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PREFAC:

-

OF the contents of this little volume the section
onn Mind and Motion which foims, in accordance
with a suggestion of the authot’s, 2 gencial intio-
duction, was deliveted at Cambiidge as the Rede
Lectuic in 1885,and was printed in the Contemporary
Rewiow for Junc in thitt year,  The chapter on Zike
World as anr ﬁzler:z‘ was published, almost as it now
stands, in the Qb%ﬂc’ﬁﬂ?’ﬂ?"_j} Review for July, 1880,
A paper on The [ allacy of Materialisme, of which
My, Romancs incorporated the moie impoitant parts
in the Lssay on Monism, was contiibuied to the
Nineteentle Century for December, 1882, The rest
was left in MS. andl was pioBably wiitten in 1889
o1 18go. i

The subjects hete discussed fiequently occupied
Mz, Rompnes keen and versatile mind, Had not
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vi Dreface

the hand of death fallen upon him while s0 much
of the ripening grain of his thought still remained
to he finally gainered, some modifications and
extensions of the views set {orth i the {dssity on
Moniatm would probably have been ntroduced.
Altention may be diawn, for example, o the
senlence on P, 139, italicized hy the author himsell
in which it is contended that ihe will as agent 7ansy
be identified with the principle of Causality, T have
reason to believe that the chapler on Zhe World
as ar Zjcet would, in a final 1cevision of the Issay
as a whole, have heen modified 50 as to lay stress
on this identificition of the human will with the
principle of Causality in the world at large——
A doctrine the telation of which to the teachings
of Schopenhauer will be cvident 1o students of
philosophy. \

But the hand of death closed on the thinker ere
his thought had received its atf and ultimate
expression,  When in July, 18{,@ I recelved fiom
My, Romanes instiictions with  segard Lo the
publication of that which now goes forth lo the
wotld in his name, his cad seegied very nedr; and
he said with falleting voice, fa toned the pathos
of which lingers with me wlilly hHut this and much
besicdes must, he {eared, be left unfinished. e
suggested that perhaps T might revise the parts in
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the light of the whole. But I have thought it
hest 1o leave what he had writlen as he wrote
it, save for quite unimportani emendations, lest in
revising I should cast over it the shadow of my
own opinions,

It only remains to add that the conclusions
reached in this Lissay should be studied in con-
nexion with the later Z7oughts on Religion which
Canon Gore has recently edited,

C.LL M,

BrisToL,
Mey, 1895,
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MIND AND MOTION

5 b
L

[REDE LECTURE, 188¢.]

L |

THE earliest writer who deserves to be called
a psychologist is Hobbes ; and if we consider the
time when he wrote, we cannot fail to be surprised
at what 1 may.term his prevision of the most im-
portant results which have now been established
by science. He was the first clearly to sound the
note which has ever since constituted the bass, or
fundamental tone, of sscientific thought, ILet us
listen to it through the clear instrumentality of his
own language 1—

“All the qualities called sensible are, in the object which
canseth them, bt so many motions of the matter by which
it presseth on our organs diversely. Neither in us that are
pressed are they anything clse but divers motions ; for
motion produceth nothing but motion. , . . The cause of
sense is the external body or object, which presseth the
organ proper to each sense, either immediately, as in taste
and touch, or mediately, g8 in hearing, seeing, and smelling;
~which pressure, by the mediation of the nerves, and other
strings and membranés of the body, continued inwards to
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7 Mind and Motlion,

et

the brain and hearl, eauseth theie o resistanoe, o1 cotiter -
pressure, 01 cndeavout., o . o And beeause gosng, spealkin,t,
and the Hike voluntmy motions, depend slways upan . pre-
cedent thought of ewhither, qhich wvey, and whal i it 1
evident that the imagination o1 idex| is the [ost internal
beginning of all voluntary motion,  And althouyh mstndied
men do not conceive any motion al all to he there, where
the thing moved is invisible ; or the space it is moved in s,
for the shoitness of it, insensible ; yet that deth nol hinder,
but that such motions are.  These smadl beginnmps of
motion, within the body of man, helote they appear m
walking, speaking, stiiking, and other visible stelions, are

1 ] 1

commonly called KNDEAVOURT,

These quotations are sufficient to show that the
system of Tlobbes was prophetic of a revelation
afterwards declared by two centuries of scientific
rescarch,  [for they show how pliinly he tanpht
that all our knowledge of the external world is
a knowledge of motion; and, again, that all our
acquisitions of knowledge and other acls of mind
themselves imply, as he clsgwhere says, some kind
of * motion, agitation, or alteration, which worketh
in the bram., That he conceived sueh motion,
agilation, or alteration to be, from its extieme
minuleness, ‘invisible” and ‘insensible,” or, as we
should now say, molecular, is likewise evident,
[ can therclore imagine the delipht with which he
would hear me speak when T osay, that it iv no
longer a matier of keen-siphted speculation, but
a matter of carefully demonstrated fuet, that all
our knowledge of the extethal world is nothing

b eviathan, p, Lochaps, 1, and yvi



Mind and HMolion. 3

more than a knowledpe of motion.  For all the
formg of energy have now heen proved 1o be but
modes of motion; and evenr matter, i not in its
ultinmle constitution vorticitl motion, at all events
i known to us only as changes of motion @ all
that we perccive in what we eall matter is change
in modes of motion. We do nol even know
what it is that moves; we only know that when
some modes of motion pass inte other modes, we
perceive what we understand by matter. 1t would
take me too long to justily this generl statement
g0 that il should be intelligible to cvery onc; but
T am confident that all persons who understand
such subjects will, when they think about i, acecept
this genceral statement as one which is universally
true,  And, if so, they will agree with Ttobhes that
all our knowledee of the external world is 2 kaow-
ledge of motion,

Now, if it would have been thus o joy to Tlabhes
to have heard to-day how thorouphly he has been
justified in his views touching the externad world,
wilh no less joy would he have heard that he has
been cqually justilicd In his views touching the
internal world,  [For it has now been proved, heyond
the possibilily of dispule, that it is only in virtue
of those invisible movements which he inferred
that the nervous system is enabled Lo perform its
varied functions.

To many among the differcat kinds of movement
going on in the external world, the animal body is
acdapted 1o respond by ils own movements as best

B2




4 Mind and Motion.

suits its own welfare ; and the mechanism wherehy
this is cffected is the neure-muscular system,
Those kindg of movement going on in the extoernal
world which are competent to evoke responsive
movements in the animal body are cidled by physi-
ologists stimuli, When a stimulus falls upon the
appropriate sensory surface, o wive of molecular
movement is sent up the altached sensory nerve
to a nerve-cenire, which thercupon issues another
wave of molccular movement down o motor nerve
to the group of muscles over whose action it
presides ; and when the muscles receive this wiave
of nervous influence they contract,  This kind of
response Lo gtimuli is purely mechanical, or non-
mental, and is ordinarily teemed reflex action,
The whole of the spinal cord and lower part of the
brain arc made up of nerve-centres of reflex
action ; and, in the resull, we have o wonderfully
perfect machine in the animal hody considered as
a whole, For while the virious sensory surfrces
are severally adapted Lo vespond Lo different Linds
of external movementi-—the cye to light, the car 1o
sound, and so on-—any of these snrfaces may be
brought into suilable relation with any of (he
muscles of the body by means of the cerehro-spinal
nerve-centres and their intercommunications.

S50 much, then, for the machinery of the hody.
We must now turn o consider the corporeal seat
of the mind, or the only part of the nervous system
wherein the agitation of nervous matter is accony-
panied with consciousness, This is composs

|



Mind and Motion. 5

o double perve-~centre, which occurs v all verles
hrated animals, and the two parts of which are
ealled the cerchral hemispheres. In man this
double nerve-centre is so large that it completely
fills the arch of the skull, as far down as the level
of the eyebrows. The two hemispheres of which
it consists meet face to face in the middle line of
the skull, from the top of the nose backwards
Lach hemisphere is composed of two conspicuously
distinct parts, called respectively the grey matter
and the while matter, The grey matler is ox-
ternal, cnveloping the white matter Jike a skull-
cap, and 1s composed of an inconceivable number
of nerve-cells connected together by aerve-ihres,
It is computed {that in a human brain there cannol
be less than a thousand millions of cells, and five
thousand millions of fibres. The white matler
is composcd only of neive-fibres, which puss down-
wards in great strands of conducting tissue to the
lower centres of the brain and spinal cord.  So that
the whole constitules one system, with the grey
matfcr of the cerebral hemispheres at the apex or
crown,

That the grey matter of the corebral hemispheres
is the exclusive seat of mind is proved in two ways,
In the first place, if we look to the animal kingdom
ag a whole, we find thal, speaking generally, the
intclligence of species varies with the mass of thiy
prey matter, O, ineother words, we find that the
process of mental evolution, on ila physical side,
has consisted in the progressive development of
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this grey matter superimposed upon the pre-esisting
nervous machinery, until iU has attained ils lalest
and maximum growth in maun,

In ihe sccond place, we find that when the prey
matter is experimentally removed from the hrain
of animals, the animals coutinue to live; but are
completely deprived of intelligence,  All the lower
nerve-centres continue to perform their maechanical
adjustment(s in response to suitable stimulation ;
but they are no fonger under the government of
the mind, Thus, for instance, when o bird iy muti-
Jated in this way, it will continue to perform all its
reflex adjustments—such as sitling on a pereh,
using its wings when thrown into the air, wind so
forth § but it no longer remembers s nest or s
young, and will starve to death in the midst of its
{ood, unless il be fed artificially.

Again, il the grey matter of only one hemisphere
be removed, the mind is laken away from the
corresponding (1. ¢, the oppmltc,) side of the hody,
while il remaing infact on the other side, for
example, il a dog be deprived of one hemisphere,
the cye which was supplied from it with nerve-
fibres continues able to sce, or to transmit -
pressions to the lower nerve-centre ealled the optic
ganglion ; for this eye will then mechunically
follow the hand waved in front of it.  Bul if the
hand should hold a picce of meat, the dog will
show no mental recognition af the meat, which of
course it will immediately scize it exposed to the
view of its other cye.  The same thing s found 1o
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happen in the case of birds: on the injured side
sensation, or the power of responding Lo a stimatlus,
remains intacl; while perecption, or the power of
moental recogmition, is destroyed,

This description applics to the grey matter of
the cerebral hemispheres as nwhole,  But of course
the question next arises whether it only actls as
a1 whole, or whether there is any localization of
different intellectunl faculties in different parts of
it., Now, in answer to this question, it has long
been known that the faculty of specch is definitely
localized in a part of the grey matier lying just
behind the forchead ; for, when this part is injured,
a man loses all power of expressing cven the most
simple ideas in words, while the ideas themselves
remain as clear as ever. It is remarkable that in
cach individual only this part of one hemisphere
appears Lo he used 5 and there is some evidence to
show that left-handed persons use the opporite side
rom right-handed, l\’fm'ﬂuw::r, when Lhe side which
is habitually in use is destroyed, the corresponding
parl of the other hemisphere beging Lo learn its
work, so thal the patient may in Llime tecover his
use of language,

Within the last few years the important  dis.
covery has been made, that by stimulating  with
clectricity the surface of the grey malter of the
hemispheres, muscular movements are evoked 3 and
that certain patches of the grey matter, when thus
stimulated, always throw into action the same
groups of muscles,  In other words, there are
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definite loenl areas of prey malter, which, when
stitoulated, throw {nto action definite groups ol
muscles,  The surlace of the cerehral hemispheres
has now heen in large measure explored and
mapped out with reference to these so-citlled motor.
centres ; and thus owr knowledge of the neoro-
muscular machinery of the higher animals (including
man) has been very preatly furtheced,  Hee Toay
obscrve parenthetically that, as the brain Is in-
sentient to injuries inflicted upon its own subslance,
none of the experiments to which T have alluded
entail any suffering {o the animals experimented
uposr; and iU s evident that the tnportant infoy-
malion which has thus been pained condd not have
been gained by any other method. 1 may also
observe that as these molor-centres occur i the
grey matter of the hemispheres, a strong probability
artses that they are notl only the motor-centres, but
also the volitional centres which originate the
intellectual commands for the contraction of this
and that group of muscles.  Unfortunately we
cannot interrogale an animal whether, when wa
stimulate a motor-centre, we arouse in the anjmal's
mind an act of will to throw the coresponding
group of muscles into actiony but thal these motor-
centres are really centres of volition in pointed to
by the fact, that clectrical stimuli have no louger
any cflfect upon them when the mental facultics of
ihe animal are suspended by ammsihetics, nor in the
cage of young animals wheve the mental ficultios
have not yet been sufficiently developed to admit
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of voluniary co-ordination among the muscles which
are concerncd,  On the whole, then, 1L is not ime
probable that on stimulating artificially these motor-
centres of the brain, n physiologist s nctually
playing from without, and at his own pleasure, upon
the volitions of the animal,

Turning, now, from this hricf description of the
structure and leading functions of the principal
parts of the nervous system, I propose to consider
whal we know about the molecular movements
which go on in diffcrent parls of this system, and
which are concerncd in all the processes of reflex ad-
jusiment, scensation, perception, emotion, instinet,
thought, and volition,

First of all, the rate at which these moleenlar
movements  travel through a nerve has  been
measwred, and found to be aboul 100 feet pur
sccond, or somewhat more than a mile a minule,
in the nerves of o frog.  Inthe nerves of a mammal
it is just about twice as fasty so that il London
were connecled with New York by means of
a mammalian nerve instend of an electrie eable,
it would require nearly a whole day for o message
LO pass.

Next, the time has also been measured which iy
required by a nerve-centre to perform its part in
a reflex action, where no thought or consclousness
is involved. This time, in the casc of the winking
reflex, and apart from the time required for the
passage of the molecular waves up and down the
sensory and motor nerves, is about 2y of 4 sccond,
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Sucl is the rate al which a nervescentre conducts
its operations when no consciousness o volition is
involved.  But when consciousness ind volilion are
involved, or when the cereheal hemispheres ae
called into play, the time required is considerably
preater,  For the operations on the put of the
hemispheres which are comprised in pereeiving
a simple sensation (such ag an electrical shock) an
the volitional act of sipnalling the perceplion, cannot
be performed in less than ¢, of a sccond, which is
nearly twice as long as the time rvequibed by the
lower nerve-centres for the performance of a reflox
action, Other experiments prove thal the more
complex an act of perception, the more tine is
requited  for its performance,  Thus, when the
experiment 15 made (o consist, not merely in
signalling a pereepiion, but in signalling one of two
or more perceptions (such as an electrical shock on
one or other of the two hands, which of five letlors
is suddenly cxposed 1o view, &), a longer time is
required for the more complex process of dise
tinguishing which of the two or more expected
stimuli is perecived, and in determining which of
the appropriate signals to make in response, The
time consumed by the cerebral heavispheres in
meeting a “dilemma’ of this kind is from } to
of a second longer than that which they consume
in the case of a simpler perception,  Therefove,
whenever mental operalions are concerned, a re-
latively much grealer time is required for o nerves
centre to perform its adjustmenis than when o
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merely mechanical  or non-mental  response s
needed s and the more complex the mental operis
tion the more time i5 necegsary.  Such may bhe
termed the physiology of deliberation.,

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

If, by means of a suitable apparatus, 4 muscle is
mide Lo record its own contlractjon, we find that
during all the time it i3 in contraction. it is under-
going a vibratory movement al the rate of about
nine pulsations per second,  What is the meaning
of this movement?  The meaning is that the act of
will in the Dbrain, which serves as & stimulus Lo the
contraction of the mluscle, is accompanicd by a
vibratory movement in the grey malter of the hrain;
that this movement is goingr on at the rate of nine
pulsations per second 3 and thal the muscle is giving
o separate or distinet conlraction in response Lo
cvery one of these nervous pulsations,  That such
is the true explanation of the vhythm in the muscle
is proved by the fact that if; instead of conlracting
a muscle by an act of the will, it be contracted by
means ol a rapid serles of clectrical shocks playing
upon its atlached nuv{, the record then furnished
shows a similar trembling going on in the muscle
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ag in the previous case; butl the tremors of contrace
tion are now no longer al the rate of nine per
sccond : they correspond beat for heat with the
interruptions of the clectrienl currents  That is Lo
say, the muscle is respouding separately to every
aeparate stimulug which it receives through the
nerve ; and further experiment shows that it is
able thus Lo keep time with the separate shocks,
even though these be made Lo follow one another
so rapidly as 1,000 per second, “Therefore wae can
have ne doubt that the slow rhythm of nine per
sccond under the influence of volitional stimulation,
represcnts the rate at which the muscle Is receiving
so many scparate impulses from the brain: the
muscle is keeping time with the molecular vibras
Lions going on in the cerebral hemispheres at the
rale of nine beats per second. Careful tracings
show that this rate cannol be increased by increasing
the strength of the volitional stimulus ; but some
individuals—and those nsually who are of ¢uicleest
intelligence— display a somewhal quicker rale of
rhythm, which may be ag high as cleven per second.
Morcover, it is found that by slimulating with
strychnine any of the centres of reflex action,
pretly ncarly the same rate of rhythm is exhibited
by the muscles thus thrown into contraction ; so
that all the nerve-cells in the body are thus shown
to have in their vibrations preliy nearly the same
period, and not 1o be able {p vibrate with any
other,  Tor no matier how rapidly the clectrical
shocks are allowed Lo play upon the grey malier
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of the cercbral hemispheres, as distinguished from
the nerve-trunks proceading from them 1o the
muscles, the muscles always show the same rhythm
of aboul ninc heals per second: the ncrve-cells,
unlike the nerve-fibres, reluse Lo keep lime with
the clectric shocks, and will only respond 10 them
by vibraling al ihecir own inirinsic 1ate of ninc
beals per sccond,

Thus much, then, for the rate of molecular
vibration which goes on in nerve-centres, But the
rale of such vibration which gocs on in sensory and
molor nerves may be very much more rapid, For
while a nerve-centre is only able {o originare a
vibration al the rate of ahout ning beals per
second, a motor-nerve, as we have alieady seen, is
able (o fransingt a vibration of atl least 1,000 beats
per sccond; and a sensory nerve which at the
surface of its expansion is able to respond differently
{o differences of musical piich, of temperature, and
even of colour, is probably able to vibrate very
much more rapidly even than this, We are not,
indeed, cutitled to conclude that the nerves of
gpecial sense vibrate in aclual unison, or syn-
chronize, with these exiernal sources of stimula-
tion; bul we are, I think, bound to conclude that
they must vibrate in some numerical proporiion
o them (else we should nel perceive objective
differences in sound, Lemperature, or colour); and
even this implies ithal they are probably able to
vibrate al some endimous rate,

With further reference to these molecular move-
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mentls in scnsory nerves, the following important
obscrvation has been made—viz, that there s a
constant 1atio between the amount of agilation
produced in a sensory nerve, and the intensity of
the concsponding sensation, This ratio Is not
a direct one,  As IPechuer states il, € Sensation
varies, not as the stimulus, but as the logarithm of
the stimulus,! Thus, for instance, if 1,000 candles
are all throwing thelr light upon the same screen,
we should require ten more candles 1o he added
before our eyes could perceive any difference in
the amouni of illumination., DButl il we begin with
only 100 candles shining upon ihe screen, we
should perccive an increase in the illumination by
adding a single candle. And what is true of sight
is cqually true of all the other senses: if any
stimulus 15 incieased, the smallest increase of sensa~
tion first occurs when the stimulus rises one per
cent. above its original intensity, Such being the
law on the side of sensation, suppose that we place
upon the optic netve of an animal the wires pro-
ceeding from a delicate galvanometer, we find thal
every time we stimulate the ecye with light, the
necdle of the galvanometer moves, showing clecs
trical changes going on iu the nerve, caused by the
molecular agitations, Now thesc electrical changes
are found to vary in intensity with the intensity of
the light used ‘as a stimulus, and they do so very
nearly in accordance with the lﬂw of sensation just
mentioned. So we say that in sensation the
cercbral hemispheres arc, as it were, acting the
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part of galvanomecters in appreciating the amount
of molecular change whicl is going on in sensory
nerves ; and that they record their readings in the
mind as faithfully as a galvanomeler records its
readings on the dial.

:

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

The same scientific instinel which led 1lobhes so
truly Lo anticipate the progress of physiology, led
him not fess Lruly Lo anticipate the progress of psyr-
chology., lfor just as he was the first Lo enunciate
the fundamentnl principle of nerve«iction in the
vibration of molecules, so was he likewise the fivst Lo
enunciate the fundamental principle of psychology
in the associalion of ideas. Andthe greal advance
of knowledge whiclt has been made since his day
with respect Lo both these principles, catitles us Lo



16 v Mind and Motion, -

i f‘h Y

L]
L

T v
bhe mucli more confident, thar even he was that they

are in some way inlimately uniled. Moreover, the
"manner in which they are so united we have begun
clearly to understand, Ior we know from our
study of nerve-action in general, that when once a
wave of invisible or molcecular movement passes
through any line of nerve-structure, jt leaves hehind
it a change in the structure such that it is after-
wards more casy for a similar wave, when started
from the same point, to pursue ihe same course.
Or, to adopt a simile from Hobbes, just as water
upon a table flows most readily in the lines which
have been wetled by a previous flow, so the
invisible waves of nerve-action pass most readily in
the lines of a previous passage.  This is the reason
why in any excreise requiring muscular co-ordina-
tion, or dexlerity, ‘practice makes perfect:’ the
nerve-centres concerned learn to perform  their
work by frequently repeating it, becausc in this
way the ncedful lines of wvave-movement in the
structure of the nerve-cenire are rendered more and
morce permeable by use. Now we have scen that
in the nerve-centres called the cercbral hemispheres,
wave-movement of this kind is accompanied with
fecling, Changes of consciousncss follow step by
step these waves of movement in the brain, and
therefore when on two successive occasions the
waves of movement pursue the same palthway in
the brain, they are attended with a succession of
the same ideas in the mind. “Thus we sce that the
iencdency of ideas to #ecur in the same order as that
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in whlch they have previously accurred, is merely'
an chverse’ expr:;sswn of the fact thal lines of wave-
movement in the brain become more and more
permeable by use, So it comes that a child can
learn its lessons by frequently repeating them; so
it is that all our knowledge is accumulated ; and so
it isthat all our {thinking is conducted,

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

C
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1o say that, whether or not these foolsteps will
ever admil of being thus tracked in detail, they
are all certainly present in the cerebral structures
of cach one of us, What we know on the side of
mind as logical sequence, is on the side of the
nervous system nothing more than a passage of
nervous cnergy ihrough one series of cells and
fibres rather than through another: what we
recognize as truth is merely the fact of the brain
vibrating in tune with Nature,

Such being the intimate relation between nerve-
action and mind-action, it has become the scienti~
fically orthodox teaching that the two stand Lo one
another in the relation of cause to effect. One of
the most distinguished of my predecessors in this
place, the President of the Royal Socicty, hay said
in one of the most cclebrated of his lecturesg p—
‘We have as much reason for regarding the mode
ol motion of the nervous system as the cause of the
stale of consciousness, as we have for regarding any
cvent as the cause of another” And, by way of
perfectly logical deduction from {ihis statement,
Professor ITuxley argues that thought and feeling
have nothing whatever 1o do with determining
aclion : they are mercly the bye-producls of cere-
biation, or, as he expresses il, the indices of changes
which are going on in the brain, Under this view
we are all whal he {erms conscious automata, or
machines which happen, as it"were by chance, to be
conscions of some of their own movements. DBut



Mind and Motron, 19

the consciousness is allogether adventitious, and
hears ithe same ineffectual relation {o the activity
of the brain as a steam-whistle beats to the activity
of a locomotive, or the striking of a clock lo the
time-keeping adjusiments of the clock-work, Here,
again, we meet with an echo of MHobbes, who
opens his work on the Commonwealih with these
words ;—

‘ Nature, the arl wheieby God hath made and governs the
world, is by the @77 of tnan, as in many other things, in this
also imitated, that it can make an aitificial animal. For
seeing life is but a motion of limbs, the beginning whereof is
in the principal part within; why may we not say, that all
anfomatn (engines that move themselves by springs and
wheels as doth a watch), have an aitificial life? Tor what
s the Jeart, but a spring; and the merwves, but so many
strings; and the joints, but so many wheels, giving motion
to the whole body, such as was intended by the aitificer!?’

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

L Lewzathan, Introduction,
C 2
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explanation of facts already known, and the hest
working hypothesis to guide us in our furdher
researches,  But it does not follow from (his that
the theory of materialism is true, “The bells of
St. Mary's over the way always ring for a quarter
of an hour before the Univewsity sermon ; yet the
vinging of the bells is nol the cause of the sermon,
although, as long as the association remains constant,
there would be no harm in assuming, for any
practical purposes, that it is so, Bul jusl as we
should be wrong in concluding, if we did not
happen to know so much about the matler as we
do, that the University scimon is produced by the
vibration of bellsin the tower of S, Mary's Church,
so wc may be similarly wrong il we were definitely
to conclude thal the sermon is produced hy the
vibration of a number of little nerve-cells in the
brain of the preacher.

Now, if time permitled, and if I supposed that
you would all care {o go"with me inlo malters of
some abstruseness, I could certainly prove that
whatever the connexion between hody and mind
may he, we have the best possible reasons for cone
cluding that it is nol a causal connexion. These
reasons are, of cowrse, extra-physiological; but
they are not on thils account less conclusive,
Within ihe limits of a lecture, however, I can
only underlake to give an outline skeleh of what
[ take to be the overwhelming argumeni against
materialism, )

We have first the general fact ihat all our know-
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ledge of motion, and so of maller, is meiely a
knowledge of the modifications of mind. That is
Lo say, all our knowledge of the external world—
including the knowledge of our own hrains—is
merely a knowledge of our own menlal states,
Let it be obseived that we do nol even require to
go so far as the irrefutable posilion of Beikeley,
that the existence of an exiernal world without the
medium of mind, or of being without knowing, is
inconceivable, It is enough to take our stand on a
lower level of abstraction, and to say that whether
or not an external world can exist apart from mi
in any absolule or inconccivable seuse, at any r.
it cannot do so for #s. We cannot think any
the facts of exteinal nature without presupposi..
the existence of a mind which thinks them ; and
therefore, so far at leasl as we are concerned, mind
i3 necessarily prior to everything else. It is for us
the only mode of existepce which is real in its own
right 3 and to ii, as {o a standard, all other modes
of existence which may be Zuferred must be referred,
Therefore, if we say that mind is a function of
motion, we arc only saying, in somecwhat confused
ierminology, that mind is a function of itself.
Such, then, I take to be a general refutation of
materialism, To use bul a mild epithet, we must
conciude that the theory is unphilosophical, seeing
ithat it assumes one thing to be produced by another
thing, in spitc of an obvious demonsiration ihat
the alleged effect is nccessarily prior to its cause.
Such, I say, is a gencral refutation of materialism,
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But this {g far from being alll  *Molion, says
Hobbes, ‘produceth nothing bhul motion ;" and
yel he {mmediately proceeds to assume thal in
the case of the brain it produces, nol enly motion,
but mind, Ile was pevfoctly vight in saying that
with respect lo its movements the animal bady
resembles an cngine or o watchy and if he had
been acquainted with the products of higher
evolution in watch-making, he might with full
propricty have argued, for instance, that in the
compensating halance, whereby a walch adjusts
its own movements in adapiation lo external
changes of lemperature, a walch s exhibiting
the mechanical aspect of volition.  And, similarly,
it is perhaps possible Lo conceive that the principles
of mechanistm might be more and more extended
in their cffects, until, in so marvellously perfected
a structure as the human brain, all the voluniary
movements of the body lm]:_,rhl. be originated in the
same mechanical manner ag are the compensaling
movements of a walch; for {his, indeed, as we
have seen, i8 no more than happend fn the cnse
ol all the nerve-centres other than the cerebral
hemispheres, I this were s0, motion would he
producing nothing bul motion, and upon the
subject of biain-action there would be nothing
further to say. Without consciousness I should
be delivering ihis lecture; without consciousncss
you would be hearing it; and all the busy brains
in this University would be conducting thelr
researches, or preparing for their examinations,
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mindlessly, Stirange as such a slatc of things
might be, still motion would be producing nothing
but motion; and, therefore, if there weie any mind
to contemplate the facls, it would encounter no
philosophical paradox: it would merely have to
conciude that such weie the astonishing possibilities
of mechanism,  But, as the facts actually stand, we
find that this is not the case. We find, indeed,
that up 1o a certain level of complexity mechanism
alone is able to peiform all the compensations or
adjustments which are performed by the animal
body ; but we also find that beyond this level such
compensations or adjustments are never performed
without the intervention of consciousness. There-
fore, the theory of automatism has io mect the
unanswerable question—IJow is it that in the
machinery of the brain motion produces this
sometlhing which is nol motion? Science has now
definitely proved the correlation of all the forees
and this means that if any kind of motion could
produce anything clse that is nol motion, it would
be producing that which science would be bound
to regard as in ihe strictest sense of the word
a mitacle, Thereforg, if we are Lo take our stand
upon science—and this is whatl materialism professes
to do—we are logically bound to conclude, not
merely that the cvidence of causation from hody
to mind is not so cogent as thal of causation in any
other case, but that in this paiticular case causation
may be proved, again in ihe striclest sense of the
ierm, a physical impossibility.
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To adduce only onc other consideration., Apart
from all that I have said, is it not In itself a
strikingly sugpestive fact that consciousness only,
yel always, appears upon the scene when the
adjustive actions of any animal body rise above
the certain level of intricacy Lo which I have
alluded ?  Surely this large and general fuct points
with firesistible force Lo the conclusion, that in the
performance of these more complex adjustments,
consciousness—or the power of fecling and ihe
power of willing—is of some wse. Assuredly on
the principles aof cvolution, which miderialists at
all events cannot afford to disregard, it would bhe a
wholly anomalous fact that so wide and important
a class of [acullics as those of mind should have
become developed in constantly ascending degrees
throtghout the animal kingdom, if they were entirely
without use 1o animals,  And, be it observed, this
consideralion holds good whatever views we may
happen to entertain upon the gpecial theory of
natural selection.  Ifor the consicderation stands
upon the general fact that all the organs and
functions of animals are of use {o animals: we
never meel, on any large or general scale, with
organs and functions which are wholly adventitious.
Is it {0 be supposed that this general principle fails
just where ils presence is mosl required, and that
the highest functions of {the highest organg of the
highest animals stand out of analogy with all other
functions in being themselves functionless? To
this question I, for one, can only answer, and
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answaer unequivoeally, No, As a 1ational being
who wails Lo take a wider view of the facts than
that which is open to the one line of icscaich
putsued by the physiologist, I am forced to con-
clude that nol without a reason does mind exist
in ithe frame of things; and thai apait fiom the
activity of mind, whereby motion is 1clated to that
which is nol motion, this planet could never have
held the wondeiful being, who in multiplying has
replenished 1he eaith and subdued it——holding
dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the
fowl of the air, and over cvery living thing that
moveth,

What, then, shall we say touching this mystetious
union of mind and motion? Ilaving found it
physically impossible that there should be a causal
connexion pioceeding from motion Lo mind, shall
we iry to 1eveise the terms, and suppose a causal
connexion proceeding from mind Lo motion? This
is the oldest and still ihe most popular theory—
the theoty of spiritualism., And, no doubt, in one
impoitant respect it is less unphilosgphical than
the oppositc theory of materialiom. Ior spiritualism
supposes ihe causation to proceed from that which
{a the souce of our idea of causalily~—the mind
not from that into which this idea has been read—
the brain, Therefore, if causation were o be
accepled as a possibility either way, it would be
less unreasonable to suppose menial changes ihe
causes of material changes than vice wersd; for we
should then at least be starting from the basis of
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immediate knowledge, instead of from he 1eflection
of that knowledge in what we call the external
world, Seceing thal the exteimal world is known
o us only as molion, U is logieally tmpossible for
the mind Lo infer its own causption from ihe
exteinal world y for this would be o infer that it
is an effect of motion, which would be the same
as saying that it is an cffect of its own knowledge
and this would heabsuid,  Bul, on the other hand,
it is not thus logically impossible for the mind to
infor that it may be the cause of some of ity own
knowledge, or, in other words, that it may have in
some measure the power of producing what il
knows as motion. And when the mind does infer
this, no logic on earth is able Lo touch the inference
the position of pure idealism is beyoud the reach
of argument, Nevertheless, il is opposed to the
whole momentum of science. Tor if mind is
supposed, on no matler how small a scale, {o be
a cauge of molion, the fundamental axiom of sclence
is impugned.  This fundamential axiom is that
energy can neither be crealed nor destroyecd-—
that just as motlion can produce nothing but motion,
so, conversely, molion can be produced by nothing
but motion. Regarded, therefore, from the stand-
point of physical science, the theory of spiritualism
is in precisely the same case as the theory of
materialism: that is to say, il the supposed caugaw
tion takes place, it can only be supposcd Lo do so
by way of miracle,

And this is a conclusion which the more cleat-
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sighted of the idealists have expiessly recognized.
That subtle and most enleitaining thinker, for
example, the late Professor Gieen of Oxfoid, has
said that ihe self-conscious volition of man ¢ does
not consist in a sciies of natural events, ... is not
natwmal in the ordinmy sense of ithat teim; not
natutal at any iate in any sensc in which natuial-
ness would imply ils deteimination by antecedent
events, or by conditions of which it is not itself the
source.’

Thus the theory of spiiilualism, although not
direcily 1efutable by any process of logic, is
cerlainly enfeebled by its collision with the instincts
of physical science. Innecessaiily holding the facts
of consciousness and volition super-natuial, extia-
natural, or non-natwial, the theoiy is opposed to
the piinciple of contlinuily,

Spiritualism being thus unsatisfaclory, and mate-
rialism impossible, is theye yet any third hypothesis
in which we may hope to find iniellectual rest?
In my opinion theie is. If we unite in a higher
synthesis the clements both of spiritualism and of
materialism, we oblain a producl which satisfies
cveiy facl of feeling on the one hand, and of
observation oh the other, The manner in which
this synthesis may be effected is peifectly simple,
We have only Lo suppose that the antithesis between
mingd and molion—subject and object~—is itself
phenomenal or appaient: nol absoluie or real,
We have only 1o suppose that the seeming duality
is relative 1o our modes of appichension; and,
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thorefore, that any change tnking plice in the
mind, and any corregponcing change tuking place
in the braip, are really nol two changes, bul one
change, When a violin is played upon we hear
a musical sound, and al the same lime we see
a  vibration of the strings, Relatively Lo our
consciousness, therefore, we bave hore two sols of
changes, which appear 10 ho very different in kind ;
yel we know that in an absolule sense they are
one and ihe same: we know that the diversity
in consciousness is created only by the difference in
our modes ol perceiving the same evenl—-whether
we sce or whether we hear the vibration of the
steings.  Similarly, we may suppose thal a vibra-
tion of nerve-strings and a process of thought
are really one and the same cvent, which is dual
or diverse only in relation to our modes of per-
ceiving it.

The great advantage of this theory is (hat it
supposcs only one stream of causalion, in which
both mind and motion are simullaneously concerned.
The theory, therclore, escapes all the difficnltics
and contradictions with which both spiritvalism
and materialism are besels  Thus, motion is supe
posed 1o be producing nothing bhul motion 3 mincl-
changes nothing but mind-changes : hoth producing
hoth simultancously, ncither could be what iU s
without the olher, because without the other neither
could be the canse which in fact it is,  Impossible,
therefore, is the supposition of the materialial that
consciousness i adventitious, or that in the absence
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of mind changes of brain could be what they are; for
it belongs 1o the very causatlion of these changes that
they should have a mental side, The use of mind
to animals is thus rendered apparent ; for intelligent
volition is thus shown Lo bea true cause of adjustive
movement, in that the cerchration which it involves
could not otherwise be possible: the causation
would nol otherwise be complete.

A. simple illustration may seive at once to render
this doctrine more easily intelligible, and to show
ihat, if accepted, the doctrine, as it appears to me,
terminatles the otherwise interminable controversy
on the freedom of {he will,

In an Ldison lamp the light which is emitted
from the burnct may be said indifferently to be
caused by the number of vibrations per second
going on in the carbon, or by the temperature of
the carbon ; for this rate of vibralion could not {ake
place in the carbon without constituting that degree
of temperature which affects our eyes as luminous,
Similarly, a train of thought may be said indif-
ferently to be caused by brain-action or by mind-
aclion ; for, ex Zppothesi, the one could not take
place without the other, Now, when we contem-
plate the phenomecna of volition by t{hemselves,
it is as though we were contemplating the pheno-
mena of light by themselves: volition is produced
by mind in brain, just as light is produced by
temperatwme in catbon,  And just as we may
correctly speak of light as the cause, say, of a
pholograph, so we may correclly spealk of volition
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as the cause of bodily movement. Thal parti-
cular kind of physical activity which takes place
in the carbon could not {ake place without the
light which causcs a photograph; and, sintilrly,
that particular kind of physical aetivily whicly talees
place in the brain could nol take place without the
volition which causes a bodily movement, 5o that
volition is ag truly a cause of bodily movement as
is the physical activity of the brain; sceing thad,
in an absolute sense, the cause is one and the same,
But if we once clearly perceive that whal in a relative
sCNSC We know a3 volition is, in a similar sense, the
cause of bodily movement, we terminate the question
touching the Ncedom of the will,  Tfor this question
m its last resort—and apuet from the ambipuity
which has been thrown around it by some of our
metlaphysicians—is merely the question whether
the will is to be regarded as a cause of Nature,
And the theory which we have now before us sanc-
tions the doctrine that it m&y be so regarded, if ouly
we remember that its causal activity depends upon
its identity with the obverse aspect known as core-
braiion, withoul which identity in apparent duality
neither volition nor cerchration could be the cause
which in fact they are, It thus becomes o mere
matter of phrascology whether we speals of the will
delermining, or being delermined by, changes going
on in the external world ; just as {t is but a matter
of phrascology whether we speak of temperature
determining, or being determined by, molecular
vibration, All the requitements alike of the free-
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will and of the bond-will hypotheses are thus satisfied
by a synthesis which comprises them both, On the
onc hand, it would be as impossible for an 2con-
scious aulomalon to do the work or lo perfoim the
adjustmenis of a conscious agent, as it would be
for an Edison lamp to give out light and cause a
pholograph when not heated by an electric current.
On the other hand, it would be as impossible for
the will 1o originate bodily movement without the
occurrénce of a strictly physical process of cerebra-
tion, as it would be for light to shine in an Edison
lamp which had been deprived of its carbon-burner,

It may be said of this themy that it is highly
speculative, not verifiable by any possible experi-
ment, and {herefore al best is but a mere guess,
All which is, no doubt, perfectly irue; but, on the
other hand, we must remember that {his theory
comes to us as the only one which is logically
possible, and at the same time competent to satisfy
the facts alike of the oufer and of the inner wotld,
It is a speculation in the sense of not being verifiable
by experiment ; but il has much mote value than
ordinarily attaches lo an unverifiable speculation,
in ithat there is really no alternative hypothesis to
be considered: if we choose to call il a guess, we
must at the same time remember it is a guess where
il docs not appear that any other is open. Once
more io quote Hobbes, who, as we have seen,
was himsclf a remarkable instance of what he here
says: ¢ The best prophet naturally is the best
guesser ; and the best guesser, he that is most



22 Mind and Motion,

versed and studied in the Matters he gruesses al.
In this case, therefore, the best prophet i not the
physiologist, whose guess ends in materinlism ; nor
the purely mental philosopher, whose guess ends i
spiritualism j but rather the man who, being < versed
and studicd' in all the facts appertaining 1o both
siddes of the matter, ends in the only allernalive
guess which remains open, And if that most
iroublesome individual, the fplain man’ of T.ocke,
should say il scems at least opposed Lo common
sense Lo suppose that there is anything in a burning
candle or a rolling billiard-ball substantially the
same as mind, the answer is that if he could
ook into my brain at this moment he would sce
nothing there but motion of molecules, or motion
of masses; and apart from the accident of my
being able to tell him so, his ‘common sense’
could never have divined that these molions in my
brain are concerned in the gencsis of my spolen
thoughts, e

I1 is obvious that from this hypothesis as Lo the
substantial {dentily of mind and motion, two impor.
tani questions arlse s and T feel that some reflerence
to these questions is in present circumstances forced
upon me, because they have both been considered
in preciscly the same connexion by one of the most
powetful intelleets that was cver sent out inta the
world by this University, T mean the lale Professor
Clifford. As iy intimate and valued friend, I desive
to mention his name in this place with all the alfec-
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tion, as well as with all the admiration, to which
I well knaw it is so fully entitled ; and if T appear
lo mention him only in order lo disagiee with him,
Lthis is only because I know equally well that in his
large and magnanimous ihought differences of
philosophical opinion were never felt to weaken the
bonds of friendship.,

In his well-known lecturc on Botly and Mind,
Professor Clifford adopled the hypothesis of identity
which we are now considering, and from it was led
to the conclusion that if in the case of ceiebial
processes motion is one with mind, the same must
he irue of motion wherever it occuis; or, as he
exptessed it subsequently, the whole univeise must
be made of mind-stuff, But in his view, although
matier in motion presents what may be termed the
raw material of mingd, it is only in the highly elabo-
rated constitution of the human brain that this 1aw
material is sufficiently wrought up to yield a self-
conscious personality, Hence the dissolution of
4 human biain implies the dissolution of a human
mind 3 and hence also the univeise, although entiiely
composed of mind-siuff, is itself mindless. Now,
all I have to say aboul these two deductions is
this—they do not nccessarily {ollow from the themy
which is before us, In holding that the mind of
man perishes with his body, and that above the
mind of man there is no other, Clifford may have
been right, or may have been wropng. I am not
here to discuss at length any quostions of such
supreme impoitance, But I feel that I am hete to

D
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insist upon the one point which s immedintely cons
nected with my subjecty and this s, that whether
or not Clifford was ripght in his conclusions, these
conclusions certainly dJdid not follow by way of
any logical soquence from hiv premises,  Decause
within the limits of human cxperience mind s
only known as associnted with brain, it ¢learly docey
not follow that mind cannot exist in any other
moce. It docs not even follow thal any probability
upon this maticr can be thus established.  The basis
of analogy on which Clifford soughi to rear an
inference of cosmical exient, was restricted to the
one instance of mid as known upon one planet ;
and, therefore, it is hard to Imagine a more pre-
carfous use of thal precarious method which s
called by logicians simple enumeration.  Indeed,
cven for whal it is worth, the inference may bhe
pointed with quite as much ceffect in precisely
the opposite direction. Ifor we have scen how
Little it is that we wndersland of the one mode in
which we certainly know that mind does exist 3 and
if from this litile we feel impelled Lo conclude that
there is & mode of mind which is not restricled to
brain, bul co-cxtensive with motion, is con-sub-
slantinl and co-clernal with all that was, and s,
and Is Lo comey have we nol al least a suggestion,
that high as the heavens arc above the carth, so
high above our thouglts may be the thoughts of
such a mind as this? I offer no opinion upon the
question whether the gencral order of Nature does
nol require some one explanatory cause; nor upon



Mnd and Motion. 35

" the question whether the mind of man itsclf docs
not point to something kindied in the self-existing
origin of things., I am not concerned to argue any
point upon which I fcel that opinions may legiti-
mately differ, I am only concerned to show that,
in so far as any deductions can be drawn fiom the
theory which is before us, they make at least as
much against as in favour of the cosmical conclu-
sions arrived at by Clifford,

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

"D 2
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This theory—or that as 1o the substantial identily
of mind and motion- was afterwards espowsed, In
Jdifferent guises, by sundey other writeiss hul Lo
Brano belongs the merit of its original publication,
and il was pautly for his adherence to this publica-
ton that he died.  To this day Bruno is ordinmily
Ltermed a panthelst, and his theory, which in the
light of much fuller knowledge I am advocaling,
Pantheism, I do not care to consider a difference
of ierms, where the only distinetion resides in so
unintellipible an idea as that of the crealion of
substance. It is more to the purpose Lo observe
that in the mind of its fiesl originator -and this
n mind which was sufficiently clear in its thought
to die for ils perceplion of astronomical Uruth—the
theory of Pantheism was but a subline extension of
the then contracted views of Theism.  Anel Tthink
that we of to-day, when we look to the teaching of
this martyr of science, will find that in his theory
alone do we meet with what I may term a philo-
sophically adequate conception of Deity, If {he
advance of natural science is now steadily leading
us 10 the conclusion that there is no motion without
mind, must we nol see how the independent cone
clusion of mental science is thus independently
confirmed-tlhe conclusion, I mean, that there is no
being withoul knowing?  To me, at least, it does
appear that the time has come when we may begin,
as il were in a dawning light, to see thal the study
of Nature and the study of Mind are meeting upon
this greatest of pogsible truths, And if this is the
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case—if there is no motion without mind, no being

without knowing—shall we infer, with Clifford, that

universal being is mindless, or answer with a dog-

matic negative that most stupendous of questions—-
Is there knowledge with the Most High? If thae

is no motion withoul mind, no being without know-

ing, may we not rather infer, with Biuno, that it is

in the medium of mind, and in the medium of
knowledge, we live, and move, and have our

heing ?

This, I think, is the direction in which the infer-
ence points, if we are carcful to set the logical
conditions with complete impartiality. But the
ulterior question remains, whether, so far as science
is concerned, it is heie possible 1o point any inference
at all; the whole otbit of human knowledge may
be 100 narrow to afford a parallax for measurements
so vast. Yel even here, if it be true that the voice
of science must thus of nccessity speak the language
of agnosticism, al least let us see to it that the
language is pme; let us noi tolerate any barbarisms
introduced from the side of aggiessive dogma. So
shall we find thal this new giammar of thought
does not admit of any constiuctions radically op-
posed to more veneiable ways of thinking ; even if
we do not find that the ofien~quoted words of its
carliest foimulator apply with special force to ils
latest dialecis-—that if a little knowledge of physi-
ology and a little knowledge of psychology disposc
men Lo atheism, a deeper knowledge of both, and,
still moie, a deeper thought upon their relations to
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one another, will lead men Dack to some form of
religion, which, if iL he more vague, muy also be
more worthy than that of carlier days.

‘IL 19 o heauteons evendng, calm and ee
The holy time is quiet a8 a nuy,
Bieathless with admation ) the moad sun
Is sinking down in its tranguillity
'The pentlencss of heaven ig on the seq;
Listen! the nughty being is awnke,

And doth with his etennl motion make
A sound like thunder, everlastingly!



MONISM

‘Das Ich st nicht aus Leib und Seele zusammengesetzt,
sondern es ist eine bestunmte Entwicklungsstufe des Wesens,
das von verschiedenem Standpunkt betrachtet i korperliches
und geistiges Dasein auseinanderfallt’—Wundt, Ferlesungen
wber die Mensclien~ und Thie) seele, 1, 293,
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IN no 1espect has the piogress of physical
science exercised a more profound influence upon
philosophical thought than it has by proving an
apparcntly quantitative relation between material
changes and mental changes. It has always been
known that iheie is qualitative iclation, Iiven
long befoie mankind suspected that the brain was
in any way connecled with thought, it was well
understood that alcohol and other poisons exeicised
their sundry influences on the mind in virtue of
influences which they exercised upon the body ;
and even the lowest savages must always have
been aware that a blow on the head is [ollowed
by insensibility, DBul it was not uniil the rise of
Physiology that this qualitative 1elation between
corporeal changes and mental changes was gra-
dually found to be a quantilative one—or that
every patlicular change of mind had an exact and
invatiable counteipail in some particular change of
body, Tt is needless for me to detail the successive
steps in the long course of physiological discovery
wheiehy this great fact has been established ;
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it ig cnough to say that the facl 4 established to
the satisfaction of cvery physiolopist,

Now, when once the relation belween material
changes and mental changes has been (hud reeop-
nized as quantitative—or, which is the same thing,
whent once the association has been recognizad as
both invariable and exact~there avises the question
ag Lo how this relation is to be explained,  Formally
considerad-—or considercd as a matier of logical
statement firespective of the relative probabilities
which they may preseni, ecither to the minds of
different individuals or to the general intelligence
of the race—it appears 1o me that the possible
hypotheses are here seven in nunber,

I, The mental changes may cause the material
changes,

11, The material changes may cause the mental
changes,

I1I, There may be no causation eithor way, bes
cause the association may be only a
phenomenal association-~the two apparently
diverse classes of phenomena being really
one and the same,

V. There may be no causation cither way,
because the association may be due to
a harmony pre-cstablished by a superior
mind, ’

V. There may he no causation either way, be-
cause the association may always be due
io chance,
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VI. There may be no causation cither way, be-
cause ihe malerial order may not have any
real existence at all, being meiely an ideal
creation of the mental order,

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

S0 far as I can sec, this list of possible answers
to the question before us is exhaustive, I will
next show why, in my opinion, the last four of
them may be excluded #n Zimine,

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

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

The suggestion of pure idealism (VI) ultimately
implies that the thinking Ego is itsclf the sole

existence—a position which cannot, indeed, be
L
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turned by any assault of logic; hut one which is
novertheless oo obviously opposed Lo conanon
sense Lo admit of any serious defence 5 it immunity
from dircet atlack arises only from the gratuitous
nature of its challenge to prove o negative (namely,
that the thinking ligo is w#ez the svle existence),
and this a negative which is nccessnrily beyond
the region of prool.

Lastly, the suggestion that the problem s
necessarily insoluble (VII) docs not deserve to be
vegarded as an hypothesis at all; for to suppose
that the problem is nccessarily insoluble is merely
to exclude the supposition of there heing any
hypothesis avatlable.

In view of these several considerations, it appears
Lo me that, although in a formal sense we may say
there are allogether seven possible answers Lo the
question before us, in reality, or for the purposes of
practical discussion, there ave now-a~days bul three
~-namely those which head the above lis(, and
which I will now proceed Lo consider,

[ have named these theee hypotheses in the
order of their appearance during the history of
philosophical thought,  The earlost s the spivits
ualistic.  As far Dack ag we can irace the cons
ceptions of primitive man, we mect with an
unquestioning belief that it is his spivit which
animeates his body; and, starting from thia belief
as explanatory of the movements of hig own body,
he readily atlributes movemenis clsewliere to
analogous agencies—the theory of awimisn in
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Nature thus becoming the universal theory in all
carly stages of cullure. It also appeais to be the
theory most natural 10 our own children during the
carly years of their dawning intelligence, and
would doubtless continue through life in the case of
cvery individual hwman being, were he not sub-
sequently instrucled in ihe reasons which have led
to its rejeclion by many other members of his
race, These rcasons, as already observed, have
been furnished in their eotirety only within com-
paratively recent times; not until Physiology was
able to prove how intimate is the association
between cerebral processes and mental processes
did it become possible for malerialism {o turn the
tables upon spitftualisny, by simply inverting the
hypothesis. Lastly, allhough the theory of Monism
(III) may be tiaced back at least as far as the
pantheistic thought of DBuddhism, it there had
1eference  to theology as distinguished fiom
psychology. And even as presented in the writings
of Biuno, Spinoza, and other so-called monists
prior to the present contury, the hypothesis
necessarily lacked completeness on account of the
absence of knowledge afterwards supplied by
physiology, TFor Monism, in the sense of this
term as I shall use it, may bc mctaphorically
regarded as the child of the iwo pre-existing
theories, Spiritualism and Materialism, The bhth
of this child was nccessarily impossible before
both its parenls had reached mature age. On
the one hand it was necessary that the theory of
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Spiritualism should have oulgrown its infancy as
Animism, its childhood as Polytheism, before it
entered upon its youth as Monotheism-—or before
it was able Lo supply material for the coneeplion
of Monism as a theory of cosmical extent,  On the
other hand, Materialism required to grow into the
fullness of manhood, under the musing influence of
Science, before it wasg possible o engeader this
new-born  offspring 3 for this offspring is now-
born. The theory of Monism, as we are about to
congider if, is a creature of owtr own gencration ;
and il is only as such that T desire 1o call attention
to the child, In order, however, (o do this, T must
follow the example of hlographers in general, and
begin by giving a briel sketch of both the parents.



CHAPTER I

SPIRITUALISM,

IN proceeding to consider the opposite theories of
Spitltualism and Materialism, it is befoie all elsc
desirable to be perfectly clear upon the point of
theory wherchy they aie essentially distinguished.
‘This point is thal which is raised by the question
whether mind is the cause or the effect of motion.
Both theories are dualistic, and theefore agree
in holding that there is causalion as between mind
and motion: they differ only in their teaching as
to the direction in which the causalion proceeds.
Of course, oul of this fundamental difference there
arise many secondary differences,  The most im-
pottant of these sccondary differences has vefetence
to the nature of the cternal or self-existing substance,
Both theorics agree that there is such a substance ;
butl on the question whether this substance be mental
or material, the two theories give contradictory
answors, and logically so. Foi,if mind as we directly
know it (namely, in ourselves} is taken to be a cause
of motion, within our experience mind is acciedited
with priotity ; and hence the inference that else-
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where, or universally, mind is pdor (o motion,
Iurthormore, as motipn cannot take place without
something which moves, this something is likewise
supposed 1o have been the vesult of mindy henee
the doctiine of Lthe crextion hy mind both of matier
andd of energy,  On the other hand, the theory of
mateiialism, by refusing to assign priority (o mind as
known dircetly In ourselves, naturally concludes that
mind is elsewhaig, or universally, the resul of matier
in motion—in other words, that matler in motion s
the eternal or selfcexisting substance, and, as such,
the cause of mind wherever mind oceurs,

I may obserye, in passing, that although this
costical deduction from the theory of muterialism iy,
as I have saidy natural, it is not (ns is the case with
the corresponding deduction from the theory of
spiritnalism) inevitable,  Ifor it is logically possible
that cven though all known minds be the resulis of
matier in motion, matier in motion may nevertheless
itscll be the resull of an unknown mind., This,
indeed, is the position virtually adopied by Locke
in hig celebrated controversy with the Bishop of
Worcester, Having been taken to laak by this
divine for the materialistic tendency of his writings,
Locke defends himself by denying the necessary
character of the deduction which we are now con
sidering, Tor example, he insists, ¢ I sce no contra-
diction in it ithat the first cternal thinking heing
should, if he pleased, give to certain sysiems of
created senseless matler, pul {ogether as he thinks
fit, some degrees of sense, perceplion, and thought
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though, as*I thinle, I have pr;:wecl (lib. 1V, ch, 10 and
14 &c¢.), it is po less than a contradiction to suppose
mattei (which is evidently in its own nature void
of sense and thought) should be that eternal fist
thinking beihg,” Under this view, it will be obseived,
mind is supposed to have the ultimate piority, and
thus {0 have been the original or creating cause of
matter in motion, which, in tuin, becomes the cause
(or, at least, the conditional condition) of mind of
a lower order. This view, however, need not detain
us, inasmuch as it can only be held by those who,
on grounds independent of philosophical thinking,
already believe in mind as the Fust Cause or Eteinal
Being : this belief gianted, thereis, of couise, an end
of any question as between Spiritualism and Mate-
riglism. I have, theiefore, only mentioned this
possible phase of spititualistic theory, in order to
show that the theory of Materialism as applied to a
human being does not necessarily involve an ex-
tension of that theoiy to the cosmos, But I hold
this distinction as of no practical value: it meiely
indicatcs a logical possibility which no one would
be likely to entertain except on grounds independent
of those upon which thephilosophical dispuie between
Spiritualism and Materialism must be confined,

Of more practical importance is the remark already
made, namely, that the fundamental or diagnostic
distinction between these two species of theory
consists only in the views which they severally take
on the question of causality., This 1emark is of
practical importance, because in the debate between

B
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spivitualists and materialists it i often lost sight
ot nily, in some cases, it is even expressly ignordd,
Qbviously, when it is either intentionally or unintens
tionally disiegarded, the debale censes Lo be divected
(o the question under discussion, and may then
wander aimtlessly over the whole field of collateral
specttlation,  Throughout the present cssay, there-
fore, the discussion will he restricted to the only
topic which we have to discuss- -namely, whether
mind is the cause of molion, motion the cause of
mind, or neither the cause of the other,

The view o be first considered--namely, that
mind is the cause of motion—obviously has one
greal advantage over the opposite view @ il supposes
the causality 1o proceed from ihat which s the
source of our idea of causality (the mind); not from
that into which this idea has heen read by the mind,
Hence, it {850 far loss difficult {o imagine that mental
changes arc the cause of bodily chanpes than wice
versa ; for upon this hypolhesis we are starting at
least (rom the substance of immediate knowledpa,
and nol [rom the reflection of thal knowledge in what
we call the external world,

On the other hand, the theory of Spiritualism
labours under cerlain speculative difficulties which
appear Lo me overwhelming, The most formidable of
these difficulties avises from the inevitable collision of
the theory with the scientific doctrine of the consers
vation of encrgy. Whether or not we adopt the view
that all causation of a physical kind fs ultimately
an cxpression of the faclt that maticr and energy
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are indestructible?, it is equally certain that this
indestructibility is a nccessary condition to the
occurrence of causation as nalural. Therelore, if
the mind of man is capable of breaking in as an
independent cause upon the olheiwise uniform
system of natural causation, the only way in which
il could do so would be by ecither desiroying or
creating certain guanta of either matter or encrgy
or both. But to suppose the mind capable of doing
any of these things would be to suppose that the
mind is a cause in some other sense than a physical
or a natural cause; it would be to suppose that the
mind is a super-natural cause, or, more plainly, that
all mental activily, so far as it is an efficient cause
of bodily movement, is of the nature of a miracie,
This conclusion, which appeais to me unavoidably
implicated in the spiritualistic hypothesis, is not
merely improbable per se¢, but admits of being
shown virtually impossible if we proceed Lo con-
sider ihe consequences 1o which it necessarily
leads, A sportsman, for example, pulls the trigger

¥ In the opinion of some modern writers the Indestiuetibility of
muatter and the conservation of encrgy are alone suflicienl to explain
all the fncts of natwmal cavsntion, ¢ for,’ It is urged, ¢if in any case
similar antecedents did not determine similar consequents, on one or
other of these oceasions some gwanfum of force, or of matter, or of
both, must have disappenared-—or, which is the same thing, the law
af¥eausation cannot have been constant” In a future chapter I shall
have to recur to this view. Meanwhile I have only Lo observe that
whether or not the law of causation is nothing more than a re-state-
ment of the fact that matter and energy arc indestructible, i is
¢qually true that this fact is at least a necessmiy condédion to the
operation of that law.

L 2
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of a gun, thereby initiating a long train of physical
causcs, which we may take up at the point where
the powder is discharged, the shot propelled, and
the bird dropped. Here the man’s volition is
supposed to have broken in upon the otherwise
continuous stream of physical cavnses—Nirst by
modifying the molecular movemants of his brain,
so as 1o produce the particular co-ordination of
ncuro-muscular movement required {o take accurale
aim and to fire at the right moment} next by
converling a quanility of gunpowder into gas,
propelling a quantity of lead through the air; and
finally, by killimg a bird, Now, withoul {racing
the matter further than this, el us consider how
cnormous a change the will of the man has intro-
duced, even by so trivial an cxercise of its activity,
No doubt the first change in the material world was
cxceedingly slight: the molecular movement in
the coitex of his brain was probably nol more
than might be dynamically represenied by some
small fraction of a fool-pound. Bui so intricale
is the nexvus of physical causalily throughoul the
whole domain of Nature, that the intervention ol
even so minute a disturbance ad eafra is obviously
bound (o continue to assert an inflluence of cver-
widening extent as well as of everlasting duration,
The heat generated by the explosion of the powder,
the changed disposition of the shot, the death of
the bird-—leading 1o innumerable physical changes
as lo stoppage of many mechanical processes
previously going on in the bird’s body, loss of
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agimal heat, &c., and also to innumecrable vital
changes, leading Lo a stoppage of all the mechanical
changes which ihe bird would have helped to
condilion had it lived to dic some otlher death,
to propagate its kind, and thus indirectly condition
an incalculable number of future changes that
would have been brought aboult by the ever
increasing number of its descendants—ihese and
an indefinitc number of other physical changes
must all be held to have followed as a direct
consequence of the man’s volition thus suddenly
breaking in as an independent cause upon the
otherwise uniform course of Nature. Now, I say
that, apart from some system of pre-established
harmony, it appears simply inconceivable that the
order of Nalure could be maintained at all, if it
werc thus liable to be interfered with at any
moment in any number of points, And if the
spiritualist takes refuge in the further hypothesis
of a pre-cstablished harmony between acls of
human (not to add brute) volition and causes of
a natural kind, we have only to observe thatl he
thus lands himself in a speeunlative position which
i praclically identical with that occupied by the
maierialist.  For the only difference between the
two positions then is that the necessity which the
materialist takes to be imposced on human volition
by the system of natural cansation, is now taken
by the spiritualist to be equally imposed bya super-
natural volition. The nccessity which hinds the
human volition must be equally rigid in either
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cnse: and therefore it can make no practicgl
difference whether the source of it he regarded
as natutal or super-natural, material or mental @ so
that a man be lated Lo will only in certain ways-—
and this with all the ripour which belongs Lo causa-
tion as physical-—it is scarcely worlth while to
dispute whether the predestination is of God or
of Nature. Thete can be no cuestion, however,
that in this matter the possibility which I have
supposed to be suggested by the spiritualist is
more far-fetched than that which obviously lics
to the hand of the materialist ; and, morcover, that
it too plainly wears the appearance of a desperatc
device Lo save a hollow theory,

It remains to add that this great difficully against
the spiritualistic theory has been revealed I all its
force only during the present gencration. Since
the days of fetishism, indeed, the difficully has
always been an increasing one—growing with the
growth of the perception of uniformity on the one
hand, and of mechanical as distinguished from
volitional agency on the other. Bul it was not
until the correlation of all the physical forces had
~been proved by actual experiment, and the scientific
docirine of the conservation of encrgy hocame as
a consequence firmly established, that the difficulty
in question assumed the importance of a logical
barrier to the theory of menial changes acling as
cfficient causcs of malerial changaes,




CHAPTER II.

MATERIALISM,

TIIS is the theory which presents great fasci-
nation to the student of physical science. By
laborious investigation physiology has established
the fact beyond the reach of rational dispute, that
there is a constant relation of concomitancy
between cerebral action and thought,  Within
cxpericnce mind is found in constant and definite
association with that highly complex and peculiar
disposilion of malttler called a living brain. The
sizc and elaboration of this peculiar structure
throughout {he animal kingdom stand in con-
spicuous proporiion to the degree of inielligence
displayed ; while ihic impairment of this structure,
whether by congenital defect, mutilation, anacmia,
decay, or appropriate pojson, cniails cornesponding
impairment of mental processes. Thus much being
eslablished, no reasonable man can hesilate in
believing the relation between neurosis and psy-
chosis to be a constant and concomitant relation,
so that the step between this, and regarding it as
a causal rclation, seems indecd a small one, Ifor,
in all matters of physical inquiry, whenever we
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have proved a constant relation of concomilangy
i a sequence A B, we call A the cause of 2y and,
theicfore, it has been fequently said that  the
evidence of causation hotween nemosis and pgychosiy
is recognized causation, ILastly, to fortily this
hypothesis, materialists point to the doctrine of the
consérvation of energy, which {4 supplied by the
science of physics as a sort of bullress in this
maiter to the teachings of physiology,  Ifor, as
this doctrine compels us to believe that the chain
of physical causation Involved in cerchial processes
can nowhere he broken or deflected @d exira, we
are compelled 1o belicve that the mental processes,
which aie cotrelatively associated with these cerebral
processes, can nowhete escape [rom ‘ihe charmed
circle of the forces, so that whether we look Lo the
detailed teachings of physioclogy, or to the more
gencral teachings of physics, we alike perceive that
natuial scicnce appears Lo leave no locns for mind
other than as a somothing which is in some way
a result of motion.

The position of Materialism being (hus ot Gest
sight so natmally stiong, and having been in recent
years so fortified by the labours of physiology, it is
not surprising that in the present generation
Materialism should be in the ascendant. Tt is
the simple {rully as a learned and temperaie
author, speaking from the side of theology, bas
1ecently said, that

‘ Materialism is & danger to which individuals and societies
will always be more or Jess exposed,  "The present genetation,
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however, and especially the generation which is growing up,
will'obviuusly be very especially exposed (o it} as much so,
perthaps, as any geneialion in the history of the world,
Within the lasi thirly years the gieat wave of spiitualstic
o1 idealistie thought . .. . has been 1eceding and decreasmg
and another, which 18 in the main driven by materialistic
* forces, has been gradvally rising behind, vast and thieatening,
It is but its ciest thal we at piesent sce ) it 1s buf a cerlain
vague shaking produced by it that we al present feel; but
we shall probably soon enough fail not both to see and feel

it fully and distinctly 1.’

Such being the present importance of Mate~
rialism, I shall devote the piesent chapter to
a consideration of ihis theory. Each of the points
in the argument for Materialism which I have
mentioned above admits, of coutse, of elaboration ;
but I think that their enumeciation contains all
that is dssential {o the theoiy in question, It
now devolves upon us lo inquire whether this
theoty is adequate to meet the facts.

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

! Professor Tlint, Antitheistse Theories, p. 99,
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mental processes, so long no harm can acecrue, Lo
physical scicnce by assuming, for its own purposcs,
that this relation is a causal one, Iut as soon as
the question concerning the validily of this assump-
Lion is raised into the region of philosophy, it receives
the answer thal the assumption cannot be allowed
to pags. TTor where the question becomes one not
as Lo the faes of the associntion but as to ils
nature, philosophy, which must have regard to the
facts of mind no less than {o those of matier, must
pronounce that the hypothesig is unicnable; for the
hypothesis of this associalion being one of causality
acling from neurosis {0 psychosis, cannot he
accepled withoul doing violence, not merely o our
facully of reason, but to our very idea of causation
itself,

A very small amount of thinking is enough to
show that what I call tmy knowledge of the
external world, is merely a knowledge of my own
mental modifications. A step [uther and I find
that my idea of causation as a principle in the
exlernal world is derived from my knowledge of
this principle in ihe internal world, Ior 1 find
that my idea of force and cnergy in ithe cxlernal
world s a mere projection of the idea which [ have
of cffort within the region of my own consciousncss ;
and therefore my only idca of causalion is that
which is originally derived from tihe experience
which I have of this principle as obtaining among
my own mental modifications,

If once we sce plainty that the idea of causation
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is detived from within, and that what we call the
cvidence of physical causation is really the evidence
of mental modifications following onc another in
a definile sequence, we shall then clearly see, not
merely that we have no evidence, bul that we can
fawe no evidence of causalion as proceeding from
object to subjecl. IHowever cogeni the evidence
may appear al first sight to be, it is found to vanish
like a cloud as soon as it Is exposed to thc light
of adequate contemplation. In the very act of
thinking the evidence, we are virtually denying
ils possibility as evidence; for as evidence it
appeals only to the mind, and since the mind can
only know its own sequences, the evidence must be
prosenting to the mind an account of its own
modifications ; from the mere facl, therefore, of its
being accepted as thinkable, the evidence is proved
to be illusory.

To uneducated men it appears an indispulable
fact of ‘common sensc’ that the colour of a flower
exists as perceived in the {lower, apart from any
rclation io the percipient mind. A physiologist
has gone further into the thicket of ihings, and
finds that the way is nol so simple as this. Ie
regards the quality of colour as necessarily related
to the facully of visual perception ; does not suppose
that the colour exists as sweZ in the flower, but
thinks of the something there as a ccrlain order of
vibrations which, when brought into relation with
congcionsness through the medium of certain nerves,
gives rise to the perception experienced; and in
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order to accouni for the translation inlo vigpal
fecling of an cvent so unlike that fecling as is
the process taking place in the (ower, physiologlsts
have recourse 1o an claborate theory, such as that
of IMelmhollz or Hering. In olher words, physio-
logists here fully recognize that colour, or any other
thing perceived, only oxists as percetved in virlue of
a subjective element blending with an objectlive;
the thing as perceived 1s recognized as having no
exisience apari from ils relation to a percipient
mind, Now, although physiologisis are al one
with the philosophers thus [ar, it is to be feared
that very {requently they are in the same position
as the above-mentioned *uneducated men,’ when it
becomes needful to press still further into the
thicket, Tor after having distinguished the neces-
sity of recognizing a mind-glement in any possible
theory of perception, they forthwith proceed to
disregard this clement when passing from the
ground of perception to that of thought, Although
ihe ideas of matter, motion, causation, and so on, are
themselves as much the offspring of a thinking mind,
with ils environment, as the pereeplion of colour is
a conceiving of the percipient mind, with 724 environ.
ment, these ideas are inconsisiently supposced to
stand for equivalent realitics of the external world——
Lo truly represent things that are virtually indepen-
dent of any necessary relation (o mind.  QOr, as the
casc has recently been well put by Principal Caird

“You cannot et mind as an ultimate product of matier,
for in the very atlempt to do so you have already begun with
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mind. The easicst step of any such inquiry involves cate-
gorivs of thouglt, and it is in teums of thouglht that the
very problem you are investigating can be so much as stated,
You cannot statl in your investigations with a bare, self-
ideniical, objective fact, stripped of every ideal element or
conllibution from thought, The least and lowest part of
outward observalion is nof an independent entity—fact #/nus
mind, and out of which mind may, somewhere or other, be
sean {o cmerge ; but it Is fact or object as it appears to an
observing mind, in the medium of thought, having mind or
thought as an inseparable factor of it. Whether there be
such a thing asan absolute world outside of thought, whether
there be such things as matter and material atoms existing
in themselves before any mind beginsg to perceive or think
about them, is not the question before us. If it were possible
to conceive of such atoms, at any rate you, before you begin
to make anything of them, must think them; and you can
never, by thinking about atoms, prove that theie is no such
thing as thought other than as an ultimate poduct of atoms.
Before you could reach thought or mind as a last result you
must needs eliminate from it the data of the pioblem with
which you start, and that you can never do, any more than
you can stand on your own shoulders or ounlstrip your own
shadow ., ... In one word, to conslitute the reality of the
outward wolld—to male possible the minimum of knowledge,
nay, the vely existence for ug of molecules and atonis—you
must needs presuppose that thought or thinking self, which
some would persuade us is to be educed or evoived from
them. .., To make thought a function of matter is thus,
simply, to make thought a function of itself

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

Y Philosophy of Religéon, pp. 95, 09, and 101,
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to disregard the teaching of this analogy, and to
imagine that any apparent evidence of mind® as
a rosult ol matier or motion can possibly be enters
{ained as real evidence, ;

Remembering, then, that from the nature of this
particular case it is ns impossible for mind io prove
its own causation as il is for water 1o rise above its
source, il may still be well, for the sake of further
arpument, Lo sink this general consideration, and to
regard such spurious evidence of causation as is
presented by Materialism, without prejudice arising
from ils being primd facie inadmissible,

Malcrinlists, as alrcady observed, are fond of
saying that the evidence of causation from neurosis to
psychosis is as good as such evidence can be proved
to be in any olher case, Now, quite apart {rom the
general considerations just adduced to show (hat
from the peculiar nature of this case there can here
be no such evidence at all-—quile apart from this,
and {reating the problem on the lower ground of
the supposed analogy, il may be clearly shown thal
the statemient is untrue,  Yor a little thought will
show that in point of fact the only resemblance
between this supposed case of causation and all
other cases of recognized causation, consists in the
invariability of the corrclation beiween cercbral
processes and mental processesy in all other points
Lthe analogy fails, Ifor in all cases of recognized
cattsation there is a perceived gomncrion helween
the cause and the effect; the antccedents arc
physical, and the consequents are physical. But in
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the case before us-there is no perceived, or cven
coftcaivable, connexion belween the cause and the
effect; for the causes are supposcd o be physical
and the cffects mental, And {he antithesis thus
posited is alone sufficient Lo separate fofe coelo the
case of causation supposed from that of all cases of
causation recognized, From the singularly clear
and well-balanced statement of 1his subject given by
Professor Allman in his Presidential Address before
the British Association, I may here fitly quote the
following i~

‘If we could see any analogy between thought and any
one of the admitted phenomena of matter, we should be
justified in the first of these conclusions (i.c. that of
Materislism} ag the simplest, and as affording a hypothesis
most in accordance with the comprehensiveness of natural
laws : but between thought and the physical phenomena of
matter there is not only no analogy, but ne conceivable
analogy 3 and the obvious and continuous path which we
have hitheito followed up in our 1easonings from the
phenomena of lifeless matter through those of living matier
here comes suddenly to an end. The chasm between
unconscious life and thought is deep and impassable, and no
transitional phenomena can be found by which, as by a bridge,
we may span it over?,

;\.nd, not unduly to multiply quotations, I shall
only adduce one more from another of the few
eminent men of science who have scen their way
clearly in this maitter, and have expressed what they
have seen in language as clear as thejr vision,
Professor Tyndall writes :—

' British Assoclation Repoit, 1849, p. 28,



L
¥
1

B, Monism, -

t

" *The passage fram the physics of the brain to the corre.
aponding facts of consciousness is unthinkable, Gianted
that a definite thought and a definite molseular action in the
brain occur simultancously, we do not poessess the intelteetun]
organ, nor apparenily any wdimeni of the organ, which
would enable us 1o pass, by a process of reasoning, from the
one phenomenon to the other,  Theyappear together bul we
do not lenow why, Wele ouy minds and senses so gxpandoed,
strengihened, and illuminated, as to enable us to see and feel
the very moleonies of the brain ; were we capahle of following
all their motiong, all their groupings, all their electricnl dis-
charges, if such theie be 3 and were we intimately acquainged
with the cowresponding states of thought and feeling, we
should be as fur ns ever fiom the solulion of tho problem.
1Tow nre these physieal processes connected with the facts
of consciousness? The chaam between the two classes of
phenomena would still remain intellectually impassable 1.

Next, in all cases of recognized causation there
is a pereeived eguivalency between canse and effect,
such cquivalency belonging Lo the very essence of
that in which we conceive cansation 1o consist,
Bul as between matier and motion on the one side,
and feeling and thought on the other, there can he
no such cquivalency conceivable. Thal no such
equivalency is conceivable may be rendered apparent
on grounds of Malerialism ilsell, Itor Materialism
is bound 1o accept the fundamental docirine of
modern physics—thal, viz. as to the conservation
of cnerpy ~and therefore it becomes evident that
unless we assimilate thought wilh cnergy, there is
no possibility of a causal relation, or a relation of
cquivalency, as oblaining between the one and the

1 British Associntion Kepoat, 1868, Trans. of Sections, . &,
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other, Totr however little we may know about
brdin-dynamics, materialists, at least, must take it
for grantied ¢hatt in every process of cerebration the
matter and force conceined are indestructible
quantitics, and therefore that all their possible
equations arc fully satisfied, could we but follow
them out. Howsoever complex we may suppose the
flux and reflux of forces to be within the structure
of a living brain, it is no more possible for any one
of the forces concerned 1o escape from brain to
mind, than it would be for such an escape to occur
in a steam-engine or a watch; the doctrine of the
conservation of energy forms an insuperable bar to
the supposition that any equation in the region of
physics can be left unsatisfied, in order to pass over
and satisfy some other equation in the region of
psychics,

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

F
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that physiologists should discover a mechanical equi-
valent of thought, so that we might estimate the
value of a caleulation in thermal units, or the ¢ labour
of love’ in foot-pounds: still we should not be
oul of our difficultics ; we should only have cut
a iwist of flax to find a lock of iron,  Ifor hy thus
assimilating thought with energy, we should in no
wise have explained the fundamental antithesis be-
tween subject and object,  The fact would remain,
il possible, more unaccouniable than cver, that
mind should piesent absolulely no point of real
analogy with motion, Tnvolved with the cssential
idea of motion is the idea of extension ; suppress
the latler and the former must necessarily vanish,
for motion only means transilion in space of
something itself extended, But thought, as far
as we can possibly know it, is known and distin-
guished by the very peculiarity of not having
extcnsion, Therefore, cven if we were to find
a mechanical equivalent of thought, thought would
still not be proved a mode of motion, On the
conlrary, what would be proved would be that, in
becoming iransformed into thought, cncrgy had
ceased Lo be energyy in passing oul of ils relation
to space it would cecase to exist as energy, and if
il again passed into that relation it would only he
by starling de nowo on a new course of history,
Therefore the proof that thought has a mechanical
equivalent would simply amount Lo the ptoof, not
that thought s encrgy, bul that thought destrays
encrgy, And if Materialism were to prove this,
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Materialism would commit suicide. For if once it
were proved that the relation of energy to thought
is such ihat thought is able toabsorb or tempo-
rarily to annihilate eneigy, the whole argument
of Materialism would be inverted, and whatever
evidence there is of causation as between mind
and matter would become available in all ils force
on the side of Spiritualism. This seems plain,
for if it even were conceivable—which most
distinctly it is not—that a motor could ever
become a motive, and so pass from the sphere of
dynamics into the sphere of consciousness, the
fact would go to prove, not that the motor was
. the cause of the motive, but tather that the motive
was the cause of destroying the motor; so that at
that point the otherwise unbioken chain of physical
sequences was interrupted by the motive striking
in upon it, and in viitue of the mysterious power
supposed to have been proved hy physiology,
cancelling the motor, so allowing the nerve-centre
o act as determined by the motive.

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

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

We may, thereflore, quil the suggestion that the
dificulty cxperienced by Malerialism of showing
an equivalency between ncurosis and psychosis
can cver be mel by assuming that somce day
menial processes may admit of being expressed
in terms of physical,  Bul Dbefore leaving this
difficully with regard 1o equivalency, I may
mention onc other point thal scems 1o me of
imporiance in copnexion with i, I have already
said that if we supposc causation to procecd from
brain to mind, w¢ musl suppose this essential
requirement of cquivalency between the cerebyal
causes and the mental elfects to be satisfied some-
where, Bul where are we Lo say thal it is salisfied ?
Lven if we suppose {hat thought bas a mechanical
equivalent, and ibat causation procceds in the
direction from cnergy Lo thought, still, when we
have regard to the supposed cffecls, we find that
cven yel they bear no kind of equivaleney 1o their
supposcd causes.  The brain of a Shakespeare
probably did not, as a system, exhibil s0 much
enctgy as does the brain of an clephant; and the
cerchral operations of a Darwin may not have had
a very perceptibly larger mechanical equivalent
than those of a banker's clerk, Vet in the world
of thought the difference between our estimale of
the results, or fwork dong, in these cases is such
as 1o drive all ideas of equivalency 10 the winds.
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Doubtless, a materialist will answer that it is not
fair to take our cstimate of ‘work done’ in the
world of mind as the real equivalent of the encrgy
supposcd to have passed over from the world of
motion, sceing that our eslimalc is based, not on
the quantitative amount of thought produced, but
rather on ils qualitative character with reference
to the social requirements of the race. But to this
it 1s enough to answer that we have no means of
gauging the quantity of thought produced other
than by having regard to ¢is effects in the world
of mind, and this we cannot do except by having
regard to ifs qualitative character, Many a man,
for instance, must have consumed more than a
thousand times the brain-substance and brain-
energy that Shelley expended over his ‘ Ode to
a Skylark, and yet as a 1esult have produced an
utterly woithless poem. Now, in what way are we
to estimate the ‘work done' in two such cases,
excepl by looking {o the relative effecls produced
in the only region where they are produced, viz.
in the region of mind? VYet, when we do so
estimate them, whatl becomes of the evidence of
cquivalency between the physical causes and the
psychical effects ?

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

There still remains one other enormous dificultly
in the way of the theory of Malerialism ; il ncces-
sarily embodics the theory of conscions antomatisi
and s therelore called upon to explain why con-
sciousness and thought have cver appeared upon
the scene of things at all.  That this is the necessary
position of Matcrialism is casily proved as follows,
We bave already scen that Mataialism would
commit suicide by supposing that cnergy could
be transmuted into thought, for this would amouni
1o nothing shoit of supposing the destruction of
cnergy as suchy and (o suppese cnergy thus
destructible would be to open wide the door of
spiritualism, Materialism, thercfore, is logically
bound {o argue in this way: We cannol donceive
of a conscious idea, or mental change, as in any way
alfecting the course of a cerebral reflex, or material
change s while, on the other hand, our knowledge
of the conservation of encrgy teaches us as an
axiom that the cerebral changes must determine
cach other in their sequence as in a continuous
serics.  Nowhere can we suppose the physical
process. Lo be inlertupied or diverted by the
psychical process ; and therefore we must conclude
that thoughi and wvolition really play no part
whatever in delermining action, Thoughts and
feelings are bul indices which show in the mirror
of th¢ mind certain changes thal are proceeding
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in, the matter of the brain, and ave as inefficient
in influencing those changes as the shadow of
a cloud is powciless to direct the movements
of that of which it is the shadow,

Bul when Materialism reaches, in a clear and
atliculate manner, this inference as a conclusion
necessary from ils premises, it becomes opposed
at once to common sense and {o the requirements
of methodical reason. It becomes opposed to
common sense because we all feel it is practically
impossible to believe that the world would now
have been exactly what it is even if consciousness,
thought, and volition had never appearcd upon
the scenc—that railway trains would have been
running filled with mindless passengers, or that
telephones would have been invented by brains
that could not think to speak to ears that could
not hear. And the conclusion is opposed to the
requitements of methodical reason, because rcason
to be methodical is bound {0 have an answeir to
the question that immediately arises from the
conclusion, This question simply is, Why have
consciousness, thought, and volition ever been
called into existence; and why are they related,
as they are related, to ceicbral action? Materialism,
by here undertaking to prove that these things
stand usclessly isolated from all other things, is
bound 1o show some reason why they ever came
to be, and to be what they are. Ior observe,
it is not merely that these things exist in a sup-
posed ununecessary relation to all.other things;
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the fact to be cxplained is that they exist jn
a tmost intimately woven and invariable connexion
with certain highly complex forms ol organic
structure and certain highly peculine distributions
of physical force. Yet these unigque and exira-
ordinary things are supposed by automatism to
be always resulls and never causes ;) in the thealre
of things they are supposed Lo be always spectators
and never actors; in the laboratory of life they
are supposed to be always by-products; and
therefore in the order of nature they are supposcd
to have no raison d'éfve. Such o siate of matters
would be accountable enough iff the stream of
menial changes were but parily, occasionally, and
imperfectly associted with the stream of material
changes; bul as the associalion is so minute,
invariable, and precise, the hypolhesis of the
association being merely accidenial, or not requiring
explanarion, becomes, at the bar of methodical
reasoning, seif-convicted of absurdiiy,

The state of the case, then, simply is that two dis-
tinct facts stand Lo be explained by the theory of
conscious automatism~—first, why psychosis should
ever have heen developed as a mysterious appen-
dage 1o neurosis; and, secondly, why the associa-
tion between these things should be so intimale
and precise,  Assuredly, on the principles of
evolution, which materialists al least cannot afford
to disregard, il would be a wholly anomalous fact
that so wide and general a class of phenomena as
those of mind should have become developed in
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copstantly ascending degrees throughout the animal
kingdom, {f they are entirely without wuse to
animals. If psychosis is, as supposed, a function
of neurosis, the docirine of natural sclection alone
would forbid us to imagine that this function differs
from all other functions in being itself functionless.
If it would be detrimental to the theory of natural
sclection that any onc isolated structure—such as
the tail of a rattlesnake-—should be adapted to
perform a function uscless to the animal possessing
it, how utterly destructive of that theory -would
be the fact that all the phenomena of mind have
been elaborated as functions of nerve-tissue
without any one of them ever having been of any
use either to the individual or to the species,
And the difficulty that thus arises is magnified
without limil when we remember that the pheno-
mena of mind are invariable in their association
with cerebral siructure, grade for grade, and
process for process.

It is of no argumeniative usé {o point to the
fact thal many adaptive movements in animals
are performed by nerve-centres apart from any
association with consciousness or volition, becanse
all the facts on this head go to prove that con.
sciousness and volilion come in most suggestively
just where adaptive movements begin to grow
varied and complex, and then continue to develop
with a propoitional rcference to the growing
variety and complexity of these movements,
The facts, therefore, irresistibly lead to the
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conclusion (if we arguc here as we should in the
case of any oiher [unciion) that consciousness
and volition are functions of nerve-tissue super-
added to ils previous functions, in order to meet
new and more complex demands on ils powers
of adapiation,

Neither is it of any argumentative use to point
o the faet that adaptive actions which origimlly
are performed with conscious volition may by
practice come to be performed withoul conscious
volition, Ifor it is ccrlain that no adaplive action
of quile a novel kind is cver performed [rom the
fitst  withowl consciousness of its  performance,
and therelore, although it is true that by iepeti-
tion its performance may become mechanical or
unconscious, this does not prove that consciousness
was without use in producing the adaptive action,
It only proves ibat after a nervous mechanism
has been claborated by the help of consciousness,
consciousness may be wilhdrawn and lcave the
finished mechanism 1o work alone; the structure
having been completed, {he scaffolding necessary
Lo ity completion may be removed,

But passing over this difficulty which the theory
of conscious automatism scems bound Lo encounter
in its collision with the theory of natural sclection,
the most insuperable of all its difficultics ariscs
from the bare fact, which it cannol explain, ithat
conscious intellipence exists, and cexists in the
most intimale relation with one peculiar kind of
malerial structure.  or antomatists must concede
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thgl the evidence of causation in the region of
mind ig at least as cogeni as il is in the region
of matter, secing that the whole science of
psychology is only rendered possible as a science
by ihe fundamental fact of observation that mental
aniececdlents determine mental consequents, There-
fore, if we call a physical sequence A4, 5, €, and
a menilal sequence @, 4, ¢, automatists have to
explain, not merely why there should be such
a thing as a mental sequence at all, but also why
the sequence @, &, ¢ should always proceed, link
for link, with the sequence A4, &, . It clearly
is no answer to say that the sequence 4, 8, C
implics the successive activity of certain definite
nerve-centres A’, B, €/, which have for their
subjeclive effects the sequence @, 4, ¢, so that
whenever the sequence 4, B, € occurs the sequence
2, b, ¢ must likewise occur, This is no answer,
because 1. merely testales the hypoihesis of
automatism, and begs the whole question to be
discussed, What methodical rcason demands as
an answer is sitmply w/hy the sequence 4, B, C,
gvenn though we freely grant it due 1o the
successive activity of certain definite netve-centres,
should be attended by the sequence a, 4, c.
Reason perceives clearly enough ihat the sequence
a, b, ¢ belongs to a wholly different. category from
the sequence 4, B, C, the one being immediately
known as a process taking place in a something
which is without extension or physical properties
of any kind, and the other taking place in a
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something which when translated by the previgus
something, we recognize as baving extension and
the other antithetical properties which we class
together as physical,  There would of course be no
difficully il the sequence A, B, € continued
through any amount of complexily in th¢ same
conceivable calegoty of being; so that ihere
would be nothing actually inconeeivable in cerebral
sequence—changes running through 0, 72, 27 &e,,
to an cxient sufficient {o cause wwconscious
automatism of any degree of complexily., But
that which does require explanation from auto-
malists is why automalism should have become
associated with consciousness, and Lhis so intimately
that every change in the sequence 4, 73, €, &e,
is accompanied by a particular and corresponding
change in the sequence @, 4, ¢ &c. Thus, to
take a definite illustration, if on sceing the sun
[ think of a paper on solar physics, and {rom this
pass io thinking of Mr., Norman I.ockyer, and
from this to speculating on the probability of
certain supposcd clements being rveally compounds,
there is here a definite causal connexjon in the
scquence of my Monghts, Bul it s the last extravas
pance ol absurdity 1o tell me that the accompanying
causal sequences going on in my hrain happen to
have exactly corresponded Lo the scquences which
were taking place in the mind, the two trains of se-
quences being cach definite and coherent in thems
sclves, and yet each procecding link for link in lines
parallel with ihe other, Without some theory
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of pre-established harmony-—which, of course, it
{s ho part of automatism to entertain—il would,
on the doctrine of chances alone, be impossible
to suppose that the causal sequences in the brain
always happen Lo be just those which, by 1unning
tink for link with another sel of causal sequences
taking place in {he mind, cnable both the series
to be definitc and coherent in themselves, There-
fore, before reason can allow the theory of aunto~
toatism Lo pass, il must be iold how this wonderful
fact of parallclism is to be explained. There
must be some connexion between the intrinsically
coherent serics A4, B, (' and the no less intrinsically
coherent sequence g, &, ¢, which may be {aken as
an explanation why they coincide each to cach,
What is ihis connexion? We do not know;
but we have now seen thal, whatever it is, it
cannot be an ordinary causal connexion-—first,
because the doctrine of the conseivation of energy
makes it incumbenlt on us to believe {hat the
procession of physical cause and effect is complete
within the region of biain—a closed circle, as
iL. were, from which no energy can, without
argumentalive suicide, be supposed lo escape
into the region of mind; and next, because,
even were this difficully disregarded, it is un-
accouniable that the causative influence (whatever
it is supposed to be), which passes over from the
region of physics into that of psychics, should be
such as Lo render the psychical series coherent in
itself, when on the physical side the series must be
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determined by purcly physical condilions, lmvmg
no reference whatsoever to psychical requirements,

Thus it is argumentatively impossible for Ma-
terinlism 1o elude the nccessily ol explaining the
kind of connexion which il supposcs Lo subsist
between ncurosis and psychosis; and forasmuch
as the above considerations clearly show this
connexion cannol be accepied as one of ordinary
causality without some answer being given to ihe
quesiions which 1cason has 1o ask, Malerialism
mus{ be 1uled oul of cowt if she fails to 1espond
to the demand. But it is no less clearly impossible
that she can respond 1o the demand, and therefore
al the bar of Philosophy Matetialistn must he
pronounced, for this as well as for the reasons
pieviously clied, conspicuously inadequate 1o ac-
count for the facts,
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WE have seen, then, that both the alternative
theories of Spirilualism and Matetialism are found,
when carefully examined, to be so beset with
difficulties of a necessary and fundamental kind, that
it is impossible to entertain either without closing
our eyes to certain contiadictions which they
severally and inherently present, We may, indeed,
go even further than this, and affirm that to suppose
mind the cause of molion or motion the cause of
mind is equally to suppose that which in its very
nature as a supposition is ncither tiue nor untrue,
but nonsensical, For, as Prof. Clifford has said in

his essay on Boedy and Mind,—

‘It may he conceived that, at the same time with every
exercise of volition, there is a disturbance of the physical
laws 3 but this disturbance, bemng perceptible to me, would be
a physical fact accompanying the vohtion, and could not he
volition ttself, which is not perceptible to me, Whether there
is such a disturbance of the physical laws or no is a question
of fact to which we have the best of reasons for giving
4 negative answer; but the assertion that another man’s
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volition,a feeling in his consciousness whiclh I ciinnol perceive,
is pait of the train of physical facts which T may pereeives—
this is neither tiue nor untiue, but nonsense} it is o com-
hination of words whose cortesponding ideas will not go

together 1V’

And seeing that Lhe correlatives are in cach case
the same, it is similarly *nonsense’ Lo asserl the
converse proposilion: or, in other words, it is
equally nonsense Lo speak of mental action causing
cercbral aclion, or of cetehral action causing mental
action—nonsense of the same kind as it would be
to spealk of the Siekrwick Papers causing a storm at
sca, or the ciuption of a voleano causing the forty-
seventh proposition in the first ool of JLuclid.

We sce, then, that {wo of the three [Jf.}h‘:iblf:
theories of things contain the elements of their own
destruction: when carcfully analyzed, both these
Lheorica are found Lo present inherent contradictions,
On this account the third, or only alternative theory,
comes L0 us wilh a large antecedent presumption in
its favour. Tor jt comes Lo us, as il were, on a clear
field, or with the negalive advantage of having no
logical rivals lo conlend with, The other iwo
suggestions having been weighed in the balance and
found wanting, we arce free Lo look to the new-~comer
as quitc wopposed,  This now-comer must, indeed,
be inlerrogated as carefully as his predecessors, and,
like them, must be judged upon his own merits,
But as he constitules our last possible hope of
solving the question which he professes himself able

U Lectures amd Essaps, vol, il pp. 46-Y.
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to solve, the absoluie failure of his piedecessors
edtitles him to a patient heating, By the method
of exclusion his voice is now the only voice that
remains Lo pe heard, and unless it can speak to
better purpose than the others, we shall have no
alternative bui to abandon the facts as inexplicable,
or 1o confess that it is necessarily impossible for
the human mind ever to arrive at any theory of
things,

Before proceeding to state or fo examine this

» third and last of .the suggested theories, it is de-
sirable—in order still further to define its sieius
@ priort—that I should exhibit the reason why the
two other suggestions have necessarily failed, Ior

© to quy mind it is petfecily obvious that this reason
is to be found, and found only, in the fact that they
are both dualistic. The inherent, the fatal, and
the closely similar difficulties which attach to both
the dualistic theories, attach to them merely
because they are dualistic. The ‘nonsense’ of
each of them is really identical, and arises only
because they both make the samc inational attempt
to find more in the cffect than they have put into
the cause. In other words, both the dualistic
theories suppose that the physical chains of causa-
tion is complete within itself, and that the mental
chain is also complete within iself: yet they both
proceed to the contradiction that one of these
chains is able to allow some of its causal influence
. to escape, ag it were, in order to constitute the
“other chain, It makes no diffcrence, in point of

G
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logic, whether such an cscape is supposed to take
place from the physlcal chain (materialism) or from
the mental chain (spiritualism): in cither case the
fundamental principle of causalily is alike impugned
—ihe principle, that is, of there being an cquiva-
lency between cause and effect, such ihat you
camol gel more out of your cffect than you have
pul inlo your cause.  Both these dualistic theories,
although they take opposile views as to which of
the 1wo chains of causation is the cause of the other,
nevertheless agree in supposing that there are two
chaing of causalion, and that onc of them dees act
causally upon the other: and {l is in ihis matier
of their common consent lhat they both commit
suiclde, livery process in the physical sphere
must be supposed {o have its cquations satisfied
within that spheie: else the doctrine of the conser-
vation of encrgy would be conliavened, and thus
the causation contemplaied could no longer be
coniemplated as physical.  Similarly, every process
in the mental sphere must be supposcd 1o have its
equations satisfied within thatl sphere : else Lthe causa-
tion contemplated could no longer be contemplated
as mental : some of the equations must he supposed
not 1o have been satisfied within the mental sphere,
but to have been carried over into the physical
sphere—tihus to have either created or destroyed
cerlain quantilies of energy within that sphere, and
thus, also, Lo have introduced elements of endless
confusion into the otherwise orderly system of
Nature,
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From this vice of radical contradiction, to which
both the dualistic theorics are committed, the
monistic theoiy is frce, Moreover, as we shall
immediately find, it is free to combine the elements
of truth which scverally belong to both the other
theories. These other theories are each concerned
with what they see upon different sides of the
same shicld, The facts which they severally receive
they severally report, and their reporfs appeat
to contradict each other, But truth can never be
really in contradiction with other truth and it is
reserved for Monism, by taking a simultaneous view
of both sides, to reconcile the previously appaient
contradictions. For these and other reasons, which
will unfold themselves as we proceed, I fully agree
with the late Professor Clifford wlhere he says of
this theoiy— €It is not merely a specunlation, but
is a result to which all the greatest minds that have
studied this question (lthe relation between body
and mind) in the right way have giadually been
approximating for a long time’ This theory is,
as we have already seen, that mental phenomena
and physical phenomena, although apparently
diverse, are really idenlical,

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

G2
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have only (o supposce that the seeming duality is
relative to our modes of apprehension: and, there-
fore, that any change taking place in the mind, and
any corresponding change taking place in the brain,
are really not two ¢hanges, but one chtnge, When
a violin is played upon we hear a mmsical sound,
and al the same time we see o vibration of the
strings.  Relatively Lo our consciousness; therefore,
we bave here two sets of changes, which appear Lo
he very different in kind ; yet we know that in an
absolute sense they are one and the same we know
that the diversity in consciousness is created only
by the difference in our mode of perceiving the
same cvents——whether we see or whether we hear
the vibration of the strings,  Similarly, we may
suppose Lhat a vibration of nerve-strings and »
process of thought are really one and the same
evenl, which is dual or diverse only in relglion to
our mwodes of pereeiving it

Or, to take another and a better iJlustration, in an
Lidison lamp the light which is emitted from the
burner may be said indilferently Lo he caused by the
number of vibrations per sccond going on in the
carbon, or by the temperature of the carbon for
this rale of vibration could not take place in the
carbon withoul constituting that degree of tempera-
ture which affects our cyes as luminous.  Similarty,
a train of thoughi may be saiel indifferently to be
caused by brain-action or by mind-aclion : lor, ex
fypothesi, the one could not take place without the
other, Now when we contemplate the phenomena
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of volition by themselves, it is as though we wele
contemplating the phenomena of light by them-
sclves: volition is produced by mind in biain, just
as light is produced by temperature in carbon.
And just as we may correctly speak of light as the
cause, say, of a photograph, so we may corrcctly
speak of volition as the cause of bodily movement.
That particular kind of physical activity which takes
place in the carbon could not take place without the
light which causes a photograph ; and, similarly,
that particular kind of physical activity which takes
place in the brain could not take place without the
volition whicli causes a bodily movement. So that
volition is as tiuly a cause of bodily movement as is
the physical activily of the brain; secing that, in an
absolute sensc, the cause is one and the same, But
if we once clearly perceive that what in a relative
sennse we know as volition is, in a similar sense,
the cause of bodily movement, we terminate the
rquestion touching the freedom of the will, It thus
becomes a mere matter of phrascology whether
we speak of the will determining, or being deter-
mined by, changes going on in the external world ;
just as it is but a matter of phraseology whether we
speak of temperature determining, or being deter-
mined by, molecular vibration, All the require-
ments alike of the free-will and of the bond-will
hypothescs are thus satisfied by a synthesis which
comprises them both, On the one hand, it would
be as impossible for an #nconscious automaton to
do the work or Lo perform the adjustments of a
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conscions agent, as il would be for an Iidison Inmp
to give out light and cause a photograph when not
heated by an electrie curtent.  On the other hand,
it would bic as impossible for the will Lo originate
bodily motion withoul the occurrence of a sirictly
physical process of cerehration, ag it would be for
light to shine in an Iidison lamp which had been
deprived of its carbon-burner,

The greal advantage of this theory is, that it
supposcs only one stream of causation, in which
both mind and motion are simuitancously coucerned,
The theory, thervefore, escapes all the difficulties
and contradictions with which both spiritualism and
maierialism are besel. Thus, metion is supposed to
be producing noihing bt motion; mind-changes
nothing but mind-changes~—both producing hoth
simullancously : neither could be what it is with-
oul the other, because without ihie other neither
could be the cause which in fact it is. Impaossible,
therefore, is the supposition of the materialist that
consciousness is adventitious, or that in the absence
of mind the changes of the hrain could he what
they are; for it belongs {o the very causation of
these movements that they should have a mental
side. And equally impossible is the supposition of
the spiritualist that the cerebral processes are
adventitious, or thal in the abscence of brain the
changes of the mind could be what they are; for it
belongs to the very causation of theso changes that
they should have a malterial side. Furthermore, the
ise of mind 1o animals and to men is thus rendeyed
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apparent ; for intelligent volition is thus shown to
be a truc cause of adjuslive movement, in that the
cercbration which it involves could not otherwise
be possible: the causation would not otherwise he
complete,



CHAPTER IV..

TIIE WORLD AS AN EJLCT.

I the Introduction to this essay I have sought to
show that there are, for the purposes of practical
discussion, but three theories of the World of Being,
There is, first, the theory of Materialism, which
supposes matter in motion to be the ultimate or
self-existing Reality, and, therefore, the cause of
mind, Next, there is the theory of Spiritualism,
which supposes mind to be the ultimate Reality,
and, therefore, the cause of matter in  motion,
Lastly, there is the theory of Monism, which
supposes matter in motion to be mnhqt"tntmlly-- -
- identical with .mind, and, therelore, that as between

~mind and matter in motion there is no causal

~ relation either way, In the foregoing chapters I have

considered these three theorics, and argued that .
~ of them the last-mentioned is the ouly onc which = .
~ satisfies all the facts of feeling on the one hand,
~and of observation on the other. The theory of |
Monism alone is able to explain, without inherent -

~_contradiction, the phenomena buth of the sub-

- Jective and objective spheres.
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,It is. my pr&sent pu1 pose 1o extend the consmler-' !
B a.i,mns already - ‘presented. Assuming the theory

- of Monism, I desire to ascertain the result to

- “which it will lead when applied to the question
.- whether we ought to regard the external world
. as of a character mental or non-mental. As ob~ -

served in my” Rede Lecture (supra, p- 33), this .
- question. has already. been considered by the late
- Professor Clifford, who decided that on the mon+
istic theory the probability pointed towards the = -
external world being of a character non- mental ;= ,

. that, although ‘the whole universe is ‘composed of

mmd-stuff' the universe as a4 whole is mindless.

" This decision T then briefly criticized ; it is nowmy
- object to contemplate the matter somewha’c mofe
in detail, | |
T will assume, on account of reasons previously
given, that when we speak of matter in motion we
do not at all know what it is that moves, nor do we
 know at all what it is that we mean by motion,
" Therefore if, as unknown quantities, we call ma.ttei_ .

@ ’and motion 4, all we are entitled to affirm isthat .

" a+0 =g where ¢ is a known quantity, or mind,

Olwersely stated, we Imy say that the known -
- quantity & is capable. of being resolved into the .
“upknown sz—!-ZJ - But, inasmijch as both 2 and & are

| 'unknnwm wé may simplify matters by regmdmgg
thefr sum as a single unknown quantity z, which

e take to be substantially identical wﬂ,h its

~ obverse aspect known as &
.I_Ie: e, then, are our data. - The them y Df Mmusm
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teaches that whal we perceive as matier in motipn,
#, 18 the obverse of what we know as mind, .
What, then, do we know of ¢ In the first place,
we well know that this is the only cniily with
which we are acquainted, so Lo spealk, at first hand ;
all our knowledge of a (which is the only other
knowledge we possess) is possible only in so for as
we are able to transiate it into icrms of & In the
nexi place, we know that & is itsclf an entity of the
mosi cnormous complexity.  Standing ns a symbol
ol the whole range of individual subjectivity, it may
he sadd Lo constitute for each {ndividual the gymbol
of his own peisonality—or the sum tolal of his
conscious life, Now cach individual knows by
dircct knowledge that his conscious life is, as I have
said, of enormous complexity, and that numberless
ingredients of fecling, thought, and volition arc
thercin combined in numberless ways, Therefore
the symbol & may be considercd as the sum of
inpumerable constiltuent paits, grouped dnfer se in
numberless systems of more or less complexity.
I'rom these consideiations we arrlve at the
following conclusions, The theory of Monism
teaches that all # is ;) but il does not, therelore,
necessarily teach that all & is 5. Novertheless, it
does Leach that ifalt ais nol &, this must he because
r 18 & plns something more than g, as a little
thought will be sufficient to show. Thus, the four
annexed diagrams exhaust the Jogical possibilitics
of any case, where the question is as to the inelusion
o1 exclusion of one quantity by another, In IFig. 1
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theatwo quantities are coincident ; in Fig 2 the one
is wholly included by the other; in Fig. g it is
partially included ; and in Fig, 4 wholly excluded.
Now in the present case, and upon the data
supplied, the logical possibilities arc exhausted by
IFigs, T and 2, For, upon these data, Figs, 3 and 4
obviously represent logical impossibilities; no part
of Mind can, according to these data, stand outside

(&
IO

Fig. 2 Fig. 8 Fig. 4

Frg 1
X

the limits of Matlter and Motion. Theiefore, if the
Ligo is not coincident with the Non.egoe (or if all »
is not 4, as in Fig. 1), this can only be because the
Iigo is less extensive than the Non-ego (or because
¥ is & plus something more than g as in Fig, 2).

Of these two logical possibilities Idealism, in its
most extreme foim, may adopt the first, For
Idealism in this form may hold that apart from the
ILgo theie is no external world ; that outside of &
there is no x; that the only esse is the percipe,
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But, ab very fow persons nowadays ase prepared 1o
go the length of seriously maintaining that in actual
[act there is no external world save in so far as this
iw perecived by the individua! mind, I need not
wait to consider this possibility, We are thus

Figh 7

practically shut up to a consiceration of the os«
Hibility marked 2,

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

Next we must notice thal besides our own sub-
jectivities, we have cognizance of being swrounded
by many other inferred subjectivities more or less
like in kind (i, e. other human minds); and also yet
many other inferred subjectivities more o1 less unlike,
but all inferior (i.e. the minds of lower animals,
young children, and idiots), Tollowing Cliffoid,
I will call these inferred subjectivities by the name
of ejects, and assign to them the symbol . Thus,
in the following discussion, 4 = the objective world,
y == the ejective world, and # = subjective world.
Now, the theory of Monism supposes that x, », and
g are all alike in kind, but present no defimte
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teaching as 1o how far they may differ in depree,
We may, however, al once allow that belween tho
psychological value of & and that of » there is a
wide difference of degree and also that, while the
valuc of # is a fixed quantity, that of y varics greatly
in the different parts of the area y.  Qur scheme,
therefore, will now adopt this form-—

Bul the imporiant question remains how we
ought 1o shade x. According to Clifford, this
ought scarcely to he shaded at all, while according
Lo theologians (and theists generally) it ought to be
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shaded so much more deeply than either y or g
that the joint represcntation in one diagram would
only be possible by choosing for the shading of #
a colour different from thal employed for ¥ and 2,
and assigning to thal colour a representative value
higher {han that assigned to the other in the ratio
of onc to infinity, It will be my object to estimate
the ielative probabilily of thesc rival estimates of
the psychological value of 4.

Starting from g as our centre, we linow that this
is an isolated system of subjectivity, and hence we
infer that all » is composed of analogous systems,
resembling one another as to their isolation, and
differing only in their degrees of psychological
value, Now this, translated into tetms of & (or
intlo terms of objectivity), means that 2 is an
isolated sysiem of matter in motion, and that the
same has to be said of all the constituent parts of
. In other woids, both subjectivity and ejectivity
are only known under thce condition of being
isolated fiom objectivity ; which, obversely con.
sidered, means that the matier in motion here
concerned is temporarily scparated off from the
rest of the objective world, in such wise that it
forms a distincl system of its own. Ifany part of
the objective world rudely forces its way within
the machinery of that sysiem, it is at the risk of
disarranging the machinery and stopping its work—
as is the case when a bullet enters the brain, Such
converse as ihe brain normally holds with the
cxtetnal woild, is held through the appointed
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channels ol the senses, whereby appropriale causa-
tlon Is supplied to keep the otherwise isolafed
system al work, We koow; fromi physiolopical
evidence, that when such externnl causation s
withheld, the isolated sysiem ceases Lo work ;) there-
fore, ihe isolation, although complete under one
point of view, under another point of view' is
incomplete, It is complele only in the sense in
which the isolation of a machine is complete—i, ¢,
it is in itscll a working sysieny, yet its working is.
ultimately dependent upon causation supplied from
without in certain appropriate ways, This truth is
likewise testificd to on the obverse aspect of
psychology. Ifor analysis shows that all our
mental processes (however complex they may be
internally) are ultimately dependent on impressions
of the exiernal world gained through the senses,
Whether regarded objectively or siibjectively,
thercfore, we find that it is the business of the
isolated system {o claborate, by its internal pros
cesses, the raw materials which are supplicd (o it
from without, Seecing, then, that the isolation of the
system is thus ouly partial, we may best apply
Lo il the term circumseribed.  Such partial fsolation
or circumscripiion of matier in motion--so that
it shall in itscll constitute a little working micro-
cosm—appears Lo be the first condition to the
being of a subjective personality,  Why, then, dogs
not the working of a machine present a subjective

side ?
Qur answer 1o this question s to be found in the
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following considerations. We are going upon the
hypothesis that all mind is matter in motion, and
_that all matter in motion is mind—or, as Clifford
phrased it, that all the external world is composed
of mind-stulf, No malter how lightly we may
simdc 2, we arc assuming that it must be shaded,
" artd® not left perfectly white, Now, both mind and
maticr in motion admit of degrees: first as to
quantity, next as to velocity, and lastly as to com-
plexity. But the degrees of matter in motion are
found, in point of observable fact, not to correspond
, with. those of mind, save in the last particular of
complexity, where there is unqguestionably an
evident correspondence. Therefore it is that a
machine, although conforming te the prime con-
dition of subjectivity in being a circumsctibed
system of matler in motion, nevertheless does not
atlain to subjectivity: the x does not rise to z be-
cause the internal processes of & are not sufficiently
intricate, or their intricacy is not of the appropriate
kind, Ifrom which it follows that although, as
I have said, all matter in motion is mind, merely as
maiter in motion (or irrespective of the kinds and
degrees of both) it may not necessarily be mind in
the elaborated form of consciousness : il may only
be the raw material of mind—or, ag Clifford called
it, mind-stuwff. Thus, although all conscious volition
is matter in motion, it does not follow that all
matter in motion is conscious volition, Which
serves to vestale the question ag to how far it is
probable, or improbable, that all matter in motion
‘ I
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is conscious volition—i.e, how deeply we ought to
shacle a ?
Well, the first thing to be considered in answer.
ing' this question is that, according to the theory of
Monism, we Awneze that it is within the range of
possibilily for matter in motion to reach a level of
intricacy which shall yicld conscious volition, and
even sclf-couscious thounght of an exiremely high
order of development,  Therelore, the only question
is as to whether il is possible, or in any way probable,
that matter in motion as occurring inas resembles, in
point of iniricacy, maller in motion as occurring in &.
Professor Clifford perceived that this is the core of
the quesiion, and staked the whole answer Lo it
on an exiremely simple issue.  Ile said that unless
wc can show in the disposition of heavenly bodies
some morphological resemblance {o the strucjure
of a human brain, we are preciuded from rationally
entertaining any probability that sclf-conscious
volition belongs {o the universe, Obviously, this
way of presenting the case is so grossly illogical
thal even the exigencies of popular exposition can~
tiol be hield to justify the presentation.  Ifor augdlit
that we can know Lo the conlrary, not merely the
highly specialized structure of the human brain, but
even thal of nervous maller in general, may only
be one of a thousand possible ways in which the
material and dynamical condilions required for the
apparilion of scll~consciousucgs can be secured, To
imagine that the human brain of ncceusity exhausts
these possibilitics is in the last degree absurd,
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Therefore, we may suggest the following presenta-
tion of Clifford’s casc as one that is less obviously
inadequate :—if any resemblance to the material
and dynamical conditions of the microcosm can be
detecled in the macrocosm, we should have good
reason to asciibe io the latter ithose attributes of
subjectivity which we know as belonging to the
former s but if no such resemblance can be tiaced,
we shall have some reason to suppose that these
attiibutes do not belong to the universe, Even this,
however, I should regard as much too wide a state-
ment of the case. To take the particular conditions
under which alone subjectivity is known to occur
upon a single planet as exhausting the possibilities
of its occurrence clsewhere, is too flagrant a use of
ithe method of simple enumeration to admit of a
moment’s countenance, Even the knowledge that
we have of the two greal conditions under which
terresirial subjectivilies occur—circumscription and
complexity—is only empirical, Tt may well be
that clsewhere (or apart from {he conditions imposed
by nervous tissuc) subjeclivily is possible irrespective
both of circumscription and of complexity. Thae-
fore, properly or logically regarded, the greal use
of the onc exhibilion of subjectivity furnished to
human cxperience; is ihe proof thus furnished ihat
subjectivily is possible under seme conditions ; and
the utmost which on the grounds of such proof
human experience is eniitled to argue 1is, that
probably, if subjectivity is possible clsewhere, its
possibilily is given by those conditions of circum-
i 2
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scription and complexity in the material and
dynamical relations concerned, which we find to he
the invariable and guantitative concomitants of
subjectivity within experience.  Bul this iga widely
different thing from saying (hat the only kind of
such circumscription and complexity---or the only
disposition of these relations—which can present a
subjective side is that which is found in the
structures and functions of & nervous system,

Now, il we fix our atiention merely on this
matter of complexily, and refuse to be led aslray
by obviously false anplogics of a more special kind,
I think there can be no question that the macrocosm
docs furnish amply sufficient opportunity, as it
were, [or the presence of subjeelivity, even if it be
assumed that subjeclivily can only be yiclded by an
order of complexily analogous to that of & nervous
sysiem. IFor, considering the material and dynamical
system of the universe as a whole, it is obvious that
the complexity presented is greater than that of
any of its parts. Not only is it true that all these
parts are included in the whole, and that even the
visible sidereal system alone presents movements of
cnormous intricacy !, bul we find, for inslance, that
even within the limits of this small planet there s

P I0we jmagloe the visible sidereal aysiem compressed within the
Hmits of a hwman skall, so that /il {is snovements which we now
recognize as molur should become moleculnr, the eomplesity of such
movement would probably bie as great as thal which takes place in
& lnunan braln, Yot to tils must e added all the mafeeniar move-

ments which*are now going on in the sideieal aystem, visible and
invistble,
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presented Lo actual observation a peculiar form of
circumscribed complex, fully comparable with that
" of the individual brain, and yel external to. each
individual brain. TFor the so-called fsocial aigan-~
ism, although composed of innumeiable individual
personalitics, is, with regard {0 each of ils constituent
units, a part of the objective world—just as the
human brain would be, were cach of its constituent
cells of a construction sufficiently complex to yicld
a separate personality,

If Lo this it be objected that, as a matter of fact,
the social organism does not posscss a self-conscious
personalily, I will give a twofold answer. In the
first place, Who told the objector that it has not?
For aught that any one of its constituent peisor-
alities can prove to the conhiary, this social
organism may posscss sclf-conscious personalily of
the most vivid characler: its constituent human
minds may be born into il and die out of il as do
the constituent cells of the human body: it may
feel the throes of war and famine, rejoice in the
comforts of peace and plenty: it may appreciate
the growth of civilization as its passage from child-
hood to maturity. If this at first sighl appears
a grotesque supposition, we musl remember that it
would appear equally so to ascribe such possibilities
1o the individual brain, were it not for the irrele-
vant accident of this particular form of complex
standing in such relation to our own subjectivity
that we are able to verify the fact of its ejectivity.
Thus, for aught that we can tell to the conirary,
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Comte may have been even more justified than ks
lollowears suppose, in teaching the personification of
IHuymanity.

But, in the next place, if the social organism is
not endowed with personality, lhis may be for
cither one of two rcasons. All the conditions
tequired for attaining so high a level of psychical
perfection may not be here present; or else the
level of psychical perfection may be higher than
that which we know as personality., This latter
alternative will be considered in another relation
by-and-by, so I will not dwell upon it now. But
with reference to all these possible contingencics,
I may observe that we are not without clear indica-
tions of the great fact that the high order of
complexity which has been reached by the social
organism ¢5 accompanicd by evidence of somecthing
which we may least dimly define as resembling sub-
jectivily, In numberless ways, which I need not wait
o enumerate, we perceive that sociely exhibits the
phenomena both of thought and conduct, And thesc
phenomena cannot always be cxplained by regard-
ing them as the sum of the thoughis and actions
of its constituent individuals-or, at least, they can
only be so regarded by conceding that the thoughts
and actions of the constituent individuals, when
thus summated, yicld a different product from that
which would be obiained by a merely arithmetical
computation of the constituent paris: the composite
procduct differs from ils component clements, as
1,0 differs from 24O, The gencral truth of



The World as an Lject, 103

this remark will, I belicve, be appreciated by all
historians. Sceing thatl idcas arc often, as it is said,
‘in the air’ before they are condensed in the mind
of individual genius, we habitually speak of the
‘ Zeit-geist ' as the product of a kind of collective
psychology, which is something other than the mere
sum of all the individual minds of a generation. That
is to say, we regard society as an ejecl, and the
more that a man studies the thought and conduct of
society, the more does he become convinced that
we are right in so regarding it. Of course this
eject is manifestly unlike that which we form of
another individual mind : it is much more gencral,
vague, and so far unlike the paltern of our own
subjectivity that even to ascribe to il the important
attribute of personality is felt, as we have just seen,
to approach the grotesque. Siill, in this vaguc and
general way we do ascribe to sociely cjective
existence: we habitually think of the whole world
of human thought and feeling as a psychological
complex, which is other than, and more {han, a
mere shorthand enumeration ofall the thoughts and
feelings of all individual human beings,

The cjeclive existence thus ascribed to socletly
serves as a stepping-stone to the yet more vague
and gencral ascription of such existence to the
Cosmos, At first, indeed, or during the carliest
stages of culture, the ascription of ejective existence
to the external world is neither vague nor gencral ;
on the contrary, it is most distinct and specific,
Beginning in the rudest forms of animism, where
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every natural process admits of being immediataly
attiibuted to ihe volitional agency of an unsecn
spirit, anthropomorphism scis oul upon its long
course of devclopment, which procecds pari passu
with the developmeni of abstract thought. Man,
as it has been tiuly said, universally makes God in
his own image; and it is difficull to sce how the
case could be otherwise, Universally the cject
must assume the pattern of the subject, and it is
only in the propoition that ihis pailtern presents
the featutes of abstract thinking that the image
which it throws becomes less and less man-like,
Hence, as Mr. Tfiske has shown in delail, so soon
as anthiropomorphism has assumed its highest state
of development, it begins to be¢ replaced by a con-
tinuous growlh of ‘deanthropomorphism, which,
passing through polytheism into monotheisni, cven-
tually ends in a progressive f purification’ of theism
—by which is meant a progressive metamorphosis
of the theistic conception, lending 1o remove from
Deity the atlributes of Humanity, The last of
these altributes to disappear is that of personality,
and when this final cedysis has been performed,
the cject which remains is so unlike ils original
subject, that, as we shall immediately find, il is
extremely difficult to irace any points of re-
semblance between them.

Now it is with this petfect, or imago condition of
the world-eject, that we have to da. My, Herbert
spencer, in what I consider the profoundest reaches
of hig philosophic thought, has well shown, on the
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. ong hand, I]GW impassﬂ)Ie 1t is Lo allribute Lo Deity
any of the spemﬁc altiibutes of mind as known to
ourselves subjectively; and, on the other hand, how
it is possible to conceive ‘symbolically ® {hat the
univeise may be instinct with a ¢ quasi-psychical’
principle, , a8 greatly transcending personalily
as personality transcends mechanical motion?,
Accepting, then, the world-cject in this its highest
conceivable stage of evolution, I desire 1o con-
template it under the light of the monistic theory,

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

Y Principles of Prychology, vol, i. pp. 150-61; Bssays, vol, i,
PP. 240-9; and First Prineiples, p. 20
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transcending personalily as personality transcoads
mechanical motion.

Now, although we cannol conceive of such a
mind actually, we may most piobably make the
nearest approach to conceiving of it truly, by
provistonally ascribing to it the highest atiributes
of mind as known Lo oursclves, or the aliributes
which bclong 1o human pcrsonality, Just as =z
thinking inscct would derive a betier, or more true,
conception of human peisonalily by considering it
cjectively than by considering il objectively (or by
considering the mind-processes as distinguished
from the biain-processecs), so, if there is a form of
mind immeasurably supctior Lo our own, we may
probably gain a more faithful--howsoever still
inadequate—conception of it by contemplating its
operations cjectively than by doing so objectively.
I will, therefote, speak of the world-cject as pre-
scnting conscious volition, on the undersianding
that if 2 does not present either consciousness or
volition, this must be—according Lo the funda-
mental assumplion of psychism on which we are now
procecding—hecause & presenis altribules at least
as much higher than consciousnecss or volilion as
these are higher than mechanical motion. Ifor
when we consider the ulmost that our conscious
volition is able (o accomplish in the way of
contrivance~-how limited iis knowledge, how short
its duration, how resiricted its range, and how
imperfect its adaptations—we can only conclude
that 7f the ultimate constitution of all {hings is
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pyschical, the philosophy of the Cosmos becomes a
¢ philosophy of the Unconscious’ only because it is
a2 philosophy of the Superconscious.

Now, if once we feel ourselves able to transcend
the preliminary—and doubtless very considerable-—
difficulty of symbolically conceiving the world-cject
as super-conscious, and (because nol limited) also
super-personal, I think, there can be no question
that the world-object furnishes overwhelming proof
of psychism. I candidly contess that I am nol
myself able to overcome the preliminary difficully
in question. By discharging the elemcnts of per-
sonality and conscious volition from the world-eject,
I appear to be discharging from my conception
of mind all that most distinclively belongs to
that conception ; and thus I scem to be brouglht
back again to the point from which we staried:
the wotld-eject appears to have again resolved
itself inlo the unknown quantity 2 Bul here we
must distinguish between actual conceplion and
symbolical conception. Although it is unquestion-
ably true that I can form ne actual conception
of Mind save as an e¢ject of personality and
conscious volition, it is a question whether T am
not able to form a symbolical conception of Mind
as thus extended, For I know that consciousncss,
implying as it does continual change in serial order
of circumseribed mental processes, i not (symboli-
cally considered) the highest conceivable exhibition
of Mind ; and just as a mathematician is able to deal
symbolically with space of % dimensions, while only
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able really to conceive of space as limited to three
dimensions, so I feel that I ought not to limit the
abstract possibilities of mental being by what T may
ierm the accidental conditions of my own heing,

I need scarcely wail to show why 1L appeus o
me that if this position is gianted, the world-object
furnishes, as [ have said, overwhelming proof of
psychism ; for this proof has been ably presented
by many other writeis, There is  first the
antecedent improbability that the human mind
should be the highesl manifesiation of subjectivity
in this univeise of infinite objectivity., Thete is
next the fact that throughout this universe of
infinile objeclivily—so far, al leasl, as human
observation can cxiend—there is unquestionable
cvidence of some on¢ integrating principle, whereby
all its many and complex paiis arc correlated wilh
one another in such wise that the result is universal
otder. And if we take any part of the whole
syslem—such as that of organic nature on this
planet—tio examine in more detail, we find that it
appears Lo be instinel with contrivance. So to
speak, wherever we {ap organic nature, it seems 1o
flow with purpoese ; and, as we shall presently see,
upon the monistic theory the evidence of purpose is
here in no way attenuated by a full acceplance of
any of the *mechanical’ explanations furnished
by science, Now, these large and important facts
of observation unquestionably point, as just
obscived, to some one integrating principle as
pervading the Cosmos} and, if so, we can scarcely
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be wrong in supposing that among all our
conteptions it must hold neaiest kinship Lo that
which is our highest conceplion of an integialing
cause—viz., the conception of psychism. Assuredly
no human mind could either have devised o
maintained the working of even a fiagment of
Nature; and, thercfore, it secms bul 1easonable {o
conclude that the iniegiating principle of the
whole—the Spiiit, as it were, of the Universe—
must be something which, while as I have said
holding neaiest kinship with our highest conception
of disposing power, must yet he immeasurably
supetior to the psychism of man, The world-gject
thus becomes invested with a psychical value as
greatly tianscending in magnitude that of the
human mind, as the mateiial fiame of the univesse
transcends in its magnitude ihe mateiial frame
of the human body. Therefore, without in any
way stiaining the theory of Monism, we may provi-
sionally shade ¥ moie decply than g and this in
some immeaswmable degree.

One other matter remains Lo be considered with
reference to this world-¢ject as sanclioned hy
Monism, It lecaves us free Lo regard all natural
causation as a direcl exhibition of psychism, The
prejudice against anything approaching a theistic
interpretation of the Universe nowadays arises
chiefly from the advance of physical science having
practically revealed the ubiquity of natural causes.
It is felt that when a complete explanation of any
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given phenomenon has been furnished in {erms of
these causes, there is no need to go further ; Yhe
phenomenon has been rendered intelligible on its
mechanical side, and therefore it is fell that we
have no reason to suppose that it presents a mental
side—any supplementary causation of a mental
kind being regarded as superfluous.  Iven wrilers
who expressly repudiate this reasoning prove them-
sclves to be habitually under its inflluence; for we
constantly find that such writers, after conceding
the mechanical explanations as far as these have
been proved, take their stand upon the more
iniricale phcnomena of Nature where, as yet, the
mechanical explanations aic not foithcoming,
Whether it be at the origin of life, the origin of
sentiency, of instinct, of rationality, ol morality, or
of religion, these writeis habitually argue that here,
at least, the purcly mechanical interpretations fail ;
and that here, consequently, there is still room left
for a psychical interpretations Of course the
pleading for theism thus supplied is seen by others
Lo be of an extremely feeble quality; for while, on
the one hand, il resls only upon ignorance of
natural causation (as distinguished from any know-
ledge of supernatmial causation), on the other hand,
abundant historical analogies are available Lo show
that it is only a question of time when pleading of
this kind will become more and more restricted in
its subject-matter, till eventually it be altogether
silenced, DBut the pleading which Monism is here
able Lo supply can ncver be silenced,
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For, according to Monism, all matter in motion
is mind | and, therefore, maticr in motion is merely
the objective revelation, 7o us and for us, of that
which in its subjective aspcel—or in ils ultimate
reality—is mind. Just as the operations of my
friend’s mind can only be revealed 1o me through
the mechanical operations of his body, so il may
very well be that ihe operations of the Supremc
Mind (supposing such {o exist) can only be revealed
to "me through the mechanical operations of
Nature. The only difference between the two cascs
is that while I am able, in the case of my fiiend's
mind, to elicit 1esponses of mechanical movement
having a definite and intended relation to the
operations of my own mind, similarly expressed 1o
him ; such is not the case with Nature, With the
friend-cject I am able (o conwerse; but not so with
the world-ejectl. This great difference, however,

1 Tt 15, however, the helief of all rellgious persons that even this
distinetion does not hold. If they are right in their Lelief, the
distingtion would then hecome onc as to the mode of converse, In
this case what is colled communlon with the Supieme Mind must Le
supposed to be a communion sid genesss + the converse of mind with
mind is herc désecd, or daoes not require to he translated into the
language of mechanical signs: iU is subjeclive, not ejective.  HUil),
even here we must belleve that the physical aspeel accompanies the
psychical, although not necessarily observed.  An act of prayer, for
example, 15, on ilg physical aspect, an nct of cerebration: go is the
answer {supposing 1t genuine), in as {ar as the woishipper g con-
cerned, ‘Thus prayer and 1ts answer (according to Monlsm) resemble
all the other processes of Natuie in presenting an objective side of
strictly physical cansation, Nor i3 it possible that the case counld be
otherwise, if a// mental processes consist in physical process, and
vice versa, It is obvions that this consldeiation las imporlant
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althongh obviously depriving me of any such
dliiect corroboration of psychlsm in the world-dject
as that which I thus derive of psychism in the
{ricnd-gject, ought not to be regarded by me as
amounting, in the smallest degree, to disprogf of
psychism in the world-¢ject.  The fact that T am

nol able to converse with the world-gject is merely

a negative fact, and should ndt be allowed to tell

againsl any probabilily (otherwise derived) ™
favour of psychism as belonging 1o that gjéet,
There may be a thousand very good ‘reasons why [

should be precluded fiom such converse—some of

which, indeed, I can mysclf very clearly pereeive,
The importance of Monism in thus enabling
us rationally 1o contemplate all processes of

bearings on the question as lo the physienl officacy of prayer
From & monistic pont of view both these who alfirm and these whe
deny such efiicney are equally in the right, and equally iu the wrong ;
they are merely quarrelling upon different sides of the same shield.
o1, according to Monism, if the theologiang are right in supposing
that the Supteme Mind 1s the hearer of prayer In any case, they nre
also right in supposing thal the Mind must necessuily Le able to
grant what is called physical answers, seeing that In oider to grant
any answer (even of the most apparently spiritual Jdnd) some
physieal change must be praduced, if it be only in the liain of the
petitioner,  On the other hand, the scientists ae cqually wight in
maintaining that no physical miswer to prayer cant he of the nature
of & mirmcle, or produced mdependently ol stricily physieal cansation
for, 1f 80, the physical and the psychieal would no longer be coln-
cident, Iint, until the sclentlsts me able to pefoum the hopeless
task of poving wheire the possibalities of physical causatlon end, oy
a mere matter of abstract speculation and going upon the theory of
Monism, it is evident that the theologlang may have any latitude

they choose to clalm, both nsg repards this matter and thal of so-
called miracles,

Yy
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| pllysfqal causation a5 possibly immediate exhibj-

rtions ‘of psychismy is difficull to overrate. Ior it
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entirely discharges all distinction between the
mechanical and the mental; so that if physical
science were sufficiently advanced to yield a full
natural explanation of all the phenomena within
human experience, mankind would be in a position
to gain as complete a knowledge as 1s theoretically
possible of the psychological character of the
world-egject. , Already we are able to perceive the
immense significance of being able to regard any

. sequence of natural causation as the macly

phenomenal aspect of the ontological reality—tihe
merely outward manifestation of an inwaid
meaning, Thus, for example, I am listening to
a sonata of Beethoven's played by Madame
Schumann, Helmholtz tells e all that he knows
about the physics and physiology of Lhe process,
both beyond and within my biain, But T f{eel
that, even if Helmholtz were able to tell me very
much more than he can, so long as he is dealing
with these objective explanations, he is at work
only upon the outer skin of the whole matter,
The great reality is the mind of Beethoven com-
municating to my mind through the complex
intervention of three different braing with their
neuro-muscular systems, and an endless variety of
a€rial vibrations proceeding [rom a pianoforte,
The method of communication has nothing more
to do with the reality communicated than have the
paper and ink of this essay to do with the ideas
I
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which they serve Lo convey. In each case a vehicle
of symbols Is nccessary in order that one mingd
should communicate wilth anothery but in both
cases this is a vehicle of symdols, and nothing more,
lovet ywhere, therefore, the reality may be psychical,
and the physical symbolic; everywhere matter in
motion may be the oulward and visible sign of an
inward and spiritual grace,

Take again the casc of moralily and religion,
Because science, by ils theory of evolution, appears
to be in a fair way of explaining the genesis of
these things by natural causes, theisls are taking
alarm ; it is felt by them that if moralily can be
fully explained by utilily, and religion by super-
stition, ihe reality of both 18 destroyed, DBut
Monism teaches that such a view is entirely
erroneous, Ifor, according to Monisin, the natural
causation of morality and religion has nothing
whatever 1o do with the ultimate truth of either.
‘The natural causatlion is merely a record of physical
processes, serving 1o manifest the psyclhical processes,
Nor can it make any differcice, as regards the
ultimatie veracity of the moral and religious (celings,
that they have been developed slowly by natural
causes; ihat they were al first grossly selfish on
the one hand, and hideously superstitious on the
other ; that they afterwards went through a long
series of changes, none of which therefore can have
fully corresponded with external truthj or that
even now they may be both extremely far from any
such correspondence, All that such considerations
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gq to prove is, that it belongs {o ihe natural
method of mental cvolution in man that wilh
advancing culture his cjective inicrpretations of
Nature should more and more ncarly approximate
the truth. The world-cject musl neccssarily vary
with the character of the human subject; but this
does not prove that the ejeclive interpretation has
throughout been wrong in method: it only proves
that such interpretation has been imperfect—and
necessarily imperfect—in application.

Such, then, I conceive Lo be one of the most
important consequences of the monistic theory,
Namely, that by regarding physical causation as
everywhere but the objective or phenomenal aspect
of an ejective or ontological realily, it furnishes
a logical basis for a theory of things which is at the
same time natwal and spiritual, On the objective
aspect, the explapnations furnished by reason arc
of necessity physical, while, on the ejective aspect,
such explanations are of necessily metaphysical—
or rather, lel us say, hyper-physical. But these
two orders of explanation are different only because
their modes of interpreting the same cvents are
different, The objeclive explanation which was
given (as we supposed) by Helmholtz of the effects
produced on the human brain by hearing a sonata,
was no doubt perfectly sound within its own
category ; bul the ejective explanation of these
same effects which is given by a musician is equally
sound within 4 category. And similarly, if instead
of the man-object we contemplate the world-objcct

I2
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physical causation becomes but the phenomepal
aspect of psychical causation the invariability of its
sequence becomes but the expression of intentional

~order ) the iron rigidity of natural law becomes the

- senstions manifestation of an unalterable ccnmf;tcncy

~ as belonging to the Supreme Volition,

My object in this paper has been to show Llnt
-th_c views of the late Professor Cliffoid concerning
the influence of Monism on Theism are unsound,
T am in full agreement with him in believing that
Monismi is destined to hecome: the generally
accepted theory of things, sceing that it is the only
theory of things which can reccive the sanction of
science on the one hand and of feeling on the other,
But I disagree with him in holding. that this theory
is fraught with implications of an antl-theistic kind,
In my ;opinion this theory leaves the question of
- Theism very much where it was before, ~ That is
- to say; while not furnishing any independent proof
of Theism, it likewise fails to furnish any inde~

| '.-pendcnt disproof. The reason why in Clifford’s
_ hands this theory appeared to- fuinish 111c1ependent |

- disproof, was because he persisted i regarding the
world only as an object: lia did not entertain the
'--lmbsablhty that ‘the world mlght also he 1*ega1cled?-‘;
as an cject, “Yet, that the world, under the theory

m’ Mmusm, s at least ag susceptible of an ejc:ctwef
" as'it is of an objccuve Intmprntﬂ.tmn, I trust that -

T have now been able to show. - And this is-all

that I have endeavoured to slww._ As a mattcr'_'-
Lo nl” mcthodml 1*casomng 1t appems to mq tll'tt-__-__'
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",Momsm alone can only lead to Agnostlcmm.
| -Tllat is to say, it leaves a clear field of choice

" as between ‘Theism and Athelsm; and, therefore,

- to a carefully reasoning Monist, there are threc
alternatives open. He may remain 2 Monist, and
nothing more; in which case he is an agnostic.
He may entertain what appears to him independent

“evidence in favour of Theism, and thus he may

"bECﬂmE‘ a theist. Or he may entﬂrt*ull W]lilt""

appeals ‘to-him. 1ndependent evidence in favour of

Atheism, and thus he may become an Catheist,
But, in. any case, SO far as his Monism cait carry -
) ."hrm, he is left perfectly free either to regard the
- world as an object alone, or to reg'ucl the wor ld as
N alsc} an e_]ectl | | -

1'-It may be explained that by Agnosticlsm I understand a theory
of things which abstains from ecither aflirming or denying the
existence of God. It thus represents, with regard to Theism,
"+ a state of suspended judgement ; and all it undertakes to- aflirm is, -
that, upon existing evidence, the being of God {s unknown, DBut the

" term Agnosticism ig frequently used in a widely different sense, as

. ""':-"3implying belief that the being of God is not merely now unknown,

. - but must always remain unknownble, It is therefore often ropre~

“gented -thet Mr, Herbert Spencer, in virtue of his doctrine of the

Unknnwable, is o kind of npostle of Agnosiicism,- This, however,.
- T coneelva to he a great mistake. The distinctive features of Mr, .

} Spencer's doctrine of the Unknowable are not merely non-agnostic,

- bat anti-agnostle. For the doctrine affirms (hat we have this much

knowledge of God-—-nmnely, that if Fe exists; Hle must ‘for aver be
“unknown, .. Without question, this would be a most important piece -

" of definite kriowledge with regard to-Delty, negative though it be

" and, therel’ure, any man wha holds it has no- right to be called an .

agnostie,

Tome it has alwnys seemed that the clnclrlne of thﬁ Unlm nwahle,'.' -

. '-in 50 far as it cliﬂ‘ers l‘rmn the dnctrlnu nf the Unknaw“; is lllghly_' -: :
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unphilosaphical. By what right can it be afliemed that Deity, if 11e
cxists, may not reveal the fnct of Ilis existence to-moirow-—natid chis
to the whole humnn race without the possibility of doubt? Or, if
there be o God, who is (o say that theie certainly cannotl be a future
hile, in whlch each individual man may haye unguestionable proofof
Theism ? 1t is a perfectly philosophieal striement for any one to make
that, ns matters now stand, he ean see no evidenece of ‘Theism § but to
sny that he knows the hwman race never can have such cvidetice, 15
a most unphilosophical stalement, scelng Lhat it conld only be justified
by nbsolute knowledge. And, on this aceomnt, Isay that the doctiine
of the Unknowable, In 50 far ag {i differs from the doctrine of the
Unknown, is the very reverse of agnostle,

Now, the theory of Monism alone, as observed inthe text, appears
to be purely agnostic in the sense just expluned, I in some parts
of the foregoing cssny I nppear to have been mguing in favour'of
theistic implications, this has only been in order 1o show (ns agalnst
Clifford) that the world does admut of belng regarded as nnt gjoct,
But inasmuch ag—-religlous falth apart—we are not able to verify
any such gjectlve Interpretalion, we are not able to estimale its
value, Monism sanctions the shading of 4 as deeply as we choose;
but the shading which it sanctions is only provisional,

i



CHAPTER V.

THE WILL IN RELATION TO MATLERIALISM
AND SPIRITUALISM.

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

Although the phenomena of volition have occupied
so large a province of philosophical literature, the
fundamental problems which arisc in connexion
with them are only two in number, and voth admit
of being stated in extremely simple terms, The
histotical order in which these two problems have
arisen is the inverse of their logical order, [For
while in logical order the {wo problems would stand
thus—1Is the Will an agent? If so, ig it a free agenl ?
—in actual discussion it was long taken for granted
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that the WIill is an agent, and hence the only
conlroveisy gathered round the questionswhether
the Will is a frec agent.  Descaites, indeed, seems
to have enfeitained the piior question with 1egaid
to animals, and there aie passages in the Leviathan
which may be taken to imply that Ilobbes enter-
tained (his question 4villh regard to man, But it
was not until 1ecent yrears that any such question
could stand upon a basis of science as distinguished
from speculationy the question did not admil of
being so much as stated in terms of science until
physiclogy was in a position openly to challenge
our right to assume that the Will is an agent,
Such a challenge physiology has now given, and
even declared that any assumplion of volitional
agency is, In the presence of adequate physio-
logical knowledge, impossible,

The two problems which I thus state separately
are oflen, and indecd generally, confused together
but for the putpose of clear analysis it s of the
fitst impottance that they should be kept apart,
In order to show the wide distinclion between
them, we may best begin with a brief consideration
of what it is that the two problems scverally
involve; and to do this we may best take the
problems in what I have called their logical
order,

First, then, as regatds the question whether the
Will is an agent, the tival theoiies of Mateiialism
and Spititualism stand to one another in a 1elation
of contiadiction, For it is of the essence of



7 /:e‘e 73] " ?":.?Za}ﬁbﬂ to Materialism. 1ar

Spit itualism to regw:l the W111 as an agent, or as
an o igina} cause of bodily movement, and therefore
as a tjue cause in Natuie, = On the other hand,
it is of the essence of Materialism 1o deny that
the Will is an agent, Hitheito, indeed, materialisis
as a body have not expiessly recognized ihis
implication as necessarily sbelonging to  their
theory; but that this implication does neccessarily
belong to their theory—or rather, I should say,
really constitutes its most distinctive feature-—
admits of being easily shown, For the theoiy that
material changes are the causes of mental changes
necessarily teiminates in the so-called theory of
conscious automatism—or the theory that so far
as the conditions to boddy action ate coticeined,
consciousness is adventitious, bearing the same
ineffectual relation to the activity of the iain as
the striking of a clock bears to the time-kecping
adjustments of the clock-work., I'rom this conclu-
sion there is no possibility of escape, if once we
accept the piemises of Materialism ; and therefore
I say it belongs to ihe esscnce of Materialism to
deny the agency of Will,

Just as necessatily docs it belong to the essence
of Monism to affirm the agency of Will, Tror,
according to this theoty, while motion is producing
nothing but motion,, mind-change nothing but mind-
change, both aie producing both simulianeously;
neither could be what it 1s without the other, for
each 1s to the other a necessary counterpart or
supplement, in the absence of which ihe whole
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cangation (whether regarded from the 1’111}?31'0:1.1“_ ol
mental side) would not he complete,

Now, in my opinjion the imporiance of the
view thus presented by the theory of Monism is,
for all purposes of psychological analysis, {n-
estimable, It is impossible nowadays that such
analysis can proceed very far in any direction
without confronting the facts presented by physi-
ology : hence il {8 fmpossible for such analysis to
confine iiself oxclusively to the spiritual o
subjective side of psychology,  On the other hand,
in so far as such analysis has regard Lo the
material or objective side, iL has hitherto appeared
{0 counienance—in however dispuised a (orme--ihc
dogmatic denial of the Will as an agents  IHence
the supreme importance to psychology of recon-
ciling the hitherto rival theories of Spiritualism
ancd Materialism in the higher synthesis which is
furnished by the theory of Monism, Ifor, obviously,
in the absence of any philosophical justification of
the Will as an agent, we are withoul any guaraniee
that all psychological inquiry is not a vain beating
of the air, If, as Materinlism necessarily implies,
the Will is not a cause in Nature, there would be
no reason in Nature for the agency either of feeling
or of intelligence,  Leeling and intelligence would,
therefore, stand as ciphersin the general constitution
of things; and any inquiry touching their internal
system of causation could have no reference Lo any
scientific inguiry touching causation in general,
I am aware that this truth ig habitually overlooked
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by psychologisis ; but it is none the less a truth of
fundamental importance to the whole superstructure
of this science. Qr, in other words, unless psycho-
logists will expressly consent {o rear their science
on the basis provided by the philosophical theory
of Monism, there is nothing 1o save it from logical
disintegration; apart from {his basfs, the whole
scicnce is, so 1o speak, buill in the air, like an
unsubstantial structure of clouds, Psychologists,
I repeat, habitually ignore this fact, and constantly
speak of feeling and intelligence as true causes of
adjustive action; but by so doing they merely beg
from this contradictory theory of Spiritualism a flat
denial of the fundamental postulate on which they
elsewhere proceed—the postulate, namely, that
mental changes are determined by cerebral changes.
Consider, for example, the following passage from
Mr, Spencer’s Principles of Psychology (§ 125),
which serves to show in brief compass the logical
incoherency which in this matter runs through his

whole work ;—

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

The argument here is that the ¢adjustments of
feelings to actions,’ when once attained, leads in
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turn Lo an adjustment of actions to feclings—or, as
I have mysell stated the argument in my Mewial
Ewvolution in Animals, \he raison d'étre of Pleaswre
and Pain has been that of furnishing organisms with
guides 1o adjustive action : moicover, as in the case
of direct sensation dictaling any simple adjustment
for the sake of securing an immediate good, so in
the case of instinet dictating a more intricale action
for the sake of eventlunlly securing a more remote
good (whether for sclfy progeny, or communily) ; and
s0, lilkewise, in the case of reason dictating a still more
intricate adjustment for the sake of securing a good
still more remote—in all cases, that is, where
volition is concerned, pleasurces and pains are the
guides of action) Bl thus o affirm that pleasures
and pains are the guides of action is merely another
way of affirming that the Will is an agent—a cause
of bodily movement, and, as such, a cause in
Nature., Now, as we have scen, Mr. Spencer not
only affirms {his—or rather assumes it-—but procecds
to render an a priord explanation of the accuracy
of the guidance, VYet he nowhere considers the
fundamental question--Why should we supposc
thal the Will 1s an agent at all?  Assuredly the
answer given by physiology 1o thls question is
a simple denial that we have any justification so
to regard the Will: in view of her demonstration
of conscious automatism, she can see no reason
why there should be any connexion at all between
a subjeclive feeling of pleasure or pain and an
objeclive fact of ‘agreement or disagrecment with the
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environment —nay, one of the most eminent of
her pucstlmccl has declared thatl theie 45 no more
connexion between the ambition of a Napoleon
and a gencral commotion of Lurope, than there is
between the pull of a steam-whistle and the
locomotion of a train,. And, as I have now
repeatedly insisted, on grounds of physiology alone
this is the only logical conclusion at which it is
possible to arrive, Yet Mr, Spencer, while else-
where procecding on the lines of physiology, when-
cver he encounters the question of the agency
of Will; babitually jumps the whole gulf that
scparates Mateiialism fiom Spiritualism.  And this
wonderful feat of intellectual athletics is likewise
performed, so far at least as I am awale, by every
other psychologist who has proceeded on the lines
of physiology., Indeed, the logical incoheiency is
not so serious in Mr, Spencer’s case as it is in that
of many other writers whom I need not wait to
name, IFor Mr. Spencer docs not seek to found
his system on a basis of avowed Mateilalism, and,
therefore, e may be said to have left {his funda-~
menial question of volitional agency in abeyance,
Bul all those writers who have 1eared their systems
of psychology on a basis of avowed Materialism—
or, which is the same thing, on a basis of physiology
alonc—lay ihemseclves open to the chaige of
grossesl inconsistency when they thus assume ibat
the Will is an agent, It is impossible that these
writers can both have their cake and eat it. Lither
they must forego their Mateiialism, or else they
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must cease 1o speak of  motives delermining action,’
‘conduct being governed by pleasures and pains,’
fyoluntary movements in their last resoil being all
due 1o bodily feclings,’ ‘the highest morality and
the lowest vice being alike the result of a pursuit
of happiness, &c. &c, And, so far as I can see, it
is only In the way above indicated, or on the theory
of Monism, that il is possible, withoul ignoring the
facts of physiology on the one hand or those of
psychology on the other, philosophically to save
the agency of Will.

From this bricl exposition it may be gathered
that on the materialistic theory il is impossible
that the Will can be, in any sense of the term, an
agent 3 ihat on the spiritualistic theory the Will
is regarded as an agent, but only in the sense of
a non-natural or miraculous cause; and, lastly,
that on the monistic theory the Will is sived as an
agent, or may be properly regarded and as properly
denominated a true cause, in the ordinary sense of
that term.  Ior this, as well as for other reasons
which need nol here be specified, I accepl in
philosophy the theory of Monismj and am thus
cntitled in  psychology 1o proceed upon the
doctrine thal the Will is an agent, We have next
Lo consider the ulterior question whether upon this
theory the Will may be propetrly regarded as
a {ree agent,

By a {ree agenl is undersiood an agent that is
able lo act withoul restrnint, or spontancously,
The word ‘free, therefore, bears a very dilferent
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meaning when applied exclusively to 1the Will, and
whén applicd more generally to the living organism,
Ior we may pioperly say that a man, or an animal,
is fiee when he, or il, is al libeity to act in
accordance with desire,  Touching the fact of
frecdom in this sense thereis, of course, no question,
We have not to consider the possible ficedom of
man, but the possible ficedom of Will; we have
not to contemplate whether a man may be frce to
do what he wills, but whether he can be {iee to will
what he wills, Such being {he question, we have to
consider it in relation to the thiee philosophical
theories already stated—Materialism, Spiritualism,

and Monism,
For the theory of Materialism the present

question has no existence. If this announcement
appears startling, it can only be because no mate-
rialist has ever laken the irouble to formulate his
own theory with distinciness, Ifor, as pieviously
shown, Materialism necessarily involves the doctrine
of conscious aulomatism; but, if so, the Will is
concluded nol to be an agent at ally and there-
fore it becomes idle to discuss whether, in any
impossible cxercise of its agency, it is free or
subject to restraint, The most that in this
connexion could logically stand to be considered
by the advocates of Materialism would be whether
or not the adventitiovs and incfficacious feclings of
subjectivity which are associated with -cerebral
aclivily are determinate or frec; but this would
probably be iegarded on all hands as a somewhat
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A " T L}
. vuseléss topic of disgussion, and Kft:rtninlyﬂ in any
tase would have no reference to‘the guestiofl of
free agency.  The point to e clearly underslood is!
that, according Lo Lthe materialistic iheory, a motor
j¢ distinet fiom a moltive, although in some wnace
countable manner the motor is able to cause the
motive. Bul the molive, when thus causcd, is not
supposed to exerl any causal inlluence on bodily
action it is supposed to begin and end as a molive,
or never itsell to become o motor.  In other words,
as befoie stated, the Will is notl supposed 1o be an
agent y and, therefore, 1o this theory the doctrine
of free-will and of determinlsm are alike irrelevant,
We need nol wail Lo prove that this important fact
is habitually overlooked by materialists them.
sclves, or that whenever a materialist espouses the
cause of delerminism, he is thereby and for the
time being vacating his position as a materialist
for if; according to his theory, the Will is not an
agen, he is merely impugning his own doctrines by
consenting to discuss {he conditions of its agency.

The theoty of Spirltualisin and the theory of
Monism agice in holding that the Will is an agont;
and, therefote, to bothh of these theories the
question whether the Will is a free agent i5 a real
question. Ieie, then, it devolves upon us to con-
sider carcfully the logical status of the rival
doctrines of so-called Libeity and Necessity, For
convenience of arrangement in what follows, we
may best begin with the doctrine of Necessity, or
Determinism,

L3



CHAPTER VI,

TIE WILL IN RELATION TQ MONISM,

WE have now seen that, according to Mateiial-
ism, the Will is not an agent, while according both
to Spiritualism and {0 Monism the Will is an
agent, Touching the fuuther question, whether the
Will is a fice agent, we have scen that while the
question does not exist for Mateiialism, it appeais
to 1equitc a negative answer both fiom Spiiitualism
and from Monism. Ifor, as icgaids its relation to
Spititualism, when once the ground is cleaicd of
certain eirois of statement and fallacies of 1easoning,
we appear o find that unless the Will is held 1o
be motiveless—which would be to destioy not only
the doctiine of moial 1esponsibility, bul likewisc
ithat of univaisal causation—it must be rcgaided
as subjecl to law, or as delermined in ils aclion by
the nature of its past histoty and present ciicum-
stances, Lastly, thc theoiy of Monism appeais
likewise Lo deny the possibility of ficedom as an
atlribute of Will; for, accotding to this theory,
memtal piocesses are one and the same with
physical piocesses, and hence it does nol appear

K
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that the doclrine of determinism could well he
faught in a manner more emphatic,

Thus far, then, the doctrine of delerminism is
scen to be victorious over the doctrine of freedom
all along the line. By Materialism the question
of freedom is excluded ad 7nitin ; by Spirilualism
and by Monism, so far as yel seen, it can be
logically answered only in the negative. Ifrom
which il follows that the scuse of moral responsi-
bility is of the nature of a wvast illusion, the
historical genesis of which admils of being easily
traced, and the authority of which is thus destroyed.
Although il may still serve 10 supply molives Lo
conduct, it scems that il can do so only in the way
that belongs 1o superstition—thal Conscicnce, as
I have before said, is the bogey of mankind, and
that belief in its authority is like belief in witch-
craft, destined to dwindle and to fade before the
advance of a better or more complete knowledge
of natural causation,

Bul the discussion musi nol end here,  Iitherio
I have presented the case Liberty versws Necessity
with all the impartiiality of which T am capable ;
but I have done so without iravelling an inch
beyond those limils of discussion within which
the question has been dehated by previous writers,
I believe, indeed, that T have pointed oui several
important oversights which have been made on
both sides of the question; bul in doing (his
I bhave not gone futher than the philosophical
basis upon which the question has been hitherto
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argued, My object, however, in publishing these
papers is not that of destructive ctiticism ; and
what I have done in this direction has been done
only in order lo prepaic the way for what is
now to follow. Having shown, as it appears to
me conclusively, that upon both the rival theories
of Mateiialism and Spiritualism—the doctrine of
Liberty, and theicfore of Moral Responsibility—
must logically fall, I now hope to show that this
doctrine admits of being re-established on a basis
furnished by the theory of Monism,

It often happens that an elaborate structure of
argument, which is perfectly sound and complete
upon the basis furnished by a given hypothesis,
admits of being wholly disintegiated when the
fundamental hypothesis is shown to be either
provisional or untrue. And such, I believe, is the
case with the issue now before us. Ifor the issue
Libeity versus Necessity has hitherto been argued
on the common assumption that natural causation
is not merely the most ultimate principle which
the human mind can reach; bul also a principle
which is, ih some way or another, external 1o that
mind, It has been taken for granted by both sides
in the controversy thal if our volitions can be

~proved to depend upon natuial caunsation, as rigid

in its sequences within the sphere of a human mind

as within that of a calculating machine, there must be

an end of the controversy; seeing that our volitions

would be thus proved to be rigidiy determined

by those same principles of fixed order, or ‘ natural
K2
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law,) which arc external to, or independent of
the human mind--quile as much as they are
exlernal 1o, or independent of, the calenlating
“machine, Now, it is this assumption which 1
challenge, The theory of Monisim cntitles one
{o deny that when we have driven the question
down 1o the granile bed of natural cauvsation,
nothing more remains to be done; according to
this theory it still remains to be asked, What is
the nature of this natural causation? Is il indeed
ihe ultimale datum of experience, below which
ithe human mind cannol go? And is il indeed so
far exiernal to, or independent of, the human
mind, that the latter stands to it in the relation
of a slave to a master- coerced as Lo aclion by
ihe conditions which that master has laid down?
Now these questions are all virtually answered
in the affirmative by the dualistic theory of
Spivitualism, TFor the Will is here reparded as
an agent bound {o act in accordance with those
condilions of external necessity which dualism
recognizes as  natwal  causation.  Its  internal
cansation thus becomes bul the reflex of external
and the reflection becomes kuown internally as
the consciousness of motiva,  Ilence, the Will
cannol be philosophically liberated from the toils
of this exiermal nccessity, so long as dualism
recognizes that necessily as existing independently
of the Will, and thus imposing its conditions on
yolilional activily, Bul the theory of Monism,
by identifying external with internal cavsation-—
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oi, physical processes with psychical processes—
philosophically saves the doctrine of ficedom, and
with it the doctrine of moral responsibilily. More-
over, it does so without relying upon any precatious
appeal to the direct ilestimony of consciousness
itself, As this view of the subject is one by no
mcans casy of appreheansion, I will endeavour to
unfold it parl by pait. '

To begin with, Monism excludes the possibility
of volition being dectermined by cercbration. Let
us suppose, for cxample, that a sequence of ideas,
A, B, €, D, occurs in the mind, which on its obveisc
or cerebral aspect may be repiesented by the
sequence @, &, ¢, &, Here the parallelism is not
duc, as supposed by Materialism, 1o & determining
Ab, b determining Br, &c.; it is duc io Aa
determining B4, 5b determining Ce, &c,—the two
apparently diveise causal sequences being ically
but one causal sequence.  If the determinist shoulc
rejoin that a causal sequence of some kind is all
that he demands—that the Will is cqually proved
to be unfree, whether it be bound by the causal
sequence @, &, ¢, d, or by the causal sequence Aa,
B, Ce, Dd—1 answer that ithis is a point which
we have 1o consider by-and-by, Meanwhile I am
only endeavouring to make clear the essential
distinclion between the philosophical theories of
Monism and Malerialism. And the cffect of this
distinction is to show that, for the purposes of
clear analysis, we may wholly neglect cither side
of the double reality. If we happen to be engaged
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on any physiological inquiry, we may allogether
neplect the processes of ideation wilth which any
process of cerebration may he concerned; while,
il we happen 1o be engaged upon any psycho-
logical inquiry, we may similurly negleet  the
processes of cerebration with which any process
of ideation may be concerned.  Seeing that each
is cqually an index of a common sequence, it
can make no difference which of them we take
as our guide, although for purposes of practical
inquiry it is of course cxpedient to lake the
cerebral index when we are dealing with the
objective side of the problem, and the mental
index when dealing with the subjective. In the
following pages, therefore, I shall altogether negleet
the cerebral index. The inguiry on which we
arc engaged belongs to the region of mind, and,
therefore, after what has just been said, it will
be appaient that T am enlitled to adopt the
standpoint of a spiritualist, Lo the extient of
fastening attention only upon the mental side of
the problem. Ior although the theory of Monism
teaches, as agalnst Spirilualism, thal no one of
the menilal sequences could take place without a
corresponding physical sequence, the theory also
tcaches the converse proposition; and iherefore
it makes no difference which of the iwo pheno-
menal sequences is taken ag our index of the
ontological, '
Now, it clearly makes a great difference whether
the menlal changes concerned in volltion are
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regarded as effccls or as causes. According to
Materialisin, the mental changes are the effects
of cetebral changes, which were themselves the
effects of precedent cercbral changes,  According to
Spiritualism, these mental changes are the causes,
not only of the ceichral changes, bul also of onc
another. Accoiding to Monism, the mental changes
may be regarded as the causes of the cerehral, or wice
versa, sceing that in neither casc are we stating
a real truth--the real truth being that it is only
a cercbro-mental change which can cause any
change cither of cercbration or of mentation. Now
it is evident that if the mental processes were
always the effects of cerebral processes (Materialism),
there could be no further question with regard to
Liberty and Necessily ; while, if the mental pio-
cesses are the causes both of the cerebral processes
and of one anolher (Spirilualism), the question
before us becomes raised to a higher level. The
causality in question being now regarded as purely
mental, the will is no longer regarded as a passive
slave of the brain, and the only thing to be con-
sidered is whether freecdom is compatible with
causation of a purely mental kind. Now, at an
carlier stage of our inquiry I have argued that it is
nol ; but this argument was based cntircly upon
spiritualistic premises, or upon the assumption that
ihe principle of causality is everywhere external to,
or independent of, the human mind-—under which
assumplion I cannot see that il makes much
difference whether the coercion comes from the
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beain alone, or from the whole general system of
things external to the human mind, And here
it is that I think the theory of Monism comes to
the rescne

For, if physical and mental processes aie cevery-
where consubstantial, or identical in kind, it can
make no difference whether we regard {heir se-
quences as objective or ¢jective, physical or apiritual,
Ilence, we are free to regard all causation as of
a character essentinlly psychical,  But, il so, it
must be selfcontained as psychical; L cannot be
in any way determined by anything from without,
sceing that outside itsell there is nothing in
the Universe. Now, if this is true of the World-
cject, it must also be true of the Man-eject, as well
as of the Man-~-subjeci, or Iigo. If all causniion is
psychical, that portion of it which belongs to, or is
manifesied by, my own personality is not laid upon
me by anylthing from without; it is mercly the
expression of my own psychical aclivity, as this is
taking place within the circumseribed area of my
owh personality.  And this activily is spontancous,
in the sense that it is nol coerced from without,
All the sequences which that activily displays
within this region are scli~determined, in the sense
that they are determined by the Self, and not by
any agency external to it The only influence
which any cxternal agency can here exert, is that
of insisting thal bodily action~~the physical out-
come of my psychical processes—-shall he in
accordance with the conditions imposcd by the
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internal system of causation; but this does not,
influence in any degree those mental processes
which do nol express themselves in bodily action.
Hence, it may be perfectly true that my hodily
aclion in the past might have been different from
what il aclually was; for as this action was the
outcome of my menlalion at the time {according to
the spiritual index, which is now our guide), and as
this mentation was not coerced from without, it
might very well have been different from what it
was. Lach of the mental sequences al that time
was a result of those preceding and a cause of those
succeeding ; but behind all this play of mental
causation there all the while stood that Self,
which was at once the condition of its occurrence,
and the First Cause of its action. It is not tiue
that that Self was nothing more than the result of
all this play of mental causation it can only have
been the IFirst Cause of it. For, olheiwise, the
mental causation must have been the cause of that
caysation, which is absurd, Who or What it was
that originally causecd ihis First Cause is, of course,
another question, which I shall presently hope to
show is not merely unanswerable, bul unmeaning,
As a matier of facl, however, we know ihat this
Self is here, and that it can thus be proved {o be
a subslance, sfanding wnder 1he whole of that more
superficial display of mental causation which it is
able to look upon intiospectively—and this almost
as zmpersonally as if it were regarding the display
as natrated by another mind. I say, then, that
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the theory of Monism entitles us (o regard this
Self as the fons ot orige of our mental causation,
and thus restores to us the doctrine of Liberty with
its altendant consequence of Moral Responsibility,

It may help 1o clucidate this matter it we regard
it from another point of view., According to
IHobbes, ¢ Liberly is the absence of all impediments
to action that are not contained in the nature and
intrinsical qualitics of the ageni.) Now, il we
accepl this definilion, il is casy 1o show thal the
theory of Monism is really al one with the doctrine
of Liberty. For,in the first place, according to the
theory of Monism, the neurosis of the brain could
notl be what it is without the psychosis of the mind.
Conscquently, as above shown, it would be equally
incorrecl Lo say that the ncurosis governs the
psychosis, as it would be lo say that the psychosis
governs the neurosis,  But, if so, the Will is {ree in
accordance with Hobbes' definition of freedom.
Suppose, for example, that on sceing a bone I think
of Professor [Flower, then remember that a long
time ago I lent his book on QOsteology to a friend,
and forthwith resolve 1o ask my [riend whal has
become of it ; here my ultimate volition would be
unfrec if it were the effect of physical processes
golng on in my brafn,  But the volition might be
free If cach of these mental processes were the
result of the preceding one, sceing that there may
then have been fan absence of all impediments ' to
the occurrence of these processes,

Of course it will be objected--as I have mysclf
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urged in the preceding chapter—ihat causal action of
any kind is incompatible with freedom of volition
~1hat if there be any such causal aclion, even
though it be wholly restricted within the spheic
of mind, the Will is rcally compelled {o will as it
docs will, is determined Lo determine as il docs
determing, and hence that its apparent freedom is
illusory, Idobhes’ definition, it may be urged, when
applied Lo the case of the Will, is equivocal. No
doubt a man is {ree as to his action, if there e an
‘absence of all impediments’ {o his action—-or, in
other words, if he is able to act as he wills to act.
But i1 does not follow that he is fice as to his wi/l,
even though there be an absence of all impediments
to his willing as he wills to will. IFor here the very
question is as to whether there are any impediments
to his willing otherwisc than he does will. The fact
that he wills to will as he does will proves that theie
are no impediments to his willing in that direction ;
but is there a similar abscace of impediments 1o
his willing to will in any other direction? If so,
we are still within the lines of determinism. Thus
Hobbes' definition of frecdom really applies oanly
{o freedom of hodily action; not to freedom of
volition, sceing that if my will is caused I could
nol have willed to will otherwise than I did
will. Now, the answer which Monism supplies to
this objcction is that the will itself is here the
ultimate ageni, and kerefore an agent witch miist
be iddentified with the principle of cawsality, In
other words, lthe very reason why we feel that

L
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Hobbey' definition of liberty, while perfectly valid as
1icgards bodily action, scems 1o lack something
when applied to volition, is because volition belongs
to the gphere of mind-—helongs, therclore, 1o that
sphore which the theory of Monism regards as
identical with cansality itsclf.  Although it is true
that volitions are caused by motives, yel il is the
mind which conditions the motives, and therclore
its own volitions, Il i{s nol truc that the mind is
always the passive slave of causes, known 1o il as
motives, The human mind iy ilsell a causal agent,
having the same kind of priority within the micro-
cosmm as the Worldwejeet hag in the mncerocosm,
Therefore its motives are in lnrge part matlers of
its own creation. In the intiieaie workings of its
own internal machinery innumerable patierns of
thought are tuined oul, some of which it sclects as
good, while others it rejects as bad; bul no onc of
which could have come into being at all without
this causal agency of the mind itsel(,

[1 will probably be objected that even though all
this were granted, we cannot {hus save the doetrine
of moral responsibility, For il may appear thal the
liherty which is thus accorded to ithe Will is
nothing better than liberty to will at random, ag
aigued in my previous cssay.  But here we must
observe thal although we are thus shown {iree Lo
will al random, it does nol follow that we are like-
wise free Lo act in accordance with our volitions.
And this is a most important distinction, which
libertarians have hitherto failed 1o notice, If we
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are free to will in any dircclion, il follows, indeed,
thatt we are fice to will al random ; but il follows
also, and for this very reason, thal we ate {ree to
will the smpossible. Tiue, when we will what is
known Lo be impossible of execution, we call theact
an act of desite; bul it is cleatly the same in kind
as an acl of will, and dilfers only in not admitting
of being translated into an act of body. Therefore
I say that the restiiction which is imposed upon us
by the conditions of causality, whether external or
internal, is not any restriction as to willing, but
merely as to doing, It is not in the subjective, but
in the objective world that we encounter the
‘bondage of necessity.’

Now, the knowledge that we are thus restiricted
as to bodily action imposes that kind of restiaint
upon volition which is termed rational, There is
nolhing in the nature of ihings to prevent our
willing anything that we wish ; but there is some-
thing in the naturc of things to prevent our doing
everylhing that we will; and as the practical
object of our volition is thal of determining bodily
action, we find it expedient to will only sucli things
as we believe that we can do. To this exient,
thercfoie, the Will is bound—namely, by ihe
executive capacity of the body. DBul, striclly
speaking, this is not a hinding of the Will guz
Will,  Ewven in such cases, as Si. Paul says, to
will may he present with us, bul how to perform
ithat which is good we find not, I say then
that although the Will is free to will whatever
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il wills, nevertheless it would fail in {ls cssential
use or object did il 1cfuse to will in accordidnce
with the conditions which are imposed upon its
execullve capacity,  Again, to quote St Paul, the
Will might say, All things for me are lawlul; but
all things are not expedient.  Now, this considera-
tion of expediency is one of constant and far-
reaching importance, T'or not only, as already
observed, doas iU lead Lo volition on the one hand
as 1ationaly bul it also leads (o volition on the
other hand as moral. Let us take the two points
separately,

Do we say that a man is not [ree o conducl
a scientific research, because in conducting it he
must employ the ncedful apparatus?  Or do we say
thalt a man is not [ree to marry, because in order
to do so he must go through a mattiage ceremony ?
Obviously, to say such things would sound very
like talking nonscense. It is true that in ncither
case is a man f{rce to gain his object without
aclopting the means which arc scet to be necessary
under the system of external causalion in which he
finds himscll; but this does noi mean that he is
nol free Lo do as he wills, unless it s0 happens that
he wills to do the imgpossible, Thus, within the
limits thal arc sct by the conditions of causation,
A man jis undersiood Lo be [ree Lo acl as he wills
so long as he is not “impeded’ by some of those
conditions. To say ihat he is nol free hecause
he cannot get beyond those conditions would Dbe
absurd, since, apatt {rom these conditions, action of
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any kind would be @ priori impossible, and the
man would have, as his only altetnative, no-action.

Hence, in doing we must conform to the law of
causalion—~which, indeed, is all thal can be mecant
by doing—and if in willing whai we do we must
also conform 1o the law of causation, where is the
difference with 1espect 1o freedom?  Such 1estraint
as theic may beis heie a restraint upon bodily action;
nol at all upon the mental action which we call
volition. The Will may will in any way that it
wills to will ; but the body cannot act in every way
that the Will may will it to acty therefore the Will
finds it expedient lo will only in such ways as the
body can act—i. ¢, to conform in 2/s action to the
external system of causation. If this condition of
all action is held 1o be compalible with frecdom in
the one case, so in consistency must it be held in
the other. Equally in either case the agent can
only he propetly said to be unfice, if he be subject
to causal restrainl from without, And in neither
case does the universal condition of acting under
the law of causation constituic bondage, in any
other sense than that of furnishing the agent with
his conditions to acting in any way at all, There-
fore, unless it he said that a man is not free {o do
as he wills because he wills to do the impossible, it
cannol be denied that he is fiee to will as he wills
because he wills according to law, TFor no action
of any kind is possible contrary to law—a general
fact which goes to constitute an argument @ pos-
feriori for the rationality of the World-cject—and
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il volition constituted an exceplion to this general
statement, it could ounly do so by becoming mo-
aclion, Now, il is by thus willing according to
law—or with due reference o those exicrnal
conditions of causality with which the executive
capacity has lo do—thal volition is rendered
rational,  The restraint laid upon volition i8 not
laid upon it as volition, bul only in respect of
execulion, A man may will to marry as long and
as hard as he chooses; bul only if he further wills
to {ake the necessary means can his volition
hecome rational ; il is ivtational if he wills to
mauy, and al the same time wills nol 1o go
through the marriage ceremony, But alihough
irrational, it 18 nonc the less frce, Considered
merely as an act of volition it is equally free,
whether il be rational or irrational,

And, similarly, it is cqually free whether it be
moral or immoral, The objection that an uncaused
volition cannol bhe a responsible volilion depends
for its validily on the meaning which we allach to
the torm “uncaused)  If L be mennt that the
volition arises withoul any regard at all to the
surrounding conditions of life, and is carried into
effect without the agent being able {o control it by
means of any other voluntary acl; then, indecd,
whalever ¢lse such an agent may be, he certainly
is not moral, DBul if it be meant thai among
a number of uncompleled volitions drawing in
different directions—and all "uncaused’ in the sense
of belonging immedialely to the Ego—onc of them
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gains an advantage by a conscious reference of the
mind to it as good or evil, then the agent who is
capable of giving this advantage to that membor of
the system may pioperly be called moral. The
man who willed {0 marry, and yet willed not to go
through the marriage ceremony, was, as we have
seen, irrational, Similarly, if any agent wills an
action without being able to counsider any of the
consequences which it may involve as either mojal
or immoral, such an agent is what we must
properly call unmoral, Evenh in such an agent,
however, the Will may be frce ; only it would act
without reference Lo any moral environment, just as
the lunatic above supposed might endeavour to act
withoul reference 10 any social environment.,

Let us look at the whole matier in yet another
light, We have repeatedly seen that the question
of free-will, and therefore of moral responsibility,
depends upon the question as to whether a man's
action in the past mighi have been other {han it
was, notwithstanding that all the conditions under
which he was placed remained the same, Now, to
this question only one answer can be given by
a dualistic theory of things, whether materialistic
or spitftualistic. Ifor il belongs Lo the ¢ssence of
a dualistic theory to regard ihe principle of causa.
tion as a principle external 1o, and independent of,
the human mind ; consequently, all the conditions
of mental causation being given, a certain result in
the way of volition is necessarily bound to ensue—
or, In other words, at any given {ime jn a man's

1
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mental history, his action cannot have been other
¢han it wag,  Bul now, according to the monistic
Ltheory, all cavsation has o psychical basis—being
but the objoctive expression 1o ug of the psychical
aclivity of the World-cject.  Consequently, ace
cording Lo this theory, the course of even stricily
physical causation ls incvitable or nccessary only
in so far as the psychical activity of the World
cject i held to be uniform, or consistent within
itselli,  And forasmuch as all our knowledge of
physical causation is necessarily empirieal, we have
but very inadequate means of judging how far
this empitical index is a true gauge of the reality.
We can, indeed, predict an cclipse cenluties in
advance; hut we can only do so on the supposition
that such and such physical conditions remain
constant, and we have no right to affirm that such
must be the case.  Our knowledge of physical
causation, heing bul empirical, is probably but
a very inadequate translation of the psychical
aclivity of the World-eject ; and hence, not only
have we no right o predict a fulure cclipse with
ceriainty, bul we have not so much as,the right to
alfirm that even a past eclipse must have taken
place of necessity, Tor we have no vight Lo affirm
that at any one period of cosmic history the action
of the World-gjeet must have been what it was,
or could nol have been other than it was, Qwr
knowledge of the obverse agpeet of this action (in
the course of physical caugation) Is, as I have said,
purcly empirical ; and this is merely another way
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of saying that although we do know whal ilhe
action of the World-eject has been at such and such
a period of cosmic hislory, we can have no wmleans
of knowing what clse it might have been. Tor
anything that we can tell 1o the conirary, the whole
history of the solar system, for cxample, might
have been quite different from what it has been ;
the course which it actually has run may have been
but one out of an innumerable number of possible
alternatives, any other of which might just as well
have been adopted by the World-eject,

Now, if this is tiue of natural causation in the
case of the macrocosm, it would appear to be
cqually so of natural causation in the case of the
microcosm. Indeed, prediction in the case of
human activity is so much less certain than in the
case of cosmic activity, that the altiibute of frce-
will is generally ascribed to the former, while rarcly
suggesied as possibly belonging 1o the lattes.
And similarly as regards past action, If we aie
unable to say that at any period in the past history
of the solar system the World-¢ject might not have
deflected the whole stream of cvenis into somc
other channel, how can we be able to say that at
any given period of his past history the Man-cject
could not have performed an analogous act?
Obviously, the only reason why we arc not
accustomed Lo cntertain this supposition in cither
case, is because our judgements are besel with the
assumption that the principle of causality is prior
to that of mind—something of the nature of Fale

I 2
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superior even to the gods,  And, no less obviously,
if once we sce any reason to regard the principle’of
causalily as merely co-extensive with that of mind,
the whole question as between Necessily and Ifree.
will lapses y there is nothing Lo show that o man’s
action in the past might not have been other than
it was, "The only oulward restrainl placed upon
the exercise of his Will is then seen to be imposed
by ihe conditions of ils cxeculive capacily, and
this restraint it is that constitutes man a rational
agent,  On the other hand, the structure of
consclence-—however we may suppose this to have
heen  formed—imposes that further and inwatd
iesiraint upon his Will, which constitutes man
nmoiral agenl,  But neither of thege restraints ecan
properly be said Lo constitule bondage in the sensc
requized by Necessitarianism, because neither of
them requires that the man’s Will must will as
it does will; they require merely that his Will
should act in certain ways il it is to accomplish
certain results; and to this extent only is it
subject 1o law, or to the incldence of those external
influences which help to shape our motives,

But if Lhis is 50, 15 il not obvious that the sense
of moral responsibility is rationally justificd #  “This
sense goes upon the supposition that a man's
conduet in the past might have been different from
what il was, Clearly, therefore, no queslion of
moral tesponsibility can ever obtain in cases where
the general system of external cansation, or natural
lvw, rendered an alternative line of action physically
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impossible. 7 gquestion of moral responsibility
can only oblain in cases wihere twa oy wmore lines of
conduct were alile possible, so jfar as the exiternal
systemn of causalion is concerned—or where the Will
was equally free o choose bettveen lwo or more
conrses of bodily action. In other words, the
question of moral responsibility has nothing to do
with the only kind of bondage to which, according
to our present point of view, the Will is subject—
namely the bondage of being rationally obliged to
will only what is capable of performance. The
question of moral 1csponsibility has only to do with
the system of causation which is inherent in the
mind itself; not with the system thal is external
to the mind, And as the theory of Monism
identifies the mind with this its own inherent
system  of causation—or regards a man’s Will as
ithe originator of a particular portion of geneial
causality—il follows from the theory that a man is
jusily liable to moial paise or blame as the case
may be: the moral sense no longer appears as
a gigantic illusion: conscience is justified at the
bar of reason.

. It appears to me impossible that any wvalid
exception can be taken {o the above reasoning, if
onge the premiss is granted-——namely, that the
principle of Causality admits of being regarded as
identical with that of Volition, Tar if Cause is
but another name for Will—whether the Will be
subjective or cjective—it follows that my will is
a first causc, which is determined by other causes
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only in 8o far as the execulive capacity of my hody
is so determined, As the whole atress of ahy
objection to the presenl argument must thus he
brought (o bear upon the validity of this its funda-
mental premiss, & few words may now be said
whow that the premiss is nol wholly gratuitous,
Of course the reason why at first sight i is apl to
appear, nol only mratuitous, bul even grolesque, is
hecause in these days of physical science the minds
of most of us are dominated by the unthinking
persuasion that the principle of causality is the
most ultimate principle which cur minds can reach.
Mosl of us accept Lthis persuasion as almost of the
nature of an axiom, and hence the mere suggestion
that our own volitions are really uncansed appears
10 us of the nature of a sell-cvident absurdity.
A little thought, however, is enough to show that
the only ground of reason svhich this strong
prepogsession can iest upon, is the assumption that
the principle of causality is logically prior to that
of mind, Therefore it is the wvalidity of this
assumption that we have here to investigate,

In the first place, then, the assumption is 5o
Sacte rational, Tlor it s evident that in oxder to
make the assumptlion there must already be a mind
to make it. In other words, the very conception
of the principle of causality implies a thinking
substance wherein thal conception arises, and there-
fore, as a mere mailer of formal statement, it is
impossible {0 assign logical priority to this con-
ception over the thing wherehy it isepmgccived,
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In the nexi place, when we carefully analyze the
nature of this conception itself, we find that it arises
immediately oul of our conception of Being as
Being, This is shown by the idea of equivalency
between cause and cffect, which is an essential
feature of the conception of causality as such, In
other words, the statement of any causal relation is
merely a statement of the fact that both the matter
and the cnergy concerned in the event were of
a permanent nature and unalterable amount,
Therefore, f the ultimate Reality is mental,
Causation mmst be ontologically identical with
Volition, And that the ultimate Reality is either
mental, or something greater, seems to be proved
by the consideration that if it be supposed anything
less, there must be an end of the conception of
equivalency as between cause and cifect, and so
of the conceplion of causality itself ; for, clearly, if
my mind has been caused by anything less than
itself, there is an end of any possible equivalency
between the aclivily of ithat thing as a cause, and
the occurrence of my mind as an effect %,

L ¢ Whalseever g firat of all things must necessarily contain It
and actually have, al lenst, all the peifections that can cver after
exlst; vor gan it ever give to another any perfection that it hath not.
actually in aself; o0 at least in a higher degree’ (Locke), To this
argument Mill answers, ‘Tlow vastly nobler and more precions, for
instance, are the vegelables and anymals than the soil and manure
ot of which, and by the propertles of wlich, they are raised up!"
But this strlcture is nol worthy of Mifl. The 801l and manure do pot
constitute the whole cause of the plants and animals, We must
trace these and many other con-canses (conditions) back and back till
we come to f whatsoever 15 first of all things’t it iy merely childish to
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oty the eomeeption of eausnlity casentially
Evedve the Bilea of Gnality as existing somewhefo,
Here T eannot do Detter thin quote somae extracts
froan Coonm Mogley's eaay on CThe Principle of
Cl abions” o B manages very tergely Lo convey the
gint of pevions philasophizing, upon this subject,

E e (L ko) Bivogea i shsiply il hottomy the meaning and
shaite e of aitoidea i the lwman mind, that tere s
faplic A the oy ey 00df of causey fitatly, that it enuges
~urpr g v leey and aovendly, thal 10 is unceused iself, |, ,
A oantiste s od o eagtaeny dinss ot make a it 1oy AN
WEbEE st et o} causes tesds, by the very hypothesis,
ftoetk Wik v e 3 el parhie e one pesty on the one which
fo o B3, Tt She wlode veds apeom nothingt 0 3 from one
vomar Wee vt T o Bie b Lo snethery et which wo go baek
fremt Bn Biod the v an o) bt that whiho we po back to is. The
vesy bde s ob vaiter, s T hune wsadely Doplies o stop g and
whrimees we sfup b the Cabne, o b L vike is a0 st
tasttae ¢y o b he atheisine e thas does not conrespond (o the
oy of reasen, The heist appears o acknowledge the
weornelly ol o coewe, and uppioaes o pravide Jor it but
wlicie st vnte 4 bt s lwane B0 fuibe eaaetly in that parl of
the det whivh elesohen i, and which is essentll to its
it 2edty & 48 Gl i peonieding &8 atopd oo o One ntight say 1o
beéian, Whiv de yotr griv e yauiaed the tronhle tasapply enusation
Aafl 7 Yo e Beaiine par consith yosedl pbliged in
6o et For ader 0, bt 10 yeui snpply cansation at nldl, why not
fennindy mine B o eantne sy pednont ha inaessid upon you, and
wdio Iia b end e your mimd A eanne which standa still,
ain npigisl sattae 1T you pever intewmled Lo supply this, it
pizf Have By bBeoausg Yy lhull}:ht i real enuise wis not
wabfed 7 Bt §t yeu thestght o camig not wanted, wly not

o fyiroae goe § oo of ghe gnndbitions, sl arbitenrlly to regard them as
atosie fle Wi bod e agleca,
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have said from the first that causes were not wanted, and
said from. the fitst that cvents could take place without

causes 7’

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

‘The student of naturc who starts from the axiom of the
universality of the law of causation; cannot 1efuse to adinit
an cternal existence § if he admits the conservation of energy,
he cannot deny the possibility of an eternal eneigy; if he
admits the existence of immateirial phenomena in the form
of consciousness, he must admit the possibility, at any rate, of
an eternal series of such phenomena; and, if his studies
have not.been barren of the best fruit of the investigation of
nature, he will have enough sense to see that, when Spinoza
says, ¥ Per Deum intelligo ens absolute infinitum, hoc est
substantiam constantem infinitis attributis,” the God so
conceived is one that only a very great fool would deny,
even in his heait, Physical science is as little Atheistic as 1t
is Materialistic!)

Now, if it thus belongs to the essence of our idea
of causation that finality must be reached some-
where, I do nol know where this is so likely to be
reached as at that principle wherein the idea itself
takes its rise—viz, Mind, Bui, if so, the state-
ment that any particular acts of mind are uncaused
ceases to present any character of self-evident
absurdity.

And the argument nced not end here, TFor
Mr. Herbert Spencer has shown that our idea of
causation, not mecrely requires a mind for its

L Collected Bsspps, vol, ix, * Evolution and Ethies p. 140, |
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Lastly, the conception of causnlity easentially
involves the jden of fnality as existing somewhefe,
ITere I cannotl do bhelter than quote some extrcts
from Canon Mozley's essay on ¢ The Drinciple of
Causation,” as he mannges very Lersely Lo convey the
aist of previous philosophizing upon this subject,

‘e (Cluke) brings out simply at hottom the meaning and
significance of nn iden in the human mind, that there is
implied in the vary iden itaell of cause, fivstly, that it causes
something else; and secondly, that it is uncaused itsell, ., .
An infinite seaies of couses does not make o cause; . an
infinite succession of causes reals, by the very hypothesis,
upon 1o ciuse ) ench particular one 1esls on the one which
follows it, but the whole rests upon nothing, .., If from one
cause we have to go back to anothery that which we go back
from is not the canse, but that which we po hack to is. Tho
very idea of cnuse, as 1 have spid, implics a stop; and
wherever wo stop is the cnuse. .0 A tiue cause is o First
Cause. .+, » The atheistic iden thus does not correspond to the
idea of reason, The atheist appests to acknowledpe the
necessity of a cause, and appenrs lo provide for ity but
when we come to his scheme it falls exactly in that pnrt of
the idea swhich clenches it, and which {y cssentinl to its
integrity § it fails in providing a stop: « « v Oue might say to
him, Why do you give yoursclf the troublo to supply causation
ptall?  You do so heeause you consider yoursell obliged in
reason {0 do i, bt il you supply causation al all, why not
furnish such a cause as reason hns impressed upon you, and
which is inhorent in your mind--a cnuse which atands still,
an original cause ! If you never intended to supply thig, it
must have been because you thought n 1enl cause was not
wanted ; but if you thought a cauge nol wanted, why not

choose some few of the conditions, and arbitrartly to repand them as
alone the cflficient causes,
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have said from the first that causes were not wanted, and
said from. the first that cvents could take place without

cailses i’

Or, to quote a more recent authority, and one
speaking from the side of physical science, Prof,
Fluxley writes 1—-

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

is Materialistic!)

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

And the argument need not end here, For
My. Herbert Spencer has shdwn thal our idea of
causation, not merely requires a mind for its

Y Collected Essays, vol, 1x, ¢ Evolutlon and Eihdes,' p 140, .
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occirrence, but that in every mind where it does
occur it has been directly formed out of experiences
of cffoil in acts of volition.  So that whether we
analyze the iden of cause as we actually discover
it in our own minds, or investigate the history of
its gonesis, we alike find, a8 we might have
antecedently expected, that it is dependent on our
moie ultimate idea of mind as mind: the cone
ceplion of causality is not, as a maller of fact,
oiiginal or primal, bul derivalive or secondary,
Thercfore, if' this conceplion nceessarily involves
the postulation of a fisst canse, there can be no
doubt that such a cause can only he conceived as of
the nature of mind, I'rom which it follows that
cach individual mind 1equires Lo be regarded—if it
is regatded at all—as of the nature of a first cause,

T'rom Lhis, however, it docs nol follow that each
individual mind requiics to be regarded as wholly
independent of all other causes, or as never subject
to any causal influence which may he exercised by
olther minds, Although cach mind presents the
feature of finality or spontancily, this cdoca not
hinder that it also presents the feature of relation
to other minds, which, therefore, are able Lo act
upon il in numberless ways., Now, whether these
minds are the minds of other men, of otherintelligent
beings, or of the whole World-cject, ihe causal
activily which is exctted upon my mind expresses
itsell in that mind asa consciousness of motives.
But although these miotives may help to determine
my volitions, there is no reason Lo suppose thai
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themselves the volitions, or that without
v wy mind would cease to be itsell 2 causal
agent,  On the contiary, if this weie supposed,
the supposition would amount to destioying the
causal agency of my own mind, which, as we have
just seen, musl cither be original or not at all,

The way, therefore, that the matter stands is
this. In so far as the mictocosm is a circumsecribed
system of being~a thinking substance, a petson-
ality—it is of the nature of a first cause, free to
act in any direction as to its thinking and willing,
even though its thinking should be inational as
to truth, and its willing impossible as to execu-
tion, But in so far as the microcosm enteis into
relation with the macrocosm, the system of ex-
ternal causation which it encounteis determines
the characler of its volitions, Tfor although thesc
volitions aie themselves of the natwe of fust
causes, it is no conliadiction to say thal they are
~at all cvents in laige measme—deteimined by
other and exteinal causes. This is no contiadic-
tion because, although they aic thus determined,
it does not follow thal they arc thus determined
necessartly, and 1his makes all the difference
between the thcory of will as bond or fice, In
any stream of secondary causation each member
of the series is undeistood to determine the next
member of necessity; and it {s because this notion
is imported into psychology that the theory of
determinism 1ecgards it as axiomatic that, if our
volitions aie 1n any way caused at all, they can only
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be caused by way of necessily 3 and henece {hat
under the operation of any given set of motives
the action of the will can only take place in the
direction of the resultant,  DBut any such axiom
is valid only within the region of sccond causes,
On the hypothesis that volitions ae fisl causcs,
the axiom is irrelevant to them ; for although it
may be true that they arc delermined by causes
(rom wilhout, it may not be true that they are
thus  detevinined of nccessity ¢ their  intrinsic
character as ihemsclves fust causes, allthough
not isolating them from any possible contact with
other causes, neveilheless does proteet them from
being necessarily coerced by these causes, and
therefore from becoming bui the mere cffccts of
them, Stuch influence, or delermination, as is
exerled upon the Will by these oxternal causes
is exerted ouly because any individual mind ig not
itself a macrocosm, butl a microcosm in relation to
n macrocosm, If il were itself & macrocosm, stand-
ing out of relation o all other being, its prime
causation would, of course, be wholly mininfluenced
by any other causation ; its volilions would then he
concerned only with the determinalion of its own
thoughts in a constant stream of purely subjective
contemplation, such as that which the llindoo
philosophy atiribuies 10 God. DBul ag the human
mind discovers itself as existing in close and
complex relations with an external world of an
orderly character, the human mind finds that it
is, as belore said, eapedient 1o adapt the course of
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its own causal activily so as {o bring it into
hafmony with the external order, Tor, although
its own causal activily is primal, it by no means
follows that on this account it is almighty ; hence,
even although il be primal, il is nevertheless under
the necessity of adopling means in order Lo secuie
its ends—or, in other words, of adjusting its
volitions (if they ate to be practically efficient)
to the condilions which are imposed uwpon its
activity by the orderly system of the external
wotld, Which i§ meiely another way of stating
the conclusion previously reached—viz. that the
only necessity which can be proved to govern our
volitions is the necessity which is imposed by
our own considerations of rcason and morality,
Although we find that it is expedient to adapt our
own causal activily to that larger sysiem of causal
aclivity by which we are surrounded—seeing that
we must do so necessatily if we are Lo act al all—
it hy no means follows that we are bound to will
whatl is cxpedient, In other words, the nccessity
laid upon us by the system of external causation
is a necessity to adopt means for the allainment
of ends; not a neccssity Lo will the ends. And
although in many cascs this distinclion may appear
10 be practically unmeaning-—seeing that no man
wills what he knows to be impossible of execution,
and therefore that to say he is necessaiily prevented
fiom doing a certain thing stems practically equi-
valent to saying that he is necessarily prevented
from willing thiat thing—in all cases wheie any
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question of moral responsibilily can possibly obtain,
the distinction i3 one of fundamental imporiafice,
T'or, as alrcady shown, any question of moral
responsibility can only obinin where two or more
lines of action are alike possible, and therefore
where no necessity is laid upon the man in respect
of carrying out his volitions, in whichever direetion
they may cventually proceed,  Although in any
cvent he is necessarily bound io adopl means in
order to sccure his ends, the moral quality of his
choice has reference only 1o the ends which he
choosesy not at all to the fact that he has to
caploy means for the purpose of attaining them,
And even though his choice be influenced by his
pbysical and social environment—as it must be
if # be cither rational on the one hand or moral
on the other—it does not follow that this influence
is of a kind Lo neutralize or desiroy the causal nature
of his own volition, TFor the influence which is thus
exerled cannol be exerted necessarily, unless we
sippose that the Will is nol a first cause, which is
the possibility now under consideration, If ihe
Will is a Arst cause, the influences brought to hear
upon it by its relation Lo other causea—and in virtue
of which it is constituted, not only a cause primal,
but also a canse rational and moral--these influences
differ oo coelo from those which are excrclsed by
any members in a series of sccondary causes upon
the next succeeding "causes. And the difference
consists in the absence of necessary or uncons
titional sequence in the one case, and its presence
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in the other, IHowever strong the determining
inflwence of a motive may be, if the Will is a first
cause, the motive musl belong to a different order
of causal relation from a motor; for, no matter
how strong the determining influence may be, ex
lypothest il can never allain to ihe strength
of nceessityy the Will must ever remain free
to overcome such influence by an adequate
excrcise of ils own power of sponiancous action,
or of supplying ¢ nove an additional access of
strength to some other motive, Of course, as
a general rule, the Will allows itself to be influ-
cnced by motives supplied immediately by its
rclations with the external world; but this is so
only because the thinking substance well knows
that it is expedient so to fall in with the general
slrcam of cxternal causalion. Ilence, as a general
rule, it is only in cases where the stream of
external causalion is drawing the will in dilferent
directions that the causal activity of the Will
itself is called into play. Or rather, I should say,
it is only in such cases that we become conscious
of the fact. In the case of every volunfary
maovement the primal activity of Will must be
concerned (and this cven in the case of the lower
animals); but as the vast majority of such move-
ments are performed by way of response to
(requently recurring clrcumstances, the response
which experience has shown %o be most expedient
is given, as it were, automatically, or without the
occurrence of any adverse motive, DBut in cases
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whore motives are drawing in different directions,
we becomg conscious of an effort of Wills in

. choopging one or other line of conduct, aud, accord-

ing to our preseni hypothesis, this consciousness of
cffort is an expression of the work which the Wiil
is doing in the way of spontancpus causation,
Thus, upon the whole, If we identily the principle
of causation with -the principle of mind-——as weo
are bound to do hy the theory of Monlsm-we
thereby draw a greal and fundamentalrdistinction
befween causation as this occurs in the external
world, and as it occurs within the limits of our
own subjectivity,  And the distinclion consists
in the unconditional naturc of a causal scquence
il the external world, as againgt the conditional

Jwture of i in the other case; the condition to

the effective operation of a motive—as distin-
guished from & motor—ig the tequiescence of the
first cause upon which that motive is operating.

To the foregoing argument it may be objected
that by cxpressly regarding the human mind as
a first cause of its own volitions, I imply that that
mind can itsell have bad no cause, which appears
to be self-evidently absurd, Dul here agnin the
absurdity only arises from our inveterate habit of
rogarding the principle of causation as logically
prior to that of mind, If we cxpressly refuse Lo
do this, there {s nothing absurd in supposing {he
principle of mind svherever it occurs, as ilself
uncatised, Ior if, as we arc now supposing, this
principle is {dentical with that of causation, to say
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that any mind is caused would be to say that
a’ cause is the cause of ilself, which would
be really absurd, Under the present poinl of
view, therefore, it would be a meaningless guestion
to ask for the' cause of a human mingd, since, cx
lypotiwsi, a human mind is 3 parl of the self-
cxisting substance, although not on this account
sclf-existing as to Its individual personality. As
argued in a previous chapter, the personality appears
io arise on account of circumseription, or the
isolation.of a constituent pait of the World-eject.
Therefore, although it may be reasonable to ask
for a cause of this citcumsciiption—or of the pet-
sonality-—it 18 not i1easonable to ask for a cause
of the substance which is thus circumscribed, or of
the quality of spontaneily which that substance
exhibits,

I will now state the whole casc in another way,
When we regard the facts of volition from the
stand-point of psychology, the only theory of
them which is open to us is, as we have before
seen, that of delerminism. Moreover, within these
limits that theory is peifectly true.  IPsychology,
as such, cannol recognize any principle more
ultimate than natural caunsalion, secing that, like
any other of her sisters in the family of sciences,
her whole wark and duty arc confined to the
investigation of this p1mc1ple. But, just as in the
case of all the other sciences, when her 111vesl1ga—
tions have becn pushed to the point where they
encounter the problem of explaining this principle

M
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{tself, her investigations must nccessarily cease
this principle is for all the sciences the ultimdte
datum, behind which they cannol go without
ceasing to be sciences. But it docs not follow
that becanse the area of science is limited by that
of causation, therefore we arc precluded from
asking any questions as to the nature of this
ultimate datum. Of course any quesitions which
we may thus ask cannot possibly be answered
by science; they are questions of philosophy,
in the consideiation of which science, from her
very naime and essential limitation of her office,
can have no voice. Now, If on taking up the
principle of causation where this is left by science
—viz. as the ultimale or unanalyzable detun: of
experience, upon which all her investigations are
founded, and by which they are all limited—
philosophy finds any reason 1o surmise that it
is resolvable into ithe principle of mind, philosophy
ts thus able to suggest thal any distinction between
mental processes as determinate or free, {8 really
a meaningless distinction. For, according to this
suggestion, the issue is no longer as to whether
these processes aic caused or uncaused ; the very
idea of cause has been abolished as one which
belongs only to that lower level of inquiry with
which science, or sensuous cxpericnce, is concernad,
Here, no doubt, the question is a thoroughly real
one, gnd, as shown in previous chapicrs, can only
be answered in the way of delerminism. Bui so
soon as we ascend to the philosophical theory of
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Monism, and so transcend the conditions of
SCHSUOUS experience, the question whether volitions
are caused or uncauscd hecomes, as I have said,
a meaningless queslion, or a question the terms
of whicli are not coriectly stated. If it be the
case that all causality is of a nalure psychical,
volition and causation are one and the same {hing,
differing only in relation to our modes of appre-
hension, It would therefore be equally meaningless
to say that cither is the cause of the other—just
as it would be equally meaningless to say that
neurosis is the cause of psychosis, or that psychosis
is the cause of ncurosis, Or thus, if volition and
causation are one and ihe same thing, the only
reason why they ever appear diverse is because the
one is known ontologically, while the other is
known phenomenally, Were it possible that the
orbit of my own personalily could be widened so
as to include within my own subjectivity the whole
universe of causality, I should find —according to
Monism—that all causation would become tians-
formed into volition, Hence, the only reason why
there now appears to be so giecat an antithesis
between these two principles, is because the
volition which is going on outside of my own
consciousncss can only be known Lo me objectively,
—or at mosl e¢jeclively,—on which account the
principle of causality appears 10 me phenomenally
as ihe most ultimate, or most unanalyzable,
principle in the phenomenal universe,

M 2
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Upon the whole, {len, I conclude that this is {he
tcaching of Monism. If we.view the [acls of human
volition relatively, or within the four corners of
psychological science, there is no cscape from the
conclusion that they are detlermined with all the
rigour which belongs to. natlural causation in
eeneral,  Tor every sequence of mental changes
and every sequence of cerebral changes, although
phenomenally so diverse, are taken by this theory
io be onlologically identical 3 and therefore the
sequence of mental changes must be determined
with the same depree of fnecessity’ as {s that of
the cerebral changes. In shor, menfal causation
is taken to be but the obverse aspect of physical
causalion, and, as previously remarked, it is {m-
possible that the doclrine of determinism couid be
taught in a manner more emphatic,.  But, on the
other hand, the theory of Monism is bound to go
further than this. From the very {act of its having
gonc so {ar as to identify all physical processes
with paychical processes, it cannotl refuse to take
the further and final step of identifying the most
ultimate known principle of the one with the most
ullimate known principle of the olher; it is bound
to recognize in natural causation the phenomenal
aspect of thal which is known ontologically as
volition, But if these two principles are thus re-
garded as identical, it glearly becomes as unmeaning
to ask whether the one is the cause of the other, as
it would be to ask whether the one wills the other,
Ior, ex lwpothesi, the two things being one thing,
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or but differcnt modes of viewing the same thing,
it becomes mere nonscnse io gpeak of cither
determining the other; ihcy are both bul different
expressions of the same ultimate fact, namely the
fact of Being as Being.

If this result should be deemed unsatisfaciory on
account of its vagueness, let it be remembered that
nothing is gained on the side of clearness by the
converse supposition—viz. that priority should be
assigned 1o the principle of causality. Ifor, if we
say it is inconceivable that anything should come
into existence without a cause—not even excepting
the principle of mind itself—then the question
immediately arises—If all volition is caused, what
is the causc of volition? What causcd (his cause?
And so on till we arrive at the question, What
caused the principle of causality ? which is absurd.
50 Lthat whether we regard mind as prior Lo cause,
or cause as prior 1o mind, or neither as prior to the
other, we arrive al precisely ihe same diflficully.
And the difficulty is a hopeless one, because il con-
corns the ultimate question of Being as Being, or
the final mystery of things.

Or, 10 state ihe malter in another way., An
cxplanation means the reference of observed cffects
io known causes, or the inclusion of previously
unknown causes among causesbetler known., Hence
it is obvious, [rom the veiy meaning ol what we
call an explanation, that al the base of all possible
explanations there must lie a great Inexplicable,
which, jusi because more ultimate than any of our

M 3
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possible explanations, does not itself require to be
explained. To suppose that il does require to bo
explained, would be to suppese, that there s
something still more ultimaie into which, if known,
this Incxplicable could be maiged, Ilence, unless
we postulaie an infinile series of possible explana-
tions, there must be a basal mysiery somewhere,
whiclh, in viituc of its constituting the ground
of all possible explanations, cannot be, and docs not
requirc to be, itself explained. What is this basal
mystery ¢  Materialism supposes il Lo be lodged
in Matler to the exclusion of Mind, while
Idealism in its extreme forms fakes the con-
verse view, Theism supposes that it is an intel-
ligent Person, who is held—and logically enough-—
not Lo be able lo give any explanation of his own
existence; he is, as it is gaid, sclf-existent, and, if
asked to give any account of his being, would only
be able 1o re-state the fact of his being in the words,
‘I am that I'am.” Laslly, Pantheism, or Monism,
supposes the ullimate mystery to be lodged in the
uflverse as a whole. Now, in the present cons
ﬂexiﬁh; fhe question before us is simply this—Aro
we 1o regard the principle of causalily or the
principlé of mind as the ultimate mystery? And
to this question I answer that to me il appears
most reasonable {o assign priority to mind, Tor,
on the one hand, our only knowledge of causation
is empirical, while even as such it is only possible
in the same way as owr knowledge of abjective
existence in general is possible—namely, by way of
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inference from our own mental modifications, which
thercfore must nceessatily have priority so far as
we are ourselves concerned, Next, on 1he other
hand, even if we were to grant that the principle of
causalilty is the prius, or the ultimate and inex-
plicable mystiery, I cannot sce that il is really
available 10 cxplain the fact of personality. To
me il appears that, within the range of human
obscivation, this is the facl 1hat mosl wears the
appearance of finality, or of that unanalyzable and
mexplicable nature which we are bound to believe
must belong to the ullimate mystery of Being,
But, be this as il may, the speculative difficulty of
assigning priority to mind is ceitainly no greater
than that of assigning it Lo causalily; and this, as
above remarked, is a sufficient answer 1o the
question before us, According {0 Monism, how-
cver, there is no need 1o assign priotity to either
principle, sceing that one is but a phenomenal ex-
pression of the other,

Only onc further question romains 1p he cons
sidered. I'rom what I have just said on the sub*
jeet of Pergonality, il will be appasent fhat the
theory of Monism is in conflicl with that of Theism
only in so far as personality appears to imply
limitation. This is a point which I have previously
considered in these pages (Chapler iv, p. 109),
with the result of appearipg 1o show ibat the
conflict is one which would probably vanish could
we rise above the necessary limitations of human
thought, Therefore, it here seems worth while to
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ask, What can be said by the philosophical theoyy
of Monism to the old theological dilemma touching
free-will and predestination? Oy, oven apatl from
any question of Theism, what posilion docs
Monism suppose the psychical activily of man to
hold in relation 1o that of the universe ?  Of course
the latter statementi of ithe questlion ig included in
the former: and, therefoie, we may present it
thus ;—If 1he human will is free, and the theory
of Theism substantially true, how ar¢ we to
tcconcile the fact with the theory ?

According 1o the theoty of Theism as sanctioned
by Monism, what we apprchend as natural causas
ition is the obverse of a parl of a swwmemtie gewis—
i.c, the part falling within human observation whose
whole is the Absolute Volition. This Volition,
being absolule, can nowhere mect with restinint
il is therefore absolutcly free, and can never con-
tradict ilselfi Thus, those circumsciibed portions
of it which we know as human mindse——and
which, on accouni of being so circumscribed; are
free within themselves—do not in thelr Nrecdom
conflict with the Absolutie Volition, The Absolute
Volition and the Relative Volition are always in
unison. It is not that the Absolute Volition
unconditionally determines the Relative Volition—
else the Relative Volition would not be free ; hut it
is that the Absolute Volition invariably assents to
the Relative Volition as Lo the activily of an integral
part of itself. This will be al once evident if we
considcr that our only idea of determination—d, .
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causglion—Iis, upon the theistic theory, derived
frdm our obsciving the consistency of the Divine
Will, whether as revealed subjectively in the causal
operations of our own minds, or objectively in the
causal opeiations of Nature., Thereloie, the ideq
of causalion as between the Absaluie Volition and
the Relative Volition isan idea destituic of meaning.
One Relative Volition may act causally on anothe
Relative Volition, becanse cach is wholly external to
cach, Buil all Relative* Volilions are constifuent
parts of the Absolule Volition, which, thercfoie,
cannol acl causally on tliem, though it always acts
substantially o722 them,  Or, otherwise phiased, if
the subject is a constituent pait of ils own World-
cject—the volition of which is always self-consistent
—it follows that the volition of the subjcct must
always be coincident with that of its World-cject
and this without being delermined in any other
sense than the smaller size of a part can be said 1o
be determined by the laiger size of its whole : i.t the
determination—if we choose so {0 call il—is not a
causal one, but ‘agises immediately from the inheient
nature of the case, The Absolute Volition within
itself 1s fiee; the Relative Volition within itself is
(ree ; bul thete can be no conflict between these two
leedoms. Ior, if there were a conflict, it must he
caused 3 but where ds the cause of this conflict 1o
come {rom? Not from the Absolute Volition, which
is cverywhere sclf-consistent™ not from the Relative
Volition, which is wholly contained within the Abso-
lute.  Thus, regarded from within its own system,
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the Relative Volition is frec; while, 1egarded from
the system of its World-eject, the Relative Volition
ia piedestined,  But the freedom is not incom-
patible with the predestination, nor the predesti-
nation with the ficedom. They siand to each
other in the relation of complementary truths, the
apparent contradiction of which arises only fiom
the apparently fundamental antithesis belween
mind and cause which it is the privilege of Monism
to abolish, ~
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