond Montant or
UnitarianiMn, 295; Monts;)),fta Kuhdfvi.

'))on<,2&6.7;MCODdeeMM)factof,–the
Activity and PMsivttyof mlnd, 310 ''<
«y. weare fMtivetnM)far Mweare con.
sclous, 3!! Are we <ttWH;MMdoasty
acttt'e 13!2~< tf?.; th~ question i" con'

tined tothe pha'notneMn~)eepand «nm.
MntbaUM), t'A.; not tdet)ttai) with tho

questfon.–HMe we etwaya a taeniory of
our eon~cfoosne!)) t0.; opfcfoM of pht'
to.'~phcMon the former question, 3f2 f<

dealt with hy phi)oa)phen) rather

hy hn'othpfto than hy expertment, 3!9:
cottcfuxion~from experiments made hy
the author, t'6.; !<ot')<e'9ot'Jcction, that
consctoumeaa and the recoUecUo)) Il
consciouxnesaarefonvcrtibte. dttproved
by Mtnnanthotism, 3!U. and hy the fact
that dreamtng la possible without n~

nfory. 32t that the mind rftoatna co<
sciune during tteep, estaMtshed by ex-

~rfeace, 322; results of thé autnor's

per~ona) cxpertente.–thnt the mind 1.
never whoUy tnactive, and Omt we arc

neverwho)))' nnconsefousofitB activih, 1
322-4; Joun'roy u'toted fn support bf
the author')! doctrine ox thla point, and

offundry other conctasio))' 324 f<
ca<e<td'h)ce<) in enpjort "f nfOrmatiM
of que)tt)on, that we are a)ways con'

sdonaty active, N34f< !f)the mind
ever uncnn'tciousty tnoftincd1338 <<
thix question not mooted in thio coun-

tr),!M8-62;howde<'idt:dinG<mftny v
and France, t't. 339, 392; the mind eo)!.
talna modincations of which we are un.

conscioM. 339 et M?. three degrés of
mental latency, 339 f< the first
and second degrees i))n')t)t<td hy case~.
34! << my.; mes of madMRa, 34t of
fever 342; oMe of the ComteK!e de

I~vat, 343; case (riven hy Coteridm',
344 thé third degree of mental )ft.

tency 347 thé pro)')em in regard <o
thé thint degree-Are there, tn or<)i.

oxry, mental modifications of which
we are unconscioNs, but whteh msni.
fest their existence by facta of wMch we
are conseiouaf 347 « <fy., 864 f< M?.;
thb problem conajdered tn ttfictf and in
its hbtcry, ft.; the aSinnathe mah)
tained, 348 e< M~ the mental moditi.
cattom in qufxtinn mantfMt thetr <-)[-
fttenoe through their effects, 348; thix
C!<ta)']t<hcdfrom thé nature of coh.
xcioMnej")tt<e)f, 348.C; the xpectnt e<i.
denre for thc affirmative of the ((encra)
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proUem atMNce<t,3<Od<M.; ta I. Ex.
tenta) Perception, 349.6!, 386, tt.
AMoctatton ot !<!eM.361 et «<!?.,866 f<

«~ tiï. AcqatrM Dex«rit)es and

Habib, 36B « f~ 367 << history
of the doctrine of nnconsciotM mental
modifications, 89t f< Letbnjh the
ftrst to proclalm the doctrtne, A;
MthOM referred to ou doctrine of la.

tency, 3o3 con~ioameo and memory
in the direct ratio of Mch other, S68
three principal facto to be nottce<t ln
connection with the j~nentt pbft'no-
mena of, 37t 8e)f.E)nstenc<
371 2. Mental Unit or tn.tt~duahty.
373; tbe truth of thé teottmonyof !o our
Mental Unity <)oabted, t0. 3. Mcnta)

tdentity, 37<; DifEcuttiM and FM))it)e~
ln the stndy of the pb~nomena of, 376
~<tW.; 1. Uin)cn)t)M. 1. TheconMiom
mind at once the observing subject and
the object obterred, 376; 2. Want of
mutual c~operaHon, 389; 3. No fact of
com'ctonme!) caa be accepted at second

hand, 377; 4. Phtenomena ofeoMeioM".
neM onty to be stndted through me'

mory, 3<&; 6. Naturally biended with
each other, and pr~'iente't in complex.
ity, tA., H. 26; 6. The act of reflectinn

comparaUvety deficient ln ptetmre, t.

3S! U. FacfUtiea. 382.3.
ConMrvative Faenity. wh!)t, )i. J2, 24;

tts re~tton to tho faculties of AcquM.
tion, Reproduction, and Reptesentation.
205; why the phenomeBa of Conser.
vution. Reproduction, nnd Represento.
Monhâve not been dbttntmbhed tn thé

antt) sis of phUo~ophers, Z06 ortUaary
use of the tenns JffmtM~and ~ffe/~t-

tion, 206 et <'?. memory pmper)y df.
notes thé power of retcntton, 207; thit
u~eof memory aehnowtedi'e't by P]atn,
Aristotte, 8t AujpMtin, Ju)iM< Ct-MF

Scaliger, 207; Joxeph Scatfeer. 208;
SuabediMen. Fhes. H. Schmtd. &c.,209;
Memory. what, <& tbe fact of reten
tloa a<Mtt<d, <A.; the hypothe~s of
A~ctnna re~nUng rétention, )< re.
tention adm~sof explanation, 2!0; ti-
t)~)itad~< sujette') in illuhtration of
the faculty otretenHon. byCieero, Oa.<-

semU, 2tO-H the~e resemManec~ <'f
use aimpty M metanhors, 2!1; H.
Schmtd quoted on. 2n.!8 the pho'.
nomenon of retentfon natoraUv adse))
from the Mtf-enerjry of )ntn<),2n t)'J!)

specially ahown, 2!! f< the pro-
blem most dtScutt of MtntioD it not
how a mental aetivity endutft. but how
it ever vaniahes, 2!2; the <Uftica)tyre.
motTd hy the princtpte of latent modi.

flcatione, & fnrj!etMt)eM. 2!3; dis.
traction and attention, 2!<; two oh-
«ervatfoM refjartttng ïnemory–t. The
law of retentlon extends over a)) the

phsnemena of mind altke, 216 2. The
various attetnpta to e]tp)atB memory by
phytiotogicat hypothexes unneceMary,

216; n'enter;' frrcaUy dépendant on

corporea)con'Utiona,216 phytiotn~.
ça) hypothe~Mof thé otder psychoto.
trtfb)rtj;n)'djaf;memory,2t7 twoquft-
litiea requête to a goodmemory viz.,
Retention end Reproduction 218. re-
mar)<aMecaseof rétention narrated by
Muretua.2)9-222;caseof UtutioGnidf,
222 two oppo.<)tedoctrine))ln regard
to the rehUona of memory to the
hf~herpowersof înhKt-t. That a great
powerof memoryte iccompatiMewtth
t hjgh degreeof Intelligence,223 this

optDJonrcmte't by facts,224 examptex
of h)f;htnteUigenceand gréât memory,
.to<eph 8cjt)));er.GrotiM, PMca).&e..
224.Hi 2. That a high degreeof tnte!.
tigencosupposes gréât power of oe-

'uory,22C.
CocstantiMBSamano, t. 235.

ContemplativeFeelings,M Feelings.
Contradiction,law of, M<Non.Coctradfe-

tien and Thonght.
Coatzen,f. 236.

Cope, referred to on the nteanJng of e:

«~e), oio~-mt), i. 47.
C'tttunftM,tL8.
Cousin, i.63; 128 referretttn on nés.

CMtM'f<'y'<')t'yoo<)'t,972;vf~oroMoty
assantted the Mhootof Condillac,Si)8
fi. 69; 280;39~.

Cowley,quoted, Il. 486.
Cramer,hta ~Mc~o<aO~wM,referred to,

).6!;62;U4.
Creation,M conceivcdhy us, i!. 406.
Critical method,whftt,ff. 193; tMsphere,

t93-4; noticeofitaemptoymenttn pht-
tosophy,194.

(.'roaMï, Il. 61-2; d)stin(m)shedPereep.
tion hem SenMtton.97; 332; qnotf)
on Jndgment. 33ô-7.

Cud'.torth. i. 30; heM Ptasttc Medium,
300.308: H.!2].

C.)))en,).75;!69.
Onstom, powerof, t. 84.6; Mepticntit).

feretcefromtheinnuenceof, 86; ttt.ti-
monleato, 89.

Cuvier,t. ?8.
Cyrnt, his great memory, !i. 226.

n'A)U.T, ii. 390.
D'Atemhert. 1. 264; on Tonch, fi. ~5;

!72, «-<Sight.
Dan<a<c€DM,referred to, on defhntfon of

phUosophy.L 61; i). 37.
Damiron,referredto, on doctrineof men.

tât latency, t. 339,3o3.
Daube, referredto, on thé diaUnettot)of

f<Mn))tyandcower,1.178.8.
D:n'ies,8ir John,ouoted, 1.73.
DaWf),hh commentaryon Cicero,referred

to, 1. 61.
Dfcompofftion,M<Baborttife Facatty.
Degerando,1. 2M; 302, t). 28!; quoted

on CtaMJncaUon,282-8 S29-30,fe<Lan-

gnaga.
Dettv,Htaexistence an iaference froma

oj'pda)daM of effects,t. 26; these ex.
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cinshetygiventnthephtcnotMtutof
tnind, tA. what ttind of cause conati.
tntes a Deity,<t.,27:notion of Godnot
containedin the notionof a mere Fir~t
Cause,26; to the notionsof a Primary
and OmnipotentCause must be added
those of Intelligence and Virtae, 27;i
conditionsof the proofof the eitf.ttfnee
of a Deity.twofold,27-8 proofof these

con'Utfonadépendenton phttosophy,30.
Pemocrftax.hf<theoryofPerMptfott,U.38,

!2t hiedoctrtueof thequatitteoofmat.
t<!)'.108;b)edoctrine thataU the f:cn')e~
nreonlymodificationsof Touch,162.

DemotthenM,t. 74.
Denzinger, referred to, on denottion of

Pht)osophy,t.49! 363.
DeRaet,on Toarh. il. !65; 349.
Detodon.ti. 292;300;30~.
DMcartea, referred to, on définition of

phno!)ophy.t.49;72;M;!M.his
'livition of phUoxophy,]]9. hff doc.
trine ofsubstance t56; rcgamcdfMatty
of knowledgeaa the fundamentatpower
of tnjnd, !87 the tint unffonaiy to tMe
«nMOft~t/t)Utéquipent to eonscious-

ness, 196.7;u<edt~M'ffCHtn )t)tpsycho.
!ogicafappiication.Z34; 267,<«Atten.
tion; 289; to himhetongothe hypothe)tt<
of OccMinna)CMM! 300,302,3u8;held
thatthemindioa)way<consc)oM.3!3;
hio<nyt<of)y)m))i,37~.Il. S9S;hisopin.
ion resanting mental powero,7, 39, <fe
Perception;cardtniUprinctpieofhftphi.
tosophy.4! twofoldnoeof tbe<<nn"fft
hy, 42; held tbe more complexhypo.
theaisof ReprésentativePeroentio)).48
f<~.} ditttnf~jiahedPerception fmm
Sensation,97 rMa))edattention to the
distinction of Primary an<tSecondary
OuatJHe~.108: 210;3: Me Rf):utattve
r'Mn)ty; on pteMure,460,eeeFe~Nn~.

Destre.sa Conationand Wtt).
Ue"tutt.Tracy. (. 253.
DevtUemandy,tefent') to. on Amtotte'K

doctrineofspecies, il. 37.
DeVrte< Il. 60.
Dexterities, acquired,tfe Habit.
Dianoetic,howto be empioyed.ii. 849-50.

~Loeic.o.
Diderot, f. 90.
Di~by,Sir Ktn~m. Il. 121.
DiogfnM,<)'<'Lf)crtf);)!.
/)M<t'~)'tM)fton /'<<7n«)))Ay,the authuro

n-ferredto.t.t3;47.67;61;66;&c.
Disposition.what, 1. !78.
Distance,Visual,«x Sizht.
Dogmatista,a Mt of physiciaM,noticed,

1.64; beadedby Galen,<?.
DoneUot.hiegreat memory,U.225.
Doubt, the tirst Btopto philosophy,i. f]

90; on this phUoBophenunaMmou9,90;
teoUmonie<toneedof.t%.&ePhi)of!ophy.

DreamiDg,possible without memory, i.

321 an effect of imagination deter.
ïnbted by association,ii. 268 caseof,
mentionedby Abel,270.

DnBoit,on ploa,ure, Il. 464,aeeFeetings.

D)trandNH,i.2S3;qmtedondoethneof
apecies, H. 36; hM doctrine of spedM
cnnearred ta by Ocoun, Gregory of
Rimini, and Bie!, 37 quoted on dix.
ttncttnn of Intuitive and obatractive

knowledge, 71.

EBBnBAac, Il. 4t6. Feettnm.
Edacation, Lihera) net) Profeœtonat. dia.

crimtnated, t. 6; thé truc end of Ubemt
education, M; place and importance of
the feelings in edueatten, tt), 380; the

fnreatproblenl tn, 384.

Ejto. or Seff, meaning of, iOustrated fton)
Phto. i. !62.<; AhotaUe. Hieroeles,
Cicero, Macrobtua, Arhuthnot, Cetien-

Amoutt, qunted fn further fttu''tration
of. t64-H the temx Ego and Non-Egn,
nrcferaMe to Self and Not-Setf, !e7;
how exprtMed tn German and French,
!67;theEj{OMdNon-Ej;og)tenby
conitCtonsYX'Min equal counterpotM and

tndependenca, 292 <MOonscfotMneM.
Etahomttvo Faculty, what, il. U, 2C.

277; oct~ incia'ied under, t~. i hnw
de~fn'attd, 15; 277; defect ln the

nnn)y<f<ofthis faculty hypnHosophtrx,
278;!x's)tions to he estabfiahed t~frnx).
tng, 279; compariMn as determlned hy
objective contittOM. 279, 28! aw de.
termined by tho nec~sfUe" of the

thinking xnhjMt, 281 <-<«~ CtMsifim.
(ion, Conpo'.itton, or Synthfsts ahown
to be au act of companson, 281. 292
<r' regard to complex or collective
notiOM. 28!-2 tn the ~mp!e<t act of
classification, the mind dépendent on

tMgaoge. 292; DcMmpfsition twofold,
ln the fnterftt of thé Fine Arts, 283;

2. in thé interett of Science, 284; A)..

'.tmction. 2S4 <*<Mo. a)Mtractio)) of
the MMes. 2M; abstraction, a nt-
turat and ncressaty process, t&. the
work of cM))ptrtf<on,287 Generalisn.
tion, 287 <~«~ idea abstînt nnd indi.

vtdua), 287-8; tbstttct general notion!
what and how formed, 288; twofoM
<)aantity in notions.–Exteneion and

Comprehension, 2M their désigna-
tions, tt~ ahsttnction from, and at.
tention to, are correlative t<;n))a. 292;
Partial or Concrète AbstMetion. 203;
Mode) A)<traetfo)), <t.; genemlisation
dppfndent on nbs<raction, but nbstrac.
tion docs not invohe ccnenttiMtion, to.;
Stewart quoted to this eHect, Ça))
we fonn an ndequate idea of what ia
denoted by an abstraet general termt
295 et seq.; the contnx'ersy betweea
Nominatiam nnd Conceptua)ism princi-
psUy agitated in Britain. 296; twoopin-
ions on, which still divide philosophers,
ib.; ~fo~n~na)ia~n.what, 297; maintain.
ed by Hobbex, Berhe!ey, Hume, Adam

Smith, CampbeU, and Stewart, 297-8;
doctrine of Nominalism M etated by
Berttftey, 298, 3~0 Conceptuallam
txaintained hy Locke, 300; hy Brown,



INDEX.652

301.3; Bïwn's doctrine critirised, 303

f< httfconfutationof Notutnatim)),
304; 1. That thé Nomina)t<ts aUowthéé

apptthcMion of resembtance, proved
azatiMt Brownh;' référence to Hobbe",
305; Berttetey, A.; Htune.306; Adatu

Smith, 307; Campbet). Stewart,
ib.; 2. That Brown wrong in holding
that thé feeling (notion) of ttnulitude
le génère). and conttitntM the gene
raI cctfon.–mwd by a série!)of nx.
ion)' 308.10 possible Rronnd.s of

Brown'NBUpposiUonthat thc feeling of
tesemManceisuniversa), 3MJ3; tu!!).

tuary of the authot-'e doctrine of tien.
emtiMtien, 3]3; Browc's doctrine of

gênera notions further Mttsi'tcred, 3t').
16 Doea language origicate in générât
appellatives or by proper namea f 329

f< Lan~f~xe; Jud{nnent aht)

ReMonittgohoWDtooe acts of comp~ri.
oon, 333 et f~ these neeesiary from
the iimftation of the human <nind. 333 i
act ot judgment, whtt. 335-9 consti-
tuents of a jud~mcnt,–Suhjctt, Predi-

rate, Copula, 3H6, expresiied in won)s
is a Propc!)it!on, '& how the )'trt. of
a proposition nre to he 'tiscnmiuatcd,
t4. what Ja<)gmont inrohea, 337
Re~oning, what, ib.; iMast~ted, ib.;
Deductive und Inductive, 338; Deduc.
tive, ita Miofn, ib.; iH two kinds,

3M-9, Comprehenaioo Md Extension
of notiona M appUed to Reisoninj},?9 i
1. Deductive reasoniM ln the whole of

Comprehensioa, 339-&; its canon in
thie whole, 340; 2. Dcdu<-tivereamn-

ing In thé whole of Ejften.'iion, a<!
Inductive remoning, it< t~iom, 342
of two kinds, 343 Deductive and tn-
ductive illation mu8t be of an ah<o)t)te

necess'ty, ib. account of tndnction by
logicians erïMeous, 3434; in Kxten-
"ion and Comprehenaion, thé at~tysis nf
the one corresponds to the Ryntite~tf)of
the other, 344; confusion amongphilo.
Mphert fr"tn. not ha~ing otMerve't thia,
345.

Beatic~hoo). i. !nf!.

Empedoc!es,ii. 34; li I.

Empiric or Empiriez), ih hy-me~nin~ in
common Eng))9h, i. 64; origin of this

meaning, ?.! its phito'.ophicat me.tn.

tng, 65; MMdin contrat with the term

MMeMary, 66, Mf Knowjed~e the
t<;nn<At.<<<fM<!<and f)~)'n<x! used M

BynocymooBby ArbtoUf, ib.

Empirio), the, noticed, i. 54. ?'< Empiric.
EmpiricM, SextM. quoted on division of

phitOMphy, t. US; H6; hia e~ptoy-
ment of owte~n, 200.

Encepha)o9, «e Brain.

~n<~op<t<<t<t&-tt<tmt)'<-9,i. 155 e<nftA).
Ends and Hean< diseriminatcd. i. 19;

adaptation of tneanf to cnda. how

pteaoins, ii. 503; ends of two hind".
pxt<ma) and intfrna), hen~ the Uscfu)
and thé Perfect, 50t.

Encnn, what, f. !70 diotfnctfot) of htst
nn<!second, !80, we may suppose three
tdnUe of nxntai.–tnettot. !n)tuanent,
and TraMeunt, tt. 423, <? Miad.

Ennui, il. 478. &e FeeHnga.
Ephcftu!, Michaet, hie etnptoympnt of

rnMM~tt, t. 201 hta ttocthne of con-

MtonsncM, )'t.. <f<Psellus, MtchM); re.
fem'd to oa Ar~totte'8 doctrine of

"j'edef, il. 3S.

Ephtetus, tBfftTt' to. 1. 43.

Epk'urcans.dithtcnofpbitoiiophyadopttd
1.o)',I.lh.ï.

Ej'iottUt. Us theory of PerttptiM, ii. 38,
t2t.

Hschfumaycr, il. 230.
Kt)'ic:t, presuppoM)) a certain hnow)edt!e

of mind, i. 6. why usually dMi~natcd
a ~f;te<, m; dh'ifina of phitosophy,
!!4; a notuotoinca) sciface, 124.

Hudid, ii. 35.

Kup'nitM, or Eujp'nio! of But~ria, hi).

e)Mp)oyTDtntot mw<)~t and ett~n.

~<n<, t. MO; ti. 290; MO.

Fuler, i. 300; hts f;rvat memory, ii. 22J.

Huripidet, <)nottd, ii. 273.

HuMrtiM, i. ]t4.f.
E~stratius, i. 200.

EMmfMtio)))~ their U!.cand in)port;tnco
in a ctao of Phi)o'<op))y,i. 17.

R)!c)t)de<tX)H.))e, law of, li. 368 M4.

E):crtive, M a term denoting fncuities of
win and desirf, i. tM.

Exiftence, axato~'hetweea onffxptriencf
and the ahso)nte onier of, i. 30 maN'oa

)<nowiedp uf, relative, 136 e<«y.; a)i
not comphxeu tn what ix rttatht to ))!<,
!?, tff Knotrtc'ige; potentiat and te.
tut), howdistmjpushed, ]79; desipM.
ttonaofpetentiatandofactaa). !M; thé
high~t !nrm of thought, U. 366, 398.

Experieittial, t. 55.

ExptrimfOh), fts Xmttation, f. 55.
Extenxicn. A"object of Sif;ht. il. !C7, <e

fiight; cannot be r~preMntfd to the
mind fxft;)t as colouted, M8, !7! i
cannot he ~pr~scnted in ttnaginatfon
withoat tihapt, 170; o)<Jection to thts

dfLtnnc obviated, !7!Sf< Spf)M'.
Exttnsiott of uotioca, ff< H!aboratitc Fn.

ct))ty.

F.\c<tt)).ATf.i. 'M; Il. 418.

Facutty, or)jnn ond mettninf, i. !?7 ap-
proprtate)) appUed to natura) capa)d-
tities, !79jdt;<t)nEuixhed frem capacity,
ii.4;fom)o<wht1.1&

F"e)int;o, one ~rant) d~isjon of the ph.f-
nomena of mind, i. !22, il. 4!<. Nomo.
)ocy of. L 123; this <-a))edMtbtf~y

7'<M<e,~<Me<)< J23-4; atnhfgatty of

word, !28-4, M4; U. 419; Komoto~yof
feetintp best 'teaorninated Apoiaastic, i.
124; twopretitnitmryqBesttOMfegard-
ing. ii. 4 H; 1. Do the phznomtna of
PteMUte amt Pain coMtitote a tUttttct
onter of mental st.Hf") 4!5 '< the
feetin: not rffognitfd M thc n!nnifc'"
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<atio)))fof any fundamentat power t'y
ArMotte or Ptato, orunH) a very récent
pertod, 4!6-!a; recomitfonof thé feel.

tngs by modem phnosophem, 4t6;
Sdjzer, Mendehifeha,Kmstncr, Meiners,
Eberhard, Platner A Ksut the nrot
tn estaMtth the trfchototny of the mon-
tal powero, <& Kant'a doctrine con-
troverted by some phitosophera of note,
4!7 Can we diserfmfnate in consclous.
ness certain atatea which cannot be
roduced to those of Coj~itfon or Cona.
tien t 420 thh (tnetttoa Jtc)de<) tn thé
oBnMttve by an nppea! to cxpertenee,
ib. gronad" on which objection bas
beeb hAea to the fctHngsaa a d<M of
mental phtenomena co-ordhttte 'vith
those of cognition and conation, 421
et M~. Kn)g quoted, 422-3 Bfahde
<!uoted tn Miiwe)' to Km)!. 423-5; Il.
Whtt la the position of the Feelings by
référence to the two other c)aMeffof
mental pha-nomena 426<<<fo.. Btunde

quoted on th)a question, <26-8 tnt<r'
mediate between the cognitinna on')

conations, 426; importance of a cor.
rect undet!.tandi))g of the nature nnd
fnnueaM of, 427; p)acc of thé theory
of, in the science 01 <niB< f& !ïf.
tnto what subdi~tsioa? are the Feeting"
to be distributed 1428 et divittons

proposed hy phUosopbtra. 42S hy
Kant, 428.& Schu)~. 429; HiXebrand.
<t. Hert<art, <t. Carux, ?. how dfe-
crimlnated from cognition and conation,
43!-8 what are the générât conditions
which determine the existence of Ptea'
<ure and Pain 434 t. Thcory
of Pleasure and Pain atated in tbe ab'

atract, 434-42; plensure M't pain op-
posed M contraries, 438 Jthnitions of

pleaaureand pain, 44C thMeiHu&trated
1. pteMure the reflex of energy, 410;
2. spontaneous an't unitDi'tde'i, 4~
3. of which we are consciona, 442
pleasure Positive and Negative, 442
paie Positive and Négative, )0. p0!<i-
tive pain RMbdi<r)<)ed.to.; corollarice
from precedi)~ doctrine, 443 );enerat
htetericat noticea of theories of thé
PfeatumMe, 444 these théorie
fa]) into two grand e)aeM8,–the Pta.
tonie nnd A)~tote)ic. 445 Ptato the
tirât to atteopt the ({exeratisation of a
law ot pteature and pain tt. Ptato'"

theory.–thataattte of pieMure liaal-

wa)~ preceded by a atate of pain, 448
et «<?. Mm of Ptato'a doctrine of the

)')ea)it)rab)e.449 the doctrine of Arh-
totte propo<'ed to correct and mppie.
nient the Ptatonic, 460 the theory of

Arittot)e,–p)eMtiïe the Coucotnttant
of thé tmimpeded energy of a power,
46!-3; nothtxg added in antionity to
tbe two théories of Ptato and Aristotle,
463; the théories ofp)ato andArtstoOe
re'htced to Mnity. 454-8 In whftt ).rn<e
thé D.ttontc dn~ma is tn)r, 455 after

t'otuputtory Inaction pteasore blghor
tlian tn ordicarv c)rcum<tanue9. 4M,
unfaff <oappty thé )Bagn)fy)ej;ttfect of
contrMt todiaprove thé poftitive rca)ity
of pttMure more than of pain, 457
cteasuren.adMtn hothAbfiotateMdtte-

lative, ?. Cardan hetd a theory tdcn.
tieet with P)ato'o, 4M; h~ thenry

crittciMd, 4M Montatgne held a nitn)-
lar doctrine, 't.; Uescartca' doctrine
of the ptMsurabfe, 460 (ncundtexa)y
lauded for fta noteity ond importance,
460.1 i ontya vagut yur"ion of that of

Aristot)e. 461 Lcibntt: adopted both
the counter.theortM, 462 doclrlne of

Wolf, 462-4; wron~y constdcra j'ttt'
sure Nn attrihute of the object, 463,
Wo)f6 doctrine partially aMatted by
Meade)~ohn, 464 do~tnac of Du Bot
and Pouilly, 464.6 of Sutzer. 466-71
of Genovee)ond Verrt, 471, of Kant,
471 5; CtM'tftcntio)) of FettingB, 476;
thcfrt'rincip)e ofctMsiBeation intunn),
ib. admit of a twoMd daMiticationt
as Causes and as Ef!<'cto, 479-7 M
amw!) divided Into PtcMoraMe and

Painful, 477 application of fo~j~in):
theory to fxp)atn in gcaerat thé causes
of pteasuraMe and painfu) ftt')i)));. 477
rf seq. ( apparent contradictions of tho

theory prove fMt conttrmatiom, 477

~o/M /'r MxMM,478; Ennui, te. ell

occupatiot) elther play or labour, ib.
love of action BigDttfwd as a fact in
human nature by aU observera, 479 by
Samnet Johnson, ib. Adam Fer~Mn,
ib. Paley, 480; thé theory conSrme't

~f the phfBomena of the Painfu) Af.

fcctioB", 481 f< M. of Grief, 482
authon hy whor< me'.e obsfrved, tb.
of t'ear, 483 of Pity, ib. of Encr~tic
Etootions. 484: geMnd uaNtes which
coothbute to raise or lower thé intensity
of our énergies, 484 t~. Ko~e)ty,
485; Il. Contât. 486; Hannohy
and Di<cop),487; IV. Association. 488
thio principle Mppos~s pains aatt ph't-
snres not fonnded on iteetf, 489; the

attempt to reaoh'e ali our pteasurM
and paint into association ticioutf in a
ttt'oMd wny, t'A., Huttheson more pro-
perty appfcciated the innuence of asso.

cfn.tton,<o. the Fedingf considered as

Effects, 491 f< w?. as many differext

fee))np as there are diftinct nx-det of
mental activity, 491; two grand e)Mtef)

of, Sensations, 491 << «~. of M'n.

satiom, two classes, 1. of the Fhc

St'uMs 3. of the StnxM Vnj~t. 492 f<

<f~.) orfMtdcpttasNre and pain, 493-4
how far the theory of pteMure and pain
ttîortb an exp)ahaMon of the phirno-
mena, 495; Il. Sentiments, divided
Jnto CnntoupJath'e and Practtcat, 495 {
Cfnt<mp)attve Into those of the Sub.

eidhty Fatutt~x, and of the Babora-

tive, 495tttf?. thé OMtctnMintn th'~c
of Sc)f-Con<:e<ot)MiMsand of !)naf:ina.
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tion.496; n. t)f~c)f-Con<ctousnes.<.49C
f< Tedi~m or Ennoi. 496-7 fax.
times, 497 Hames of Ski)) and Chance,
to., Ctddjnesa, 498 Kauxea, ib. h.
Senttmentf concomitant of Imapaa-
tion. 49S et ef?. the Beantifu), how
con6t)tat('d. 499, 608 et M~. condi'
tfOMof thé p~Murahte as rega)\b the

UndeKtandhtg, MO~jobsctireand
confuMd cognitiont, how di'af~eeahte.
601 Wit, how pkMin~ intiment of
Tntth, howpteMing, 602; Generahsa-
tion and Speciticattoc, how p)efMt))Mh)f,
ib. Sciepce, how p)fMit)(;. 603 Ue-
duction from Orst pnncipte!), t't. ndap*
t~tion of MMM to Ends. how p)?aein)!.
603 t'eetinpi that orise from the tma.
gination acd Uuaentand))])! in conjnnf-
tton, M9 f< < 499, BMaty on.)

SuMtn'ity, M7 « M~. BeM)tv dMin-
Ruished as Ahsohtte and Rphtfvf..W
thls di<ti!K't!on un~and. 608 the U~.
f(U and the Beautiful diatinct, i6. St
Augn<:tin'f) doctrine on this point
eaperior to the modern, M8-9 Kc)ft.
tive Beauty, what, M9 tho thcon uf
Free orAbwtntc Beanty, A thé theory
y):p)a)na thé di~erence of )ndi\idua)))
in the appréhension of the Beantih)),
&t0 ami ntfords the reamn why our

p)eMnre is te-sMnedwhen we analxe
the ohject tnto its part-s. 5)1 Rtjat'he
Beaaty from the eonfonnityof Mean to
End, ib. ju<))~nenb of Taxte either
PureorMixcd. 612; the Beautifx) de.
tined. ib. thé feeling of the SuMime
t'artty pteaK~rahte. rart)y p.')it)fn), 612
et

«'e. theory of thé MuMime, 613;
thé Sublime dit!ded into that of Ex.
tension. Prot''nsion. and Intension, ot2
f< tM.; Kantfjuoted fn t))ustratton of
thé auMime in ita three fomt~ 5t5
tho PictureMHe, whtrein it conxt~ts,
and how it ditfers from the Suhjimc
and Beautiful, 616 the Practical t'fc).
infp, 517 their dh-t~ion)*.1. those re-
tative to 8e)f.Pre<ervation. 5!7 2. Kn-
jnyment of Ext.'<tence,618 3. Préser-
vation of Sptcie! 't. 4. Tendency tn
nfve)optDent.5t9; 6. thé Mors) Law,).

Fergu'on, Adao, i. 87 Ji. 442 on io~-
of action. 479.

t'entefhM quoted, t. 407.
Ferrarien<i9,f.25; ii.S; 71.
Fichte, referred to on ')ehniti"n of phi.

losophy, i. 60; division of phitosonhy
adopted hy. 120, 291 itane of hfo
HeatiMn. 294; his objection to the doc.
trine of Natural Rcatism, il. t32.

FicinM. MarsttiM, 1. 69; 263; naoted on
a paMaf~ in Plato's 7'tm~M, 307 Il. 8.

Flint, Rev. Mr, caqe of, t. 342.

Forge, de la, t. 234 held hypothesio of
Divine AMietance, 300-2.

Fonseca, ii. 285 332.
FracastoriM. quoted on Platonlc philo-

snphy, Il. 33 209, 332 referred to on
the SuMinte. 5!3.

Franklin, 1.70.
t'ftfgiM, Joannes Thomas, f. !?.
t'riea, referred to on the diwtinrtion of

faculty and power, f. 178; 363; 883;

ti.209;229;~33;24!.
FromonduB, il. 8.

t'nnctien, what, i. 180.

G.\U:,ThMph.,t. M49.
Ua)en, t. IM, ~Dopnati~; hte doctrine

of mental poweM, (t. M; 36; 87 on

Touch, ]66 quoted on Perception, &28.
Ut)t, hls mode ofphfenobgicatdisce~ery,

t. 415e<M~. how he met the Moment
agnlnst phrenotogv (tom the existence
and extent of theFronta) Sinuses, 4H.i.
.S~ePhrtNotocYand 8ina<M.

Gftmfer.qnoted. ). 71 72.3, )t. 280.
OaespmU, bis difff.fon of phttOMphy, f.

U&-20 used r~~fMt it) it< psychn)o.
L:ica) appjjcntioo, 2M; held P)Mttc
Me'tfNm, 308; 405; referred to on
Aristotte's doctrine of species, iL 37;i
fand~tnentat etTor of Stew~rt in re~nt
to the phttosophy of, !9&; though a
Scnmt!oM))"t he mintitted Renettfon M
a KOMMeof knowledge, 200; and dld not
«Mitn))att Konection to Sense, 201 his
division of the cognitive phanom~ca,
202 Intellect, accor'tmg to him. hM

thrccfunction~I. Inteftectnat Acpre-
hensto)), 202 2. ReHMtfon. 203; 3.

ReMottiDg.?. 210. &e Cnn!ertttti\'e

Faculty.
Gfttien-Amontt, t. 81; 82; 91 q'toted

on Ego, M5-6; ii. 277.
C~A<. tmMguom, ii. 419. See Feeling.
G<neratiMtion, <« Ehborative FMattv.
Gênera) notions, <fe Ehoortttve FMNtty.
Genino, tnatysed into Attention, t. 266.8.
Genoveai, U. 8 di"th)gui"hed Perception

ftom S~nmUon, 97; 349 on p!eMure,
47t.1.

Rt.'tw), At~xMdtr, on Lawa of AMoci~.
tinn, ii. 232.

Geraœ). 80; ~e7; t28.
Ghndcte Pacchinni, what, ). 4t< er~n-

ment against phrenology derf~ed from,
ib.; 4)5.

Gtfij!, Sahop, hix opinion of Rti't'a

polemic on perception, ii. 44.
GttOMoJofda,w))!tt, i. tX2.

(!))n.tt'))oj~a.<~ Gn'MeotogM.
Gocteoiut, Ru<)o)phu!t,thé tiret to app)y

the ttrm My<Ao~~ to a treettse re.
lative to thé humau mind, i. !39 235.

Gor~M, the sophist. ). 294.
Go~~nas, Antonias, ti. 349.
Gnmmar, why UM~Uydeslgned an art,

t. tl4.8; nnh-erfat orjAiiosophic~.
a notnotogiMt odence, 123.

GrammMfM. John the, ~e<PhUoponae.
Gray quoted. i). N5.
Green factage, MMnpteofttspttfectfon,

1.177 expresses ayetaetftat relations by
flexion, 253.

Grcgorotina, quoted on memory of Gaidf,
it.222.
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CMgory, Dr jMn«, htx grcnt metnory,
U.227.

Gregory,of~Miannin), qnfttd. ft. 23t.
Gregory, of Kymia,quotetl on mental

powef, ft. C.
«ttRory of Rimini, ).253; )t. 7!.
Grfmm.t. 134.
OroUnx,hb jtrett memory,i). 225.
anjtthotoea. Il. t67.
Cruyer, ). 234.
(!uM),Giulio,bisB~ftt memory,i). 222.

HABtT.whnt, )~78.tc<}n)red))ab)tR.t))reo
theoriMof, tit. thé ïxechMica),theory
of eoMdoUMtMwithont memory,and
thé theory of latency, 366~ 808.71
eïptaiaed ln Mcontancewith analogy
by theoryof mental lateney,869.

HeUe. poxtmonof. MM of, showtnf!that
the mtnd fo active whlle body asleep,
f. 334-5.

HaUer,t. 336.
HMtnony.bw of, meComcioafncM.
Htrttey, bis thtory of bat'tt, tnechantM),

1.366.
HartteimSchool,U. t62.

!tMet, hh edition of PMc~'n /'M.~Mre.
ferredto.ii. 17t.

Hege).referred to on <!<0n)tionof phtto.
sophy, (. 60; 64.

HefnsfM,DM..).2S&, i). 2M.
Heh'etiN!),quoted onthé influenceof pït-

fonceived opinions, t. 77; 2S8-8, see
Attention.

HentBtcrhoi",t. 142.7; tt. 349; rcfen~'t
to on Beauty,510.

Henry, of Ghett, bis doctrine of menh)
powem,Il. 8.

HeMcMMPoNttc~f),). 45. 47.
H<'MctitM,f.S9; ft.!2!.
Herbart, ii. 332; 4N, f< Feelings.
Hermiec,<« Antmontua.
Herodotn!),aMSthe vcrb~Ae~<!< L 4S;

85.
Hen~i.263; H.37.

Metz,MM-t~,ii. 498.
Heaiod,qooted, t. ?6.
m<n)c)ps, t. !64; hia employnient of

ewM~jett, 200.
HiMre,8t.t.N6;t).8!0.
HiMm, St. quoted, i. 76.
!ti))«hmhd,il. MO;429,~e Fce)ings.
Hippo«at<9,a))e(?e'tcxprfMfonof, quot.

e<t, t. 47; wriUngin whieh it ocfUM
"puriotts,47.

t!)<toricatKnf'wieJg?,<« EmpMca)nn't
Knowted~e.

Hobhea,quoted on deftnitionof phnooo.
phy, L 49; on Perception.2('3.it. 623;
n ïnateriti i'teatitt, 60; qnoted on thé
train of thought, 2S9, a nomtMtht,
287 demonetrate)the fawof the Suffi.
cfent ReMonfromthRtof Non.Contra.
diction, S96.

Hticker,). 164.
Ho~baner, t!M!j!te)tt€<!t!<atgréât Intel.

llgenceMppesMcréât n)th)ory,i). 228.
Homer,qnotcd, t. 52; 876.

Honm)et,f.8B.
Horace,qno«d, <.170; tt. 23C:3«.
Hortemt)]'),htogréât memory,Il. !M.
HObner,dhtinguithed Vital Sense from

Ofganfc8ea<tM,U.Io7.
Hugoa SanctoVtctore, Il. 7t.
Hame quotedon testimonyof eonMtonx.

neM fn Perceptton. t. 2M-M, t). !t7;
hie nthttisma Mepttcatconetnxtonfrom
the preïnt'ei)of préviensphttotopher",t.
2B4: donhtothé truth of the teftMmony
of foeactoMnemto our mental unify,
373; bis ~Mpttetnn, tt« metnftig, c«e,
and KM)< 394 et <M. qaoten M tn
f~onnd of rejecting the tf'ttmony of
confidotiMeo)fn Perceptfea,ft. H! on
tftwaofA'Moc)atiot),23x!q')ot«ton ttnn.

giaatfeD.266; quoted on Nomt))e)i)'n~,
Z97,306; 392, M<RegaMtve Faentty;
888, <« &«.; the ~e made by him of
thé optnton.th&tthe notionofCMmtity
t" the otfaprin)!of expeilence, pnRfn-
(tered npoa cnstom,S94; thé parent of
nU that la of principal va)ne in our
more tecent mettphMica, t& refuted
attempta to e<<t<HiBhthe prtndpte of
Caa'aXtyon that ofContra'uctfot),3M.

HuM.L 88.
HatchMoa, rMan!e<!eo!t!cfom))Msns a

speetat faculty, i. 208; ditttngntxhed
Perception from S~nsatton, u. 67;¡
qaotea on divitton of sente! tnto Ote,
!66; 442; qMottd and comnt<'t)dedon
Association,489 on Aoeo)ntt and Be-
lative Beanty. M7.

Hypotheds, what, ). 168; firot condition
of a legitimate, !6&.70;second 170-
tfe aho «. 135f<<<'?. crftena of good
and bad, t. !71-2.

tAMBL)CHCa,quotedontnenta!pcweK,tt.6.
h)ea)i<!n,ConDothettc,wbat, L 296 em-

bracesthe majo)1tyof modtm phttose-
phers, !0. it< mhdtviitioM,205-6.<M
ConscioaMMs;ahso)<t<<.howaphnoM.
phtca) ayftetu b often prevented from
tattingtnto, 297.

Hentity. law of, tt. 624.
tmaginatfon.MeReprMentatfveFaeatty.
ImmediateKnow)ed);<«x Knowtedge.
tncompreMibttity,atttntate, tawof,wnenn!

dertted, Il. 406.
tn<tuctio!),what, L !0!; a 'ynthetic pro-

ceM, 102; inductive method, notice
of tts employment fn pht)"Bophy,H.
194; Inductivereasontng,342-4.

!ntit)ite,MeRtgnhtth-eFacutty.
Influence,term brought into commonuse

hy Snare~.(. 307; t't/uaM, ttrat used
in the pMudo.Arixtotttic treatise ~e
(.~t~M,t0.

tnteghty, lawof, «'<Conee)oasnc<s.
IntuItive Enowtedge,~e Knowtedge.
!ot]icSc!Mo).t.J04.!M.
!renoeM,quoted on mental powers,Il. 6.

JrwtDS.f. 23C.
letdoms. quoted on mental powcM,Ii 6.
tta)tc8choot,i.105.
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'~M'B~quot~. j. 37.40.41 M! hoMo

~<o( Reid, il. 126; 349.
Jandunus, oa Touch, fi. ]S5.

"?'<889; quoteM the b~t tnetho.< of det.nu.nt.)
t.~ a

~°fP'oMphy. 390f<M~'9 °°" °° ~M
tl.1.`!9.

Jeromp. of Pm~e, f. M.
tM~ ~"M on love 0

I\cIlOIl,fi. 479.
Jonmn, Ben, bi.'<great tn~morv. il. 2iM
Jouffroy, roferred to on the détection o

faculty ahd power. i. )78; noote<) it
support ,°f "'e anthor-< doctrine th.<
thé n)M b never w).o)h- jnactite. and
that we a~ new tthoUyunennsoousoi
r Mnttry other conclu.
"'om. 324 hohjsthat the mindis f~Mnt)y a~e when the sen~Mare
~P.M4; thiaks it prohabje that the
miBdht)wa~.w~e. SN.givea indue.
°

s"PP°~<" thisconcia.
aloa, 32S f<<~ Rttts anatysfa nnd ex.
pfaMtfon

of t~e r-hfcnon.eM addnce.),~M« <m. hoMi di<tmction and non:
distraction matters of intelligence, 328;
tpptiea foregofM Maty~a to phn.n~
mcMof'.te.p, ?9; h~doctr~e .)).)..
trattdby personai txpcrfence, 330 et
<f?.! byexpttieMe.f those attendant
on the oirh, 33!; by a~heoin!! at M
tppotnttdhour. 332; hie Rea.r.) t.~

~.i~
333 et hh theory corr..

n~ the postman of
Ha))e. J3<e< belonged tothe Scoto-
Gatheaa Mhool ofphjtoitophy. 399

Jud~nt, me Snboratite Ffn-utty.
't°a~ postman of H~He,1.336.

Jm-enn), ~aotcd, f. 386; 387; Il. 348.

K~TNEtt, i). 41f!, rGe)inc9: ~not~on Df'artes'doctrtneof pte~are 46!
Kames, referred to on quMtion of mental

latebey, 1. 363 iloted on utility of
Abstraction, Il. '¿/J7.

Kant, qooted, t. 39; r<.ftn-edto on détint.

of philosophy, 58; on thé love
or unity.O b 8 anticipationnf the dis.
cM-eryof UMnnx, 70; hh dt'ixfon of
p~s.t.hv, !2U; !< admita the fact

crthetestftnony ofconseioameMfa ner.
eeption. 281 299; mtiatttn)) that we
MatwiyMontcioMtytcttre. 318; 324
3M; doubts the tntb of the te~monv
M coMcioMneM to our Mental Untty,
N73; tttft to our Mental tdentity. 374
aScotc))n)MbydeMent,38<; h~phito~
sophy originated in a reeo)) agafnst the
8Mpt)cbtn of Hmne. A 397; his doc.
trine of apace and time 402 404 ff.
8 enmchte't thé Inw by whteh re)-.
ceptfon and Sensation are t~vemed in
their ttdprocn.) rebtioxs. 99; dindes
the MMta hto tW).)MtM r~)M an.t
&MtM ~.Mj.. ~7 jox \c~.ssin-

.? '°' proper ~'P'fcatton of term
H .<-< ~2; 4t6: 428; 47J,

teejhgs; on Beanty.608; referred to
0)) thé 8uh))me, M3 quoted, 615, <M

d nM
')'< of judgments.

g 628.
f. KMkennann, dftttnga~hed Kenectfon

Ohser~tton, L 234-5 U. 348.
Kepler, 1. 75.
Know thvM)f, f. M.

f Knowtedgp, dtscrituintted from fateOcr.
t!'a) cultivation, i. 8; whether )ttX'w.
'e");e or nx-ntiU e):ercfM the ttuntrfor

f ead.coMiden.d.S.M; populorsofution
of

thi~n~tton, -that knowJcdgBia the
t h!ghMen<),-and its rtsujt!). C; know.

teUge either practical or <Dectt)atiye,
thé end of practical )<Bow)edf;e,

10; thé end of hMcu)ative know.
"~c, tO; the .fuMt)on n-sotred t'y
phjfosophcrs ln contradiction to tho
ordjttaryoptnion, )t this contradiction
even fnvotted )n th tenn /'At7owM/<v.
'<<. authorities eddnctd M to ntent'fd
exerci'.e being bigher than kttowtedcf.
–Piato, Prior, Artstotte, Aqulnas,
Scotus, Ma)t')Mnehe, Lessing, Von
MUOcr.Jean Pau) Richt<r. 12.14; know.
ledge phitosophjpa), Mitatiae or ration.
a], <mdefncirira) or htstorjca) discrimi.
"ated, 53-8, empiriea). the knowledgethat thing f~ .n. M.6 examples
or. j6; this

expression how rendered in
L~Ha. seehmpirie!tt phitosopLie~),
"ettcowMge w5y or how a thtag ts,-

man's knowledge relathc.
~Ptsentation of mn).

titude tn unity, 6S.9. A-<-Unity facn).
tfM of, fne ~rand division of powers of
nund, !22 teoUmonJeato relativity of,
-ArMtotJe. Auf~.tin, Melanchthon,
e)derScaUper.tM.40; all existence not
rotnpriMdtn mhatk re)ath-e to u", 140
t n"t'rfac))<)e ha) two tanche), 141thé Orst. 14J-45; the second, 146.48;ithree sensée in mhich knowledge ro)a.
tjve,!4S; two opposite séries ofeirprt!
rion., app)iedte, faeajty of, rteanted
"y some phitosophen) av the fundamen.
ta) power of mind, ]87 dhMt.utton of
the <pecia) facuttteoof, H. <m. the
special faculties of, evolved ont of con.
Mjousne~, M; enun.eratfon of thé
"periat tMatties of, 10.! 7, 23.28; ra
;mwt and s ~««fnon, 26 relation of.to experience, how best expre~ed, 27
special fae~ttiet of, coMtdered tn detail,28 «te?., thé dixttnction of Intuitive
or tmmedfato and RenreMntative or
o! ~°"Mf!e. 6~ et and ).
2!8-19; the conttMta hetween the<e
two )find<of, il. 69-71 this distinction
taken hy ternit) of thé echootmeB. 7tthat the relation of knowledge supposa
axfmifarjty. or~ameness, between M).-
Jeet and ohject at. tnnuentia! princh.))'
nphnotophy, !2n-2! the optw.ih.nf
thhprfnctpje hctd ),y some, J22; re.
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futfd, 122 et tM. thé cMcntta) peculi
nritie" of knowtedj~, 431 f<

Knowtedgea, terms used by Bftcon Md

Hergeaut, 1. 67-8.
Kr'tR.t.47; CDdennftfonof phJtosophv,

49-60 ftttacked the KMttM dtthto!~
of the mental j)h«-aon)e))a,!87, ti. 4~t,
«'ffeetinR'); 470, 479.

Kuxter, t. !99.

LABOCUS)&H!iL !6!.
f~ctaatius, bix doctrine of mental po~fr".

)i.9; 86, 'teniedthcnece~ityot vi~xa)

tpectex, ib.

LMrtfM, Dlogenes. t. 4~, !t4 u<M (n/~
tt~n for coMciouxneM, 199.

LMfptnse, Does it or~iuate ln G~n~mt

AppeuaUvee or hy proper Namn) il.
3t9 f< M?. this the quesUon of the
~rt'MMM)<M<~M, 32U; t. That ail

t~nus, a. ot ttrst emptoyed, are exprès'
Mt'e of individual objects, matntttne't

)~- Vive!)aud othtnf. 320; Vina quoted
<o this effect, tt. Locke quoted, 321;
A(tam Smith quoted to famé efrect,
3'2t-4. & An oppoftita doctrine toain.
hintJ by many of tbe schoolmen 824
rt by CtmpaaeUa, 324 Leibntt!

~)Mote'ito thts effect 324-6; TurKOt
cited to Mme elfeet, 3M 3. A third or
hitenuediate opinion. that tangBKjta
4t ttrst expresses only th« vague and
confuitet),327 e< Perception com.
Menée!)with tuaœe!),3t!7,w< &)so149;
the tnind in e)&bo)-nti))f;ib know)e<))!C
protte'ts by ttttfttyiih front the whole to
thé parte, ?8 34; UcgHran<)oqaot<'<)
to thh taect, 329-30 thé intermedlate

opinion miUotaine't by Aristotle, 330-1
nnd by Jutho C<e'MtrScaliger, 331 rea.
<onof the atn))i~uity of worda denoting
ohjKts that Ife within the ofn<). 417.18.

!i~ron~jtU.t'rB, qxoted on hypothe~ia of
OcoMioM) Causes, i. 300 f< tpo. on
PrM.e'itahtixtxtt Hannony, 302 ft f?.,

¡.on Plastic Medium, 304, on Physiea)
Influence, 3M f< «~. tnoted on Ab-

straeUon, ii. 284-6.

Lateney. mental, what, and ito three de.

Krees. t. 389 << CoDsctou~ne'if.
Latin ~njraace, expre~et syntactica) re-

tationa hy Hexion. f. 263.

Ltt-at, Comte-se <te,caoe of, t. 343.
l.aw, Bf~bep, bis doctrine of t<u)Mtance,

L 155.

Clerc, ffe Clerc.
!<ee.Dr Henry, referred to oc Locke, fi.

199.
Lffbctb, refpn'ed to on deHnitip)) of p)tf-

tosophy, L 49; 69; t35; n~t to linilt
thc term M;Mct<yto pa~sh'ity of ndnd,
177; rejptrJtd faculty of knowledge na
thé fandameatai power of ntind, J87;
qnoted oa <'fracfty of conacioutness,
205; 800; held hypothe<'iaofPre-€<tab-
Uthed Harmony, 300, 302 opposed
Loctie'f doctrine that thé txind oot

a)\v)t'<('n))<'('io))'<,3t7 Lut ttncs ont pn

cffttty anowf-fthé que~tton mooted, 318;
referre't to on mntttM ot BeMe, 851;
thé tiret to proc~m the doetrme of
mental latency, 36! anforhteate ln thé
terma he emptoyed to dMixtitte the la.

tent mod)Rcatton)tof mtnd, M2, refer.
redtoo)) our mental tdMtity,374; Il.
8 M t9S,?< NtMMfty 209 324,Me
Langage; 349; 36t. M< Regutathe
)''afu)ty; 462, «e Feetittge B28.

Lct'tenfM-.t, Il. !M; the Urst to djstin.
KU~h the Vital SenM from the Ott;a))i<:
~n'!eo. 167.

t~-o Het~M. Il. 34.

t~ttiof;, f~uoted,). !3. &< Knea'tf'dge.
L<:wd.it~ et;ino)oj(v, t. 74.

Lihcrty of Will, il 410« thé fjueR.
tion of, M vtewe<tby the Scottish BChoo),
642; may be deult with in two way,
A43.4.

Lichetux, ). 253.
Locke, t. 72: adopted OMsen<U'eJhit-ton

of phitosophy, 120; quoted on power,
!74-6; hta doctrine of Rettection M o
'.narce of httowted~, 235; heM that
thé mtnd cannot exist at the Mme mo-
htcnt in two 'UHereDtfitate~, 249. hit
doctrine on this point ftfMt<dby Leih.
nitz. 260; dcnied that thé mind i<

<t!wty8 conscious, 8!4-!7; hls assttntp-
tion that conMioasneMand the recollec.
tlon of eotMciMsneM Me coDvertthte,
disproved bv soutntml)u))sm. 319; erro.

neoasty attribated the doctrine of latent
meataf modinctffons to the (Arteitians,
361 on mental identity. 374) hia doc.
trine of Perception, ti. 03; general cha.
rMttr of ht" phitosophiot! style, M-6;
'juottd on the doctrine that theeecond'

nry ~u<t)itie''of matter Me merely men.
t<Hstatea, 67.8; hb dbUt)ction of pri.
msry aa<tsecondary qnatitiex, !<?; did
uot originale thé question reMftint;
pturaUty of sensé!)uttder Touch, !56
)77; nef~cttd the Crittcal Method in

phitosophy, t94; hM bis phtiosophy
been ntt«Mpre<entedby CoodJJJac~J85
et «t. Stewart, quoted in viadicatton
of. 196.8 Stewtrt'a ~indication of, un.

satistactory, 198; Condillac joetiBtd ta
his dtnptineation nf the 'toctrtne of, ib.;
hfft fienectfou conttotibte M-ithSeaMa].

ism, !99; 28! quoted ot) Conceptual.
~tn, 300; 321; «? LitnguMe; 890, M'e

Cuuatity; 398.

LosJe, denned, t. 43, ]23; as inittativo
cotuM of philosophy, 43, !28; c!M~of,
how to be conducted, !4-!6, are Phito.

sophy prempposea a certain knowledge
of the opcmttona of the mind, 62; con-
troveray atxon)! the ancteute femnt.

fnj; its tthtfon to ptutosophy, Ut-tS;
why <Mua))ydestRn&tedan <n'<,!18; a

aomotogtcaf sdence, 123; Djanoettc,
))Cfitnameof, !Z3; tts p)aro ln ph))oso.
phy, and ta a counte of phttosoptdcat
)nttru<*Hon,128.

I.nn))or.), t'ctf), ii. il.1.
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LoMttM,J~~ttot. fi. 397; 435; 475.
Lucan,quoted, U. 482.
LucttUaa, qnoted. t. 206! 306; tt. 39;

4M; on mixed feeUngof the sublime,
614.

LMerx,IL 442.
Luther, 87; 89.
Lydus,Prisctanua,on auity of hnowMK",

f. 69 the Pfatonfcdocthne of Peh-f)'-
tion )Mexpoundedby, ti. 38.

M~ms. 1.263.
Mackintoah,dir JamM, t. !3Ï his great

memory,'ti. 226.
MMrobiM,referred to, on detinitfon of

phitosophy.). 61 t6~.
~inHde bimn, ii. 292:390,eee Causahty.
X)<\jer,John, reterred to on Intuitive at)d

AbstMctiteKnowtedge.Il. 71.
Matehrancbe,i. !3; 91; !65; 236: ouot.

ed onptace and importanceof ttt<-n.
tton, 260et «?. thé Btudyof hia writ-
t))(;stecommeudtd, 262; 289; mM~ues
nur confidousnetitln eteep, 3t3; Il. 8;
bi<doctrine of Perception, 49; diotin'
gubhed PerceptionfromSensation,96;
349;S80,œeCansaUty.

Man,an end unto hims-elf,f. 5; must in
general reduce httMetf to an inetru.
tMent,6, 6; perfection and happine~
the two absolute eudsof mnn, 19,20;
the<eémis eotncfde,20; his distinctive
chameteri~tic,29; n social animal 84;
men influenceeachother in thuee both
of tranquilUty and socta) cot)vu)3ion,
87; relationof the indifxtdat to social
crises, ib.

ManiIftiB.qaote.t.f.1.11 173; 418; U.274.
MantuanM.Bap., quoted, t. 386.
Manutina,Pautm, qaoteJ on memorvof

MoUno,U.221.
Marcettus,Nonius,ti. 123.
MareiUua,(of tnghet)),L 263; ti. 37.
Martta),qnoted.Ti.274.
~tartintMScriMerUt,quoted,U.269.
MMterof Sentences,eMLombard.
Matertatism.absohte.howaphUosnnhJM)

sy<tem la ottea preventedfrom)Miine
fnto. L 297.

Matter.ouf knowledgeof, mtre)yrelative,
L t37 f<<M.

MaynettusMaynetiM,ti. 2S6.
Mazure.t.t3; 49.
MediateKnowtedm,MeKnowtedge.
MeineM.t. 47; 87; ii. 471.

Me!anchthen,t.!39; !64; ii.348; "cog.
nitio omnis Intuitiva est deSuitiva,"
quoted by, 418.

Memory,<EeConservativeFaculty.
Ménage,t.45; 199.
MendetMohn.MoMe,t). 416,MeFeeUngs;

quoted on Descarte! doctrine of plen.
Bure,46! 464, <fe Feelings; referred
to on Beauty, 510 on thé sabUme,
613.

Mendo:!a,iL 308.
Mentalph~nomena,«~ fonsciouotes)!nnd

tffu.t.

Mental Exercise, higher than the twre

knowledgeo( truth, t. 8-13. Know-
tedtje.

Metaphysicat, K< Metaphysics.
Metaphyetca, science of, its sphère in

widest sent)e, f. 121 eompnihensioo
and order of author's course of, 120,
t27, 128 Metauhysics, proper, Onto-
!oxy o)' Inferential Psychotogy, what,
!24,125; metaphystcat tenu') originally
of physica) apptication. t34-6. &e Pey.
chology and PhHosophy.

Method. what. L 99. &<Crittca) Method.
MfthodJtta. the, a xfct of phy~ichne, M.

ticed, L 64.

Mt)), James, quoted to the eCeet that we
Stut obtatn a know)e<tgeof the parts of
the object in perception, Il. !46~ M~.
held that the perception of colour 9)ig-
gesta the notion of extension, J62.

Mtiton.qaoted, ft.23.
Mind, hutnaa, the noblest ot'Jectof Bx.

eutation, t. 24; Phavorinue, rope.Sh-
ThotnM Browne, quoted to thl< eneet,
ft., 25. when the atedy of mfnd rises to

)tshif{hestdijtnity,2&; ita ph~Dontena
contraxted with those of matter. 28-S;
thb the phUoMphicat etu'ty by pré.
eminence, 62; me Phitosophy and Pby.
cho)ogy, its pha-nomena djatributed ln.
to three grand e)aMef, 122, «< Ccn-
tciotMDeM; our knowledge of, merely
relative, J37 t< Mt.; etyoctogy aad

application of, tM; can ho deHned only
<M</f)'t'<tn. !57; thM dettned by Arie-
totte and Reid, ?. CM exbt tn more
thau one 8tate at thé santé titne, 2ol tt

hypothèses proposed in retjatd to
mode of tnttrcoarM between miNd au')

body, 299 et seq.; 1. Occa~ioMt CansM,
300.2; 2. Pre-estaUiehed Harmony,
302-4; 3. Plastic Médium. 305; 4. Phy-
tfica) InHuence, 305-9; histohea] erd~r
of these hypothèses, 306.9; they aru

unphUosophtcat, 309; activity and pas-
finty atways conjoined in mantfeota-
tiom of tnind, 310. <« Con<eio)MnfM:
tctm iadicati~e of thé predominance of
thèse cotmter éléments in, 8M; opin.
ions in regard to its re)atiou to the

bodity orffanhtn and parts of nervoas

ey.steu), 40M << tts powers not

mally dbtiaKuhihaMe fmm thé thiukim;
prfncipte, nor reaUydinerent from each
other. U. 2; whnt meant by powers of,
and the relative opinion of phuoMphers,
3. 6-9; psychotojdcaj division of thé

phfBnomena of. tvhat. 9 phtonontena
of, presented in complexity, 2! three
m)es of the anatysis of the pheenomena
of, 22: these rutes hâve not beett ob.
served by psychotoj~ts, ib.; no frro'md
to suppose tbat thé nfiud ts t.ttuated

solely ta any oue part of the body, 127
we materfalise mind in atthbatieg to it
the relations of matter, t28; aum of
our hnowted~ of tbe connectinn of
t~ind and body, ib.; we are not war-
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rMted, Mcerdhtgto Binnde,to Mcrtbe
to the power"of minda directioneither
outwardaor fawarda,424. SeeEterx)'.

Mhtimum~MbUe,what, L 349;audibUe,
350.

Mnemocfc,t. 123.
MoceaicM.HH6 ti. 332.
Mode what L !60.
ModiBcattcn,whtt, t. 160.
Motinfemf,L 98.
Motm,qtioted, Il. 236.
Monboddo,Lord.1.177,1M;M3;his

.toctrtneofvitioa.U.36;124.
Mo)!fM),<MCoMefoMaeM.
MoMO,br (<tWt)M),quoted and referred

to in référenceto Fruuta) Siuus, 1.4!)5,
442,M3,&c.

MontAiKM,t. ?: 89; 88, on plensure,
if.4M.<MFee))n)p)t602.

More,Ur Hcury, ouoted. 1.32.
Morton, Dr, remaDtHon hia tableson the

oiMofthebmtn. 1.422-4.
MU))er,JuUm,ti. 171.
MU))er,VoB.quo<ed,i.13. &<Knowtcdge.
Mumtori, Us grMtmentory,226.
MutetM, 0.2!8. &<CoMcrt'attMFnculty,
MuMubnMdoetoM,U. 390. ~MCinmatity.

tVo<'«',tts me<mtt)g[o Germaa philoso-
phy.i.40.

Xntarat Duathm. MeR<'a)JMn,Natuntt.
Xecesaity,aU necei~ttyto u<out'Jectit'P,

t). !94; Leibnita the Crsttoet.oNnceit
M the criterion of trnth native to the
micd, !95 Kant the Bretwhofatty op.
}')iedthis criterioa, 't., «<Regulative
rtcujty three epochain phitosophfeat
f)))eeabtion toucbing the uece~~n',
5~7.

Ncn)MhM.L253; 405.
Newton,Sir !aMc, i. ?7 2:3. &e At.

tention.
Nitthanimer. Il. 224.
'<ihi!ietu,<« CoMcioumeM.
Noetic,howto be employed,)i. 349.
Nominafism,<~eEhboratite Faculty.
Notnihalitts. their doctrine of mental

powen, fi. 8.9; rejected doctrine of
spedes, 37.

Nomologyof mind, ~hat. i. 122; )ts sub-
di~toM. t&. of titx Cognitivefacut-
ties, 122.3; of the FetUngs, 123.4 of
the Connttvepowers,124.

Nou.ContmdictiOQ.law of, Il. 368; 624
limiteof argument (rom, 624 bas two

appllcattous,a Loetcatand PBychotoid-
cat.625.

NoobKy.1.123.
!<<n!<,& 347.
Nuanesina,fi. 349.

Kunneiey,referredto fore<MCof couchtng,
ti.176.

0&)tfT. memningand historyof the tcnn,
i. 161. See8ub)ect.

Objective, Suhjeet.
Ocoin), t. 263: hix doctrine of tncnta)

powero,ii. S.

OecMfona!CansM, hypothMft of. «<Mind
by whom tuaintnined. 300, 308.

0)(en, bis nihft~m. f. 294.

0)ympidontt, referred to, i. 65 referred
to on mentatpowers, tt. 7.

Ontotomr, <eeMetaphthiot.
Opération. what, t. 179.

Opinion, <« Cttttom.

Operiaue, case of, showia<{that one tense

may Le Mteep whiie otMrx are awake,
1. :M.

Oret!c, tenu ot'jectiomMe M commou de.

~natton both of wiU and deslre, t. 1M.

Order, what, f. 9<).

OfEanic Pte&Rure. &e Feetitt}~).
Om)oa<Uu~eof, «d.
Otid. ouoted. i. 377 Il. 378 on)')eaa))rt'

of grief. 482.

Ovtedo, on excitation of apecies, Il. 2~8.

FjUM.theory of. 8te Feetings.
Painfut AHectiom. &e t'teUcpk
Paley, quoted on love of ttetton, iL ?0.

P&)udanM,tt. 71.

Parcimony, law of, MeUoMciou'Ueia.

t'<Mcat. t. 65; 86; 88; ouott'd ou tnan'o

Ignorance of hhnMtf, 309 quoted Il.

!70; hit gMttt metMry, 225; quoteu on

dreMnhtg.269;349;a70.
Passions, thfi)' ptftce fn «tucatton, i. 18;

saMugstion of. prMUot) couditlou of

philosophy, 8!, 94..Set PhUomphy.
PastimM, il. 497. &e Fee)tnf:a.
l'atricius, quot<:<)ontiteate) powen'.tf. 7;

his expression of thé relation of our

kt)ow!edge to etpcrieuea quoted, 27.
Pembroke, Lord. U. 48~.

rcf;~t'tion, Externat, the doctrine of, n
Mrdtna) point tn pMtosophy, iL 43; hh-
torical etirvey of hypotheJs tu [ttpud
to, nroposed, 38 principal point In ro-

vant to, on wblcb phitosopocra differ,
29, and t. 295-6; two gnnu hypothesea
of M~Uato Perception, ti. 29; each of
theoe admif) of TprtoM suhonlitiate

hypottieMS, 30: Retti did not dixtin.

f~lfi-h the two fonntt cf ttte Kcptme))-
tative HypothMes, 31 RcM'a hiatorica)
view of tue théories of, chtMited, 32
f< <f~ 45-7; wrong in regard to thé
Phtottfc theory of, 32-5; bis account
of the Aristotetfo doctrine of, 35.8;
thforyofDemocritM and Kpicurus, 38;
thé Cartesian doctrine of. 89 et

4S Matebranche cited lu regurtt to

opinion of Ueseartes on, 49 Retd'a ae-
count of the opinion of Matebnmehe

on, M of Amauld, 50-3 of I~cke,
63-&; ot'ittioM of Newton, OMhe,
Hook, Korris; 69; of Hobhf, <t.; Le

Clerc, 61; Crousnz, 62; enda proposed
lu the K\iew of Reid's a<fo<mt of

opinions on. 63 Reid right in attri.

t'uting <o phiioitot'herx in general the
crnder doctriue of Representathf l'er.

ception, 84-5; Was Reid a Nnturnl
Reatiat! 65 et seq., seeReid and Know.

)ft)~e; distinction of Perception !*ro;wr
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from StMation Proper, 93 f<< use of
the term perception previoaaiy to Reid,
ib. Metories! notice of the dbtiaction
of perception proper from eenMtion

proper, 96-7 nature of the phtenomena,
-perception and sensation, mmtrat-
e<t. 97 et 'f?. their contrast the epe-
aial manifestation of a contrast wtuch
dnideo Kjicwiedge nnd Feeling, 98

perception and MMatioa preckeiy dJo.

tinguxhed, t0. grand law by which
thé phfeuomena of perception and
sematlon are govemed tn their re.

ctproeat relations, 69; this law esta'
M~hed and tUnxtrated–t. From a

Kompartson of the seYtntt MMea, M-
101. 2. From the oevemt impressions
of thé same senae, 10!-4 distinction
of perception from sensation of im-

portance only In thé doctrine of !u.
tuitive Perception, !(M; no reference
from tbe internat to the ettemat In,
106; taken out of the hst of thé pri-
tnary facuttief) throagh a fa!<eaaah'att,
107; the possiMitty of an immédiate

perception of external objectt inte))i'

gibte, !27 et tM. whnt meant hy per.
ceiWng the maferial reatit)', J2&; the
totat and rea) ohject in, <o. whnt
meaat by the extema) object perueited,
t'A., t63; nothing especially inconceiv.
n)')a in the doctrine of an immédiate

pt-rception, 130; principal pointa of
Hithrence between the author'a doc.
trine of Perception and that of Reid
and Stewart, ÏM e< t< 1. ln rcgar')
to thé relation of thé externat object to
the tienoe! 185; 2. !n rejNrd to the
nnmi)er and comecntion of thé e!emen-

tary pha'nomena. 1M et eomnton
doctnne of philosophera regarding the

organic impreMiou in, M7! relation of
sensation proper to perception proper,
188-9; oee atso o22-a; Représentatif
Perception. hypothe!ia cf, !3< et Mo.
\foiate.s ait the eon'titioM of a tceiti.
mato hypothèse, 135 f< Mt. 1. Un*
CMe'.xary, 135.7; 2. Subverte that
which It is devised to explain, 137;
3. The fact in explanation of whieh it
in devised i< hypothetica). 138-9; 4.
Snndera and su))t'<-rtothe phcnomenon
to be explained, 140; 5. The fact which
it is devised to explain transcends ex.

j'erience, Hl, 6. Dependent on Mb-

sidiary hypothetes, 142-4 considera.
tioM effective in romoting tbe doc.
trine of, 521 oneationa connected with

faculty of Externat Perception 144 )-<
Whether we Srat chtain a

knowledge of the whole or of the part<
of the object in, 144 e<<~e. the .fécond
alternative adopted hy Stewart, 144.0,
and hy James Mit), 146.9; the counter.
alternative tuaintained by the author,
149 et «'o., 327; H. Prohtema cou.
nected with Setxe of Toacb, !52 et

~fTom)); U). Tw f'ou))ter-f)))''sti<'nt

rpgMtUMsphère of 8)ght, 169 el Me.,
<f<e8ight.

Perfect, the, what, M.M4. &e Ead&

PeripatetiM,<f<AristoteUtM.
PeTTOt),Du, Cardinal,a patron ofScotch-

menabroad. t. 893.
Penius (t.377.
Pftrarch, quoted. U. 482.
Phtedrue, 3M.
PhtBMmeDon,meaetDgof,best illustrated

by referecceto the retathity of hmnao

knowledge,LÏ3M; 148; 1H.2.
Ph.enomcnotogy,of mind, wtttt, t. 121.

&~ Psychoto~y.
Phavorinus,quoted, ). 24. &x Mind.

PhUopon<u,i. H4; hta doctrine of coa-
MtoMtXM,200, quoted ln paraphrase
of Aristotle, 250; qaotfd on mental
poMrs, )i. 7 quoted on Art<tot)f'<
doctrineof 6pec)M,3S. on Touch, 165.

Philosopher,<MPb))(Moph)'.
Phitosophimt,«e PhUcMphyand Know.

ledge.
PhHosephy.the oxhibttlonof tta benent-)

tindpleasutra,why peeutiartyrequMtt.
t. 1; ite atttity of twohfn'AbMtute
and Relative,2; ita absolute utility of
two hfndf–Subjeeth'e and ObJectJt'f.
3, 223; tt9 Subjective uti))ty. M8;
béatcymnMticof the n)tnd,and thcrt-
fore best ontitted to the appellation
Mf/'t)~.H; principleson which a daM
of phitosopnyought to be cea'tncte'),
14-tS; use aud tmportanceof eMtnt-
cattonf ta a c!a~ of phllosopby, 17;
inteOectuatixatraetor ntuxteeek to in.
Huencethe will of ht" pupib, ib.; and
to excite their feettnfM,18: Objective
utility ofphifosoph}.23.42; its relation
to theo)o[:y,26; thé c)MSof phccno-
mena rhich imply the existence of
Uod exctasitetygivcnby tbe min<1,26;
what these phrenornenaare, 30; Oft
conditionof the proot ofDeity drawn
from phiioMphy, 30-31 second con-
dition aho drawa from f!ameMarce,
32; howphilosophyopérâtes in estah.
tisbing M asturance of hnmanliherty,
33; coinci'tence of author'< tiews on
this suhject with those of previOH!)
phiiosophers, 3S*<I phtiosopheraa't-
duMd.-Phto, 38.9; Kant, 39.M;
Jacot.i, 40.! objective atitfty ofpMo.
aophynot sapcrsededby the Chriotian
Revetation.4t-2; Nature and Compre.
hension of phitosophy, 43-64 to be

adeqMtety eomprehendedonly ta the
end of course of phitosophicafiMtruc.
tion, 44; meaning of the name, 4M:
the Mnx~t'/Mf~ffmtd to baye been
tiMtMSumedaadapptiedbyPythagoraf),
ib. but on slender authority, 47 8o.
crates prohably the nMt to familiarise
the name, i6. lu order to df<tftt(rnfsh
himsetffromthé Sopblste,& soon toat
it.<Sotratiesimi6cation,48;philosophy,
the thint, 4S.64; deBnftioMof, 49.60;
tht~e cnttft'.ed, 50; perhap!' canno!
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adeouate)y beJenued, 50; XadeOnittoM
to Ureek Mttquity, 6t phttosophicat,
amt emphical or ntstohca) knowledge
ditcrtmiuated, 63-68; <M Knowjedge;
phOosophica) or sdettttnc knowledge,
ln ite wid<!t acceptation the know.

ledge of effecto as dépendent on their

cauMf), M, bence the a)m of philo-
f-nphy h to seek nn<t caufM, <& M
thexo eau never bc actually reached,
phOoMphy can never tn reatity bo ac.

comptished, 69; nna))y tends townrd))
one Uttimate or Hr~t Cause, 60: all
thé odencf!' oceupie't lu the rexearch
of cau'iM tnay be vtewed M so many
branchett of pttitooophy In tt< w)de"t

"tgoineatton, 61 bat proMrty coMtt.
tote') by the science ot mind, with its
suite of dependent sdenceo, 61-4, 121i
Ils primary problem, ol- bound to
nmke t)<emind itf ttrat and paramount
object of consideration, 62; hranchM
nf thé science of mind, t4. t))tt<np)')i.
cation of the tenn pht)osophy in Brt.

tain, 63; aa denned hy Artstottt. 64.
Ar)"tot)e its Cauaes, 65~0 U'! i))

the orteitm) elemeuts of onr coMtitu-

tion, 65; e.'isentta) or comptementary,
«5-6; essentlal appare~Uytwofotd.CH, i
1. UauM and Ettect, )A. 2. Love of

onity. 67, «'< Untty dt!.po!t)t)onNwith
which tt ought to he studied, 8!.M
ttrst condition of phOoMphy. rennnei-
aUon of pt~-Ju'Ufe,8t [n thi)t Christi.

antty and phitoeophy at one, 82.3;
phUomphers unammous ln ma)(h)i;
donht thé first Btep to. 90; phttoso.
phtea) dou')t. what. 91-3 «eeond fon'
ditton of, Mt'ja~ation of thé {KUMions,
t)<-5; its Mett)0((,96-!09; hna hnt one

).ossiMe t))<'th<)J,&6-104; thtft ~)o\\n
!n relation to thé 6r<t end of philo.
"ophy, 97-9; anaty~t and xynthetix the

Uefs~ry foxditionti of fis poiB'ihihtv,
M-9: thèse eonstitato a B)n);)etnfttto.),
MM09; bas only one pmt.ihte tnutho'),
tthown ln relation to Us Mcoud exd.
09.Y04 ita history nianifests the more
or less accumte futnhnent of thé con'
dittona of the one tnethod, J04-9; ttn
farHett problem, !04; fto sphere at

axsigned t'y Socrates, IC6; lis aben-t.
tiono have arisen from cotation" of ttt

meth~, 109. ib DM6ion<. JI0.20;
fxj'ediency cf a dMafon ofphnosophy,
!!V; the most ancient dMsion mio
Thforet)ca) an') Prnctical, Ul; htttorv
of thff distinction. n2-!3;itfUMn))n.).
neat, H3; Srst explicitly enounced hy
Ar)stot)e. 112 tntimated ).y Phtto,
tA.. diviRion of, Into Logie, Phy)i!ts,
nn~ Eth)c<t, pm)'ab)y originated with
Motc- H 4. nnh<-r)!a)ity of divMon
into theoretica) and practica), U9.); i
author'8 <))stri)'ution of pht)o<ophy.
121·6; ,lIslrihullon ofJ'bllo.oph)',t2!-6; propo<eethree crâna nneetfofK,
<4.; dtatrihution of f.t)"(fct!) fn faodty

nf, In u))h<-rs)tiM of Europe, t26-7

v<n..n. f.

true place an<tttnportance of ~yatem of,
U. 4-b; condition undfr which thé en<-

ptoyment of new tenn" tn, la aUowaMe,
!9-20; one gréât advantnaB retuttinf;
from the cnttivatton of, 84-5.

Phttosophy, the ScotUth. theMientfnc re-

patatton of Scottand pr)nc)pa))y foumt-
e't on, 1. 392-4 camef which have )'<
to the cttttivatfon of speculative etudtct

by Scotchtnen. 39~.3. ih orlgin. 395
at once thé pride nmi tho ttt'roach of

Seottan'), KM; «tron): ffenettt Ma)o):y
tetween, and that of Kmt, 396; ar.
Munt in whtch it ta held tn (h-nxMy
aud fa France, S98.9; Joun'roy'o critl-
c)nn)of, !M9.<00;generol charactfrixtk")

of. 400.L

Phrenotogv. how onty to he refuted, f.

406.7 thé theory of, what, 407; )n.
dtvidua) raMt of alleged deve)opn)eut
and ntMife!)tat)onof )itt)e avail tn proof
of the doctrine, 407; it" fundatncnta)
fach ehotvn to be Krouttdtex' 40S.!8
the resutt of coniectore, 4M its varia-

tiom, 417.J8.

Physlca, divifion of t'hitosophy, 1. U4;
the tenn a< apptk't to the phi)o)i0;)hy
of mind tnappMpriate, t92 3.

Phy")ctt Inflnence, hypothe~i~of, bywhom
tuatntatned, i. MC, tef Mtnd.

Phy8icat Science, twofn)d evit ofexc)))<<ivo

<H)dyof, L 35; tn )b fnfaney not tMa-

teria)J9)ng, tt., tf a)) cxittencc be but

mechanfftU!.phUosophica] tuterest e)t-

tincui'ihed, 37.
Phytiiotofty,the tenn M tppMe't to thé phi.

losophy of mhxt tnappfopriate, i. !32 3.

Piceotontnf, referrett to on ArtstoH<<

doctnneofxpecics, Il. 37; 332.

Ptctnresque. «'< t'<-e)inf~.
Pindar, on Cuttom. t. 86.
Ptaxtic Ate'tiunj, hvpothfsif of, M<Mittd

by somo ascntfp!) to Plato, f. 307; t'y
\'hom maintatnfd, 307-8.

Ptaten)*, t'etix, t)arrat<*scaseof Oporinu'
i. 336. &x OporinuB.

Ptatner, regardft faculty of )n)ow)e')){c
as thé fundamenta) power of mind, ).

!87: 308; 363; U. 173, «e Signt; 378;
394; 4t6.MfFee)fngx.

P)ato. i. t2, Z9; 37; 48; onote.! on de.
tittitton of phOooophy, 51; 52; 61;
09; 78; 80; !06; tnxtinetion of t))fo.
retical and pmctica) phOnsophy tnti-
mated by, !!2; ha't no xpecta) tt.rt!)
for contciousne< t97; hh doctrine in

XtMtd to ftetf-appreheMiou of SenM',
198; maiatattH't the continuai cnfr):y
of !nte))cct, 3!2; 37H; !<.20; his thtory
of Perception, and principte of hjf)pht.
)u!i0phy, 33-6, ntaintained that a pcrci-
ptent power of the senxthte sou) '.a))i<"<
out to the object. 34 207, <f<Conser.
vattve t'acutty; 2)0; Ptatonic n)tthod
of 'UvMon ca))ed ~)tM~«-f~, 346, Me

Aua)y)ttx, 44.'i, ~e~t'ee)t0):s; ~eet)!" tn
h-tvehehfadot'trfne of Rtfasure auido-

out to that of ArMoOc, 4M.

X
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Hâtent, t. 68, U2; !99; tbe Greek,
thett doctrine ofcOMcioameM,199; the
later, attributed te Phto the doethae
of PlasticMédian),307; matntatMdthe
eontiDaa)energyof iateUeet,312.

Deastire, theory of, <« Feelings.
Pthy (the elder),t. 66.
Pttny (the yooDger),quoted on pkMuro

ofOrief,Û.4&2.
PIotinM, t. 69;his use of~Miu~ti, 200,

quotedon mental powers,U.6; quoted
on doctrtneofspede~,37 dMnptished
PerceptionfromSensation,97.

Ptutareh.t.79; 267.
Ptutareh, Paeudo quoted ondeBnIUonof

phttoMphy.t. 0; 114.
PneMMtte,sesPneamatotogy.
Pneatnatology,tenn obJect)OMb)eas ap-

ptied to Bdeceeof tutad, L 133; wtder
than Peychotogy,134.

Oot~n, teePractlce.
Poire t, Péter,referred to and quoted as

acceptingthe duaUty of cotiscioaanet-a
h) (ta integrity, <.293,ft. 92; 390.

Politics, scienceof, presappOMta know-
tedgeofmfnd, t. 62; whyueuattydesjg.
Mted a tCt<M<,118; a nomological
sdettM, !24.

Ponctus, on excitationof bpecles,Il. 228.
Ponelle, t. 238.
Pope.Qaotedt.24; 38; it.M3.
Poer. tjf.IM.
P<~ Royal~<wc, Il. 290.
Potentta!. dfat)actfott«of, front actna), f.

!80. &eE]d6tence.
PotUH)',oapteasare, ft. 494.< Fte:ingx.
Power, ReM'ocritidem of Locke oa, i.

J74-7; active and MOfive,175-7; this
dtsttnetion in Greett language, ib. an
a ptychotogita) term appropriatety np.
phed to tattirat eapabilities,179.

t'ornta)), Govemor,L 133.
PMctttat FeettBgB,<ft FeeHegx.
Practice, *t, use of the tn-m lu thé

AhstoteUc phitosophy, i. n7; *pM.
Tutotand mt~tut~t,how <UstJ))~tshtf),
tt. &t Theory.

t'racttta! phitosoj')~ «'<Theon'tk'a).
PMctiM).<MPracttce.
Pre-estabUfthedHamtony. h\'poth)",if of,

«E Mind;bywhotn tnatntahed, ). 802.4.
Predicate,tMEtaboraMveFaculty.
Prejudice, Influenceof, t. 74; M<UtUty;

early pMJudtcethe morednageroushe-
causennobtrash'e,M.

PrMcMon,what, il. 292.
PreaentaMveFaculty, what, and fte de.

etgnatioM,il. 10, 28. subdivided into

Perceptionand Setf.ComcfoamMx,
SeePerceptionand Setf-Con<ciousDes!i.

Ptichard, f.~35.
Mde, subjugationof, practtcatcoodttion

ofphUosopby,f.94.ti.e!0.
Pt-iesttey, tegarded ought as only n

movementofmatter, i. 72-3;his opinion
of Reld'spolemicon Perception,il. 44
qaoted on tiefd't viewof tx)c~<'adoe
trine of Perception, !4; held that the

perceptionofeo!cM'aoggMtathe notion
ofeïteMioa, M2.

Primary QaaliMeaof matter, hlstorical
noticeofdiatincUontmm Secondary,tt.
108t< «e. primary reducible to two,
-Extension and SeUdity.H2; tMs rp.
ductiontnvotvesadtCent~, US;what,
and how Mtved, & 114; general re-
Bn)t,–in the primaryqnaUtles,percep-
tion predominates, in the seconda.)-),
seMMion.114-18.

PrttnumCognitum,MeLnngunge.
Prlor, 1.12, tee Knowtedge.
Proclus, t. 91, 107; his e<np!oymentnf

ewe~<n<, 200, 307 308; quoted oo
mental powen, u. 7.

Property, what, ). t:t.
Proposition.<MEfabomtiver'acutty.
Protagoras,i. 61.
PmdentfM,quoted, U.616.
Psellus, MieMt). his doctrine of Con.

achnMae~,t. 20t; euppcsed to be thé
Mmewith MichMtEphesiuB,?.

P<ycho!ogy,detned. t. 43, !2C; pre-
emlnently t. phUMOphicatscience, ib.
fta wider sphère as <yncny!noM<ntt<
PhUosophyof Mtnd,Mettphy~tct.12!
ft< narrower epherB as ayaoaymotM
with Pht6nomeno)og?of Mind,Empfri.
cal Peychology, tcunethe Phitosophy
of Mtnd,t6. as thm Umitedproperty
caUedPhfeoomettdPaychoioay,& its
di\'t6)oMhow detenufned, tt., Nomo.
)o)!)cai,]~2, «< Kon)o)cgy;ïntejeatia),
t26,<MMetaphystes originof the term,
)30; its use vindicated, 130.!M: by
mhon)tint appUedto scienceof mind,
J35-0; di<Hca)tiesand fncilitiesof My.
choioj~ta) etndy, 376 et ??., JM Coi)'
sciousness psychotogicatpowerB,what,
t). 2 ( psychotogteatdfvMoas,what, 9
three ruJes of ptychoto~ca) anaty~!).
2~ thesemtes have not beenobi.crve't
by paychotogteto,t't.

Psychoto~catanaty<is,«c P«ycho)o!!yM't
Dtlnd.

roychotogtca)divisons, ~«: Peychotog'
and Min').

P"YChoto({icatpowef, ?< t'ayehofo~' at«J
blind.

Ptotemy,fi. 35.
PuhUus5!ru~, t. 419.
Pu~hot. ff.
PythagotM. commontysaid to have 0~1

assumedthe name~tVato~~o-,L 46-6;
bis viewof the character of a philosu.
pher, 47; whete bom. and wnea he
BonTMhed,4Û'7;dennit<onwot phUoso.
phy, TeferMdto, C!-2,eeePhJtoMphy
80; 105.

QutUTY, what, i. !50; essentia!and arcl.
dental, ib.

QtdntiUan.i. 48 U8 u)te<the tenn f««-
«'<tMia the modeme)gnf6cation,197.

RAMMB.SirW.. j.M.
tiam~y. <;hev.))ier,i). ?9.
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tte~Utitu,Natnm!, or Naturat Dua)i!'m,
wbat. t. 293; that Nntural ReatiMni"
the doctrineof ConKiOMness,acknow-

tedged by PhUosophersof aU ciastea,
te.; objeettoMto thé doctrine ef, de-
t~i)ed and crtttebed, ti. 1M-33. The
cognitionof augbt externat to thé mtnd
)f eqaivajent to the mind acting, and,
therefore, exbttnz ont of thé))' U8;
refuted, U8.20; U. Whttt immedtatttv
){t)o<Mmust t< the Mtoe a< or simf'
lar to that which le known 120; in.
fluenceof thie princtpte on thé h)Mory
ofphitoMphy.tZO.t: refattd.122, Hf.
Thé mtnd can onty know immediatety
that to whtchit )<fmmediatetypresent
<t.; thia objection bas heea redargued
in threedtfKr<-ntwa)T);ï. BySerBeant,
123 2. by EmpedoctM.&c., !&; 3.
by Rtfd and Stewart, Ï2: 7. refuted,
127-30,BfePerception; tV. Thé ohject
of perceptionvartaMe,and, therffore.
subjective,!3t; proceedson a mhtake
of.what the object in peKeptiot is, ib.;
V. Thé nature of the t~o Maa )nte))f-
gence endowed with wiU. rendeK it
neceMarythat there ehoutd be repre-
tentaHve modificationsin the mina of
externat objecta, 132; this objection
invohei tundry vices,t32-S these ob-
.jectionato the doctrineof, incompétent,
133; hypotheslaof ReprésentativePer
ceptionsubstituted in roomof thé doe'
triM of, !3o et M~< Perception.

heMontng.<« Babomtive Faculty.
Reco))ect)on.œf CoatervativeFaculty.
ttedintegration, law of, <feReproductive

Faculty.
Menectjon,contalned fn <o))!cion<'ne'<,i.

23!e1M~ MeCouscionenesa;Lockenot
thé first to use the tenn in its Mycho)o-
Bicatapp[ication.23<;authcMbywho)))
thé term thux uaedprevtomty<oLocke,
23'<-5;dtetinguishedfrom OMervation.
234-6; attention and reftectfonacts of
the samefaculty, 236.MeAttention.

Refri".Sylvain,his divisionofphitosophy,
i. H9.

!<f:nier, t. 89.
ltegulative r'acatty, what, ii. 15,26; thé

t<'nn/!M''«wnot properiyappUcabteto,
16, M7; designaUoMof. 847-50; no.
menciatnreofthecoecitfoBtdMto, 3M:
importanceof thé dMtinctioaof native
and adventiUoM knowledge, tt.; cri-
terion of neceMJtyBnt enounced )<v
Leibnitt. 35t. !9S partiaUv anticipât.
ed by DeMartes,3oî and y Spinoza,
852; thé enonncetnent of this crlte.
rion a greatBtepin the Mienceof mind,
363; Ceibnitt quoted on crit~rton of
necessity. 363-9; Reid discriminated
native from<tdvent)tioMhnowtedMby
the Mme criterlon, independentty of
LeibniU,369;Reidquotedto this effect,
369-<!2;Hunte apprehended the di)(-
tfnctfon,362; Kant, the nn-t whofully
appUedthé critcrion. 363, ]M; philo.

Mtphersdivided iu regard to what cog-
uitions ought to be claMedMnttimate,
and what as ntOdfncattoMof the «M-
tuate, 3M; Reid and Stewart hâve
beeu censured for their too easy ad-
mission of Orst prfnctptes. <&; Ret~t

quoted In self-vin cation, 3M.4; Stew-
art quoted to the same effect, 364-5;
thatMefd and Stewart oa'eraoByete))<-
atie déduction of the prftuarye)f<n)ent!i
of human rea<on,la no validgroundfor

diaparaging their labours, ?5; phi)~
BopMMhâve aot yet eitaMithcd t))e

pnocipte on which our ultlmate eot;.
nittonsare to he classtttedand r<tucft
to x)'Bt<n),8M; neceMity,elther Posi-
tive or Negative, M it resotta front ?n

poweror froma tmwer!eMneMofmint).
§a0t<tfo.; positiveneMMityUtaetratM

by the act of Perception, SM; by an
ahthmeticat example, 367; ne~tive
necessity not recognised by phUoso-
phers, 367; iiiMtrated, 3M e<

principtMreferred to in the discnssiou,
eb.,« <M. Thé )awof Non.Contra.
diction, 388; 2. The law of Excluded
Middte. t& grand law of thonght.-
That the Concelvablelies between two
contradictory extretneo, 3N <<
this called the lawof the CotMtitioned.
373; ettjbii~ed and fitustrateft by
référenceto SpK'p.1°, as a maximum,
3<!9; epace either bounded or uot
bounded.te. opace aa ahsoiuttty
bounded tncoacetvabte, ib.; tpitcf a.t

fnf))iite)y unbounded inconcetvahte,
370 though both theM contriMitctory
atternativex are inconceivable,one or
other layet aeoMsary,!t.; space.2°. ns
a minimum 370 el <e~ an at'fotute
minimum of space, and )t9 intinite

divMbftity. ati)<ehtcotM'eiMt'te,371:
further )i)ustratio)) by référence t~

Time, !°. af a maximum.371<'<M9.
thne n ~o)'<<HK<e,as an ~bsotutewnoe,
incoarettaMe. 371; 2. time a)' an h'-
finite re)!rcs!t.ineont-ehaMe.372; 3.
time as an tanctte pro~re~, (nconce~.

able, tt.. time, 2°, ao a minimum, 372
<<My. thé momentof time eltherdtvt-
stNe to inantty. or composcdof certain

absolutely MaaUestpart~–both atttr.
natives (Beot)cet''aMe,372; the eountt'-

opinion to the prtndpte of thé Condi

tione't, fonnded on TaftHenetitand co))-

fMiou, 373 eatn of the Mthor'e doc.

trine, tt.; thé author's doctrine both
the one tme and the only orthodox tn-

ference,374 to assert that the tnanitc
can be thought, but only tnade<Mate)y
thouttht, ii) coatradtetor\ 376; law of
thé &ndiUonedtn its appticat)ona.37'!
f< «o.. tee CanM~ty; contr<)<)irtton'<

provlagthe psychologicaltheory of thc

CoDdltloned,627.9.
Reid, i. 72 deBneamttxt n .pe~rtO)'.

!S7; <t-mn)!)yi<!ent))iMhvpothe<)Bat)d
thcory, 172; wrong in h)<crittdsm of
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Locke on power, 174 el w/ gitf!* uo

tpfdat atcount of ConeciouBm-iie,ÏSB;
20t; does not aiïow th~t aU tmmedi
ate tmowteJge la coneciouMtess, ZU2;

tjuottd on eon!ciousntM, 208-10; hoM"
coMcioUitness to he a xpeciat facutt).
tt.<CoMciou~neM; quoted on !n<a-

j~nation and Conception, 213, 2t4;
on Memory, 2t6-!7; hfs doctrine that

memory b an immédiate knowledge of
thé post, fatse and contrndletory, 2!S.

21 tbe auxe ho)d< true of his doctrine
of Oonteption M an intmediate kuow-

te'tge of the disant, 22t; coBtrad!

ttnguished CôosciouMeM from Ptrce)'.
tion, 222; ptiticipat merit accur'tt-d tu.
as a philosopher, 223-4 hie doctrine et
coMdotMDCssshotvti tn ))Cwrong, 225~

/!fe.; from the nrinc))')u thatthe hnow.

te'tge of opp0!<ttes tf ooe, 226-7 it is
t)u)eM<dofhta doctrine of mnlnimettinte

knowledge of the externat worM. &!7
et < it ittvohei'ogénérât tb~Mr'tity,
227 It dMtroyt thé disUncUon of con.
tictottsacM iheff, 228; eNppottttcn on
whteh fonte of the )!etf'eontra<)iction"nf
Reld's doctrine tnay ho avoided, tBn:
t.nt attenahtc, 231 mafnta)t't that
Attention and ReOt-ction are acts «ot
< ontahcd tn eonMiou'inc~, 2N! wrMt;
)tt loiscenanre of Loche'MMMof the tertt)

lteflection, 233; and in mying that
t!et)ection (') en<)')oyed it) rchuon to

objecta of sense, ?.. t;uote') on Attru.

tton, 236; fnctjnea to the doctrtne that
(!od is the only real agent in the uni.

yfrse, 302; hia theon- of habit, n!echa-

Mim), 8M refuted by Stewart, 3.')7
rehrred to on ourMcntat !dentity, 374;
hitf doctrine of Perception adoptfd )~'
S<;huhe, and opposed hy him to the Hy-
pothetica) ReiU).m of Kant, 397 his
ftt))damet)t:J doctrine eompared with
that of Kant, 401.3 did not distio~i'.h
the two fonoa of the Representative
Hypnthe'.te ln Percfptton, if. 31-45; hia
td~torifm)viewof the théories of Percrp-
tion cfitfcifed. 32 << ~fePerceptiott
lace of the doctrine of Perception in
hi!)phitosophy, 4H; Wa)) Reid a Katur!)!
!tea)Mt? 65 f< h)<view of the dis-
tinction of Jntuiti'e nnd Kepresentativc
)<now)edEeobscure. 67; and hence hi~

phitoso~hy invoiveJ in confusion, tt..
xceKnowledge order of thé disctttsio)).
72– Oronods on which Reid may
))eMppoted not a Xatun)) Rea.U''t,72.
M; 2. Po!<itiveeddence tbftt ttefd wa.tn
Nntarat Rea)ist. 8&-4;8&: M5; thé tirst

champion of Katund Realism In th~M-
latter times, O! hix acoonnt of Peref))-
tion nnd Sensation, 94 e<<c~ nnticipnt-
ed in hia distinction of Per~ption front

Sensation, 98 et <f~ f~notedon primary
and secondary <)<ti))ittesof natter, 109
f< <f~ hit doctrine nf Perception BM
'.nnnned H)' hy Stfwatt. I26-6; his <)fr.
trit!Cof Pt.rct'ptio)) imohu" that "f (h

caiiiotm) CtUM't,UN;and t" thun ex poxcd
to many ot'tectjoM, 126.7 hta doctrine
of Pffceptfon compared with that of
the author, t8a e~ <M.,Me Perception,
277; 349, are Recutath-e Famtty.

/?f)<f< )~u)t<, Mthor'ft fUtion, refeirc't
to, t. 73, &e.

Reinhold, t. 363; )i. 2SO; 4!6; qnoted ox
the theory of P)ea.ttre of Du Bas <u«)

Pouilly, <?; on that ofSutze), 467f<f/.
Retatton, d'x:triM of, Il, 636-8; Re!ath.-

aN<tCon-ftathe, 636.7.

Hettgion, «f Theotogy and Delty.
Repttsentative Faenhy. what, tt. ]3. M.

260; reprfiM'ntatton and reproJuctfon
not a)way< exertft t'y thé Mme )ndiv).
doat tn eqna) tnten"ity. t'ut all etrong
or weatt in the mme fn'th'ittn~ with
Mferenc<'to thé Mtoe clam of objecta,
2<0; the temm/nM~tHo<M, ~<tM<«~.
dénote tnost nearty the repruentative
procet! Sd!, phttosophtrs havedfnttc')
tm~Mtiun into Reprodnctlve (Con.
ceptlon) and Prottncthe, ib.; thls <))x.
cntnfeation anfortunnte in itseif ao't it'
it< nomenctatun, ?.; Imagination, at a

phsttc energy, <!)a complex operatif)),
~'2; tUe act of n:prtMntatb)), «hat,
263; twn ))ow<-rsbywhkh thé repn'M-)!.
tittive Fa<u)ty i8 détermine') toencr~v;
1. thé Repro'tnttive Facutty, 2'H; 2. ttM

focutty of !)Mfoa~Eh)cra<ivp, )'<).;
thé ~M~fMttftMKof common h)');
e')nhn)ent to thé protoMcs of Repre.
«entation fttx) Cbmpat-M~n,264 thé

procfss of Represtutation thé prfnc).
ta) cot!'it)t'tent of )n!af:)nnt)on M fM)t-

n~onty un'terstoo'), 205; )n).tgi)MHon
not limited to o)'J<;<:ttof MMc, )%
ADcUhu .)ttote't, 266-9; three pritxi.
p~t onten in which Imagination Mpr<
sMtst'teM– Natun); 2. Loc)M);
3. Poetical, 266-7; Msoc)ationxtft)ions,
anp)e!n'ing. nnd agreMMe, 267; pecn.
liar Hn<ts of tuK~Mtfon t)t:(emtfne't

t~' peeutitr onters of association, 268;
thnertnee between a cn)titat<4 and a

<'N)ga)'mind, 268-&; dreM~in~, font.
nantbxusm, M't rêverie, ctfectf)of tn~n'

fnoation, detem~ine') by a'imcfaHot),
~9 <~M~ AnfUjon <]))ote'),2724; thé

hapt'mes!' and miser)' of thé todividun)

dépendent on thé cham''ter of hts hat'i.
tua) Associations, 272.3 fnnnence of
!)no~t)at)on on hnnmn life, 273'4 Imn.
einatton emptoya the er~tna of sensé
tn tha represeotattoM of sensUde

nhjech, 27e; ?< atso J6S; votttntnry
ntotions intitated (n and hy the !nMt:t'
)Mtiot), 276 feetin~ concotnttant of

tn)a<!)Mtfon, 498, <fF FeettntN; m) Re.

prodnctt~ and a< Phstfc, )& an a~'t
of Imagination invo~es the cotnpïthct).
pion of the manifold ORa x)cj;)ewhole,
499;ofnceof thé Ptaettc in) agi nation,5fX).t.

ReprcKentatiye Perception, hypothefi!) of,
~w Perc<-ptiot).

t~-pr'xh' thr t'acHity, what, ii. 2<-C.
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220; tho )tu))!e«~'M~M<i't:fnappr')'
t'hâte, 227, tin~ttation in wtdch Mn<e

fmptoyed, <t.; tnterMt exrtted hy thé

phffnomenon of Reptoductton. 227-9;
Arifitotte's onatytio of the phirno.
tnenon nearty perfect, 228; thé train
nf thought eubjeet to tatm. 229 thtf)
tttustmted hy Hobhca, t0.; thé ex.

presoton t)T<)'M«y <An)<~<inctudf thc

phmMmena ot Cognition. Fetiing, MKt

UontUtoe, 229.30 IR there M)y law
)'es)deothat of "in)}))ecnnuet't!on mhk'h
rMo~teo thb train 2HO;the point on
whfch philosophera differ, an<)~nestion
to heconsidere'), ib.; condition. of He'

production M ){M«m))'!C')hy phOoso.
j'hcrs.–tn aU MVe!),230~t notice of

op)n)<M)')of xhitoxopbt'rs on ta" of

A'isoctat)on, 23t An<tot)e reduces the
))twaof A)i.sotiattohto three, and im)))t.
cittytoone, tt., StAuptstia exp)tcft)y
n:'tucea thèse hwa to one, wh)ch thé
nuthor calls the tawof Ke(Ua«'gMtion,
?.; op)n)ot)t of Matehranche, Wolf,
BitnnRer, Humf. Qerxrd. Beattte, 8t~~Y.
nrt. Brown, nutifed, 231.3; the hws
cttuntcrattd adntft of rcductton <otwo,
nt)<tthexe twn ogatn to one gtan't law,
233, thé h)H))e)tce of the Hj'ecia) tawo
as <M.sociati))gt'nnctp)' ntuiitratf), 2M

The )aw of8in)n)h)nctty, 23;).

4;n.ThehwofAU)nity.ito")tho)'')i.
)mte nppticattoM, Kc'!tn)b)a«ee,
234; 2. Contrariety, 236; 3. Continu.
Ity, 236; 4. Whotc and !'a)-ts 237; C.
CaMM tn't ËfTect, t& StfauttancHy
an<) AtBnity reM'h'abte into the one
cran!) law of KeJfntff~ation, 238; no

tfj~thtate prefmmpttnn against thé
truth of thé law of Kc'titttfgratfon ff
fnnnd tnexp)jca)')e, 240; H. Schmitt

'jnntt't. 24H-3; atttntptft t)!n8tratinn
of thé ~roun't on whieh thio )fw rerores,
frut)) thé untty uf tho "ob~ct of thf
nient:d enet~its. 240-1 tt)p jaws of

Sinottt&ndty an't Aninity expticabte on
thé same pnnetpie. 24M thoa~hta
al)parently nn:mt0fiated scCMto fo))ow
each other Jtnn)e')tate)y, 244: two )no')M
of explication adopted hy phi)oso)'her!<.
244 5; to be cxphined on thé phncij'te
of htentmodincatfoM, 245; thé eonu-
ter-solution at)ten<t)'!e, 249; <f<a)m f.
351, 362.3, 366, 366, 367 Repnxtuc.
tive Faculty divided Into two.–tiponbt.
Moxa suggestion and Rentfnisceofe, H.
12-13,247; what Renttt'ifcence htvohm,
ib.; St Aagtx'tta'e Maty~ of Reminis.
cence.–tta condition thé )aw of T"tn).

hy. 248.60 CnntaOhM:quoted, 260-S.
d<'fe<t ln the an~ys)~ of Memory and

ReproJnction by pftychotogfxts, 260;
etement in the phn-nomena, which thé
common theory faih to exphdn, 25t
conditions undfrwhtchRetn)n)"Ctnce
ix determfxc't to cwrt)on. 262-6: fe)a.

tio)Mofo'!rtho)))ih)<Mt)ont{th<:t)]''ch\"<
nnd with thc detcrtnining firt.mnstiU!~s

of thé montent. 2M-8; ~'numt coocfn-

;))on9,–thought))awa)(en<;dnoton)y)n
saccoiojon. )'ut6<tMu)taaMU8)y,268, of
theM Mme only hecomeobjecta of ctenr

COt)!K')oU<))M",A

Retentton, <MC'onsenaUve Facutty.
Reverlo, M effect ot Intonation det~r.

mined by A'<wc)atfon. tt. 290.72.

Rhetoric, why af.na))y dmiguated an <"<,
i. 118.

R)e')mn)M,it.37.
Riehter.Jt!t))t'M),i.]3.
Ritter, t. !62.
R~ner. ii. 377.
RHtU, on Hf.'ia)rte"' doctrine of rcrcr)'.

tton.tt.M.
Rosé, Va; i. 6!.

RoMMMn,')aotM),ff.27S;320,~eLon~))nf<
Royer-CoUsn), recnn)tt)en<te')the Scottith

PhitoMphy lu France, t. 398.

Ruhn)<tntM.f).2t8; 22!.

Rush, Dr. case of mental jfttency etvcn
hy.i.34!.

SASxCRtT.expt~'iscf)syntactka) notions

))yne!:ion,i.2M.
Scafip~r. Jo~ph Justu~, ). 2.'i9; <~ A)'.

stmetton; !M8, .«'e Conservatite Fn'

cu)ty; h)!) créât memory, ii. 2')8. 224.

Sco)igtr.Jutiu< Ct'-Mr.t. J40; 300: ii. 7;
2(', onTonch. !M, !56; 2')7, CoxM-r.
yntive Focutty; hh CMriosityn'iMnti)');
!!(;m)n)tfencf, 228; 33!,«'et.nnt;)Ut~

Scheih)er.t.49;8.
Sfhei.Utr, i. t3! 49; 64: !M; ti. 42B.

Sche))inc, referre't to, f. 6; on dennftio))

ofphttMOphy. 50;2M.

S<:h)))er.qMot<-d,J.88.
Schtetenoacher. t. !62.
Schtt)).). t! f. !35; 363; fi. 2n!). 228; 2~);

')notet),240;M<:Kfpro')M'-ti~FMu)t~.
Ht'ho)<Mticphitosophy. 1.107.

Mchoo)men,the,t)))'tr''nntn)mtion))<n
the )!)n;0~e of phitosophy, i. U6, U7.

!<tt,234;fron)t)~mLoc)<en')nptt:d
thé fun'tftmenta) principte of bis jthit".
snphy, 235; f~eat !UMortty heM dot'.
tnne of "pfeiM, li. 37 buta )ar~ porty
rpjecift X, m't held s ntOft )'h)to.o.
phicat doctrine of t'erceptiot), 47; on.

tainof.tcokdi'-tittctionofIntMitivo
andR<'preM't)tntit'cKnow)e<)f!e.71;cer-
tain of, 'Uttingoished t'frceptio!) fro)))

SettMtion, 97; regnrdtd excitation of thu

~pecieawith pecutiar wonder, 228, 324
tfe LanpMce; question with, whether
God the o)))YeRicientcause. 390.

8<-ht))<e,G. E.~i. 237 M3 397, Reid
i). U8 ]32: !33; 429..Sr< Feetinm.

Schwab, IL 397.
Scit-nce, apptication of thé term, t. ]]~.

&-eArt.
8c0t)'il!ii.8.
Sectut, t)uM. i. t2..<<' Know)tdRe; ))!

doctrine of reneetion, 235 253 Lis dot.
trine of t)tft)ta) j'oorn). )). 8; 37 7!.

ScfondaryQuniitipH.ofnmtttr.wPritnnry.
Secundo",Jna)mrf),'jn')tt''),ii.t«t.
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th-)f.M<-E);0.
Setf.consdonsnei.s,facultyof, a brancho

the Presentathe Faculty, ii. 189,philo
sophers tess divided in opinion tonch
ing, than in tt-gardto Perception, 190
contrastedwithPerception,their funda
mental forme, 190 f< «a.; ita sphère,
192, two modes of deaiing with the
phecomena givea ln, 193 cor.
rMpoc'i8wlth the KeaMttonof Locke,
19S;thé mereedmtsitioaof factttty of,
of no fmport ln detennintng the enti'
seMnatchttracterof a phllosophy,204.

Self.love.60 enemy to philosophicalpro.
gKM,L 96.

Seneta, L. A., t. 49; 84; on division
of phUo~ophy.110; 113; 387; 419; it.
35; hts tm~UM <t))0ted.~M; 4S2:486.

SeneM,M.A., tt. 2~8.
Sentatton, M<Perception.
Sensations,«'f Feelings.
Sentiments,M<Feftinge.
SergtMt, t. 68 77 pamt!oxicaUyM.

cepted the duality of conMiouanes~,
295 il. 92. 124; hif) view of Lothe'ea
doctrineof Pereeptioa,M.69.

'SOMve!tMde,U.66;39<t.
ShMne.H;619.
Shtheapeare.quoted,104;onResemHanee

M prtnefptenf Association,234;?9.
Slienstone,quoted,tf. 482.
Sight, seMeof, two counter-tjaestionare-

gtrdfngsphèreof, ii. 159e< –1.t)oet
tftion an'ordus a primaryknowledgeof
extension160 ~'< cofoarthe proper
objectof, 160 Berkeleythe nrst todenyy
that exten~on object of, tt.; this aiso
denieft by others, 160et seq.; the per.
ception of extension necessarilygfven
tn the perception of cotoUK,It)6, 167
proof that Stght ts cojiniaaotof exten-
sion, 167.8; thé sense by pre-eminenee
compétent to thé perceptioa of exten.
sion, 169; D'Atembertquoted it) sup-
port of foreMingview,172; 2. la Sight
exctushcty the sense whichan'ords )w
a knowledgeof extension or does it af.
ford thie )(now)edgeon)yIn conjiinctioik
with Toncht 173et «?.; thé formeral.
tentative maintained by Piatner. 173et
aq.; pha'no)nenathat hvour Pbtner'sa
doctrine, 176;supportedabo by Chesel.
den'sca«e of coaching.176 <<<<?.;the
author professesno decided opinionon
the onestioc, t79; 3. Howdo weobtain
our )mowted)Mof Visual Distance 179
et visaa)distance,t~foreBerkeley,
regardedas an originalperception,179;
circnmstanceswhicha!<sistus In fonn-
fngour jsdzment restfcting ~soa) ')is.
tance, on whnt dépendent, tM.l Ber.
ketey's doctrine tbrewn into doubt by
thé ana)o)!yof the bwer anima)s,181
Adam Smith, nnoted to this eBect,
182-4.

S)g~'a<-t,i. 302.
SimonSitnoninw,referredto on ArbtuUe's

doctrineof sptcie'<,ii. 38; 2M.

tihMpti'iut, h)" emptoytueut of cf**(e<h)ot<,
f t. 200.onToueh.it.I5:.

Sims, his mi~takeu critieiam of the au.
· thor'e rt<u)ts of experiments on weight

f'fthebmia,t.422.
BinMM, Frontal. thelr nature and re)a'

ttona. i. 4!2; 426) their btMing on thé
doctrines of Phrecotoffy, 4!2-14, 425 f<

tf~. nature and eCect o<, 432-3 indica-
tion of, 43!<-4;frequency of, 434.9; ex.
tent of, 439.46; table exhibiting thetr
Mriabte exteat and anapxKtiaMe tape.
(twent ln a' phrenologiéal relation, 44.'i.).

Sinsart, distingatohed Perception from
Sensation, ii. 97.

Shi)). ganiM or, Il. 497. See Fee!tN~.
Moth, sahjngatton of, practtcat con'Htiun

of DhOoMjthy,i. 81; 94.

8n!ith, Adam, rBfctTtd to on wonder <M
'auM of t'hitosouhy, i. 79; on object
of Perception, fi. M3; 157; 179; f82;
Me St~ht, quoted on nomtnalinm, 2~7
?7 MJ <eelanguage.

Sorrate", protaMy the Mnt to familinrise
thu tenu philosopher, t. 47. <« Phitoso.

phy, on conditiotm of tetf'koowtedge,
Ni; 107; 257, ~Attention.

Somnambulism consciousneM without

memory the cbaracteristie of, t. 320 the
want of memory tn our visions ln ateep
doet not prove them to bave been Mn!.

aantbuhc, 321; an etfeetof imaginatiou
detenuined hy Mitociatton, ii. 269; 27!.1.

Sopht'tt~, the, noticed, t. 47 M6.

Sorbtprc, ii. 60.

SosicmttS. referred to, f. 45, 47.
Sonl, derivation of the word, i. 134.

Soathern, ii. 4M.

Spacf, known <tpn<M'<,extension n ~'<-
<<xn't. il. 114; a fonn of tbe facatty of

Perception, 191; if Apacebe a cecesMry
fonnofthought.isthemiB'titsetfextenJ.
ed t 192;369. ~< Rega~tive Faculty.

Species, opinions regarding, il. 38 et <
<MAristotle and Aristotellans.

Spinoza, rnganlod Facutty of koowtedee tM
the fandamenta) power of mind, i.i87;
ii. 351,MeRee~t've Faculty.

Spirit. term obJePttonaMe no app)ied tu

mind, t. 133; correspondiog tenn)) in
other tanMajtM, 134.

SpMMheint,how he met the objection" t"

Phrcno)o)!y from the exigence and ex.
tent of the Frontal Sinusea, i. 412.

8ta))baun), i. 308. Il. 34.

State, what, i. t60.

St&tiua, nuoted. U. 482.

Steeb. f. 259.

Steinbart, iL 320, M<Lacguage.
Stewart Dugatd, i. M; 92; 133; ]S5;

referred to oh DexcartM' doctrine of

Substance, !55; givea uospeeia] accoant
of CoMcionftness, J89; does not aitow
that aH immédiate imowtedge ta cot).

tcfottMeM, 202; hotds conscioueoessto
be a spectal faculty, 208 <<'<Reid
maiatafns that Attention and ReRfC'
tion m'oactt) aot contained )))consctous.
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t)e))S,23t tubropre~ttts Ret't'6 doe.
trine of the tneaninftand diCereneeof
Attention and ReHectton.232~ hta
over<ight tn regard to diKUMfonof
Attention, 23S.6 quoted on the QUM.
«on as te whether we Ma attend
to more than a single ohject at once,
238.242; his doctrine on this mbject
ertttctsed, 243-6; hb excellent obser.
vattoM on the pnMtfca)bea.hngBof
Attention 263; cotifoMdatho two de.
greMof thé etfdeute of eonsctoumesa,
~73-5, maintained that (!od h the
onty reat agent in the unit-erM, 302
hts explanation of an anoinalouspha'.
nomenonof AMoetation,3S3 <<M~
d«Bcuttfeaof hfa theoryon thh point,
354-6, quoted against the methantca!
theory of habit, 357 <<M~ Ma own
theory on tN< pcfat refuted, 360; de.
niM that tho facuttteaof the mindare
indenendent existences, tL 2: hie die-
tiacùon of theqnaUMeaof motter, tl2
quoted to thé effect that we first o)).
tain a )<))ow)ed)!eof the parta of thé
ebject tn Perception,M <<«?.; tnatn-
tafned that extension h not an ohject
nf 8fght. !St; quoted, 196-IM, <«
Loche t99. Me GMtendi bis great
nteinory,228; his ohapter on memor;'
in ~f)Mn<<recommended,227 230
on tawaof Association,232; quoted on
law of 8itnM)toae)ty,233;auoted on
terme <!t~<ffte<and ~«)tm<,293; a Ko-
)!ttnaUst.298 quoted on NominaU~m,
3&7;32!, me LanMap-; 394, «e Re.
gntattveFacutty. 589.

Stoica. borrowedtheir divifdonof phito-
eophy from Ariatotte, i. U2 H4, «<
PhUosophy.

StHReUM.Vtctorfnu",i. t54; Il. 348.
Stann.J.C..).I7t; il. 389; 390.
StMbe'tiMttt, fi. 209, «e Consenathe

FfMUttV.
Huarez, brought into use thé term in.

~MM, i. 307hb)dctfnittocofacausf. ib.
SMbjeet,of a profosition, «< KtaboratH'e

FMntty.
Subjett. 8u)Mtrat))tn,what, ). 137,!48

conecioMaubjet what, 157-159; use
of thé tenn enhj~t v)ndicate't, I5&
tenns ~)tt/<e<and o)j)'M<,their originand
nteaning,t59, 162; erroca ariefng from
wa.ntof theset<nn<.!60.t.

Subjective,eeeSubject.
8ttNfn)e,ereFeelings.
Substance, the meMimtof, i. t48 t6<

philosopherahave M!en tnto threetr.
rors regardlng,JM; lawof, ii. 376.

8u)'!f<anua))Mn,sa CoxMJouMeM.
Substratum, «<8n)')ect.

Snber. i. 383. t). 4!e on p)eaotre, <6a.
MeFee))ngB.

SwMtett~n,osed aa equtvateut to consd.
oaMesa,1.199-200;its proper meaning,
200; emptoyed hv Proche, Ptotinua,
S)mp)Mus,HieroctM.Sfxt"<En)pM<'H'
Michap)EphMins.rtotarr)), 1PCZOO.

ïuwa~n. howetaptoyed, i. 199,2u0.
XuM*4M«w,howemptoyed,t. 200.
Syllogiam, ln thoaght one ettnuttaneo'u

act, (. 262 «e SaboraUte Faculty.
Sympathy,U. 61:.
SynetiM,quoted on mentalpowers,Il. 6.
Sy!)the<d),what, f. 08. ~fMAnalysis and

PhUosophy.
Syathetieat.jtdgment, what, i). M).
Syrbius, t. 302.
8yet<m,<« Phitosophy.

TACfn.'a.qnoted, t. 389.
Taste, JttUment of, what, Il. 6n7 e(t)Mr

Pureor Mixed,612. SeeFeeth'g!
Te!Uamor Ennui,M<Feettags.
Tetesiua, quoted ou redtMtfonof Settiic))

to Touch, tt. 1S3.
TeHet. f). 71 SOS.
Tenneniann, referred te on deCnttfonof

phUoMphy.t. 49; !?!; 302; 40:; il.
8 453.

TertaUJM,his use of ce)Mcwt<«!,i. !97
quotedon mental po~tr~, tt. ti; 348.

Tetens, Il. 218.
Thales, M; 104.5.
Thptntsthts, t. 157 refent't to on Ans.

toUe'sdoctrineofepedM.U. 3!; qaot<<t
on Totch,166.

Thetnistodes. bis great metnor)',Il. 220.
Theology, presupposes a knowtedp: of

mind. t. ?. &<Ueity.
Theophnstm, i. M.
Theoreheat<m<)PracticatPliilosophy,hw.

torvof the dtstfnctton, t. 112.13.173:
fdentica)withdivisionintoPhysica)nnd
Etb)ca), US;ansound,tt. uuivemaUty
of.112.19. &<l'hi)osot'hy.

Theoretical,MeTheory.
Theory, abnxe of the (enx t'y RM~tis))

wnter!),i. 172; the~y and practiccdit-
tiaguishfd, 172-3.

Thomas,St, ?< Anufnaa.
ThotnfMius.Chrt:tian, ii. S<9.
Thought, Lawsof, ii. 623-9. -S~ tt~uh.

tive Facotty.
Thoaght Ptoper, ae Etahorativet'!x:n)t\.
Thought, Tmtn of, K< Rtproducthe t;

culty.
(r)eThon), 1.259.Thuanus,(f)e Thou), i. :!M.

Thumt, L 383.
Tiedemjnn, Dietrich, i. 2M 3N ii.

«2.
Tiedemann. Friedrich, referred to in re-

gard to weightof brain, i. 423-4.
Tittte. a form of ttmaRht, fi. 37!. 3M'.

Sf<RtgnhtiTe Faculty.
Tittel, il. 320. &e Language.
ToJand,II. M9.
Totetus, ii. 8 37 320. &'<t~n~naRf.
Tosca,quoted on meaningof word fun'

tion.t. 180.
Tonch, Mnseof, two proMemsund'T, fi.

162 <<<M.;–1. May a)i the SettBet)"'

anatysedintoToucht 162f<«?.; inwhot

retpett thé afftmmtiteof thh quetitiox
correct, 162; doc"Tou''h comj'rehpnda

)'iHratityefS<t'<t m<y. .tOirtn!)-
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thé ntatntafned hy thcauthor, t64,ht!-
torlenl notices of thta prohlem, tM ei

< Touch to be dtvfdett from senettde

feeting. reaMM L frorn tbe anatoey
of the Bpertat Mn<M,167; From thé
dtBcrent qatUty of the perceptions an')
fensatioM themselves, 158; opecia)
Mt)Mof, it< srhere aud organ, <&. its

proper ofgan requires, a.s coa~)iHonof
h<ie)[tr<tsp, thc ntovextent of the vol.
untary tnmetet, !58. ~K Sight.

To'tssatnt, i. Ma.
Tm!)p!),f. 363.

TrenJetettbnTg.t.Ue; U9.
TrhmegtfitM, Hennes, (thé ntvthfca)),

<]nnte't on mental powen', Il. 7; his

dettnitionoftheDetty.!?!.
Troxler, il. 280.
Tnctier. Abraham, f. 254 363 il. M.
TurKot, ti. 3M. Lan)!ua~
Tyr!uo, Maximna, qnoted on Phto'oUoc-

trtneofrptatiouofmin') to body, i.W7.8.
TM~M, referred to on definitions of philo.

"ophy, t.6].

Ut.TfM\TECnnse, synonymout with Fint
Cause, t.60.

Unity, love of, an entêtent canse of phito-
"ophy. t. ti7; perception, tnx~hat!o)t,
Jo'tpnent, &c., uniiyinj; acts.o7-68;
t<t))))on!fst<i,–AtmxncontS, tne Plato.
ttts~. Leihntt! Kant, Pinto, Ptotinus,
A)'Mtot)e, Aucastin. M-C; a guiding
ptincipte of phitosophy,69.71 a More)!
nf erfor, 71. innuence of preconcptvc't
opinions rcdactMe to, 74-7 nll tan.

t:n.tge9f'xpn' the mental operat)nn<hy
wonit which dénote a re'tnetion of the

'nany to thé one. Cit.

U)))Ver"itiM, thelr pHnc)pn) and proper
end,i.!5.

'Y'tMn<t< i. !49, !<. Se St))''itnt)cp.
t'sefnl, .~e Utility ahd Ends.

Utility of two ~~nds.– Ah~otute an<)Rcta.
tive, 1.2, 21; thé u'M:fu).what. 4,19; fi.
M4 ntitity higher and towcr,). 4 cott)

pantth'o atiXty of hnn«u) MtencM, how
to ho <'<ti)nate< 4-5, 22-;) ntisapphta
tion of thé tenx u-ioft)),6-7 true t'ritf
rion of the utility of sciences, 20; utihtt
of fietcnce))dinercutty estjmated lu <m-
cient and modem Hme. 22.

VAt-MtUKM.\XtMCs,t. 259.

\tnity,ii.6)B.
\'nrrn, <jtioted, fi. !N.

\')'rri, on ptfttjtWcrTt'ïJ.
Vico. )t. MK r f
Victa.t.SM. <
\'it){i), <()totft. i. C7:

J38~h.'ë~;
«3.

\'hua),d~tnnf< «< Sid't.
) t ) )

EXU 0F Tt!E SECOXn VOLUME.

t'in.'D't) t!w)).).HM r.t.-umY'H~.u !)" t.t'~t.n~H.

Vital 8c)tM, .)WM t~M, tn'tionyn)" of,
U. !67; MUMttoM be!ot)f!!ngto, 4M.
&< Kant and Letdenfrost.

Vives, Ludovicot, U. 820, <f<Languagr
on pteasure, MO.

\'o)tatre, his t))u'<traMonnf the retatfvfty
of haman knowledge, f. !43-5; ttret )t-
cemmen'te't the doetrinee of Locke to

ht<countr)T))ec, 39S; tt. !59.

WAMH. Il. 3M.

Watta, Dr, htx doemno of sntatatMt, i.
!55.

WeiM, ). <9! rererredt«on')Minction of

faculty and power, U~: <i.42).
Wenze).49.
Werenftta. 8.. qnote<), t. 267.

\V1)ate)y.ArEhhJahon, t. no; )t. ~94.
Who)e. dttïerent hind~ of. il. 340.
Will dMtngMJxhc'tfrom Desire, 1.!85. ~<

ConaUon and Liberty.
Willis his attribution of mental funct)o)M

to diSerent parte of the n<nouB ")'<-
tem. t. <M.

Wftson, Prof. John, qaoted on Brewt!
doctrine of Cm~ity. il. 382.

Wit, Il. 601. ~f Ffetinm.
Wo)f. referred to on dt'hnttion of j~itn.

Mphy, i. 49; 68; referred to on db-
tinctton of faeuttvMd power, !7S; )t.

carded facntty of know)e')~ M the fnn.
dnmpntat powerofndnd, !87. qnntcd nn
Ronectton. 23M; he)<t hypothèse of
Pn'-estabthhed Honnony. 300 cot))-
cidee with Leihntt!! on thf qne.tHon of
thecontinunl eonscioumfMoftne mit)'),
3!.S; ii. 8; 231, «'< Ktpto.tHctiM Fa.

cn)ty; 2M; 849; att<'mptfdtodemo))-
otrete thé law of Sunicient Reason fr«m
that of Contradiction, 3M, <6%
Ffc)ing9.

Wonder. an amit~ry M<)Mof phitnfinphy.
i. 77; test)n)fnie< to tt!) tnnacnct'
Phtn. Ariftotte, Phttmreh, Baco!).A'hnt

Smith, 78.9; anbrdt) an exptatMtion
of thé onler fn which ohitct< étudie'),
79.80.

Y')M<o. r)r John, H. ]M; )))" gênera)
cntnci'tenct with the doctrine!) of t~r
Thonmt Hrown, t~-3; 230.

Younj:, !)r Thomaft, Il. MO.

Z.tn.\na.LA, Jncohu", i. 9~; Il. 8; n'f<-r-
re't to, on Ariftette~ ttuctrioc of fp~ic~,
37;33ii;3M.

X<.Jter'<Y.x.).30!);)i.:iO'
Xcno, thé Htcatic, at~tneuto cf. ngain'-t

tnottot). )i. 373.
Zintam, Il. KM.

Zwingli,1. 87.


