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PREFACE TO SECOND EDITION.

N reading lately the Memozrs, Letters, and Remains of

Alexis De Tocqueville, who has speculated so profoundly

on the causes and consequences of national character, I was
much struck with the following : —

% The ages in which metaphysics have been most cultivated, have
in general been those in which men have been most raised above
themselves. Indeed, though I care little for the study, I have always
been struck by the influence which it has exercised over the things
which seem least connected with it, and even over society in general.
I do not think that any statesmen ought to be indifferent as to
whether the prevailing metaphysical opinions be materialistic or
not. Condillac, I have no doubt, drove many people into material-
ism, who had never read his book; for abstract ideas, relating to
human nature, penetrate at last, I know not how, into public
morals.”

Had De Tocqueville’s studies run in that direction, it would
not have been difficult for him to unfold the causes of the phe-
nomena which he has so carefully noted. These phenomena
are three in number. First, a taste for philosophic specula-
tion is a mark of an elevated age. It is the sign of a time
which believes that there is as much above the surface of the
earth, and beneath it, as there is on it; and is seeking suc-
cessfully or unsuccessfully to gauge the height of the heavens,
in order to draw down influences from it; or to penetrate the
ground in the hope of discovering mines from which unseen
wealth may be dug. The age which comprised Socrates,
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Plato, and Aristotle, in Greece ; the age of Cicero in Rome;
the seventeenth century in France, England, and Holland ;
the last part of the eighteenth and the first part of the nine-
teenth centuries in Scotland and in Germany, have been the
peculiarly philosophic ages of these countries, and have been
the times of deepest and brightest thought in all departments
of literature and science. Whatever may be said against the
age in which we live, it is clear that it is one in which the
deepest speculative questions are discussed ; and it is char-
acterized by high literary attainment and boundless scientific
and political enthusiasm. The second fact noticed is, that
metaphysics exercise a mighty influence on the things least
connected with them, in fact over society in general. This
can be accounted for. Men’s deep and abiding convictions,
— religious, ethical, and philosophic, — when they have
such, or the restlessness gendered in hearts emptied of all
credences, and with pretended satisfactions rushing in on
every side to fill the vacuum, exert aFgreater power over
them and their age, than outward circumstances or floating

impulses. De Tocqueville recommends statesmen carefully
to watch the philosophy of their day, which is always sowing
seed to produce fruit for good or for evil in the age that fol-
Jows. I may add that the friends of religion should also
guard those springs out of which the streamsof action flow.
For De Tocqueville tells us, thirdly, that a materialistic phi-
losophy penetrates into public, and I may add pri;wa“té, morals ;
and this among persons who never looked into a work on
metaphysics. He refers specially to the Sensational philoso-
phy of France, which cxercised so fatal an influence on
French character and politics, in the latter half of last
century, giving a direction to public sentiment which culmi-
nated in the mad excesses of the French Revolution, and
then sank into the stagnant indifference of the first Empire.
‘When we look from this point, we see that we have dark
days and fearful conflicts before us in France and in England :

for we have a prevailing philosophy of quite as earthward a
character and tendency as that of Condillac and the Encyelo-
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pdists ; with qualities fitted to stimulate a wild enthusiasm ;
entertained by earnest and able men eager to propagate their
opinions, supporting each other in important literary organs,
and at the present moment buoyed up by the hopes of victory.
Happily we have in this country (it is different, I fear, under
the new Empire in France) many forces — unfortunately
unconnected and distracted — to meet this, both in the high-
toned philosophy which still lingers among us, and in a fer-
vent religion widely spread, and fitted, I think, to keep the
materialistic psychology from attaining to so great a sway as
it reached in last century, and may still reach in this, on the
continent. But the contest in England is a very serious one
—the religious public being quite unaware of its importance,
and not likely to be aroused till they see the practical effects,
when it is too late to avert them. Thinking men, however,
feel that they have a part to act in this crisis. I introduce
my readers to one of the skirmishes of the great warfare.

In May, 1865, Mr. Mill published an Hzamination of
Sir William Hamilton’s Philosophy, in which he unfolds
principles fitted, as I think, to undermine fundamental truth.
In the beginning of the following year, I published this work
as a reply. In the third edition of his work, published in
1867, Mr. Mill replied to his critics, including myself. I
place in Appendix II. to this edition my answer to Mr. Mill’s
strictures. The combatants are now brought to very close
quarters. We now see clearly what are the questions at
issue. The Appendix may be regarded as forming a sort
of résumé of the whole controversy, not so far as it relates to
Hamilton, but as it bears on what is far more important, —
the fundamental truth which Mr. Mill has assailed.
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AN EXAMINATION

oF

MR. J. 8. MILL’S PHILOSOPHY.

CHAPTER I.
INTRODUCTION — SIR W. HAMILTON AND MR. MILL.

F any one competent to offer an opinion on such

a subject were asked, Who are the most influen-
tial philosophic thinkers of Britain, in this the third
quarter of the nineteenth century? he would at
once and unhesitatingly name Sir William Hamilton
and Mr. John Stuart Mill. For the last twenty or
thirty years the former has had great authority in
Scotland, and considerable power in Oxford and
among the Dissenting colleges of England; has
been much admired in the United States of Amer-
ica; has been favorably known in France, and heard
of even in Germany, where few British metaphysi-
cians attain a name. Mr, Mill has qualities which
specially recommend him to the English mind, and
of late years he has got a firm hold of the rising
thought of Oxford and Cambridge, where young
minds, in the recoil from the attempt to impose the
mediseval forms upon them, have taken refuge in
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the Empiricism and Utilitarianism so lucidly ex-
pounded by him; while writers bred at the great
English Universities have, in certain portions of the
London press, been constantly and apparently sys-
tematically quoting him, or referring to him, as pos-
sibly the only philosopher known to them, or at
least appreciated by them. It should be added that
he is known in France as the English representa-
tive of their own Positive School; and his clear
logical expositions have been esteemed by not a
few in Germany, anxious to escape from the inex-
tricable toils of Kant and Fichte, Schelling and
Hegel. ' v

These two men are alike in the greatness of their
intellectual power, and in the range of their attain-
ments. But they differ widely in their peculiar
mental endowments and predilections, in the man-
ner in which they have been trained, and the
influences under which their opinions have been
formed. Hamilton is known to have received a
thoroughly complete collegiate education in classics
and philosophy; to have afterwards had his logical
powers sharpened by the study of law, and his ex-
tensive information widened by his researches when
Professor of History; while his pursuits were made
finally to centre in mental science by his appoint-
ment as Professor of Logic and Metaphysics in the
University of Edinburgh. Receiving his early col-
lege training in Glasgow, where the influence of
Reid was predominant, he retained through life a
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profound reverence for the common-sense philoso-
pher. Completing his academic education at Ox-
ford, he fell under the sway of Aristotle, and found
in him much that was congenial to his own intel-
lectual nature, and was led to study his philosophy
not only in his own writings, but in the pages of
his commentators, and in the modification of his
logic constructed by the schoolmen. In the course
of his multifarious reading he could not but fall in
with constant references to Emmanuel Kant as a
profound thinker, and, as he entered upon the study
of his works, could not but be impressed with the
vast logical power of the German metaphysician.
These three, Reid, Aristotle, and Kant, are the men
who have exercised the greatest influence on the
studies and the thoughts of the Scottish pliiloéopher.
But in his vast and rare reading he delighted to
find truth scattered like gold dust in the pages of
forgotten writers of all ages and countries, and,
rejoicing in the discovery, he often magnified its
value as he hastened to bring it forth to the public
view in an age and country which seemed to him
greatly deficient in scholarship.

His intellectual features stand out very promi-
nently. A discerning eye might have seen from
the beginning that his independent and impetuous
mind would impel him to follow a course of his
own ; and that, while probably destined to lead, he
would not be led — certainly would not be driven
by others. He is evidently moved by a strong
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internal appetency to master all learning, and he
spent his life in accumulating stores which, after all,
fell immeasurably beneath his high ambition. Along
with this he has a masterly capacity of retention
and power of arrangement. His skill in seizing the
opinions of the men of all ages and countries: the
ancient Greeks, the philosophic fathers of the
Church, the schoolmen, the thinkers of the age of
the Revival of Letters,— such as Scaliger, and of
the continental metaphysicians from the days of
Descartes to about the year 1830, has never been
equalled by any British philosopher. His powers of
logical analysis, generalization, and distribution are
scarcely surpassed by those of Aristotle or Thomas
Aquinas or Kant. 1 have to add, that while he has
also superior powers of observation, he has, like most
metaphysicians, often overridden and overwhelmed
them by logical processes, and hastened by dissec-
tion, division, and criticism to construct prematurely
a completed system of philosophy — such as is to
be built up, only as systems of physical science are
formed, by the careful inductions of successive in-
quirers conducting their work through successive
ages. In this respect he has imbibed the spirit of
Kant, and has not followed the examples set by the
more cautious school of Reid and Stewart.

His manner and style are vefy decided and very
marked. Any man of sharp discernment could
easily recognize him at a great distance, and detect
him under the most rigid incognito. To some ears
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his nomenclature may sound uncouth and crabbed,
being coined out of the Greek or borrowed from the
Germans; but these persons forget that chemistry
and geology and anatomy have all been obliged to
create a new terminology, in order to embody the
distinctions which they have established. Hamilton
is certainly without the power of poetical or orator-
ical amplification for which Brown and Chalmers of
the same University were distinguished ; and he is
deficient in the aptness of illustration in which such
writers as Paley and Whately excel ; still his man-
ner of writing has attractions of its own. Ilis
phraseology, if at times it sounds technical or pe-
dantic, is always carefully explained and defined,
and is ever scholarlike in its derivation and artic-
ulate in its meaning. His style is never loose, never
tedious, never dull; it is always clear, always terse,
always masculine, and at times it is sententious,
clinching, and apothegmatic. In reading his works,
the reader need entertain no fear of being led into
a Scotch mist, or being met by a fog from the
German Ocean. Not unfrequently dogmatic, at
times oracular, resolute in holding by his opinions
when attacked, and on certain occasions, as in his
assaults on Luther, Brown, Whately, and De Mor-
gan, giving way to undue severity and passion, he is
ever open, manly, and sincere. Ile uses a sharp
chisel and strikes his hammer with a decided blow,
and his ideas commonly stand out before us like a
clean cut statue standing firmly on its pedestal be-
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tween us and a clear sky. Indeed, we might with
justice describe his style as not only accurate, but
even beautiful in a sense, from its compression, its
compactness, its vigor, and its point. His thoughts,
weighty and solid as metal, are ever made to shine
with a metallic lustre. At the places at which his
speculations are the most abstract and his words the
baldest, he often surprises us by an apt quotation
from an old and forgotten author; or a sudden light
is thrown upon the present topic by rays coming
from a hundred points. If we have not the flowers
or the riches, we are at the same time without the
sultriness of a tropical climate ; and in the arctic re-
gion to which he carries us, if the atmosphere feels
cold at times, it is always healthy and bracing, and
the lights in the sky have a bright and scintillating
lustre.

Mr. Mill’s characteristics are of a different kind.
It is understood that he received mno collegiate
education ; but it is clear that he has been instruct-
ed with care, and I should suppose upon a system,
in the various branches even of academic learning.
If not so techmically erudite as Hamilton, it is
evident that he is'well acquainted with the various
departments of physical science; that he is exten-
sively read in all historical and social questions;
and that he is competently conversant with the
opinions of philosophers and logicians in different
ages. His thinking has many of the qualities of
a self-educated man: that is, it is fresh and indepen-
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dent, but, at the same time, it is often exclusive and
angular, in consequence of its not being rubbed and
polished and adjusted by being placed alongside of
the philosophic and religious wisdom of the great
and good men of the past. Taught to think for
himself from his boyhood, he has prepared opinions
on all subjects; he has published many of these in
his writings, and has evidently many more to ad-
vance in due time, as circumstances may seem to
require, and the world is able to bear them. He
received, I rather think, his first intellectual im-
pulse from his own father, of whom he always
speaks with profound reverence,—a circumstance
creditable alike to the father and the son. But Mr.
James Mill, though a clear and independent, was by
no means (so I think) a comprehensive or profound
thinker. The title of his philosophical work, Anal-
ysis of the Phenomena of the Human Mind, indi-
cates its character and its contents ; it is an analysis
of the operations of the mind into as few elements
as possible, and preceded by no careful observation
of the nature and peculiarities of the mental phe-
nomena which he seeks to decompose. One so
trained could not but have his attention drawn to
the speculations of Dr. Thomas Brown, who, largely
following the Sensational School of France, had
shown his ingenuity in deriving the complex phe-
nomena of the mind from a few ultimate laws. Like
the older Mr. Mill (in this respect unlike Dr.
Brown), the younger Mr. Mill delights to trace ideas
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to sensations; like Brown and James Mill, he rep-
resents all our mental states as “feelings,” and like
them he generates our ideas by means of sugges-
tion or association.

These are evidently Mr. Mill’s immediate prede-
cessors in psychology. In historical speculation he
was early seized with an admiration of the general
principles of the philosophy of M. Auguste Comte,
who was becoming known to a select few at the
time when the character of the young Englishman
was being formed; and M. Littré claims Mr. John
Mill as the first who gave “a public adhesion to the
method of the positive philosophy.” Not that he
has followed the founder of the Positive School in
every respect; in particular, he has been prevented
by his adherence to his father’s metaphysics from
following M. Comte in his denunciations of all at-
tempts to study the human mind by consciousness.
But he was led by the influence of this teacher to
regard it as impossible for the mind to rise to first
or final causes, or to know the nature of things;
and to adopt his favorite method of procedure,
which is by deduction from an hypothesis, which he
endeavors to show explains all the phenomena.
Though a fairly informed man in the history of
philosophy, he has attached himself to a school
which thinks it has entirely outstripped the past;
and so he has no sympathy with, and no apprecia-
tion of, the profound thoughts of the men of former
times: these are supposed to belong to the theo-
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logical or metaphysical ages, which have forever
passed away in favor of the positive era which has
now dawned upon our world. DBred thus in a rev-
olutionary school of opinion, his predilections are
in all things in favor of those who are given to
change, and against those who think that there is
immutable truth, or who imagine that they have
discovered it. His expressed admiration of Cole-
ridge may seem to contradict this statement, but it
does so only in appearance, for he has no partiality
for any of the favorite principles of that defender of
transcendental reason ; it is clear that he delights in
him chiefly because his speculations have been act-
ing as a solvent to melt down the crystallized philo-
sophical and theological opinions of England. The
school of Comte has hitherto had no analyst of the
mind (the founder of it was a phrenologist, and
studied the mind through the brain); and Mr. Mill
may be regarded as, for the present, the recognized
metaphysician of the school, and will hold this place
till he is superseded by the more comprehensive
system, and the bolder speculative grasp of Mr.
Herbert Spencer.

With an original clearness of intellectual appre-
hension, his whole training has disposed him towards
distinet enunciations and practical results. Engaged
for many years in a public office, he has acquired
habits which enable him to understand the business
of life and the condition of society. He is partic-
ularly fitted to excel in the exposition of those
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media axiomata upon which, according to Bacon,
«depend the business and fortune of mankind.”
With an English love of the concrete, he has a
French skill in reducing a complex subject into
simple elements, and a French clearness of expres-
sion. He is ever able to bring out his views in
admirable order, and his thoughts lie in his style
like pebbles at the bottom of a transparent stream,
so that we see their shape and color without no-
ticing the medium through which we view them.
I have to add, that in his love of the clear, and his
desire to translate the abstract into the concrete, he
often misses the deepest properties of the objects
examined by him; and he seems to me far better
fitted to co-ordinate the facts of social science than
to deal with the first principles of fundamental
philosophy. As to his spirit, there are evidences of
a keen fire, of enthusiasm, perhaps of passion, burn-
ing within, but the surface is ever still and ever
green.

These two eminent men, whose systems evidently
stood all along so widely apart from each other,
have now been brought into violent collision by the
publication of Mill's Examination of Sir William
Hamiltow's Philosophy. Such a collision was inev-
itable. Hamilton was the ablest and most learned,
I do not think the wisest or most consistent, de-
fender of intuitive or a priori truth in our country
in the past age. It was felt to be absolutely neces-
sary, in these circumstances, by the British section
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of the school of M. Comte, that the fundamental
positions of Hamilton should be removed out of the
way of the advancing deductive empiricism. I
rejoice that the attack has been made by Mr. Mill
himself] so that we see all that can be advanced by
the acutest representative of the experiential or
sensational philosophy in our age and country. It
is to be hoped that the formidable assault will be
met by some disciple of Hamilton who has caught
the spirit and who understands the system of his
master. As the *result, the student of philosophy
will be in circumstances to decide what he should
receive with gratitude, and what he should refuse
or reject with regret, in the philosophy of the last
of the great Scottish metaphysicians.

In the title of his work, Mr. Mill announces it as
an examination of “the principal philosophical ques-

)

tions discussed in his writings;” and in his intro-
ductory remarks he declares, “* My subject, thercfore,
is not Sir W. Hamilton, but the questions which Sir
W. Hamilton discussed.” It is this circumstance
which makes the work so important in the view of
the students of mental science generally, and which
has induced me to review it. In examining his
opponent, Mr. Mill has taken the opportunity of
developing his own philosophic system, and has put
us in a position to judge of its principles and re-
sults. It is true that we had the germs of that
system embedded in his treatise on Logic, and ger-

minating there. No doubt he is continually telling
2

*
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us in that work that he avoids metaphysics, but
there is a metaphysical system underlying and run-
ning throughout all the deeper discussions. He re-
fers, and evidently adheres to a large extent, to a
sensational theory of the origin of our ideas in
his chapter, “ Of the Things denoted by Names;”
he secks to undermine all intuitive truth in his
chapters on “Demonstration” and ¢ Causation ;”
and he has exposed with a special zest the errors of
the & priori school in his book on “Fallacies.” Ile
has thus been preparing those who have studied his
logic for accepting his metaphysics. In these cir-
cumstances I rejoice that in his recent work he has
furnished us with the means of thoroughly esti-
mating his theory of the mind, of which we had
only hints and glimpses in his logical treatise. It
is this theory which I profess to examine in this
volume.

In performing this special task it is not necessary
to enter into the controversy between Mill and
Hamilton. For more important questions than the
merits of the individuals have been started. T cer-
tainly do not feel that it is a duty devolving on me
to offer a defence of the philosophy of Hamilton.
Since the year 1854, when I reviewed his doctrines
of the “Relativity of Knowledge” and of ¢ Causa-
tion,” in an appendix to the fourth edition of my
work on the Alethod of the Divine Government, 1
have been opposing certain of his favorite principles.
I offered my strictures with excessive reluctance, as
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feeling a profound reverence for the vast erudition
and logical power of the Edinburgh professor, and
cherishing a lively gratitude for the services he had
rendered to philosophy in refuting old and widely-
received errors and establishing important truth.
I advanced my criticisms while he was yet alive,
and I have continued them in articles in reviews,
and in my work on Z%e Intuitions of the Mind, while
his reputation was at its greatest height, and his
disciples were indignant at any attempt to dispute
the infallibility of their master.

Hamilton, as it appears to me, was never able to
weld into a consistent whole the realistic matter he
got from Reid with the subjective forms he took
from Kant. In his review of M. Cousin, he took up
a negative position, which did not leave him free to
follow thoroughly the positive revelations of con-
sciousness. In his Discussions he developed a the-
ory of causation which prevented him from rising
from the phenomena of the world to a belief in the
existence of Deity; and he expounded a doctrine
as to the relativity of knowledge which makes us
perceive objects under forms, and with additions im-
posed by the perceiving mind, which landed him
avowedly in a system of nescience. Kant is claimed,
with some truth, by M. Littré as in fact a precursor
of the school of Comte. I have felt all along that
Hamilton adopted principles from the Critical Phi-
losophy which made it impossible for him to stand
up for the trustworthiness of our faculties and the
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reality of things, which yet as a follower of Reid he
seemed to be establishing. I declared openly and
repeatedly, and in a number of places, that the ad-
missions he made would sooner or later be followed
to their logical consequences; that without meaning
it, he was preparing the way for a nihilist philos-
ophy; and that it would be seen that he had not
left himself ground from which successfully to repel
the attacks of scepticism. When Dr. Mansel pub-
lished his famous Bampton Lectures, On the Limits
of Religious Thought, notwithstanding my great
reverence for his erudition, his acuteness, and his
high character, I immediately opposed his applica-
tion of Hamilton’s doctrine of the unconditioned to
our knowledge of God and of good and evil, which T
represented as being fraught with disastrous logical
consequences. As having anticipated Mr. Mill in
many of his objections to Hamilton’s philosophy,
and having advanced others against doctrines which
Mr. Mill applauds and turns to his own uses, and
believing it to be impossible to defend fundamental
truth from the positions assumed by Hamilton, I
feel that it is not for me to propose to defend the
philosophy of the Scottish metaphysician from the
assaults of Mr. Mill!

At the same time, I cannot give my adherence to
many of the objections which have been taken by
his new opponent. Notwithstanding incongruities

1T have placed in an Appendix to tions I have taken to Sir William
this volume a summary of the objec- Hamilton’s Philosophy.

\
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in some parts of his system, he has furnished more
valuable contributions to speculative philosophy
than any other British writer in this century. No
man has ever done more in clearing the literature
of philosophy of commonplace mistakes, of thefts
and impostures. He has shown that it is dangerous
to quote without consulting the original, or to adopt
without examination the common traditions in phi-
losophy ; that those who borrow at second-hand will
be detected, and that those who steal without ac-
knowledgment will sooner or later be exposed. He
seems to experience a delight in stripping modern
authors of their borrowed feathers, and pursuing sto-
len goods from one literary thief to amnother, and
'giving them back to their original owner. More
than any other Englishman, Scotchman, or Irishman,
for the last two centuries, he has wiped away .the
reproach from British philosophy that it is narrow
and insular. For years past ordinary authors have
seemed learned, and for years to come will seem
learned, by drawing from his stores. In incidental
discussions, in foot-notes, and notes on foot-notes, he
has scattered nuts which it will take many a scholar
many a day to gather and to crack. It will be long
before the rays which shine from him will be so
scattered and diffused through philosophic literature,
— as the sunbeams are through the atmosphere,—
that they shall become common property, and men
will cease to distinguish the focus from which they
have come. By his admirable powers of division
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and subdivision he has placed the philosophic sys-
tems of various ages and countries into appropriate
compartments, which enable us at once to see the
form and the nature of each. Mr. Mill regrets that
he “did not write the history of philosophy” 1 am
not sure whether the Scottish professor had all the
qualifications necessary for such a work; whether,
in particular, he could al'ways‘enter sympathetically
into the spirit of the times in which the philosopher
lived, and whether he could have given us an easy
and continuous narrative. But every student should
be grateful to him for what he has actually per-
formed; for arranging under proper heads, and stat-
ing, always with admirable brevity, and commonly
with unimpeachable accuracy, the opinions of philos-
ophers, ancient and modern, on most of the topics
of speculative interest which still continue to be ag-
itated. Looking to his original contributions to phi-
losophy, his defence of the principles of common
sense is characterized at once by extensive learning,
by unsurpassed logical acumen and consummate
judgment. His immediate theory of sense-percep-
tion, if it does not remove all difficulties, appears to
me to be more consistent than any other with the
facts both of psychology and of physiology. His
logic is too Kantian in its manner and spirit, and
will require to be carefully sifted; but I believe it is
the most important addition made in our day to the
analytic of the laws of thought. I am persuaded
that his distribution of the mental faculties, given in
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the second volume of his Metaphysics, is upon the
whole the best we yet have, and any one who would
improve it must make extensive use of it. Noris it
to be forgotten that he has irtroduced fresh topies
into British philosophy, and has always thrown light
upon them even when he has not succeeded in set-
tling them.

I am sure Mr. Mill means to be a just critic of his
rival. DBut from having attached himself to a nar-
row and exclusive school of philosophy and of his-
tory, he is scarcely capable of comprehending, he is
certainly utterly incapable of appreciating, some of
Hamilton’s profounder discussions. It could be shown
that not a few of the alleged inconsistencies of Ham-
ilton arise from misapprehensions on the part of his
critic. I have observed that some of the supposed
contradictions are merely verbal, and originate in his
using a phrase in its usual acceptation, perhaps to a
promiscuous class in one place, and employing it in
a more technical sense after explanation in another.
Nor is it to be forgotten that the writings published
by himself appeared in the form of articles in re-
views, and of notes and appendices to works edited
by him; and that his ZLectures, which contain his
complete system, though cafefully edited by Profes-
sors Mansel and Veitch, had not the advantage of
being reduced to thorough consistency by himself.
It has to be added, that, being willing to take a
thought that struck him as true or important from
any quarter, he was not always able to join the ma-
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terials he had gathered into a harmonious structure.
Hence his philosophy takes the appearance of a
squared and diamonded mosaic, in which it is not al-
ways easy to discover the unity of the plan. But 1
verily believe that Hamilton had after all a complete
system, which, with some hiatuses and incongruities,
and some fatal errors adopted from Kant, is, as a
His
critic, from his training and sectarian predilections,

whole, consistent, and contains valuable truth.

is incapacitated for forming a due estimate of many
of his higher excellences, and everywhere examines
him from his own standpoint, which is very narrow,
and by his own experiential system, which is lament-
But I leave the work of defending
Hamilton to his pupils and disciples, and I rejoice to

ably defective.

believe that in many points, and these very impor-
tant ones, their defence will be triumphantly suc-
cessful.

In that curious retribution which we often discov-
er in the affairs of this world, we find that those who
are severe in judging others, may come in the end
to be severely judged themselves! The late Sir W.
Hamilton was often harsh, at times I think unjust
(not intentionally) in his censures on those who had

1 Have we an illustration of this in
the manner in which Plato, who is
supposed to have treated the Sophists
with injustice, is himself treated in his
turn by Mr. Grote, in his Plato and
the other Companions of Socrates? The
exposition of the Search Dialogues in
that able and learned work is admira-
ble, but the positive doctrines of Plato

are examined from the standpoint of
M. Comte, Mr. Mill, and Professor
Bain! Is there noliving Archer But-
ler among British scholars to defend
Plato’s high aspirations, and to show
that he had glimpses of great verities
which have never diselosed themselves
to the view of the ancient Sophists or
modern Positivists ?
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possession of the philosophic ear of the country at
the time when he was forcing himself into public
* notice in opposition to the spirit of the age. In say-
ing so, I do not refer so much to his able and manly;
though not altogether successful, criticism of M.
Cousin, or to his non-recognition of any special merit
in Mr. James Mill (of which his son complains), so
much as to the censorious manner in which he refers
to Dr. Brown and Archbishop Whately, who, if not
very profound or erudite, were certainly fresh, acute,
and honest thinkers. IIe has now been repaid for
all this in his own coin, by one who has a great ad-
miration of Whately, and who has sprung from the
school of Brown and Mill, and who writes as if he
had public wrongs to avenge, and, an accumulation
of accepted errors to scatter. The time will come,
I doubt not, when the avenger may himself have to
suffer for the excess of punishment he has inflicted.
But I beg to say that this is not the spirit in which I
have written this review. I have really no pleasure
in exposing the inconsistencies, the misunderstand-
ings, and mistakes, to be found in Mr. Mill's Erami-
nation, or any of his other works. Acuter minds,
or more pugnacious spirits, or earnest souls irritated
as they see the evils which must arise from the prev-
alence of a philosophy which undermines funda-
mental truth, will, I suspect, rejoice to do this, and
may be tempted to do it in excess. But I have no
personal antipathies to gratify, no wrongs to avenge.
The deepest feeling which I entertain towards Mr.
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Mill is th;tt of admiration of his talents, and grati-
tude for the clear exposition which he has given of
many important principles! My aim in this work is
simply to defend a portion of primary truth which
has been assailed by an acute thinker who has ex-
tensive influence in England.

Some of his admirers claim for Mr, Mill, that he is
the genuine philosophical descendant of Locke. 1
acknowledge that in some respects he resembles our
great English metaphysician. He is like him in his
clearness of thought and diction. Both are careful
to avoid, as far as possible, abstruse arguments and
technical phrases. DBoth have a name in other de-
partments as well as mental philosophy,— Locke
having thought profoundly on political questions,
and Mr. Mill having given us one of the best works
we have on political economy. Both have written
on toleration or liberty, and defended views in ad-
vance of those generally entertained in their own
times. I am inclined further to admit that Mr. Mill
has quite as much influence in our day in England
as Locke had in his. But with these points of like-
ness there are important points of difference. Locke
had an originality, a shrewdness, a sagacity, and a
high-principled wisdom and caution which have not
been equalled by the later speculator. Locke avows

1 Simply to illustrate this, I may corresponding professors in Cork and
mention that the part of his Logic Galway, has a place in the examina-
which treats of induction has a place tion for the Bachelor’s and Master’s
in my college classes, and on my rec- degree in the Queen’s University in
ommendation, joined to that of the Ireland.
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extreme enough views in opposing the doctrines of
professed metaphysicians, but he is saved by his
crowning sense, and his religious convictions, ac-
quired in Puritan times, from taking up positicns
adverse to the sound sense of mankind. Vehement
enough in opposing a doctrine of innate ideas sup-
posed to be held by philosophers, and laboring in
vain to derive all our ideas from sensation and re-
flection, we do not find him falling back on such ex-
treme positions as those of Mr. Mill, when he en-
decavors to draw our higher ideas out of sensation by
means of association, and maintains that we can
know nothing of mind except that it is a series of
sensations, aware of itself, or of matter, except that
it is a possibility of sensations. I believe that Locke
abandoned, without knowing it, some important fun-
damental truths; but he resolutely held by many
others, as that man has high faculties working on the
original materials, and that in particular he has an
intuitive knowledge “which is irresistible, and, like
bright sunshine, forces itself immediately to be per-
ceived, as soon as ever the mind turns its view that
way, and leaves no room for hesitation, doubt, or ex-
amination, but the mind is presently filled with the
clear light of it.” (Hssay, B.iv. c. 2.) Mr. J. S. Mill
is the successor and the living representative of an
important British school, but it is that of Hobbes, of
Hartley, of Priestley, of David Hume, and of James
Mill. I have studiously left Thomas Brown out of
this list, because, while adopting much from Hume,
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he carefully separates from him on the subject of in-
tuition, maintaining that we have original and irre-
sistible beliefs in our personal identity, and in causa-
tion. It will be seen as we advance how close the
philosophy of Mr. J. S. Mill comes to that of Hume.
I rather think Mr. Mill is scarcely aware himself of
the extent of the resemblance, as he seems to have
wrought out his conclusions from data supplied him °
to some cxtent by Brown, but to a greater extent
by Mr. James Mill, both of whom drew much from
the Zreatise of Human Nature. But even on the
supposition that Mr. Mill is the Locke of the nine-
teenth century, it would be necessary to examine
and correct his views. For while the Fssay on the
Human Understanding evolved much truth, and ex-
ercised, upon the whole, a healthy influence, it con-
tained very grave defects and errors, which issued in
very serious consequences both in France and in this
country ; in the former landing speculation in a mis-
erable sensationalism, and in the latter originating
the wire-drawn attempts to fashion all our ideas out
of one or two primitive sources by means of associ-
ation. I have already intimated that I believe the
errors of Mr. Mill to be far more numerous and fun-
damental than those of Locke; and should his sen-
sational and nescient system come to be adopted,it
will be followed, both in theory and in practice, with
far more fatal results than any that ensued from
the combined idealistic and realistic philosophy ex-
pounded in Locke’s great work.
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Among a considerable portion even of the read-
ing and thinking people of England, there is a
strong aversion to all professedly metaphysical spec-
ulation, — which they regard as a net of sophistry
spread out to catch them. But in avoiding an
avowed and elaborate discussion of fundamental
truth, it often happens that they are taken in by a
plausible smartness, which is really metaphysics, but
bad metaphysics,— treating every profound subject
in a superficial way. In this respect some of our
countrymen act very much like those excessively
cautious and suspicious persons to be met with in
the world, who are so afraid of everybody cheating
them, that they become the dupes of those more de-
signing schemers who are ever warning them against
the dishonesty of others. There are readers of
Hobbes, who, on perceiving how free he is from
mysticism, and how readily he seems to explain all
our ideas by sensation, and all our actions by selfish-
ness, are tempted to think that this man who speaks
so clearly and dogmatically must be speaking truly.
They are about as wise as the excessively far-sighted
individuals who so easily account for all extraordi-
nary actions on the simple principle that all mankind
are fools, or rogues, or madmen! The Englishman
is thus often led astray by a deception which pre-
tends to be simplicity itself. I abhor as much as
any man the introduction of metaphysics into the
discussion of commonplace or practical subjects.
But there is another error, quite as common, and to
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be equally dreaded, and that is the introduction of
superficial metaphysics furtively, by those who would
gain your confidence by telling you that they avoid
metaphysics. If we are to have metaphysics, let
them avow that they are metaphysics, and let the
investigation be conducted scientifically and system-
atically. By all means let us have clear metaphys-
ics, just as we would wish to have clear mathemat-
ics and clear physics. But clearness to the extent
of transparency is of no value, provided it be at-
tained, as in the case of the French sensational
school, only by omitting all that is high or deep in
man’s nature. I certainly do not look on Mr. Mill
as a superficial writer. On the contrary, on subjects
on which he has not been led to follow Mr. James
Mill or M. Comte, his thoughts are commonly as solid
and weighty as they are clearly expressed. But,
speaking exclusively of his philosophy of first prin-
ciples, I believe he is getting so ready an acceptance
among many for his metaphysical theories, mainly
because, like Hobbes and Condillac, he possesses a
delusive simplicity which does not account for, but
simply overlooks, the distinguishing properties of
our mental nature.’



CHAPTER II.

THE METHOD OF INVESTIGATION.

COUSRIN brings it as a charge against Locke,
M. that in his Essay on the Human Understand-
ing, he treats of the origin of ideas before inquir-
ing into their nature. Locke thus announces his
method: “Ist. I shall inquire into the original of
those ideas, notions, or whatever else you please to
call them, which a man observes, and is conscious to
himself he has in his mind, and the ways whereby
the understanding comes to be furnished with them.”
(Introd. s. 8.) Upon this, his French critic remarks
that there are here “two radical errors in regard to
method: Ist. Locke treats of the origin of ideas
before having sufficiently studied these ideas. 2dly.
He does more, he not only puts the question of the
origin of ideas before that of the inventory of ideas,
but he entirely neglects this last question” (Lec-
tures on Locke, ii.) M. Cousin seems to lay down an
important principle here, and to be so far justified in
blaming the English philosopher for neglecting it.
In order to be able to settle the very difficult ques-
tion of the origin of our ideas, we must begin, and, I

(31)
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believe, end, with a careful inspection of their pre-
cise nature. In the very passage In which Locke
proclaims his mode of procedure, he speaks of in-
quiring into the original of those ideas which a man
“observes, and is conscious to himself” The obser-
vation by consciousness should certainly precede any
attempt to furnish a theoretical decomposition of
ideas. I am convinced that in the construction of
his theory, that all our ideas are derived from sensa-
tion and reflection, Locke did not patiently and com-
prehensively contemplate all that is in certain of the
deepest and most characteristic ideas of the human
mind. I do not ground this charge so much on the
fact that he treats, in the First Book, of the Origin
of Ideas, before coming, in the Second Book, to dis-
cuss the Nature of Ideas, as on the circumstance that
in the Second Book he is obliged to overlook some
of the profoundest properties of our ideas, in order
to make them fit into his preconceived system. But
we find Mr. Mill justifying Locke, and condemning
Cousin.  “T accept the question as M. Cousin states
it, and I contend that no attempt to determine what
are the direct revelations of consciousness can be
successful or entitled to regard, unless preceded by
what M. Cousin says ought to follow it, — an inqui-
ry into the origin of our acquired ideas.” (Zzam.
p- 145.)

Mr. Mill at this place examines Sir W. Hamilton’s
constant appeals to consciousness. Sir William would
often settle by consciousness alone questions which I
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suspect must be solved by a more complicated and
difficult process. Itis thus, for instance,— that is,
by an appeal to consciousness,— that he would de-
termine that we know immediately an external or
material world. In language often of terrible se-
verity, he charges Brown, and nearly all philoso-
phers, with disregarding consciousness: “DBut it
is thus manifestly the common interest of every
scheme of philosophy to preserve intact the in-
tegrity of consciousness. Almost every scheme of
philosophy is only another mode in which this
integrity has been violated.” (Metaphysics, vol. i.
p- 283.) Mr. Mill shows successfully (as I think)
that the question between Hamilton and his oppo-
nents is often not one of the testimony of conscious-
ness, but of the interpretation of consciousness:
“*We have it not in our power to ascertain, by
any direct process, what consciousness told us at
the time when its revelations were in their prim-
itive purity. It only offers itself to our inspection
as it exists now, when these original revelations
are overlaid and buried under a mountainous heap
of acquired notions and perceptions.” (pp. 145,
146.) Mr. Mill then goes on to explain his own
method, which he calls the Psychological: ¢“And
here emerges the distinction between two differ-
ent methods of studying the problems of meta-
physics, forming the radical difference between
the two great schools into which metaphysicians

are fundamentally divided: One of these I shall
3
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call for distinction the Introspective method, the
other the Psychological” He rejects the Intro-
spective method: ¢Introspection can show us a
present belief or conviction, attended with a great-
er or less difficulty in accommodating the thoughts
to a different view of the subject; but that this
belief or (;onviction or knowledge, if we call it so,
is intuitive, no mere introspection can ever show.”
He therefore resorts to the other method: ¢Being
unable to examine the actual contents of our con-
sciousness until our earliest, which are necessarily
our most firmly knit associations, those which are
most intimately interwoven with the original data
of consciousness, are fully formed, we cannot study
the ori~inal elements of mind in the facts of our
present consciousness. Those original elements can
only come to light as residual phenomena, by a
previous study of the modes of generation of the
mental facts which are confessedly not original, —
a study sufficiently thorough to enable us to apply
its results to the convictions, beliefs, or supposed -
intuitions which seem to be original, and deter-
mine whether some of them may not have been
generated in the same modes, so early as to have
become inseparable from our consciousness before
the time at which memory commences. This mode
of ascertaining the original elements of mind I call
Psychological, as distinguished from the simply
Introspective mode.”” (pp. 147, 148.) These quota-
tions furnish a sufficiently clear view of his account
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of the two methods, and of his reasons for rejecting
the one and adopting the other.

I have long been of opinion, and I have en-
deavored to show elsewhere,! that Sir William Ham-
ilton’s use of “consciousness” is very unsatisfactory.
He avows that he employs the phrase in two dis-
tinct senses or applications. First, he has a gen-
eral consciousness, discussed largely in the first
volume of his Metaphysics. This he tells us can-
not be defined (vol. i. p. 158); “but it comprehends
all the modifications, all the phenomena of the
thinking subject.” (p. 183.) “Knowledge and belief
are both contained under consciousness.” (p. 191.)
Again, “ consciousness is co-extensive with our cog-
nitive faculties;” “our special faculties of knowl-
edge are ,only modifications of consciousness.” (p.
207.) He shows that consciousness implies discrim-
ination, judgment, and memory. (pp. 202-206.) This
is wide enough ; still he imposes a limit, for con-
sciousness “Is an immediate, not a mediate knowl-
edge” (p. 202.) Already, as it seems to me, in-
consistencies are beginning to creep in; for whereas
he had before told us that consciousness includes
“all the phenomena of the thinking subject,” now
he so modifies it as to exclude “mediate knowl-
edge,” which is surely a modification of the think-
ing subject. Throughout these passages he uses the
phrase in the wide, loose sense given to the German

1 Particularly in a review of Iamilton’s Metaphysics in the Dublin University
Magazine for August, 1859.



36 THE METHOD OF INVESTIGATION.

Bewusstsein by the school of Wolf. Ile stoutly main-
tains, what no one will deny, that this general con-
sciousness 13 not a special faculty; but when he
comes to draw out a list of mental powers, in the
second volume of his Metaplhysics, he turns to the
Scottish use of the phrase, and he includes among
them a special faculty which he calls consciousuess,
but to which, for distinction’s sake, he prefixes self,
and designates it self-consciousness It is the office
of this special faculty to “afford us a knowledge of
the phenomena of our minds.” (vol.ii. p. 192.) It is
an inevitable result of using the phrases in such am-
bigaous senses, that we are ever in danger of pass-
ing inadvertently from the one meaning to the
other, and making affirmations in one scnse which
hold good only in another. Hamilton is ever ap-
pealing to consciousness, as Locke did to idea, as
Brown did to suggestion, and as Mr. Mill does to
association, but without our being always sure that
the various affirmations are made in the same sense
of the term. His appeal to consciousness, both in
establishing some of his own positions and in sum-
marily setting aside those of his opponents, is often
far too rapid and dogmatic. He represents the prin-
ciples of common sense as being emphatically “facts
of consciousness,” whereas they are not so any more
specially than our acquired and derived Dbeliefs,
which are equally under consciousness. In fact,
these principles are not before the consciousness as
principles. The individual manifestations are of
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course before the consciousness (though not more
so than any other mental exercise), but not the
principles themselves, which are derived from the
individual exercises by a reflex process of abstrac-
tion and generalization. Consciousness cannot de-
cide directly which of our convictions are intuitive.
Consciousness reveals only the present state of
mind, and it cannot say whether it is original or
deérived. That state is probably a very complex
one, and may embrace secondary beliefs mixed up
with the primary ones; and if we are to separate
these and fix on the true primitive convictions, we
must subject the whole to a process of analysis.
Again, consciousness can reveal to us only the sin-
gular, only the present state as an individual per-
ception ; but in psychology, as in every other science,
we are in search of the principle, and if we would
gather the law out of the particulars, we must gen-
eralize. In order, then, to the discovery even of an
“intuitive principle,” there must be what Bacon calls
“the necessary rejections and exclusions,” or what
Dr. Whewell calls the “decomposition of facts,” and
then the co-ordination of the facts into a law by
induction. In order, then, to the construction of
metaphysics, more is required than a simple exer-
cise of consciousness or introspection ; there is need
of discursive processes to work the facts into a sci-
ence.! It is of the utmost moment to remove these

1 I may be permitted to mention that ary rules in Zhe Intuitions of the Mind,
I have fully wrought out these caution- Part First.
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misapprehensions out of the way, as Mr. Mill, with
his usual acuteness, has taken advantage of them ;
and after he has shown that introspection cannot
do everything, he leaves upon us the impression that
it can do nothing.

But consciousness, after all, is the main instru-
ment in determining what are first principles. Let
us endeavor to ascertain its precise province. The
method followed by Mr. Mill in his psychology (and
also in his political economy) is evidently what he
calls the deductive, and which he represents in his
Logic (B. iii. chap. xi. sect. 1.) as consisting of three
operations: “ The first one of direct induction; the
second of ratiocination; and the third of verifica-
tion.” Now, of these three steps the first and the
third are, properly speaking, inductive ; they depend
entirely on observed facts. In physical science the
agent of observation is the senses, aided, it may be,
by artificial instruments, and corrected by careful
methods as enjoined by modern accuracy. In men-
tal science the observing agent is consciousness.
We bend back the mental eye, and observe what is
passing within as it passes. As this is often a very
difficult and delicate operation, more particularly
when thought is rapid and feeling intense, we must
resort to other operations, but in which conscious-
ness is still the main instrument. We must by
memory bring up the past as much as possible in its
entirety, and notice all that is in it. Not only so;
in order to correct the narrowness of our personal
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observations, we must look to external quarters; we
must gather what are the convictions of other men
from their deeds, ever passing under our notice, and
as recorded in history; and from their conversation
and their writings, as the expression of human
thought and sentiment. This may not be introspec-
tion in the narrow sense of the term ; still it is in-
spection of the soul of man, and it may be referred
in a general way to self-consciousness, for it is by
what we feel within ourselves that we are enabled
upon evidence to comprehend the experience of
others.

But let it be observed that consciousness, under-
stood in this enlarged sense, has to take the first
step, and the final step in the process. It has to ob-
serve and gather the original facts which suggest
the law. It has again to collect and notice the veri-
fying facts which establish the law. In comparison
with these, the intermediate step, the ratiocination,
is a subordinate and a dependent one. If the com-
mencing and closing inductions are conducted im-
properly, the reasoning which issues from them or
leads to them will only bind the blunders more
closely together. Thus, if in the original observa-
tions part of the light has been obstructed, conse-
quential deductions will only widen the shadow, —
as the mistake of a wrong datum is only increased
by multiplying it. We see this strikingly illustrated
in most of our rational systems of philosophy,— as
for instance, in that of Spinoza, who began with an
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ill-observed account of substance, and ended in the
bogs of a horrid pantheism. Again, if in the final
observations the facts are mutilated in order to fit
them into an ingenious hypothesis, the error is
thereby confirmed, and the system-builders feel
themselves justified in adhering the more resolutely
to a creation of their own minds. We see this ex-
hibited in the history of most of those systems of
empiricism which, as Bacon characterizes them, leap
and fly at once from particular facts to universal
principles, which are supposed to explain all the
phenomena, and can easily get instances quoted to
support them, found by “a vague and ill-built” ob-
servation. -

In conducting this work of observation by con-
sciousness, there is a constant temptation to over-
sight, to hasty conclusions and distorted representa-
tions. In physical investigation there is less room
for conscious or unconscious deception, as modern
research insists on having the phenomena weighed
or measured in some way: that we cannot apply
such a corrective to the alleged facts of conscious-
ness, constitutes one of the disadvantages under
which psychology labors. No doubt, we have im-
mediate access at once to the facts as being in our
minds,— and this seems to entitle every man to be
a metaphysician ; but, from the impossibility of em-
ploying a numerical test, there is room for great
looseness in the observation and inaccuracy in the
statcment, and these issue in augmeuted errors in
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the results reached by deduction. In these circum-
stances, there is great need in mental science of in-
tellectual shrewdness, to keep us from mistaking one
fact for another, and still greater need of high
moral qualities, such as a spirit of self-restraint and
caution, of integrity and candor. In particular,
great pains must be adopted to guard against taking a
part, and overlooking and rejecting the rest, because
it may not fit into a preconceived theory to which
the individual may have committed himself. In
order to secure this we must as it were go round
the mental phenomena and view them on all sides,
and in all their aspects, both In our own minds and
in those of others. We must mark their various
properties, adding none and subtracting none, les-
sening none and magnifying none, disguising none
and correcting none, but making each stand out in
its own form, in its proper action, and with its
natural accompaniments. We ought, as Hamilton
expresses it, to exhibit each “in its individual in-
tegrity, neither distorted nor mutilated, and in its
relative place, whether of pre-eminence or subordi-
nation.” (Appendix to Leid’s Works, p. 747.) Till
this ecareful and candid observation has been com-
pleted, we are not at liberty to begin to analyze or
theorize.  When we venture on these processes, all
we can do is to dissect the concrete, to generalize
the individual, or find out the producing cause. But
the errors will only multiply upon us in these steps if
we have not commenced with accurate observations.
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Sir W. Hamilton says, “ Philosophy 15 wholly de-
pendent on consciousness” (Reid's Works, p. 746.)
This is going too far, as philosophy cannot be con-
structed without discursive processes. But Mr. Mill
has committed a far more serious error, when he
says that “Locke was therefore right in believing
that the origin of our ideas is the main stress of the
problem of mental science, and the subject which
must first be considered in forming the theory of
the mind” (p. 147.) M. Cousin seems to me to be
altogether right when he lays it down as a rule, that
in psychology we must begin with a painstaking
inquiry into the actual nature of our ideas. Mr.
Mill has thus reversed the order of things, placing
that which is first last, and that which is last first,—
putting the theory of ideas before the observation
of the ideas, which evidently holds out great temp-
tations to him to determine their nature by his
theory.

Not that we are precluded from making an in-
quiry into the origin of ideas. This is a very fair
subject of investigation, provided always that we
acknowledge its difficulties and its uncertainties, and
proceed in a cautious manner and in the proper
method. But even here the main agent must be
consciousness, in the sense which has been ex-
plained, that is, as giving us directly a knowledge
of our own mental operations, and indirectly an
acquaintance with those of others. In order to the
successful resolution of ideas into their originals, we
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‘have two objects, or classes of objects, to look at.
'We have, first, to consider the ideas or convictions
which we would seek to account for, and, secondly,
the elements into which we would resolve them.
The first of these operations must be done by con-
sciousness exclusively. Even in the other and more
complicated and perplexing inquiry, introspection
must be the main agent. No doubt it is possible
that some light may be thrown on the origin of cer-
tain ideas by the brain and nerves, and in this phys-
iological investigation the instruments must be the
eye and the microscope. But no unconscious action
can account for conscious ideas. The attempt to
explain ideas must always proceed by deriving the
more complex from the simpler mental phenomena.
But in the determination of the precise nature of
the simpler mental affections, we are again thrown
back on consciousness. Suppose that the attempt
be, as in the school of Mr. Mill, to get our ideas
from sensations, and associations of sensation, we
must begin to determine what sensations are, and
what the laws of association are, by the internal
sense. I am quite willing to adopt Mr. Mill's psy-
chological method, but only on the condition that
we take introspection as our main instrument of
observation.

Mr. Mill tells us that “the proof that any of the
alleged Universal Beliefs or principles of Common
Sense are affirmations of consciousness, supposes two
things, — that the beliefs exist, and that they can-
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not possibly have been acquired” (p. 147.) I have
no objection to accept these two conditions, with an
explanation of the one and a correction of the
other.

As to the first rule, there are some points which
consciousness can settle at once. It lets us know
what is our present idea or conviction. This is alto-
gether competent to it, this in fact is its office ; its
revelations carry their own evidence with them, and
from them there is no appeal. This is admitted by
Mr. Mill: “Introspection can show a present belief
or conviction.” ¢If consciousness tells me that I
have a certain thought or sensation, I assuredly
have that thought or sensation.” (p. 141.) Now, in
the mature mind there are a vast number and
variety of ideas and convictions. We have percep-
tions, apprehensions, and beliefs, about matter and
mind, about time and space, about things changing
and things abiding, about the near and the remote,
the past and the future, about activity and efficiency,
about priority and succession, about cause and effect,
about right and wrong, ecternity and immensity.
Now, it is the office of consciousness to reveal all
that is in these ideas, and psychology should begin
with attending to its revelations. Mr. Mill refers
particularly to the alleged universal beliefs. The
word “belief” is unfortunately a very vague one,
and may stand for a number of very different men-
tal affections. When I am speaking of first or in-
tuitive principles, I use the term to signify our
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conviction of the existence of an object not now
present, and thus I distinguish ¢ primitive faith”
from “primitive knowledge,” in which the object is
present. But however wide we may make the ap-
plication of the phrase, it does not embrace all that
is before consciousness. Thus we are capable of
immediate knowledge; we have such in every ex-
ercise of self-consciousness, and I maintain also in
all perception through the senses. The mind, also,
is ever pronouncing judgments, declaring, for in-
stance, that things agree, or that they differ, or that
this change indicates a cause. We have not only
intellectual operations, we form moral perceptions,
and pronounce moral judgments,—as when we
decide that kindness is a virtue and cruelty a sin.
If we would construct a science of psychology, we
must survey carefully these apprehensions, beliefs,
and decisions. If we would establish or dis-establish
any metaphysical point, we must view, firstly and
finally, and all throughout, what is in the mind’s
notion and conviction. Or if; what is more to our
present review, we would resolve any idea into sim-
pler elements, we must determine all that is in the
idea by a searching introspection. Consciousness
has thus not only to settle that certain ideas or
beliefs, or convictions “exist,” but ascertain for us
all that is in them. Now, it has been repeatedly
brought as a charge against the school to which Mr.
Mill belongs, that, so far as the deeper notions and
beliefs of the mind are concerned, they have never
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carefully observed, weighed, and measured the
phenomenon which they seek to explain by means
of such elements as sensations. I believe that this
accusation is just, and I hope to substantiate it in
the course of this review.

Mr. Mill’s second rule of proof can be admitted
only with a restriction. I allow that it is not so
easy a matter as Sir W. Hamilton imagines to de-
termine what is a first principle; and that this can-
not be done by an immediate introspection. But is it
not demanding too much to require that we are not
to accept any beliefs as universal till it has been
shown ¢that they cannot possibly have been ac-
quired” ? The burden of proof seems rather to lie
on those who maintain they are acquired. Were
any man of science to affirm that hydrogen is not
an element, chemists would be quite prepared to
listen to him, but they would insist, as a condition
of their giving a positive assent, that he should de-
compose the substance, and until this is accom-
plished they would continue to regard hydrogen as
at least provisionally an elementary body. On a
like principle, we should be quite ready to attend to
Mr. Mill when he maintains that he can resolve our
idea of moral ‘good into simpler elements, but until
he brings forward his components, and shows them
to be quite sufficient to produce the result, we may
surely be allowed to hold that our sense of duty is
an ultimate principle.

But instead of thus throwing the onus probandi
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from one side to another, I think it better to avow
broadly that the question is not to be settled by
possibilities or impossibilities, by may be or cannot
be, but by the ordinary rules of evidence. On the
one hand, persons are not to be allowed to imagine
that they have resolved an alleged fundamental idea
into something else, unless they can explain all that
is in the idea by means of some principle competent
to produce the idea with all its peculiaritics. On
the other hand, we are not to assume a conviction
to be ultimate till it has been tried by clear and
sufficient tests. Such tests, I believe, can be had.
Almost all philosophers have appealed to them. We
shall find Mr. Mill implicitly admitting them. We
shall be able, I hope, to reach a precise expression
of them as we advance. Following these general
principles, the following rules of proof may help at
once to guide and guard inquiry : —

L No one is to be allowed to imagine that he has
made a successful resolution into simpler elements, of
an tidea, belief, or conviction, unless he can explain
all that is in the mental phenomenon. It is necessary
to enunciate this rule, from the circumstance that it
has so often been violated. Hobbes, and the sensa-
tional school of France, were able to derive all our
ideas from sensation, simply by refusing to look at
and to weigh such ideas as those which we have of
substance and power, moral good and infinity, so
different from mere sensitive affections. It has been
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shown again and again against Hume, that all our
ideas are not copies of impressions,— that we have
convictions of the existence of things, of personal
identity, and of power, which cannot be traced to
impressions, whatever be the meaning attached to
that vague phrase. I am convinced Mr. Mill has
been guilty of like oversights, when he would draw
all our ideas, even those we have of mind and body,
extension, personal identity, causation, and moral
' obligation, from sensations, and associations of sen-
sations : he can appear to himself and his admirers
to be successful, solely by not noticing the charac-
teristic qualities of these profound and peculiar
ideas. In these dissections, this school of mental
anatomists destroys the life, and then declares that
it never existed. Mr. Mill defines mind as a series
of sensations: we shall see that the phenomenon to
be explained is the consciousness of self; that even
in sensation we are conscious of self He describes
our conviction of personal identity as a series of
sensations, with the mind being aware of itself as a
series : I shall show that we know in consciousness
a present self and in memory a past self, and that
in comparing the two we declare them to be the
same. He makes body the possibility of sensations :
it will be proven, that in his hypothetical explana-
tion, he utterly fails to render any account of that
idea of externality which we attach to matter. He
resolves our idea of extension into length of time,
and length of time he makes identical with a series
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of muscular sensations: it will not be difficult to
establish the essential difference of the three phenom-
ena which are thus confounded. In treating of
ethical questions, he shows that we might be led to
do good by motives derived from pleasure and pain:
but he has failed to account for the very peculiar
ideas involved in such phrases as “duty,” “ought,”
“obligation,” “sin,” and “ reproach.”

It has been resolutely maintained by the pro-
foundest philosophers of all ages, that there are
certain convictions in the mind which have the
characters of self-evidence and necessity. These
constitute the “residual phenomena,” which cannot
be explained by a gathered experience, and to ac-
count for which we must call in a new cause. We
know, or believe, or judge so and so, on the bare
contemplation of the objects ; we must do so, we can-
not do otherwise. Mr. Mill has looked at this men-
tal phenomenon, and has endeavored to account
for it in accordance with his general theory by two
principles, which it can be shown miss, and utterly
fail to account for, the peculiarities of our convic-
tion. We may here look at these for a moment, as
illustrating the importance of our rule, reserving the
more thorough discussion of them to future chapters.

It is alleged by the whole school, that our belief
in certain general principles, supposed to be ulti-
mate, can be accounted for by éxperience. But the
word “experience” is a very uncertain one, and

may cover a number of very different mental ac-
4
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tions and affections. Everything that has been
within our consciousness, all that we have seen or
felt, may be said in a vague general sense to have
fallen under experience. In this sense our intuitions
of sense and consciousness, our original beliefs and
primitive judgments, all come within our expe-
rience. But thus understood, experience can ex-
plain nothing, can be the cause of nothing. The
thing experienced may, but not the experience,
that is, the mere consciousness or feeling. As to
the thing experienced, it should not be called ex-
perience; and as to what it may produce, we must
determine this by looking at the nature of the thing,
and not at our experience of it. But there is a
sense, and this a very important one, in which ex-
perience can furnish us with a principle, and this
may be mistaken for an intuitive one. Thus we
have observed, not once, or twice, or thrice, or ten
times, but a hundred, a thousand times, that our
friends have been in the habit of speaking the truth,
and we expect them to do so in time to come as
they have done in time past. There have been met-
aphysicians who regarded our trust in testimony as
an original instinet of our nature. But it is surely
quite competent for persons to attempt to show that
the conviction can be explained by an early, a
lengthened, and a uniform observation; and they
may be allowed to be successful when they have
proven that the experience is capable of producing
the conviction entertained. Let it be observed, that
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when thus employed experience means an induction
of instances to establish a general rule or law. And
I take this opportunity of stating, that when I have
occasion to refer to this power of experience, I call
it a gathered experience, to distinguish it from a mere
individual feeling. I admit freely that a gathered
experience can generate a strong conviction, such as
the trust we put in testimony, and our belief in the
uniformity, or rather uniformities, of nature ; that is,
it will account for all the marks of our convictions
on these subjects, for their gradual formation, for

their extent and their limits,—as when we allow

that our friends may at times commit mistakes in
their testimony, or that there may have been mirac-
ulous occurrences in the midst of the regularities
of nature. DBut then, it is said that there are, and I
hope to show that there are, convictions of a very
different nature, which are as strong in early youth,
and in early stages of society, as in later life and in
more advanced communities, and which allow of no
limitation or exception. As examples, we may give
mathematical axioms, as that two straight lines can-
not enclose a space, and moral maxims, as that in-
gratitude for favors deserves reprobation. Our con-
victions of this description spring up on the bare
contemplation of the objects, and need not a wide
collection of instances; and their necessity and uni-
versality cannot be accounted for by a gathered ex-
perience. The school to which Mr. Mill belongs
explains the phenomena only by failing to distin-
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guish between two sorts of convictions, and neglect-
ing to mark the characteristics of those which an-
nounce themselves as self-evident, necessary, and
universal.

But Mr. Mill has another principle, by which he
thinks he can explain the necessity and the unlimit-
ed expectation ; this is the law of the association of
ideas. When we have often thought of two things
together, the idea of the one comes invariably, in
the end necessarily, to call up the other. Thus Mar-
tinus Scriblerus, having never seen a lord mayor
without his fur gown and gold chain, could never
think of a lord mayor without also thinking of his
appendages. But here again Mr. Mill has missed
the characteristic of the mental phenomenon. ¢If
we find it impossible by any trial to separate two
ideas, we have all the feeling of necessity the mind
is capable of” (p. 264.) But this is to confound two
things which are very different, the association of
two ideas, so that the one calls up the other, with
the judgment, which declares that the two things
are necessarily related. When he heard the lord
mayor named, Martin could not but think of his
gown and chain; but he did not therefore decide
that the mayor and his wig had always been to-
gether, that they would always be together, that it
had never been otherwise, and could not be other-
wise. The laws of association may account for the
rise of one idea along with another, or immediately
after another, but they do not come near explaining
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the self-evidence and necessity of certain cognitions,
beliefs, and judgments which may rise on the
contemplation of single objects perceived for the
first time, or on the immediate comparison of two
objects.

II. In resolving an alleged fundamental idea or
conviction wnto certain elements, we must assume only
known elements, and we must not ascribe to them
more than can be shown to be in them. To illustrate
what I mean: It is quite competent to any one to
attempt to explain chemical action by mechanical
causes, or vital action by mechanical and chemical
forces. But if he understand the problem which he
hopes to solve, and grapple with it fairly, he must
not give to mechanical action, or mechanical and
chemical action combined, more than is in them.
The whole attempt would be denounced as a mere
pretence if he gave a chemical affinity to the me-
chanical power, or a power of assimilation and ab-
sorption to the mechanical and chemical action.
Now we are surely entitled to impose a like restric-
tion upon the analyst of the human mind. It is
perfectly competent to him to attempt to resolve
such convictions as those of identity, causation, and
moral good into any other principle. But we can
require of him to specify the principle, to prove that
it actually works in the mind, to unfold its nature
and its laws, and to show from its ascertained action
that it is quite sufficient to produce the conviction.
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In particular, he must not be allowed, when he starts
with an element, to add new properties to suit his
purpose as he goes along. Or if he does so0, he must
formally announce the introduction of the new
power, specify its nature, and honestly avow 1t to be
a new element.

This is a rule which has been habitually neglected
by that school of metaphysicians who delight to
reduce all the operations of the mind to a very few
principles. Locke succeeded, to his own satisfaction,
in deriving all our ideas from sensation and reflec-
tion, but it has been shown by distinguished philos-
ophers, British and Continental, that in accounting
thus for such ideas as substance, and time, and
power, he changed, without perceiving it, the sensa-
tions and reflex perceptions into something entirely
different. It can be proven that Mr. Mill is ever
falling into a like error. The operation by which
he derives all our ideas and beliefs from a few ele-
ments, is a sort of jugglery, in which he alters the
elements without its being discovered ; and it may
be added, that in the product which he shows, he
has not the real phenomenon which he professes to
have explained.

The main elements which he employs are sensa-
tions and associations of sensation. But he works
up sensations into convictions of mind and body, of
space and time, of personality and personal identity,
of infinity and obligation to do good, which are not
contained in the nature of sensations, and which
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could be imparted to them only by a new power
superinduced, which power would fequire to have a
place allotted to it in his system, and its laws enun-
ciated, and its significance estimated. Again, it will
be shown that Mr. Mill has made an unwarrantable
use and application of the laws of association. These
are the laws of the succession of our ideas, and
nothing more. Give us two ideas, and place these
two ideas together in the mind, and association will
tend to bring them up once more in union. But it
is not the office of association to give us the ideas
which must first be furnished to it. We shall see
that Mr. Mill is forever giving to association a
power, which does not belong to it, of generating
new ideas by an operation in which we see sensa-
tions go in, and a lofty idea coming out, solely by
the idea being surreptitiously introduced, without
any person being expected to notice it. The pro-
cess carried on by this whole school of analysts is
like that of the alchemists, who, when they put
earth into the retort, never could get anything but
earth, and could get gold only by introducing some
substance containing gold. The philosopher’s stone
of this modern psychology is of the same character
as that employed in mediseval physics. If we put in
only sensations, as some do, we have never anything
but sensations, and a “dirt philosophy,” as it has
been called, is the product. If we get gold (as cer-
tainly Mr. Mill does at times), it is because it has
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been quictly introduced by the person who triumph-
antly exhibits it.

IIL. Zests may be furnished to try intuitive truths.
From the days of Aristotle down to the present
time, it has been asserted that there are first truths,
the support of other truths, while they themselves
require no support. Profound thinkers have sys-
tematically or incidentally been striving to give us
the marks of such truths. Amidst considerable dif-
ference of nomenclature and confusion of thought
and statement (such as we might expect in the first
efforts to catch and express the exact truth in so
difficult an investigation), there has been all along a
wonderfully large amount of agreement in the cri-
teria fixed on. These have been such as self-evidence,
necessity, and universality. Some have fixed on one,
and some on another of these, as their favorite test-
ing principle, and have overlooked the others.
Some have employed two, overlooking the third.
But these three are, in fact, the tests which, in a
loose or more stringent form, have been announced
or applied by the great body of deep and earnest
thinkers. It could be shown that Aristotle had at
least glimpses of all of them. In modern times,
Locke formally propounded the selfevidence, refer-
ring incidentally from time to time to the necessity
and universality. Reid was in the way of referring,
not always in a very clear or satisfactory way, to all
the three. Leibnitz brought out prominently the

¥
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necessity ; and Kant, followed by Sir W. Hamilton,
conjoined necessity and universality,—all three
overlooking the self-evidence, in consequence of their
keeping away very much from realities, and dwell-
ing among mental forms! We shall find Mr. Mill
employing all of them, without, however, fully ap-
prehending their character or seeing their signifi-
cance.

As we proceed, we shall gather these tests into
heads, and establish their validity, and give them
their proper expression. We shall show that asso-
ciation of ideas, which is supposed to work such
wonders, cannot give these characters to any appre-
hension or proposition. No experiential or derived
truth can stand any one, or at least the whole, of .
these tests. A general truth discovered by a gather-
ed experience, as that night succeeds day, cannot be
said to be self-evident. Nor can it be represented
as having any necessity in thought, for we can easily
apprehend it to be otherwise. Nor can it be de-
seribed as universal, for the time may come when, in
consequence of a change of mundane arrangements,
the day or the night may cease.

Following out these principles, I mean, in discuss-
ing the questions started by Mr. Mill, to proceed in
the following method : —

(1.) I allow him to try his power of analysis, ac-
cording to his psychological method, on all alleged

1 These tests will be consided, infra, review of them will be found in The
Chap. xii. A historical and ecritical Intuitions of the Mind, Part 1. B.ii. c. 8
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fundamental truth, without reserving any exception.
This is what Sir W. Hamilton would not have done,
as he regarded consciousness as deciding the whole
question at once, and authoritatively and conclusive-
ly. T hold that consciousness has a most important
part to act. It has to disclose to us what are the
ideas and convictions in the mind when it begins to
reflect, and what is the precise nature of the ele-
ments into which we would resolve them. DBut I
admit that in the mature man all is not intuitive
that is spontaneous and apparently instantaneous.
And so I freely permit Mr. Mill to attempt to de-
compose any idea into simpler composites. DBut as
he does so, I claim the right to sit by and watch
him, lest he unconsciously change the elements in
the process; and at the close 1 carefully inquire
whether he has explained all the characteristics of
the idea and conviction.

(2.) When he fails, as I believe it will be found
that he does fail, in regard to certain mental prin-
ciples, then I hold that these principles which the
acute intellect of Mr. Mill cannot decompose, may
be regarded as elementary, at least provisionally so ;
that is, till some abler man (which is not likely to
happen) makes the attempt and succeeds.

(3.) I bring the alleged first truths to the test of
self-evidence, necessity, and universality, and when
they can stand these criteria, I pronounce them con-
clusively to be original and primary and funda-
mental.



CHAPTER III.
MR. MILL’S ADMISSIONS.

HE common impression regarding Mr. Mill’s
T philosophy is that it needs no intuitive prin-
ciples; that the author of it does not presuppose or
allow that there is anything innate in the mind.
Some of his admirers give him credit for weaving a
rich fabric without any material except sensations,
and with no machinery except experience. Mr.
Mill’s cavils against those who support fundamental
truth, and the manner in which he expounds his
own system, are fitted to leave this impressjon. He
begins the construction of his theory with sensa-
tions ; he goes on to fashion them into various forms
by association of sensations; he allows among the
series of sensations a memory of the past, an expec-
tation of the future, and a power of observing co-
existences and successions, resemblances and differ-
ences between sensations; and he makes the mind
as it advances receive powerful aid from the artificial
instrumentality of language. These seem, at least
to a cursory observer, to constitute the matter and

the agency by which he ingeniously constructs the
(59)
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ideas, many of them so grand and far-ranging, which
the mind of man is capable of forming. But while
these seem to be the original furniture of the mind
"and the sum of the assumptions he has to make, we
find if we look more carefully that in rearing his
fabric he is ever and anon calling in other principles,
some of them openly and avowedly, and others un-
consciously and furtively; and that these form when
placed together a huge but ill-fashioned and in-
congruous body of what are in fact, whatever he
may call them, intuitive principles or metaphysical
truth.

It will be found, indeed, that the mental analysts,
whose ambition it has been to reduce the original
capacities of the mind to a very small number, have
been obliged to bring in a vast body of assumptions
and new elements as they advance. Locke satisfied
himself that he had derived all our ideas from sensa-
tion and reflection, but then he called in faculties to
work upon the materials thus furnished; he finds
ideas “suggested” as these powers operate; he
gives an important function to “intuition,” and sup-
poses the mind capable of discovering “mnecessary”
relations. Even Hume, who of all metaphysicians
is disposed to make fewest admissions, remarks in
criticising Locke, “I should desire to know what can
be meant by asserting that selflove, or resentment
of injuries, or passion between the sexes, is not in-
nate” (Works, vol. iv. p. 23.) The Sensational
School made all our ideas transformed sensations ;
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but in order to get such ideas as those of personal
identity, power, and duty, they quietly gave the
transforming act a power of transmuting one thing
into another. I am now to show how many prin-
ciples Mr. Mill has been obliged to call in, as he goes
along, in order to explain the actual phenomena of
the mind on his hypothesis. I must give consider-
able extracts in order to do justice at once to his
views and my argument. The admissions are no
doubt candidly made, and they are always clearly
stated. Our readers must judge as to how far they
affect the apparent simplicity and modify the logical
consistency of his system. As I may have occasion
to refer to them in the course of the discussion, I
number and designate them by the letters of the
Greek alphabet.

a. There is an immediate and intuitive knowledge.
His language is express. “ We do know some things
immediately and intuitively.” (p. 126.)

B. From the truths known by intuition, others are
inferred. “Truths are known to us in two ways;
some are known directly and of themselves, and
some through the medium of other truths. The
former are the subject of intuition or consciousness,
the latter of inference. The truths known by intui-
tion are the original premises from which all others
are inferred.” (Logic, Introd. § 4.)

7. Beasoning carries us back to intuition, from
which it derives its ultimate premises. e thus fol-
lows up the passage last quoted : « Our assent to the
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conclusion being grounded upon the truth of the
premises, we never could arrive at any knowledge
by reasoning, unless something could be known an-
tecedently to reasoning.” And in the work more
immediately under review: ¢ Unless, therefore, we
knew something immediately, we could not know‘
anything mediately, and consequently could not
know anything at all.” (p. 126.) Elsewhere he says
First Principles cannot be proven: “To be incapable
of proof by reasoning is common to all first prin-
ciples: of our knowledge as well as of our con-
duct” (Utilitarianism, p. 51.)

These statements are very satisfactory as to the
existence of intuition, and the place occupied by it,
and the purpose served by it. He does not in these
passages state the grounds on which he admits in-
tuition, nor the tests by which he would try it.
These, however, may come out incidentally as we
advance. Let us inquire what he represents as ex-
ercises of intuition.

d. Consciousness is a form of intuition. This is
implied throughout, and will be shown to be so by
the passages quoted under other heads.

&. Whatever consciousness reveals is to be received.
“ According to all philosophers the evidence of con-
sciousness, if only we can obtain it pure, is con-
clusive” (p. 126.) “If consciousness tells me that I

,have a certain thought or sensation, I assuredly have
that thought or sensation.” (p. 141.)
C. Consciousness and intuitive convictions are ar-
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biters from which there is no appeal. “The verdict
of consciousness, or, in other words, our immediate
and intuitive conviction, is admitted on all hands to
be a decision without appeal.” (p. 127.)

1. The truth revealed by consciousness rests on ils
own evidence. “All the world admits, with our au-
thor, that it is impossible to doubt a fact of internal
consciousness. To feel, and not to know that we
feel, is an impossibility. But Sir William Hamilton
1s not satisfied to let this truth rest on its own evi-
dence. He wants a demonstration of it. As if it
were not sufliciently proved by consciousness itself,
he attempts to prove it by a reductio ad absurdum.”
(p. 132.) He then criticises, I think justly, Sir Wil-
liam Hamilton’s proof, which he says carries us
“round a long circuit to return to the point from
which we set out.” “Ile has deduced the trust-
worthiness of consciousness from the veracity of the
Deity; and the veracity of the Deity can only be
known from the evidence of consciousness.” (p. 138.)
Mr. Mill himself would have the truth “rest on its
own evidence” I rejoice in this appeal. For
what is this ultimate test but that of Self~Evidence,
so often enunciated, or at least referred to and im-
plied in the writings of profound thinkers, from Aris-
totle downwards, and among others, very expressly
by Locke ? Nothing can be clearer or more satis-
factory than Mr: Mill’s language: “We know intui-
tively what we know by its own evidence,— by di-
rect apprehension of the fact.”
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8. It is impossible to doubt or deny the facts made
known by consciousness. A real fact of conscious-
ness cannot be doubted or denied.” (p. 134.) What
is this but the other famous test of first truths, the
test of Necessity appealed to by Plato, Aristotle,
Leibnitz, Kant, and so many other profound thinkers
of ancient and modern times? Already, then, we
have the two tests of Self-Evidence and Necessity
sanctioned. In the passage quoted under last head
he had, as most philosophers have done, mixed them
up together as being intimately connected. ¢ It is
impossible to doubt a fact of internal consciousness.
To feel, and not to know that we feel, is an impos-
sibility :’

)

and so he would have the truth “rest on
its own evidence.” The law of necessity is repeatedly
appealed to. “The facts which cannot be doubted
are those to which the word consciousness is by most
philosophers confined; the facts of internal con-
sciousness; the mind’s own acts and affections.
What we feel, we cannot doubt that we feel. It is
impossible for us to feel, and to think perhaps that
we feel not, or to feel not, and think perhaps that
we feel” (p. 132.) Sir William Hamilton has no-
where made a more decisive use of the law of neces-
sity and principle of contradiction than Mr. Mill has
done in these passages.

t. No man ever doubled of the facts of conscious-
ness.  “ Consciousness in the sense usually attached
to it by philosophers, consciousness of the mind’s
own feelings and operations, cannot, as our author
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truly says, be disbelieved. The inward fact, the feel-
ing in our minds, was never doubted, since to do so
would be to doubt that we feel what we feel” (p.
141.) As in a passage previously quoted, the tests
of self-evidence and necessity were joined, so in this
the tests of Necessity and Universality (universality
of conviction) are combined, and the universality is
traced to the necessity. The fact “was never doubt-
ed,” since to do so would be to doubt that we feel what
we feel, which is represented as impossible. We thus
find the tests of intuition, as I cursorily sketched them
in last chapter, and mean to unfold them more fully
in a future chapter, employed by Mr. Mill, and in the
very logical order in which I have placed them. He
makes an appeal to self-evidence; the truth “rests
on its own evidence.” He tests this by the principle
that “to feel, and not to know that we feel, is an
impossibility.” And now we find him appealing to
catholicity or common consent, and founding it on
necessity: the fact “was never doubted,” since it
“ cannot be dishelieved.”

%. In arquing with the sceptic we are entitled to call
in the assurance of immediate knowledge as a test.
“1 put to him (the sceptic) the simplest case conceiv-
able of immediate knowledge, and ask, if we ever
feel anything ? If so, then, at the moment of feel-
ing, do we know that we feel? Or if he will not
call this knowledge, will he deny that we have a
feeling, we have at least some sort of assurance, or

conviction, of having it? This assurance or con-
&
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viction is what other people mean by knowledge. If
he dislikes the word, I am willing, in discussing with
him, to employ some other. By whatever name this
assurance is called, it is the test to which we bring
all our convictions.” (p. 126.) This passage has not
the logical power of some of Hamilton’s arguments,
but it is altogether after his manner. I have quoted
it to show, that Mr. Mill thinks himself justified in
appealing to the assurance of consciousness as an
ultimate and decisive test.

L. The revelations of consciousness, together with
what can be inferred from them, constitute the sum of
our knowledge. “What consciousness directly re-
veals, together with what can be legitimately in-
ferred from its revelations, composes, by universal
admission, all that we know of the mind, or indeed
any other thing.” (p. 107.) I do not admit that this
statement is correct, unless he make consciousness
synonymous with intuition, and include the senses
and our primitive beliefs, which also contribute, and
this largely, to what we know. I quote it to show
how deep a place our author allots to the revelations
of consciousness.

These admissions all relate to Consciousness, the
word being used, however, now in a wider and now
in a narrower sense; sometimes being coextensive
with intuition, as when (see {.) he speaks of “ con-
sciousness, or in other words, immediate and intuitive
conviction ;” and in other passages meaning (see t.)
“consciousness of the mind’s own feelings and opera-
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tions.” In the heads that follow, his admissions re-
late to facts it may be attested by consciousness, but
not beyond it.

u. We may be sure of what we see as well as of
what we feel. “What one sees or feels, whether
bodily or mentally, one cannot but be sure that one
sees or feels.” (Logic, Introd. § 4.) This is a satis-
factory statement, but he afterwards detracts from it
by observing that we often suppose that we see what
we do not see, and he is evidently doubtful whether
we see anything beyond ourselves. This topic will
require to be carefully examined in a future chapter.
Meanwhile I bring forward the statement to show,
that if it can be proven that we do mtuitively see
external objects, and that our intuitions of external-
ity and extension are not resolvable into anything
simpler, then we must be prepared to grant that the
objects exist. Speaking elsewhere of the «first
premises of our knowledge,” he says, that “Dbeing
matters of fact, they may be the subject of a direct
appeal to the faculties which judge of fact, namely,
our senses and our internal consciousness.” ( Utilita-
rianism, p. 51.)

v. We know existence, and make assertions about
existence. Thus he places existence among his cate-
gories, and does not attempt to resolve it into any-
thing else. “ Besides the propositions which assert
sequence or Co-existence, there are some which
assert simple existence,” ete. (Logic, B. 1. v. § 5, 6.)

§. We are capable of experiencing and knowing
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sensations. We need not produce passages or refer-
ences to prove this, for the evidence of it runs
throughout his works. '

0. Pleasure and pain are what we feel them to be,
and nothing else. Speaking of these, he says of
Hamilton, that “he is not so much the dupe of
words as to suppose that they are anything else
than what we feel them to be” (p. 479.)

w. Extension is an essential part of the concept of
body. “The truth is, that the condition of space
cannot be excluded ; it is an essential part of the
concept of body, and of every kind of bodies” (p.
327.) This is not an adequate statement, but it im-
plies that man has at least one necessary concept as
to body, and I shall endeavor to show that this can-
not be resolved into sensation or association.

0. There 1s evidently an ultimate fact in memory.
“Our belief in the veracity of Memory is evidently
ultimate : no reason can be given for it which does
not presuppose the belief, and assume it to be well-
grounded.” (p. 174.) This statement appears in a
foot-note,' and our author does not even try to show

1 Mr. Mill makes the admission answer (as they most certainly will)

frankly and candidly, but he was driv-
en to it by a criticism of Dr. Ward : —
“Iwould ask of these philosophers
(those’ who build wholly upon Expe-
rience), do they mean by ‘ experience ’
the experience of the present moment,
or do they include past experience
also? If they say the former, I reply
it is obviously false that they eo in any
sense build their philosophy wholly or
chiefly on experience. But if they

that they do include past experience as
well as present, then again I deny
their allegation, that they build their
philosophy wholly on experience.
“ How can you even guess what your
past experience has been? By trust-
ing memory. But how do you prove
that those various intuitive judgments,
which we call acts of memory, can
rightly be trusted? So far from this
being provable by past experience, it
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how it fits into his system. The justification of the
principle will fall under our notice under another
head. Meanwhile I call attention to the admission.
He declares that memory carries with it its own
veracity, and that our belief in that veracity is “ul-
timate,” and ¢ evidently ultimate.” I shall endeavor
to show that the full facts of memory are not em-
braced in this brief statement. DBut there is much
stated, and there is more implied. He here concedes
fully that there is a “veracity ” in at least one other
faculty of the mind besides internal consciousness,
that there is a “belief” that can be trusted, and that

this belief is “ultimate,” is in fact “evidently ul-

must be in each case assumed and taken
Jor granted before you can have any
cognizance whatever of your past ex-
perience.” ¢ As it is most desirable
to bring this point quite clearly home,
I will cite and apply a passage in
which Mr. Stuart Mill states his own
philosophical doctrine. ¢ There is no
knowledge « priori; no truths cog-
nizable by the mind’s inward light, and
grounded on intuitive evidence. Sen-
sation and the mind’s consciousness
of its own acts are not only the ex-
clusive sources, but the sole materials
of our knowledge.” Let us test, then,
by these principles an act of memory.
I am at this moment comfortably
warm ; but I call to mind with great
clearness the fact, that a short time
ago I was very cold. What datum
does ‘sensation’ give me? Simply
that I am now warm. What datum
does ‘consciousness’ give? that I
have the present impression of having
been cold a short time ago. But both
these data are altogether wide of the
mark. The question which I would
earnestly beg Mr. Mill to ask himself

is this : — What is my ground for be-
lieving that I was cold a short time
ago? ‘I have the present impression
of having been cold a short time ago ;’
this is one judgment. ‘I was cold
a short time ago;’ this is a to-
tally distinet and separate judg-
ment. There is no necessary, nor
even any probable, connection be-
tween these two judgments,— no
ground whatever for thinking that the
truth of one follows from the truth of
the other, —except upon the hypoth-
esis that my mind is so constituted as
accurately to represent past facts. But
how will either ‘sensation’ or ‘con-
sciousness,” or the two combined, in
any way suffice for the establishment
of any such proposition?” (On Na-
ture and Grace, 1860, pp. 26-28.) The
Philosophical Introduction is the work
of a mind of extraordinary acuteness,
and has unfolded many important
philosophical truths. Published at the
same time as the first edition of my
work on The Intuitions of the Mind,
both Dr. Ward and myself have noticed
curious coincidences in the two works.



70 MR. MILL’S ADMISSIONS.

timate” He who allows so much might have in-
quired whether there may not be other beliefs of the
same kind, and equally veracious, involved in the
exercise of other faculties of the mind. Mr. Mill is
constantly and terribly severe in his strictures on the
Intuitive School of Philosophy ; but it is clear he
himself belongs to an intuitive school, without know-
ing or at least avowing it. Admitting an intuitive
consciousness and an ultimate belief, he makes no
attempt to show how far they modify his empirical
philosophy, and he enters upon no scientific investi-
gation of the nature, the laws, or the mode of oper-
ation of these elements of our nature.

0. The mind, whatever it be, is aware of itself, is
aware of itself as a series of feelings, is aware of it-
self as past and iresent. The statements he makes
are very curious: “ Our notion of Mind, as well as
of Matter, is the notion of a permanent something,
contrasted with the perpetual flux of the sensations
and other feelings or mental states which we refer
to it” (p. 205.) <«If we speak of the Mind as a se-
ries of feelings, we are obliged to complete the state-
ment by calling it a series of feelings which is aware
of itself as past and future” Again, if but a series
of feelings, it “can be aware of itself as a series.”
(pp-212,218.) T shall have to subject this language
to a sifting examination in the two next chapters,
where it will be shown that it does not fairly or fully
embody the facts of which we are conscious. Iquote
it at present to show that Mr. Mill is obliged to
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allow that there is something permanent in mind,
and that the mind is in a sense aware of itself and
of this permanence.

The above seem to be very much of the nature
of those first or original principles which the Intui-
tive School of Metaphysicians, to which Mr. Mill is
so much opposed, are in the way of putting forward.
Those that I am now to state seem to be of the
nature of laws or faculties operating in the mind.
No doubt, as we are ever being told, we prove that
they exist by observation. But while it is by ex-
perience we discover them and learn their nature,
they must operate prior to our experience, and in-
dependent of it.

©. There is a natwe law of expectation. 1Ie tells
us that the psychological method v hich he adopts
“ postulates, first, that the human mind is capable of
Expectation. In other words, that after having had
actual sensations, we are capable of forming the con-
ception of Possible sensations ; sensations which we
are not feeling at the present moment, but which we
might feel, and should feel if certain conditions were
present, the nature of which conditions we have, in
many cases, learnt by experience.” (p. 190.) Almost
all metaphysicians have postulated, that the mind
has a capacity and a tendency which prompt it to
look forward from the past and present to the future.
They have done so because internal observation
shows that there must be some such principle, and
they have endeavored to give the proper expression
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of it : some describing it (unfortunately, as T think)
as an expectation that the future will resemble the
past ; others (also ﬁnfortunately, as I think) as a be-
lief in the uniformity of mnature; by others, more
philosophically, as a belief in the identity of self and
of other objects, together with a conviction that the
same agents, acting as a cause, will produce the
same effects. But it does not concern us at present
to inquire what is the accurate and adequate expres-
sion of the law (this discussion will be taken up as
we advance); only, I may remark, that Mr. Mill’s
version seems to me to be about the most defective
and confused I have met with, experience being the
arbiter, for he makes a series of feelings, each one
of which must pass away before another appears,
expect something of itself It is satisfactory, how-
ever, to find him granting that there is such a law;
and surely he cannot object to others making a like
postulate, and endeavoring to give an account of it
which they regard as being more in accordance with
our conscious experience.

v. There are original laws of association. - The
psychological theory ¢ postulates, secondly, the laws
of the Association of Ideas” Then follows an
enumeration of these laws. It is unnecessary to
give it at this place; it will subsequently fall under
our notice and review. It does not seem to me to
be the best in our language ; and we shall find that
he enormously exaggerates the power of association.
I refer to it at present to show that he is admitting
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at this place a new law, or rather group of laws
operating in the mind.

¢. The mind can form very lofty ideas as to the
Infinite and the Absolute. In this respect he adopts
deeper and in some respects juster views than those
of Hamilton. “Something infinite is a conception
which, like most of our complex ideas, contains a
negative element, but which contains positive ele-
ments also. Infinite space, for instance: is there
nothing positive in that? The negative part of
this conception is the absence of bounds. The posi-
tive are, the idea of space, and of space greater than
any finite space, g0 of infinite duration,” ete. Again,
“ Absolute, in reference to any given attribute, sig-
nifies the possession of that attribute in finished per-
fection and completeness. A being absolute in
knowledge, for example, is one who knows, in the
literal meaning of the term, everything. Who will
pretend that this conception is negative or unmean-
ing to us?” (pp. 45,47.) This is a very just account,
so far as it goes, of our apprehension of the infinite
and perfect®—a better phrase than the absolute.
Mr. Mill does not. say that this conception implies
any intuitive capacity; in fact, he neglects to tell us
how it is formed. Whether ultimate or not, it is
acknowledged that the mind has such a conception ;
and Mr. Mill, if he account for it on his psychological

1T have endeavored to show (Intui- Deity, and that we regard that thing
tions of the Mind, Pt. 11. B. ii. c¢. 8) as (l.) ever exceeding our widest
that we have a positive notion of some image or notion, and (2.) such that
thing as infinite, say space, or time, or nothing can be added to it
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theory, will require to bring in something much
deeper than the sensations and associations of sensa-
tion, from which he seems to draw our ideas.

We have yet to look at some other laws which
look excessively like the first or ultimate truths,
which metaphysicians of the Intuitive School have
been in the way of enunciating and employing.

1. Beliefs are ultimate when no reason can be given
for them which does not imply their existence and
veracity. 1 have already (see ¢.) given the passage
which authorizes this law. After stating that belief
in the veracity of memory is evidently ultimate, he
adds, “No reason can be given for it which does not
presuppose the belief, and assume it to be well ground-
ed.” After announcing this principle, he might have
been expected to inquire whether it does not sanc-
tion other cognitions and beliefs, such as those which
we have of the externality and extension of bodies,
and the existence of time and of an abiding self. Tt
can be shown that every attempt to derive these
from other elements presupposes the ideas and the
convictions.

y. There are truths implied in other truths neces-
sarily, and according to an ultimate law, internal or
external. Te is speaking of logical Proprium, and
of its being involved in the attribute which the
name ordinarily or specially connotes ; and he affirms,
that “whether a Proprium follows by demonstration
or by causation, it follows necessarily ; that is to
say, it cannot but follow consistently with some law
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which we regard as a part of the constitution either
of our thinking faculty or of the universe.” (ZLogic,
B.rc viih. §7) As I understand this statement, it
implies that when a Proprium follows by demonstra-
tion, it does so according to a law which is part of
the “constitution” of our “thinking faculty.” The
language reminds us of that of Reid and Hamilton.

o. Any assertion which conflicts with the Funda-
mental Laws of Thought is to us unbelicvable, and
this may very possibly proceed from the native struc-
ture of the mind. His language is very remarkable.
He is speaking of the three Fundamental Laws of
Thought, — those of Identity, Contradiction, and
Excluded Middle, and he thus comments upon them :
“Whether the three so-called Fundamental Laws are
laws of our thoughts by the native structure of the
mind, or merely because we perceive them to be
universally true of observed phenomena, I will not
positively decide ; but they are laws of our thoughts,
now and invincibly so. They may or may not be
capable of alteration by experience, but the condi-
tions of our existence deny to us the experience
which would be required to alter them. Any asser-
tion, therefore, which conflicts with one of these
laws,— any proposition, for instance, which asserts
a contradiction, though it were on a subject whelly
removed from the sphere of our experience, is to us
unbelievable. The belief in such a proposition is, in
the present constitution of nature, impossible as a
mental fact.” (p. 418.) The language is cautious
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and hesitating. It is evident that he would fain ex-
plain the incapacity of believing contradictory prop-
ositions by his favorite law of association. We shall
see as we advance that this law cannot explain our
peculiar conviction, but meanwhile it is interesting
to notice that he will not decide whether these
fundamental principles may not be “laws of our
thoughts by the native structure of the mind.” The
hesitation implies a doubt of the whole system of

empiricism.

Some of my readers, in looking at these passages
thus brought into convenient (or inconvenient) jux-
taposition, may require to be assured that I have not
taken them from Hamilton’s works, instead of the
Examination of Hamilton and other works of Mr.
Mill. And were it not that in the expression of
them they have not the homeliness and depth of
Reid, nor the clinching logical grasp of Hamilton,
they might be mistaken for utterances of the two
great Scottish metaphysicians. I have allowed Mr.
Mill to speak for himself. All that I have done is
to cull out the scattered statements as to ultimate
truth, and present them in relievo, that students of
philosophy may mark their significance. I mean to
refer to them from time to time in the coming dis-
cussion ; but I do not make use of them simply as
concessions by Mr. Mill. I would not think it worth
while employing a mere argumentum ad hominem.
I feel no pleasure in pointing out real or seeming
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incongruities in the metaphysical system of an emi-
nent thinker, who, in other departments, such as polit-
ical economy and inductive logic, has done so much
to advance knowledge. I employ these admissions
because they contain important truth, not always in
the best form, but capable of being fully vindicated.

Mr. Mill, I believe, would urge that many of the
admissions thus made are not separate and distinet
from each other, and that several of them might be
included under one head. Be it so, it is nevertheless
of advantage to have them spread out in the several
shapes in which they are presented, the more so that
some of these imply very important principles with
far-looking results.

The first principles thus avowed in the course of
his exposition should have had a formal place allot-
ted them in the system, say at the commencement
or the close. Had this been done, it would have ut-
terly destroyed the apparent simplicity, and I believe
also the symmetry of his system, which would have
been seen to be a very complex and heterogeneous
one. Seemingly a continuation of the philosophies
of Hobbes, Condillac, and Hume, it contains as many
assumptions as are demanded by the Scottish meta-
physicians, who appeal to fundamental laws of
thought, or by the German metaphysicians, who
stand up for a priori forms.

It will not be difficult to show, as we proceed to
take up one special topic after another, that these
admissions logically imply vastly more than is con-:
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ceded in the metaphysical system constructed. In
particular, it will be proven that they are made on
avowed or implied principles, such as those of the
veracity of consciousness, and of ultimate beliefs,
such as those of self-evidence, necessity, and univer-
sality, which require that vastly more be conceded.

Already it is clear that the question between Mr.
Mill and the school he opposes cannot be said to be
one as to the existence of intuition. I am not sure
that any judicious defender of fundamental truth
would demand or postulate a greater number of first
principles than those allowed by the most influential
opponent of necessary truth in our day. The ques-
tion is not one as to the reality, but as to the nature
and significance of ultimate truth. .

Of this I am sure, that the pressing philosophical
want of our day is an exposition, with an enumera-
tion and classification of the intuitions of the mind
which, we have seen, must be admitted even by
those who are supposed to deny them. It is time
that those who allow them incidentally should be
required to avow them openly and formally, and
give a separate place to them. A flood of light will
be thrown on metaphysics, and a world of logomachy
between rival schools scattered, when we have an
earnest attempt, by one competent for the work, to
unfold the laws of our intuitions and their mode of
operation.



CHAPTER IV.

SENSATIONS.

N the school to which Mr. Mill has attached him-
self, there is a perpetual reference to Sensation.
Those who look into their works with the view of
discovering the deeper properties or higher affections
of the mind, are wearied by the everlasting recur-
rence of the word, and by the perpetual obtrusion
of the thing denoted by it! Some members of the
school seem to be incapable of comprehending any-
thing but matter, and the sensations excited by mat-
HE

is clearly capable of mounting into a higher and

ter. I bring no such charge against Mr. Mill.

more spiritual region. But even he is often dragged
down to the dust of the earth by the weight of the
theory which he has undertaken to support. As we

1 The mental sciences elevate those
who study them in proportion as they
exhibit the higher faculties and ideas
of the mind. This leads me to remark,
that in the Competitive Examinations
which now exercise so great an in-
fluence on the studies of our young
men, care should be taken that the
Examiners in Morals should not be
taken mainly from the Sensational

School, and that they be kept from so
setting their questions, as to encourage
the reading only of the works of
writers belonging to that sehool. In
those departments in which the men-
tal sciences have a place, they arc
surely meant to stimulate and to test
a different order of tastes and talents
from those called forth by the physical
and physiological seiences.

(79)



80 SENSATIONS.

are threatened with a revival, under a new and dis-
guised, and somewhat more elevated form, of the
Sensational system which wrought such mischief in
France at the end of last century, it is essential that
we inquire what sensation is, and settle what it can
do, and what it cannot do. In other words, let us,
with the internal sense as our informant, look care-
fully at the original matter out of which Mr. Mill
draws our higher ideas, with the view of determining
whether the seed is fitted to yield such fruit.

What, then, is Sensation? It is allowed on all
hands that it cannot be positively defined. This
arises from its being a simple quality, and there is
nothing simpler into which to resolve it. All we
can do in the way of unfolding its nature, is to bid
every man consult his consciousness when any bodily
object is affecting his senses or sensibility. But while
we cannot furnish an affirmative definition, we can
offer some explanations to remove misapprehensions,
and some decided denials to oppose accepted errors.

It should be understood that the word is employed
to denote an affection of the conscious mind (what-
ever that may be), and not of the mere bodily frame.
It should further be borne in mind that it does not
include that knowledge of bodily objects, of their
externality and extension, which is now denoted by
the phrase “sense-perception.” It is of special im-
portance to press attention to the circumstance that
sensation is not a separately existing object like this
stone, this tree, or this bird, but is an attribute of



SENSATIONS. 81

an object. At this point we are coming in collision
with Mr. Mill. Elsewhere (Logic, B. 1. c. iii.) he has
an ingenious distribution of namable things or real-
ities into substances, attributes, and feelings, the last
of course including sensations. “Substances are not
all that exist: attributes, if such things are to be
spoken of, must be said to exist,— feelings certainly
exist.”  “Feelings, or states of consciousness, are as-
suredly to be counted among realities, but they can-
not be reckoned among substances or attributes.”
This distribution of realities, especially this separa-
tion of feelings from substances or attributes, seems
to me to be curious: I have not met with it else-
where. It is favorable to Mr. Mill's purpose, which
we did not so well know when we had only his work
on Logic, but with which we are now made fully ac-
quainted by the fuller exposition of his views in the
Examination of Hamilton: that purpose being to
banish, to as great a distance as possible, substance
and attribute, and leave only feelings. We are not .
yet sufficiently advanced, in these discussions, to
deal with the confused metaphysics of substance and
attribute. The present topic is sensation, and sensa-
~ tion I maintain is an affection, that is an attribute,
of the conscious mind.

But Mr. Mill tells us that “the sensations are all
of which I am directly conscious.” (Logic, B. 1. c. iii.
§ 7.) This mode of representing our conscious states
was introduced by Hume, who derived his sceptical

conclusions from it. He maintained that we are
6
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conscious only of impressions and ideas, the ideas
being merely fainter impressions. Hume took care
never to enter into any explanation as to what he
meant by “impression;” whether it implies, as it
should do if it has any meaning, a thing impressing
and a thing impressed. The doctrine of the school
of Mill is that we are conscious merely of feelings,
and among these, the first and all along the main
place is given to sensation. Now, in opposition to-
these defective statements, I maintain that we are
conscious, not of a mere impression, but of a thing
impressed, not of sensation apart, but of self as sen-
tient. On hearing this statement, metaphysicians
will be disposed to ask with amazement, perhaps with
scorn, “What! are we really then conscious of
self?” And they will tell us that the child has
never said to itself, “This is 1” If they think it
worth while going any further, they may then in
condescension, or compassion towards our ignorance,
explain to us that the Ego is a metaphysical notion,
the product of advanced reflection. But I disarm
all this at once, by allowing that we are never con-
scious of a self, apart from self as sentient, or as
engaged in thinking, willing, or some other opera-
tion. And I balance this statement by another, that
we are just as little conscious of the sensation, or
the impression, or the thought, or volition apart from
self. The child has never said to itself, “ This is I;”
but just aslittle has it said, « This is an impression ;”
“This is a sensation” We are in fact conscious of
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both in one concrete act; ever conscious of self in
its present aflection, conscious of self as affected.
Mr. Mill uses language which implies this when he
says (§ 4) that “ sensations are states of the sentient
mind ;” and everybody employs like expressions if
he does not happen to be upholding a special theory.
He who leaves out either of these elements is not
giving a correct interpretation of consciousness.
We may, by abstraction, separately contemplate the
two, and important intellectual purposes are served
by such a process. Each of the things we thus dis-
tinguish in thought has a real existence; the one as
much as the other: the semsation or feeling has an
existence, but so has also the self. Not that either
has a separate existence, or an independent exist-
ence, or an existence out of the other. As the one
is an abstract, so is also the other. If you call the
one, say the self, a metaphysical entity, you should
in consistency describe the other, the sensation, as in
the same sense a metaphysical entity. The correct
statement is that we are conscious of the sensation as
a sensation of self, and of the self as under sensation.
And as we can never be conscious of the self, except
as sentient or otherwise affected, so we can never be
conscious of a sensation except as a sensation of a
sentient self. It is high time, when physiologists
and metaphysicians are drawing such perverted con-
clusions, to put this seemingly insignificant and yet
really important limitation upon the common state-
ment.
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I am quite willing that Mr. Mill should apply the
sharp razor of his Psychological Method to sensation.
I have called in consciousness to declare what is in
sensation, but I do not allow consciousness to decide
at once, and without further inquiry, that sensations
are and must be primary and elementary. I freely
allow the mental analyst to put them in his crucible,
and to try if he can decompose them. No such at-
tempt has been made; I believe no such attempt
will ever be made. Mr. Mill and his school acknowl-
edge that they are unresolvable and ultimate. I am
glad to have one element allowed, —it may prepare
the way for the admission of others on the same title.
In particular, the self (I will show in next chapter)
may turn out to be quite as unresolvable as the sen-
sations of self.

As so much is made of sensations by this whole
school of philosophy, we must be careful to inquire
what is really embraced in them, and not allow any-
thing to be drawn from them which is not truly in
them. It is necessary in these times to utter even
such a truism as this, that a sensation is a sensation,
and is nothing more. A sensation is not a thing ex-
tended, is not extension, is not space. A sensation
being only momentarily under consciousness, is not
the same as time, which has a past and a future. A
sensation is not matter or body, which is extended
and occupies space. A sensation may be preceded
by resistance, but is not itself resistance, which im-
plies one body opposing the movement of another.
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It is important even to make the further statement,
that we are conscious of many other mental acts and
affections which are not identical with sensations.
A sensation is not memory, say the remembrance of
my reading Mr. Mill’s book at a particular time. A
sensation is not expectation, the expectation which
I cherish that truth will in the end prevail over error.
A sensation is not an imagination, as when I paint a
glorious ideal of beauty or of virtue. A sensation
is not judgment, even when that judgment is about
sensation, as when I decide that the sensations pro-
duced by a noise are not so pleasant as those excited
by music. Certainly, sensation is not reasoning, as
when I argue that mere sentient affections cannot
yield our higher ideas and deeper convictions. Sen-
sation is not even the same as emotion, as when I
‘fear that the sensational philosophy is to prevail for
a time in this country. A sensation is something far
lower than sentiment or affection, as when I would
love God and my neighbors,— even those from
whom I differ in most important points. A sensa-
tion is not a volition, as when I resolve to do my
best to oppose prevailing error,— even when coun-
tenanced by influential names.

But may not sensation be the cause of something
else? I can answer this question only after giving
an explanation. In ordinary mundane action, an
effect is always the result of the operation of more
than one agent or antecedent. A man,” says Mr.
Mill, “takes mercury, goes out of doors, and catches
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cold. We say, perhaps, that the cause of his taking
cold was exposure to the air.. .. But to be accurate,
we ought to say that the cause was exposure to the
air while under the effect of mercury.” (Logic, B. 1.
c. v.§3) Tagree with this doctrine of Mr. Mill (it
will be expounded more fully in chapter xiii. of this
treatise), and I would apply it to the supposed causa-
tive influence of sensations. Sensation may be one
of the antecedents which go to make up the cause,
but it cannot, properly speaking, be a cause in itself;
it is a condition or occasion, and can produce an
effect only when conjoined with some other agent.
A sensation may be the occasion of something else, —
say of a violent derangement of a bodily organ ; but
that derangement is not the sensation, and in ac-
counting for it we must look not merely to the sen-
sation, but the properties of the organ affected. A
sensation may, in like manner, be the occasion of a
new thought arising, but the thought should not be
confounded with the sensation; the sensation is not
even the cause of the thought. Such a sensation in
a plant (supposing it to be capable of feeling), such
a sensation in one of the lower animals, would give
rise to no such thought. The sensation can origin-
ate the thought only by stirring up a mental ca-
pacity in the soul, which mental potency is to be
regarded as the main element in the complex cause.
And yet this essential ‘element is inexcusably, cul-
pably overlooked by the Sensational School, when
they derive all our thoughts from sensations. They
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make the mere auxiliary or stimulating condition
the producing power, as if, to use a homely illustra-
tion, we. should make the setting of the pointer,
which roused the attention of the sportsman, the
cause of the killing of the bird shot by him. The
mind of man, consciousness being the witness, does
entertain a vast variety of ideas, some of them of a
very elevating character, such as those we entertain
of God, and good, and eternity. I doubt whether
these are the product of sensations in any sense. Of
this I am sure, that they do not proceed from sen-
sations except when sensations are employed and
moulded by lofty mental faculties, which faculties,
and not the sensations, are the main agents in the
production of the effect ; and they should have their
nature, laws, and modes of action unfolded by any
one who would give us a correct theory of our men-
tal operations. )

By insisting on such points as these, we lay an
effectual arrest on those rash speculations of our day
which derive man’s loftiest ideas from so low and
subordinate an agent as sensation.



CHAPTER V.

MIND, PERSONALITY, PERSONAL IDENTITY, SUBSTANCE.

! /l R. MILL admits fully the veracity of conscious-
ness and the reality of the facts attested by it
(see 0, &,1.) But his view of the objects of which

it is cognizant is very defective. It seems to be de-

rived, through Mr. James Mill and Dr. Thomas
Brown, from Iume and the Sensational School of
France. Condﬂlaé, and those who followed him,
designated all the states of the mind by the words
sentir and sensibilité, which conveniently embraced
two such different things as sensations excited by out-
ward objects, and mental emotions, such as hope and
fear. We have no such pliable word in our tongue,
and Brown, who caught so much of the French spirit,
had to adopt a narrower phrase when he habitually
represents all states of mind as Feelings: thus he
speaks of “feelings of relation” and “feelings of
approbation,” both of which imply judgment. Mr.
James Mill says, “In the very word feeling, all that,
is implied in the word consciousness is involved.”
And now we find Mr. J. S. Mill declaring “a feeling

|and a state of consciousness are, in the language of
(88)
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philosophy ” [that is, in the philosophy of Thomas
Brown and James Mill], “equivalent expressions:

everything is a feeling of which the mind is con-
scious ; everything which it feels, or, in other Words,l

which forms a part of its own sentient existence.”
Again, “Feeling, in the proper sense of the term, is

a genus of which Sensation, Emotion, and Thought
are the subordinate species.” (Logic, B. 1. ¢. iii. § 3.)
Of course Mr. Mill is at liberty to choose his own
nomenclature, and use it in the signification he thinks
fit to attach to it. But others have an equal liberty
to reject it and give their reasons. It seems to me
an unwarrantable use of:the phrase to make Feel-
mgs embrace Thought, and I may add Volition ; and
those who so use it will be found, in spite of them-
selves, and of all explanations, understanding the
word in its habitual and proper signification ; and
when all other ideas and resolutions are spoken of
as “feelings,” the impression will be left that they
are part of our sentient and (at best) emotional
nature.

Mr. Mill claims the liberty of examining all the
facts of consciousness, and of resolving them if he
can into simpler elements. I freely grant him this
power. Our sensations, he grants, are simple and
original. But I have argued that when we are con?
scious of a sensation, we are always conscious of self]
as sentient. Now I am quite ready to allow Mr.
Mill or any other to reduce the self to something
more elementary. But I am sure no components,
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which did not contain self, could give us self. Surely
our perception of self could not be given by mere
sensations, that is, by sensations in which self is not
mixed up. We are as conscious of the self as of
the sensation ; and the sensation could as little give
us the self as the self could give the sensation. It
should not be forgotten that this self appears in all
our other mental exercises,— thus showing that it
is more essential than our very sensations; it is
found in our memories, beliefs, imaginations, judg-
ments, emotions, and volitions. We are conscious
of these not separately or as abstracts; but of
self as remembering, self as believing, self as imag-
ining, self as judging, self as under feeling, self as
willing.

This self is what I call a Person. Thus under-
stood, it is altogether correct to say that we are con-
scious of ourselves as persons. Not that we are
conscious of personality as a separate thing ; we are
conscious in one concrete act of this person as sen-
tient, or as thinking, or resolving. I believe that the
infant, that the child, does not separate the two.
Even the mature man seldom draws the distinction
unless, indeed, he be addicted to reflection, or has to
speak of the ego and the non ego. It is only on our
remembering the self, and finding it necessary to dis-
tinguish between the various states of self, and on
our discovering that there are other conscious beings
besides ourselves, that we ever think of forming to
ourselves the abstraction personality, or taking the
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trouble to affirm that we are the same persons to-
day as we were yesterday, or that we are different
from all other persons.

So much for our consciousness of our present self,
or of ourselves as persons. The truth now evolved
enables us to develop the exact psychological nature
of our conviction of personal identity. In all our
waking moments we have a consciousness of a
present self. But in every exercise of memory we
have a remembrance of a past self. We remember
the event as in past time. We remember it as an
experience of self. Thus, in remembering that we
visited the London Exhibition, we recollect not mere-
ly the Exhibition, but ourselves as seeing it. True,
this recollection of ourselves may be very faint in
comparison with that of the brilliant objects wit-
nessed ; and, from laws of memory to be afterwards
referred to, it may very much disappear; still it is
there wrapt up in one concrete act with the image
of the external things. In this remembrance of
ourselves we have more than a recollection of a past
thought or a past feeling, say of the feeling we had
when visiting the Exhibition ; we remember the feel-
ing as a feeling of self. Here, as in so many other
cases which will come under our notice, Mr. Mill has
failed to apprehend and unfold all that is in the fact
of consciousness. “The feeling I had yesterday,” is
his account (Logic, B.1 c. iii § 2), “is gone never to
return; what I have to-day is another feeling ex-
actly like the former, but still distinet from it.” This
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is not the correct statement. What I had yesterday
was a conscious self under one affection, say grief;
what I have to-day is also a conscious self under, it

lmay be, a like affection of grief; or it may be under

a different affection, say joy. Having thus a past
self brought up by memory, and a present self’ un-
der consciousness, we compare them and affirm that

they are the same. This is simply the expression of
the fact falling under the eye of consciousness. Let
Mr. Mill, if he choose, try his sharp analysis upon it.
If he does so, he will find the edge of his instrument
bent back as he would cut it. It is a rock, itself
needing no support, but fitted to act as a foundation.
It is a selfevident truth, attained by the bare con-
templation of the objects ; and no one can be made
to come to any other decision, or to allow that he
is a. different person now from what he was when
he recollects himself at some given instant in the
past.

We see what is meant by personality and personal
identity. We can express both these, without wrap-
ping them in that awful mystery in which they have
so often been made to appear. Personality is the
JIself of which we are conscious in every mental act.
‘Personal identity is the sameness of the conscious

self as perceived at different times. The phrases do
not point to some unknown essence, apart from or
behind the known thing. They simply designate an
essential, an abiding element of the thing known.
As the personality and personal identity appear, we
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are entitled to insist that they be brought out to
view and expressed in every proper science of psy-.;
chology. One of Aristotle’s definitions of the soul 2
is “that (vovro) by which we live, and feel, and un-
derstand.”! ~Some have charged him with intro- don
ducing an unmeaning phrase when he mentions not

¢

only certain qualities of the soul, but a that by which#®
we exercise the qualities. But Aristotle was far too
comprehensive and accurate a thinker to omit"the
7oUT0, by which, no doubt, he meant to designate a
thing, an existence, or rather a thing having exist-
ence, and capable of living, feeling, understanding.
As we advance, we shall see that Mr. Mill is obliged
to use similar phrases to denote the permanent thing
that abides, amid the changes of attribute or ex,-)
ercise. In ordinary circumstances, no doubt, our at-
tention is directed most forcibly to the changing
clement, to the action and new manifestation, and
may allow the other, which is ever the same, to fall
very much into what Mr. Mill calls “obliviscence.”
But it is the office of the careful psychologist to ob-
serve it; to bring it out from the shade in which it
lies; and to give this conscious self, this remembered |-
self, this identical self, the same place in his system
as it has in the mind of man.

We are now in circumstances to judge of Mr.
Mill’s account of mind, and his psychological theory
of the nature and genesis of the idea we form of it.

'H yoxiy 6 Todro & (ouev, kal aloba-  Abdyog Tic &y ein kal eldog, aAX oy ¥Aq
véueba, xal davobouefa mpbroc” Gote kal 10 Vmokeiusvov.— De Anima, 13. 2.
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In framing these he has neglected to look carefully
and patiently at the actual facts of consciousness,
both in regard to the idea and conviction, and the
elements out of which he would fashion it. He ac-
knowledges that mind involves some sort of notion

+%of what Kant calls Perdurability. Ie begins, indeed,

by telling us that “we neither can know nor imagine
it, exeept as represented by the succession of mani-
fold feelings which metaphysicians call by the name
of states or modifications of mind.” (p. 205.) I have
put in italics the words which Mr. Mill uses, must
use, to express the facts; the words which correspond
to the 70070 of Aristotle. He goes on to say, “It is
nevertheless true that our notion of Mind, as well as
of Matter, is the notion of a permanent something

contrasted with the perpetual flux of the sensations
and other feelings or mental states which we refer to
it; a something which we figure as remaining the
same, while the particular feelings through which it
reveals its existence change.” This is an inadequate
account of the idea and conviction entertained by us
i mature life. We do not refer the mental states
to if, we know it in a particular state. We do not
figure self as remaining the same, we judge or de-
cide the conscious self of to-day to be the same as
the conscious self of yesterday remembered by us.
It does mot reveal itself through feelings, we know
was feeling, the one being as immediate as the other.

Nevertheless his account, though confused and
never exactly hitting the facts, is a very remarkable
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one. We must look at it carefully:— “Besides
present feelings, and possibilities of present feeling,
there is another class of phenomena to be included
in an enumeration of the elements making up our
conception of mind. The thread of consciousness,
which composes the mind’s phenomenal life, consists
not only of present sensations, but likewise in part
of memories and expectations. Now, what are
these? In themselves, they are present feclings,
states of present consciousness, and in that respect
not distinguished from sensations. They all, more-
over, resemble some given sensations or feelings, of
which we have previously had experience. But
they are attended with the peculiarity, that each of
them involves a belief in more than its own exist-
ence. A sensation involves only this: but a remem-
brance of sensation, even if not referred to any,
particular date, involves the suggestion and belief
that a sensation, of which it is a copy or representa
tion, actually existed in the past: and an expectation
involves the belief, more or less positive, that a sen—l
sation or other feeling to which it directly refers,
will exist in the future. Nor can the phenomena in-
volved in these two states of consciousness be ade-
quately expressed, without saying, that the belief
they include is, that I myself formerly had, or that I
myself, and no other, shall hereafter have, the sensa-
tions remembered or expected. The fact believed is,
that the sensations did actually form, or will here-
after form, part of the selfsame series of states, or
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threads of consciousness, of which the remembrance
or expectation of those sensations is the part now
present. If; therefore, we speak of the mind as a
series of feelings, we are obliged to complete the
statement by calling it a series of feelings which is
aware of itself as past and future: and we are re-
duced to the alternative of believing that the Mind,
or Eyo, is something different from any series of
feelings or possibilities of them, or of accepting the
paradox, that something which ex Zypothesi is but a
series of feclings, can be aware of itself as series.”
(pp- 212, 218.) This surely is an excessively round-
about and far-fetched account of a very clear fact, in
order to suit it to an empirical theory. Making the
mind “a thread of consciousness,” “a series of feel-
ings,” he is obliged to give to this thread or series a
set of attributes, such as that it is aware of itself, in
order to make it even in appearance embrace the
obvious phenomena. He prefaces the above by an
acknowledgment that “the theory has intrinsic diffi-
culties [they are those stated] which it seems to me
beyond ‘the power of metaphysical analysis to re-
move.” The intrinsic difficulties are very much the
creation of the theorist. We decline certainly being
shut up to the position, that the mind is “a series of
feelings aware of itself” for if thus aware of it-
self, 1t is morc than a series; the genuine fact
is that the mind is aware of itself as abiding.
But as little do we consent to take the other
alternative, that the mind is something differ-
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ent from the series of feelings; it is an abiding ex-4%4
istence with a series of feelings.

He adds, “the truth is, we are here face to face
with that final inexplicability at which, as Sir Wil-
liam Hamilton observes, we inevitably arrive whenp
we reach ultimate facts” As finding himself shut
up to such an issue, he should have exercised more
patience in dealing with those who, like Reid, Kant,
and Hamilton, have been painfully striving to give
an adequate account of these ultimate facts. If he
says they are beyond investigation or expression, 1
meet him with a direct denial. The operations are
within consciousness, and we can observe and co-
ordinate them. The fact 1s, Mr. Mill himself has
been trying to unfold them, but has given a very in-
sufficient and perplexed rendering. “The true in-
comprehensibility perhaps is, that something which
has ceased, or is not yet in existence, can still be in
a manner present: that a series of feelings, the in-
finitely greater part of which is past or future, can
be gathered up, as it were, into a single present con-
ception, accompanied by a belief of reality. 1 think,
by far the wisest thing we can do, is to accept the
inexplicable fact, without any théory as to how it
takes place” This is a most circuitous and inade-
quate, I believe, indeed, an inaccurate statement of
the fact. That which has ceased to exist is not
present; it is the remembrance, which is a very dif
ferent thing, that is presént. The future is not

gathered into the present; we at the present antic-
7
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ipate the future. We cannot, of course, give a
theory of the production of an ultimate fact, but we
can state it correctly, and even, I believe, seize and
express its law.

Let us inquire what he malkes of the fact accord-
ing to his Psychological Method. We shall find him
accumulating statements which bring in new ideas,
without his being able to reduce them even to an
apparently consistent system, or to resolve them into
simpler elements. “The belief I entertain that my
mind exists, when it is not feeling, nor thinking, nor
conscious of its own existence, resolves itself into a
belief of a Permanent Possibility of these states.
If T think of myself as in dreamless sleep, or in the
sleep of death, and believe that I, or in other words
my mind, is or will be existing through these states,
though not in conscious feeling, the most scrupulous
examination of my belief will not detect in it any
fact actually believed, except that my capability of
feeling is not in that interval permanently destroyed,
and 1s suspended only because it does not meet with
the combination of outward circumstances which
would call it into action: the moment it did meet
with that combination it would revive, and remains,
therefore, a Permanent Possibility.” (p. 205.) It
could be shown that at this place we are brought
very nearly to the doctrine of Hume, who represents
the mind as “a bundle or collection of different per-
ceptions,” to which we are led, by certain tendencies,
to give a fictitious identity. (See Works, vol. i pp.
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318-334.) DBut we have here to do not with Hume
but with Mr. Mill, who represents mind as a series
of feelings, with a belief of the permanent possibility
of its states. It is admitted, then, that there is more
than feelings, more than even a series of feélings,
there is belief. Surely My. Mill might have inquired
more particularly into the nature of this belief, and
be might then have seen that it is quite as note-
worthy a phenomenon and quite as essential to the
mind as the very feelings themselves ; he might have
found that it is quite as “ultimate” as the belief
in the veracity in memory is acknowledged to be
(see ¢.); or rather he might have found it involved
in that ultimate belief.

Observe how mental attributes are growing in
number, without an attempt to reduce them to sim-
pler elements. He seems to allow that they cannot
be resolved into sensation. “They are attended
with the peculiarity that each of them involves a
belief in more than its own present existence. A
sensation involves only this” There is a “belief,” a
¢ permanent” something. Mark that we have now
Time. He has stolen in imperceptibly (time always
does so0), but we should notice him now that he is
in; and we are entitled to ask him what he is and
whence he has come; and he is far too important a
personage to allow himself to be dismissed at our
wish. It is a permanent possibility, we decide that
there may be things in this enduring time. Observe
what we have now gathered together. We have

‘
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sensations ; we have a series of sensations; we have
a belief; we have a belief in time; a belief in time
as permanent, and of possibilities in time. These
are evidently different from each other, conscious-
ness being witness. The belief is not the same as
the sensations, or the series of sensations. The per-
manence is not identical with the belief. The possi-
bility is different from the permanent. 1 know no
philosopher who has called in so many unresolved
instincts to account for our convictions of memory
and personal identity as Mr. Mill has done. His
psychological method is multiplying, instead of di-
minishing, ultimate elements. His system, so far
from being simple, is in reality very complex; and
its apparent simplicity arises merely from his never
summing up, or distinctly enunciating, the original
principles he is obliged to postulate and assume.
But I would not have objected to his system
merely because of its complexity, provided it had
embraced all the phenomena. But I deny that he
has noticed, or stated correctly, the facts of conscious-
ness. No doubt there is a belief; but it is a belief
in my past existence, conjoined with a knowledge
of my present existence. There is time, an idea of
time, and a conviction of the reality of time; but it
is in the form of a belief that I existed in time past.
There is more than a belief, there is an immediate
decision, that the present self known is the same with
the past self remembered. There is more than an
idea of mere possibility, there is the assurance that
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I did exist at a particular time, and that I who then
existed do now exist. I acknowledge that I have
no intuitive certainty that I existed every moment
of a dreamless sleep. I have intuitive assurance that
I existed when I fell asleep, and that I exist now
when I have awoke, and I am led by the ordinary
rules of evidence 1o believe that I existed in the in-
terval. Here it is that Mr. Mill’s permanent possi-
bility of feeling comes'in: I believe that had I been
awakened sooner, I should have been consciously
active as I now am. But these very possibilities all
proceed on an intuitive remembrance of self, and an
intuitive decision as to the identity of self.

Mr. Mill labors to prove that his psychological
theory leaves the doctrines that our fellow-men exist,
and that God exists, and that the soul is immortal,
where it found them. For we look on other people’s
minds as but a series of feelings like our own; and
we may regard the Divine Being as “a series of the
Divine thoughts and feelings prolonged throughout

by

eternity ;7 and our immortal existence to be “a suc-
cession of feelings prolonged to eternity.” (p.207-
211.) Now we are not yet in a position to inquire
(which is the allimportant question) whether Mr.
Mill’s theory admits of the usual arguments for the
existence of our fellow-men, and of God, and of an
immortal life ; or whether, if it cannot adopt the old
arguments, it furnishes new ones. But before leav-
ing our present subject I may remark, that the com-
mon doctrine, which I believe to be the true one,
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and which I have endeavored to enunciate philosoph-
ically, is much more in accordance with our cher-
ished convictions and sentiments than the subtle one
defended by Mr. Mill. As believing that I myself
am more than a series of feelings, that I have a per-
manent existence amid all mutations, I can, on evi-
dence being adduced of their existence, take the
same view of my fellow-men, of my friends, and my
family ; thatis, I can look upon them as having not
only a permanent possibility of feelings, but a perma-
nent personality, round which my affections may clus-
ter and which leads me to treat them as responsible
beings like myself. e says elsewhere (Logic, B. 1.
c. xxiv. § 1): ¢ My belief that the Emperor of China
exists is simply my belief that if I were transported
to the imperial palace, or some other locality in Pekin,
I should see him. My belief that Julius Ceesar ex-
isted is my belief that I should have seen him if I
had been present in the field of Pharsalia, or the
scnate-house at Rome.” This is to reverse the
proper order of things, and to confuse all our con-
ceptions. Looking on ourselves as persons with a
permanent being, on evidence produced of their ex-
istence, we take the same view of the Emperor of
China and Julius Ceesar, and thus believe that if we
were in Pekin we should see the one, and that if we
had been in the battle of Pharsalia we should have
seen the other. The picture presented of the Divine
Being, in this new philosophy, will appear to the
great body of mankind to be unattractively bare
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and unmeaning, or rather in the highest degree
shadowy, uncertain, and evanishing; and they will
rejoice when they are invited to contemplate Him
instead as Jehovah, I am HAT I Ay, the independent
and self-existent One. I am not inclined to urge
our conviction of personality and personal identity
as in itself a proof of our immortality ; but in con-
structing the cumulative argument, and cherishing
the hope of a life beyond the grave, I feel it satisfac-
tory to regard myself, I believe on suflicient evidence,
not as a permanent possibility of fecling, but a per-
manent being, the same in the world to come as in
this.

We may now combine the results which we have
reached. In every conscious act we know an exist-
ing thing, which when we begin to reflect we learn
to call self, manifesting itself in some particular way
which we are taught to regard as an attribute.
Again, in all remembrance, we recollect self as exer-
cising some particular attribute in time past, and we
know self as now remembering ; and on comparing
the two we decide that they are the same. This is
a bare statement of the facts, as they daily present
themselves. I defy Mr. Mill, or any other mental
analyst, to reduce these facts of consciousness to
fewer or simpler elements. In all consciousness, I
have a knowledge of self as a person; in all remem-
brance, a recollection of self as a person; and in
the comparison of the two a perception of their
identity.
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And let it be observed, that both in the conscious
self and the recollected, we have the self perceived
by us as operating in a great number of ways, with
thoughts and emotions in infinite variety. We come,
too, to discover (in a way which will come under our
notice below) that there are other beings besides
ourselves, who have the same personality and iden-
tity, and the like incalculable number and diversity
of ideas, wishes, and feelings. As we begin to re-
flect on all this, and as we would speak about it, and
make ourselves intelligible, we find it convenient to
have a word to denote that which abideth in us, and
is the same in us and in others. We have such a
word in Substance, and we say that “mind is a sub-
stance.” In saying so, we mean nothing more than
this, that in us and in others there is (1.) an exist-
ing thing ; (2.) operating; (3.) with a permanence.
But in saying this, we say much, that is, we make a
statement full of meaning. By multiplying words
of description or explanation we should only con-
fuse and perplex the subject, which may be clearly
discerned if only we look steadily at it, and weigh
the several parts which make up the indissoluble
whole.

And here I feel myself called on to state that no
doctrine of modern philosophy, not even the ideal
theory, or theory of representative ideas, so con-
demned by Reid and exposed by Hamilton, has
wrought such mischief in speculation as that of
Locke in regard to substance. His statements on this
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subject are unsatisfactory throughout, and when
they were attacked by Stillingfleet, he defended
them by a sparring and fencing unworthy of such
a lover of truth; he employed himself in repelling
the objections of his opponent, instead of seeking to

make his own views clearer. “So that if any one
i

’

will examine himself concerning the notion of W

pure substance in general, he will find he has n
other idea of it at all, but only a supposition of h
knows not what support of such qualities, as ar
capable of producing simple ideas in us.” (Essay, B.
moc xxiil. § 2.) In the controversy he affirms and
re-affirms that he does not deny the existence of

substance, or that we have an idea of it, and is very
ind.j_g'nant with Stillingfleet for saying that he
does. But he makes it to be “the support,” but
“unknown ” support, of qualities. As the support
was something unknown, Berkeley in the next age
did a good service to philosophy by discarding it
altogether, so far as matter is concerned. But in the
succeeding age the avenger came, and Hume took
away the unknown substratum from mind, as Berke-

ley had done from body. Reid rushed in to save
fundamental truth; but he did not show his usual
shrewdness and wisdom when he retained Locke’s
“substratum,” and argued so tenaciously that the
known quality intuitively suggests an unknown sub-

stance. We should have bheen saved a world of con-
fused and confusing controversy if Reid, when aban-
doning Locke’s “idea,” had also rejected his ¢ un-

Zl
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known support of qualities” Kant met the Scottish
sceptic in a still more unsatisfactory manner, when
he allowed that by the outward senses and by the
internal consciousness we perceive only the phenom-

enon, and then referred us to some noumenon beyond.
In the schools which have ramified from Kant, the

question has ever since been, Is_there merely a
phenomenon, or is_there a noumenon also? Sir

William Hamilton in this, as in so many other topics,
has endeavored to combine Reid and Kant. He
identifies the phenomenon of the German, with the
quality of the British, philosophy; he argues that
the quality implies the substance, and the phenom-
enon the noumenon, but makes the substratum or
noumenon unknowable. Mr. Mill takes much direct-
ly or indirectly from Hume; he favors in Kant all
that is destructive; he allows to Hamilton all his
negative positions: and so we find him building on
the miserably defective views which they have given
of substance. “As our conception of body is that
of an unknown exciting cause of sensations, so our
conception of mind is that of an unknown recipient or
percipient of them, and not of them alone, but of all

Jour other feelings.  As body is the mysterious some-

thing which excites the mind to feel, so mind is the
mysterious something which feels and thinks.” (Logic,
B. 1 c iii. § 8) He finds no great difficulty, as
Hume had done before him, in putting aside this un-
known and mysterious something. And it is high
time, I think, that those metaphysicians who defend
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radical truth should abandon this unknown and un-
knowable substratum or noumenon, which has ever
been found a foundation of ice, to those who would
build upon it. Sir William Hamilton having handed
over this unknown thing to faith, Mr. Herbert Spen- /
cer has come after him, and consigned religion to it/
as to its grave,—and there, it may safely be said, it
will disturb no one, not even by sending out a ghost
from its gloomy chambers.

We never know quality without knowing sub-
stance, just as we cannot know substance without
knowing quality. Both are known in one concrete
act. We_may, however, separate them in thought. Thio 14

w2
 §
=

In contemplating any given object, such as the think-
ing self, we may distinguish between the “ thinking ”
which changes, and the “existence” which abideth.
As both are known in the concrete, so both may be

EH

said to have an existence, not an independent exist-
ence, but an existence in, or in connection with, each
other. The one always implies the other ; that is, the

thinking always implies a thinking existence, and
the thinking existence is always exercised in some
thought. Mr. Mill gets a momentary glimpse of this 4
doctrine, but does not follow it out. “We can no(S" “M
more imagine a substance without attributes, than
we can imagine attributes without a substance.”

[

(Logic, B. 1. c. iii. § 6.) Taking this view, we cannot)
without protest allow persons to speak of substance
as being something unknown, mysterious, lying far
down in a depth below all human inspection. The
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substance is known, quite as much as the quality.
True, the substance is never known alone, or- apart
from the quality, but as little is the quality known
alone, or apart from a substance. Kach should have
its place, its proper place, neither less nor more, in
every system of the human mind.

Much the same may be said of  phenomenon ” and
\“noumenon,” which, however, have a still more mys-
terious meaning than “quality” and “ substance.”
Phenomenon means an appearance, but appearance
is an abstract from a concrete ; we never see an ap-
pearance apart from a thing appearing. It is the
object appearing to the subject seeing it. If the
phrase is to be retained in philosophy, let us under-
stand what is meant by it. Let us not as we employ
it deceive ourselves by imagining that we have, or
can have, an appearance apart from a thing appear-
ing. A phenomenon is a thing manifesting itself to
us, as a quality is a thing in action or exercise. As
to the “noumenon,” it is not so easy to determine
what can be meant by it. If it signifies the thing
perceived by the mind, this is neither less nor more
than the phenomenon. If it means a thing per-
ceived by no mind, I allow that there are certainly
things existing not perceived by the human mind,
but then these things may be perceived by other
minds, — I suppose must certainly be perceived by
the Divine Mind. But if the noumenon means
something acting as the ground of the thing mani-
festing itself, or behind it as a support, I declare that




PERSONAL IDENTITY, SUBSTANCE. 109

we have no evidence of there being such a thing,
and I can see no purpose, philosophical or practical,
to be served by it in the way of hypothesis or other-
wise. Here Mr. Mill seems to me altogether right:
“This unknown something is a supposition without

evidence.” But I abandon it, because we have a
known something ; in the case of mind a thing ex-l
isting, acting, and permanent.

But then it is said we do not know the thing in *
itself (Ding an sich). It is high time to insist on
knowing what is meant by this phrase, taken from
Kant, and with which of late years so many meta-
physicians have been conjuring. It cannot be al-|
lowed to play a part any longer till it explains itself.|
It seems full of meaning, and yet I believe that if
we prick it, it will be found to be emptiness. I un-
derstand what is meant by the thing ; it is the ob-
ject existing. But what is meant by in etself? 1
acknowledge no ifself beside, or besides, or beyond
the thing. I confess to be so stupid, as not to be|
able to form any distinct idea of what is meant by
the thing in itself. If it mean that the thing, the
whole thing, is within the thing, I have about as
clear a notion of what is signified as I have of the
whale that swallowed itself If it mean that there )
is a thing, in addition to the thing as it manifests it-/
self, and as it exercises property, I allow that, for
aught I know, there may be many such things. My
knowledge of the thing, of all things, nay, of anyl

‘
1/, 1
Har
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one thing, is confessedly limited. As to what may
be beyond the phenomenon, the thing as it appears
to me, and to others who may report to me, I ven-
ture to say nothing, as I can know nothing about it.
‘Bu‘n believing that no other man knows anything
«about it any more than I do, I protest against its
abeing represented as being a support of the thing
gknown, or in any way essential to it. Though I
were to get new faculties and know that great un-
known, I am not sure that it would make the thing
known the least clearer, in any way more mysterious
or less mysterious than it now is. As it is confessed-
Iy unknown, I can trace no relation of dependence,

|

or of anything else between it and the known.
Lying as it does in the region of darkness which
compasses the land of light, I think it best to leave
it there.

We are thus brought to the doctrine which com-
mends itself to our first thoughts, that we know
self immediately as existing, as in active operation,
and with a permanence. This primitive knowledge
furnishes a nucleus round which we may gather
other information, by experience and by reasoning,
till we come at last to clothe mind with qualities so
many and varied that it is difficult to classify them.
I confess I grudge the school of Comte the epithet
“Positive.” It is a title which they have no right to
appropriate to their crude system, which observes
only the more superficial facts in these two wondrous
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worlds of mind and matter. I have in these two
last chapters stated what I believe to be true positive
doctrine in regard to mind, that is, the expression
of the facts without addition or omission or hy-
pothesis.



CHAPTER VI.

BODY.

E have now to face a more perplexing subject,
the idea and conviction which we have in' re-
gard to an external world, the way in which we reach
these, and the objective reality involved in them.
In this border country there has been a war for ages
in the past, and there is likely to be a war for ages
in the future. There are real difficulties in the in-
quiry, arising from the circumstance that conscious
mind and unconscious matter are so different, —
while yet they have an evident mutual relation, and
also from the apparent deception of the senses; and
speculators have gathered an accumulation of imag-
inary ones by their refined and elaborate specula-
tions, so that now there are not only the original
obstacles in the way, but a host of traditional feuds.
I cling to the conviction that there is a doctrine of
natural realism, which, if only we could seize and
express 1t, will be found encompassed with fewer
difficulties than any far-fetched or artificial system.
Sir William Hamilton has given us a very elabor-

ate classification of the theories of sense-perception.
(112)
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It is not needful to follow him in this treatise. But
in order to correct errors and prepare the way for a
fair discussion, it may serve some good purposes to
look at the account given, of the steps involved, by
the three British metaphysicians who have given the
greatest attention to the subject. To begin with
Dr. Thomas Reid. According to him, there is, first,
an action or affection of the organism ; there is, next,
a sensationr in the mind ; thirdly, this sensation, as a
sign, suggests intuitively an external object. The
two points on which he dwells chiefly are, first, that
there is no idea between the external object and the
mind perceiving; and, secondly, that we reach a
belief in the external world intuitively, and not by
any process of reasoning. “This conviction is not
only irresistible, but it is immediate; that is, it is
not by a train of reasoning and argumentation that
we come to be convinced of the existence of what
we perceive.” ( Works, p. 259.) I believe that he
has established his two points successfully, and in
doing so he has rendered immense service to philos-
ophy. Dr. Thomas Brown gives a different account
of the operation. There is first, as in the other
theory,—indeed in all theories, — an affection of the
bodily frame ; secondly, a sensation in the mind ; and
thirdly, a reference of that to an external object as
the cause. He calls in two general mental laws to
give us the reference. The first is an intuitive law
of cause and effect, which impels us when we dis-

cover an effect to look for a cause. We have a sen-
8
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sation of resistance, of which we discover no cause
within the mind, and therefore we look for it beyond
the mind. The second law, of which he makes large
use, is that of suggestion, which connects sensations,
so that one becomes representative of others.

Sir William Hamilton and Mr. Mill are forever
criticising these two doctrines, but it may be doubted
whether either has given a clear and correct exposi-
tion of them. Hamilton, when he commenced his
edition of Reid, thought that philosopher’s views
were the same as his own (we shall see wherein
they differ immediately); as he advances, he sees
that this is not the case ; and he nowhere gives us
a precise account of Reid’s theory, which, whether
well founded or not, is consistent and easily under-
stood. As to Brown, Hamilton is forever carping at
him, as if he had a cherished determination to re-
move his system out of the way, as one that opposed
the reception of his own. The circumstance that
neither Reid’s theory nor Brown’s theory would
quite fit into his compartments, is a proof that Ham-
ilton’s classification of theories, though distinguished
by great logical power, is not equal to the diversities
of human conception and speculation. He clearly
does injustice to Brown, by insisting on making him
an idealist —he makes him a cosmothetic idealist.
Now there is no idea in Brown’s system, as there
was in the older theories. He made great use of
sensation, and was in great difficulties when he at-
tempted to show how, from this sensation, we could
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infer an external world ; but the sensation is an ex-
isting, and not an imaginary thing like the idea;
and the sensation was held by him to be an effect,
but not at all a representative, of an external and
extended object. Mr. Mill, in criticising Hamilton’s
criticism, would make Reid an idealist. (p. 177.) This
is obviously a mistake. Reid did call in a sensation
as a sign, but it was not supposed to be representa-
tive, that is, to bear any resemblance or analogy like
the old idea to the external object. All that is as-
serted of it is that we are conscious of it, which we
are not of the idea, and that it suggests a belief in
an external object intuitively, and by the appoint-
ment of Him who gave us our constitution. Mill
represents Reid and Brown as holding substantially
the same doctrine: “The difference between them is
.extremely small, and, I will add, unimportant.”
(p- 175.) Reid held that we never could reason
from the sensation within to the extended object
without. Brown labors to show that the whole pro-
cess is one of ordinary inference, proceeding always
on the intuitive law of cause and effect, aided by the
association of ideas. But Mr. Mill tells us that
“Brown also thinks that we have, on the occasion of
certain sensations, an instantaneous conviction of an
outward object.” (p.164.) I am surprised at such a
statement from one who has imbibed so much from
Brown, who so clearly represents the process as in-
volving inference. We find everywhere such pas-
sages as the following: “ Perception, then, even in
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that class of feelings by which we learn to consider
ourselves as surrounded by substance, extended- and
resisting, is only another name, as I have said, for
the result of certain associations and inferences that
flow from other more general principles of the mind.”
(Lectures, xxvi.) 1 call the theory of Brown (which
is taken from the Sensational School of France) the
Inferential, as distinguished from the Ideal theory
on the one hand, and the Intuitive theory on the
other. '

Hamilton’s doctrine differs both from that of Reid
and Brown. It is, that there is first an action of
the organism, and, secondly, a simultaneous sensation
and perception. e labors particularly to show that
sense-perception being evoked, there is nothing be-
tween it and the object, no sensation, no idea; but
that we gaze at once on the object, in fact are con-,
scious of it, conscious at one and the same time of the
ego and the non ego. Between this and Brown’s doc-
trine there is an irreconcilable difference. Brown
makes the process one of inference, implying, no
doubt, an intuition, but an intuition of a general cha-
racter bearing on all other mental operations. Hamil-
ton makes the perception primitive and original and
immediate. Hamilton also differs from Reid, but the
point is not so important. Reid makes the sensation
precede the perception; whereas Hamilton, in accord-
ance, I think, with the revelations of consciousness,
makes them contemporaneous. Both make the opera-
tion intuitive and not inferential. This doctrine of
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Hamilton is not without its difficulties. Itleaves many
points unexplained, — perhaps they are ultimate and
cannot be explained, — possibly they are so simple
that they do not need explanation. It does not pro-
fess to show how the preceding organic affection is
connected with the mental perception. Perhaps the
human faculties cannot clear up the subject. Pos-
sibly the question itself may be unmeaning, for there
may be no kow to ask about, no connection except
this, that the cognitive mind is so constituted as to
know the bodily frame with which it is so intimately
connected. This doctrine, as it is the most simple,
seems to me to be upon the whole the most truth-
like, that has yet been propounded. It does not pro-
fess to clear up all mysteries, but it embraces the
acknowledged facts, and it starts no hypotheses. I
regret the dogmatism which the author displays in
asserting it. I do not agree with him in thinking
that it can be established at once by an appeal to
consciousness. But embracing as it does only facts,
1 am inclined to adhere to it, till some facts not con-
tained in it be ascertained by physiology or psychol-
ogy, or the two combined. I am certainly not dis-
posed to abandon it for so hypothetical a doctrine as
that adopted by Mr. Mill and elaborated by Professor
Bain.

In the mature man we find certain ideas, beliefs,
and, I would add, judgments. I readily allow all of
these to be subjected to an analysis. Mr. Mill is
quite justified in declaring that “we are not at
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liberty to assume that every mental process which
is now as unhesitating and rapid as intuition was in-
tuition at its outset.” (p. 144.) At present we have
to look at the ideas and convictions which we enter-
tain in regard to the external world. I allow at
once that “we have no means of now ascertaining
by direct evidence, whether we were conscious of
outward and extended objects when we first opened
our eyes to the light” (p. 147.) I am willing, there-
fore, to consider Mr. Mill’s theory of the genesis of
our apprehension and belief. His theory seems to
be, that we can get them by means of sensations and
associations of sensation. “All we know of objects
is the sensations they give us, and the order of the
occurrence of these sensations” ¢“Of the outward
world we know and can know absolutely nothing,
except the sensations we experience from it.” (Logic,
B.1eciii. §7) The result reached by him is, that
“matter may be defined a permanent possibility of
sensations.” (p. 198.) He does not commit himself,
but he is not averse to the idea that “the non ego
altogether may be but a mode in which the mind
represents to itself the possible modifications of the
ego.” (p. 189.)

In the discussion which is forced upon us by this
doctrine, which at first sight seems so strange, there
are two points to be specially attended to: First, is
Mr. Mill’s account of the ideas and convictions which
we have concerning body correct? Under this head
our appeal must be to consciousness. I believe that
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it declares that Mr. Mill, in his analysis, commonly
leaves out the main element. A second question
has to be answered, Does Mr. Mill's hypothesis ex-
plain all that is in our apprehension and belief? In
answering this question we must be careful not to
allow him to do, what Mr. Crosse and M. Pouchet
are suspected of having done in professing to estab-
lish the doctrine of spontaneous generation by ex-
periment. Mr. Crosse is alleged to have had the
germs of the acari produced by him in his carelessly
cleaned vessels; and M. Pouchet to have had the
germs from which he derived animals in the putres-
cent matter. Certain it is, that when other persons
performed the same experiments as Mr. Crosse, tak-
ing care to exclude all organized bodies, no animals
were produced ; and M. Pasteur maintains that, if
you allow him to destroy the germs in the putres-
cent fluid, no life will appear. Now, we must keep
a strict watch on Mr. Mill, lest he be guilty of a like
oversight in deriving all our ideas and convictions
from so few germs. As we do so, we shall find that
in order to prop up the theory, which he pro-
fesses to rear on so narrow a basis, he is obliged to
add buttress after buttress in the shape of new ideas
and implied faculties. In particular, we shall find
him guilty of a very grave logical mistake: he is
ever assuming, without perceiving it, the idea which
he professes to explain. In admitting the veracity
of memory, he himself lays down a most important
principle, that we should assume the belief “for
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which no reason can be given which does not pre-
suppose the belief, and assume it to be well-ground-
ed” We shall find that in unfolding his theory of
the genesis of our ideas of body he neglects this
rule, and without being aware of it, assumes the
ideas of Externality, and Resisting Force, and Ex-
tension, which he is seeking to generate and explain
by a circuitous process. Let us look at these ideas
in the order now mentioned.

(1.) What is implied in Faternality 2 Mr. Mill says
we are aware of ourselves as a series. If I were
inclined to adopt this representation, I would say
that by externality we mean a something without
and beyond the series. But I have objected to this
account as inadequate. I have endeavored to show
that in all mental action, even in sensation, there is
a perception of self as existing; that in memory
there is a remembrance of self, and that we proclaim
the present self and the remembered self identical.
Now, by an external object I mean a thing existing,
but not this self, a thing different from this perma-
nent and identical self. I believe that our first per-
ceptions of externality are derived from things ap-
prehended as extended, as having a direction and
' stretching away in space. But as this involves ex-
tension, the consideration of it falls under next head.
For the present we must look at externality simply
as denoting an existing thing, different from, and not
part of, the ego known by self-consciousness. Mr.
Mill admits that every man comes to entertain some
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such apprehension. “I consider them (the sensa-
tions) to be produced by something not only exist-
ing independently of my will, but external to my
bodily organs and my mind.” (Logic, B. 1. ¢. ii. § 7.)
I am here to examine his account of the generation
and the nature of this idea and conviction. I have
found great difficulty in handling the subject, owing
to the gossamer character of the theory, which is
far too subtle and ingenious to be solid or true.

In conducting this whole discussion, we must be
on our guard against being misled by an ambiguity
in the use of the phrase “outward world” It may
mean the world out of the conscious mind, — this
I venture to call the extra-mental world; or it may
mean the world beyond the body,— this, for dis-
tinction’s sake, I call the extra-organic world. 1
am not sure that Mr. Mill, or Mr. Bain who helps
him to develop his system, have escaped the perplex-
ities thus arising. I insist that they are not at lib-
erty to assume the existence of the bodily frame,
and then and thus account for the idea of a world
beyond. Assuming only a series of sensations
aware of itself, they must thence generate something
exterior.

Mr. Mill thus gets the idea of externality : —“I
see a piece of white paper on a table. I go into an-
other room, and though I have ceased to see it, I
am persuaded the paper is still there. I no longer
have the sensations which it gave me; but I believe
that when I again place myself in the circumstances
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in which I had those sensations, that is, when I go
into the room, I shall again have them ; and further,
that there has been no intervening moment at which
this would not have been the case. Owing to this
law of my mind, my conception of the world at any
given instant consists, in only a small proportion, of
present sensations. The conception I form of the
world existing at any moment comprises, along with
the sensations I am feeling, a countless variety of
possibilities of sensation.” (p. 192.) I wish Mr. Mill
would employ language consistent with his theory,
and we should then be in a pesition to judge
whether he is building it up fairly. As yet we know
nothing of “white paper,” “a room,” “another
room ; ” least of all can we be aware of being placed

»”

I “circumstances:” all which certainly imply the
very externality he is seeking to gender. We may
believe that Mr. Mill does not forget, but it is neces-
sary to warn his readers against forgetting, that we
have yet only one sensation succeeding another.
He refers to “a law of mind.” The law he postu-
lates is, “that the human mind is capable of Expect-
ation. In other words, that after having had actual
sensations, we are capable of forming the conception
of possible sensations” (p. 190.) It is one of the
many postulates he is ever making. His assumptions
are far from being the fewest and the simplest fitted
to explain the phenomena. If he had postulated
that in every act of sense-perception we apprehend
a something external, the facts would have been ex-
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plained much more satisfactorily. But let us go on
with his explication. He calls attention to the cir-
cumstance, that “the sensations are joined in
groups,” so that “we should have, not some one sen-
sation, but a great and even an indefinite number
and variety of sensations, generally belonging to
different senses, but so linked together that the
presence of one announces the possible presence, at
the same instant, of any or all the rest” (p. 194.)
But let it be observed that we do not yet know that
the sensations belong to different senses, or come
from different parts of the body, and the groups of
sensations can no more give us externality than the
individual sensations. But then “we also recognize a
fixed order in our sensations”” We have not yet
cause and effect, but we have “an order of succes-
sion which, when ascertained by observation, gives
rise to the ideas of cause and effect.” “« Whether we
are asleep or awake, the fire goes out, and puts an
end to one particular possibility of warmth and light.
Whether we are present or absent, the corn ripens
and brings a new possibility of food.” I have again
to remind Mr. Mill’s readers that we do not yet know
that we have bodies to sleep or wake ; the sleeping
and ‘waking, the fire and the corn, arc all in us as
sensations. The “present” and the “absent” slip
in very dexterously ; but as yet we know no place
at which we are present, or from which we may be
absent. The incipient cause and effect are as yet
mere antecedence and consequence within the mind.
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“ When this point has been reached, the Permanent
Possibilities in question have assumed such unlike-
ness of aspect, and such difference of position rel-
atively to us, from any sensations, that it would be
contrary to all we know of the constitution of human
nature that they should not be conceived as, and
believed to be, at least as different from sensations
as sensations are from one another.” (p. 196.) Still,
all is within the thread of consciousness. But then
it is said there is something in our “constitution”
that makes us believe the possibilities to be different
from sensations. I am glad of an appeal to our con-
stitution, in which there is more, I believe, than Mr.
Mill has unfolded. Yet I fear that the actual appeal
is in no way complimentary. Our constitution
makes us believe this « possibility ” of sensations to
be different from the sensations. But Mr. Mill does
not say, and would not say, that our constitution is
right in all this, or that there is any reality corre-
sponding to the belief. I am not quite sure to what
law of our constitution he refers. If it be his favorite
principle of association of sensations, it is clear that
it cannot help him, for the associated sensations are -
all in the mind ; and if a train of sensations could
give us (which, I believe, it cannot) what is not in
the ideas, it must be in virtue of some power in the
train which is not unfolded. If he mean the ten-
dency, on which he dwells so much elsewhere, to give
an external reality to things within, I admit that
there is such a tendency in loose thinking ; but then
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it is in minds that have already reached a knowledge
of something outward, and it is for Mr. Mill to show,
which would be difficult, that it could exist in a mind
that as yet had no idea of externality. I cannot see
that by cither process Mr. Mill has got the concep-
tion of an outward world, and I am sure that neither
process would justify our belief in the reality of
such a world. A belief generated by an accidental
or fatalistic association might be error quite as
readily as truth, and the disposition to give an ex-
ternal embodiment to internal feelings is avowedly
llusory. Alrcady we see those flaws in the founda-
tion which render the whole structure insecure, and
malke it impossible for man to be certain that he can
reach any truth beyond the consciousness of the
present sensation.

Our author now crosses at one leap the widest
gulf of all. “We find that they (possibilities of
sensation) belong as much to other human or sen-
tient beings as ourselves.” ¢ The world of possible
sensations, succeeding one another according to
laws, is as much in other beings as in me; it has
therefore an existence outside me ; it is an external
world.” But where in the procession of internal
feelings which has passed before us can other human
beings come in? “I conclude that other human
beings have feelings like me; because, first, they
have bodies like me, which I know in my own case
to be the antecedent condition of feelings; and be-
cause, secondly, they exhibit the acts and other out-
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ward signs which in my own case I know by expe-
rience to be caused by feelings” Doubtless, if we
had got our bodily frames as out of ourselves, the
argument might have been conclusive. He tells us
that we observe bodies which do not call up sensa-
tions in our consciousness ; and since they do not do
so in my consciousness, I infer that they do it out
of my consciousness. The inference might be legit-
imate, provided we had otherwise got an apprehen-
sion of things out of and beyond the consciousness.
All reasoning is usually said to be from what we
know ; but in this inference we have in the conclu-
sion what is not in the premises. Or, if we take
My. Mill’s theory of reasoning, that it is from partic-
ulars to particulars, by some sort of registered ob-
servation, the argument is seen to be equally falla-
cious; for we have no register of objects out of
ourselves to authorize us to infer that these possibili-
ties constitute an external world. I am not at all
sure that Mr. Mill (p. 207) has cause to condemn
Reid, when he maintains that a like position taken
by Hume lands us in a system of solitary egoism, or,
as Mr. Mill expresses it, that « the non ego altogether
may be but a mode in which the mind represents
to itself the possible modifications of the ego.” I
am convinced that it is not by such a process, that
babies come to believe in the existence of those who
nurse them and are round about them. So far as 1
can see, Mr. Mill has never logically got out of the
shell of the ego ; nor can I see how any one can get
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out of it, except by means of an original impulse.
I suspect that in Mr. Mill’s belief of the existence
of his fellow-men, for whose benefit he has written
so many able volumes, there is involved a spontane-
ous step more convincing than his reflex logic.

The conclusion reached is: ¢ Matter may be de-
fined, a permanent possibility of sensation.” (p. 198.)
We shall not be in circumstances thoroughly to ex-
amine this definition till we have fully unfolded, in
the next two heads, the nature of our perceptions
of Resistance and Extension, which enter essentially
into our apprehension of Matter. Considered as an
account even of Externality it is defective. 1 believe,
indeed, that it is the only result which Mr. Mill can
reach from his induction or his premises. It should
be observed that he does not, as some would expect
him, define matter the Cause of scnsations. Mr.
Mill says what he means, and means what he says,
when he describes Matter as the Possibility, not the
cause of sensations. Dr. Brown, by help of in-
genuity and twisting, could reach a cause, for he
called in an intuitive conviction, which impels us
when we discover a phenomenon to look for a cause;
and when, as in the case of certain sensations, we
cannot get a cause within, we are driven to seek it
without. His theory, however, was after all defect-
ive, for it makes matter, as a cause, unknown, whereas
we know matter, as we shall see forthwith, as resist-
ing our effort, and as extended. But Mr. Mill cannot
be sure, and does not profess to be sure, that he has
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reached matter even as an unknown cause. For our
sensations have no discoverable causes within the
mind; and as we have no sensitive experience of
sensations having causes, and no original conviction
constraining us to seek for a cause, it is quite con-
ceivable that they have no causes. But do these
“ possibilities” amount to the idea, which we have,
of an outward world? So far as we have gone, we
do not seem to be beyond the “series of feelings,”
for the idea we have got is simply of possibilities of
My. Mill thinks that “both philosophers
and the world at large, when they think of matter,

sensation.

conceive it really as a Permanent Possibility of Sen-
sation.” (p. 200.)*. The “permanence” is really an
important element, presupposing the idea of time,
and of the past and the future; all of which carry
us into a region high above sensation, and imply
mental faculties with an extensive capacity and wide
But not even with this addition does the
description come up to the reality, I mean mental
reality. Mr. Mill says that these “Permanent Pos-
sibilities” are now “conceived as, and believed to
be, as different from sensations as sensations are

range.

1 Mr. Mill (p. 200) admits that the
majority of philosophers faney that
matter is something more, and that
the world at large, if asked the ques-
tion, would undoubtedly agree with
the philosophers. But then he ac-
counts for this ‘“imaginary concep-
tion,” as he calls it, by two tendencies
of the mind, — one derived from our
observation of differences, the other

from our observation that every ex-
perience has a cause; it is thus that
we are led to suppose that things have
a substantive reality. As I do not
stand up for a substance different from
the thing known, I do not require to
examine this theory. In future chap-
ters his defective view of the compar-
ative power of the mind and of causa-
tion will be subjected to criticism.
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from one another.” (p. 196.) It should be observed
that the sensations thus discovered to be different,
are all sensations in the “series of feelings” or
“thread of consciousness.” But our apprehension
of an outward world is of something, not only differ-
ing from the sensations as one sensation differs from
another, but different from the self, which, as we
have found in last chapter, we know as sentient.
We apprehend the material object as an existing
thing, — quite as much as the self, but distinct from
the self' It never has been shown how the ego, by
reasoning or any other logical process, can give the
non ego. 1 must therefore look on the ego as having
a capacity of discovering the non ego, directly or
indirectly. Mr. Mill has utterly failed to rear up the

actual mental idea and conviction from the postu-

lated materials.

1 Professor Bain reaches the con-
clusion : ““It is quite true that the ob-
ject of consciousness, which we call
Externality, is still a mode of self in
the most comprehensive sense, but not
in the usual restricted sense of ‘self’
and ‘mind,” which are names for the
subject to the exclusion of the objeet.”
(Senses and Intellect, p. 381.) We are
accustomed to say that light exists
as independent fact, with or without
any eyes to see it. But if we consider
the case fairly, we shall see that this
assertion errs not simply in being be-
yond any evidence that we can have,
hiit also in being a self-contradietion.
We are affirming that to have an ex-
istence out of our miands which we
cannot know but as in our minds.
In words, we assert independent ex-
istence, while in the very act of doing

9

Till such time as a mean can be

so we contradict ourselves.,” (p. 385.)
Again, ““we are incapable of discuss-
ing the existenee of an independent
material world ; the very act is a con-
tradietion.” (p. 379.) At this point
extreme sensationalism and extreme
idealism, Mr. Bain and Mr. Ferrier,
meet and are one ; it would be a con-
tradiction to speak of the one as inde-
pendent of the other; they are joined
in this philosophy of identity, which
transcends that of Hegel himself! But
joking aside, it is easy to represent
the doctrine which affirms the exist-
ence of independent objects out of the
mind so as to make it contradictory ;
but there is no contradiction in the
doctrine when correctly stated. Of
course, knowledge is in a mind, but it
may be of an existence ‘“ out of our
minds.”
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pointed out by which we can reach the outward
world as an existence, I cling to the belief that the
self is endowed with a capacity of immediately know-
ing not only the self, but the not-self.

But it will be necessary to review Mr. Mill’s theory
of the genesis of our idea of Matter more carefully.
We shall find it throughout a series of assumptions,
no one of which admits of proof, and some of which
can be disproven. Often do I wish, as I examine it,
that Sir William Hamilton had been still alive to
brush away by his sweeping logic the ingenuities
which are employed to support it. “ Our concep-
tion of Matter,” says Mr. Mill, ¢ comes ultimately to
consist of Resistance, Extension, and Figure, together
with miscellaneous powers of exciting other sensa-
tions” (p. 219.) There is a palpable omission here,
for it omits those powers (specially mentioned by
Locke, Essay, B. m. c. ii. § 23), by which one body
operates upon another; “thus the sun has a power
to make wax white, and fire to make lead fluid.” It
is enough for us here to examine Mr. Mill's theory
of the production of the idea of Resistance and of
Extension.

(2.) We have certainly an idea of RESISTANCE and
a belief in it. In the mature man it becomes a per-
ception, and a conviction of an object out of the
body, or in the body, resisting an effort to move a
member of the body. In next chapter I will give
some account of the sense which reveals the resist-
ing object; for the present we are examining Mr.
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Mill’s theory. (See pp. 219-21.) “ Resistance is only
another name for a sensation of our muscular frame,
combined with one of touch.” It should be remarked
that this language is not meant to imply that we
have a muscle, or that we have skin ; the resistance
and the touch must yet be considered as sensations
in the mind. “ When we contract the muscles of
our arm, either by an exertion of will or by an in-
voluntary discharge of our spontaneous nervous ac-
tivity, the contraction is accompanied by a state of
sensation, which is different according as the locomo-
tion, consequent on the muscular contraction, con-
tinues freely or meets with an impediment. In the
former case the sensation is that of motion through
empty space” We shall see that we seem to have
no sensation of motion in empty space. When our
muscular effort is not opposed by anything without
the body, what we have is a feeling of tension, or of
one muscle resisting another. But let this pass, as
having no special connection with our present dis-
cussion. He goes on to say, that if we will to exert
our muscular force, and the exertion is accompanied
by the usual muscular sensation, but the expected
sensation of locomotion does not follow, we have
what is called the feeling of resistance, or, in other
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