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PREFACE

I mope that the ordinary reader will not be
deterred from reading this volume by the appeax-
ance of a few hard words,

They may nearly all be skipped without loss,
as in most cases I add the nearest plain Tnglish
equivalent.

These words are the confused rubbish of divers
philosophies ; and they stick in the brains of pro-
fessors of logic and philosophy, without having
any distinet meanings attacled to them. But we
cannot p‘emtm,te professorial or any other braing
without using some of their own words,

These words, therefore, are only for those who
use or apuse them. |

Most of these words, like category, predicable,
objective, subjective, ego, non-ego, &c., are alto-
gether ambiguous, and might all be scored
through with a pen without loss to the plain
English reader who desires to think about this
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wonderful wmwerse of mind and matter in which
we have been placed; or about his own_/ body,
soul, and spirit, which are fulfilling their little,
but to him allninip01'tamnt, part—social, political,
religious—in the magnificent drama of the world’s
history! My advice, therefore, to the ordinary
reader, 1s to skip all those words, or parts of this
book, which he does not at first comprehend ; and
he may then, having arrived at some of the con-
clusions, perhaps, ‘be tempted to read the book
onco again, in. order to fully understand the rea-
soning, by which its conelusions are deduced.
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LANGUAGE is the great cnigma or puzzle in hwnan
philosophy. The gentlest and most practical of all the
apostles of Chuist left ws this deep truth, “If any man
offend not in word, the same is a perfect man, and able
to bridle the whole body;” and his Master Humnself
said, “For every idle word that men do speak they
shall give account in the day of judgment; for by
thy words thou shalt be justified, and by thy words
thou shalt be condemned.” Thus, in my opinion, the
Demon of falsehood was seldom more successful than
when he established the current opinion amongst man-
kind that questions about words are worlhless, and of
no importance whalever.

But every popular fallacy has always a seemingly
true side. And most cerlainly, atlaching over-import-
ance to the lefter—the mere sound and form of Janguage
—tends to destroy the spirid and wncaning ; and, on the
other hand, neglecting tho letier allogethor must have
the same effect ; and must leave ng in conlusion,

Thus {alsehood hag in this, as in mosl cases, two
contrary suggestions to make, and both false—1at, That
the mere form and sound and symbol are of no import-
ance— this 18, or cnds 1, ambiguily and confusion:
and, 2d, that the mere form and sound and gymbol ato
all-important-—this 1s, or ends in, hypocrisy—the letier
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without the spivit— the outward form without the
understanding or feeling thoreol.

Thus, the outward form and body of our thoughts
—our words—may be always-presented alternately, as
at once everything to truth, and also as nolhing to
truth.

Both alternatives arc pavtly false, and both are partly
true, Words are nothing to truth ag felt by the indi-
vidual, but everything to truth as knowable by, or re-
corded [or, mankind 1n general. A-rose by any olher
name will smell as aweet, and a truth in any other
words will. be as true as ever. The names or words are
of no kind of ymportance to the individual, if the things
and thoughts are truly felt and understood; but if we
seek to compel the assent of other men to our feeling
or understanding, then the words become all-important
for we have to insist that our words embody the very
truth, which he shall not dare to reject.

Thus, in all discussions between man and man con-
cerning IKnowlecge, Cognition, or Truth, words become
all-important to mankind, just as they become al/-im-
portant to the individual also, 1f the smynw of Christ be
true, that “by a man’s words he shall be justified, and
by his words he shall be condemned.” But language
cannot be at once all-important and of no :importnnee;
and we must therefore seek to place it in its proper and
true position of importance, whieh, I thinlk, requires us
to treat it as being, jointly with mind and matter, one
of the three factors of all human knowledge, thought,
and reason,—Thus words axe to the individual, thoughts
in the heart by which he will be judged—the motives
t¢ every action—and to mankind ihey are é#hengs, the
subjects of discugsion.
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But “the characteristics of philosophy” arc “liberty
and universality.” Ihilosophy has the wniwerse [or its
subject, and freedom from all dogmatic prejudice for its
proper method of research. Iut Christianity has now
become the great fact of hwmaonity-—the cenlral fact in
the history of those great nations who now govern neaxly
the whole world ; and the universal acceptance of some
outward form of Christianity seems already bub a guoes-
tion of time. DBut if your philosophy does not account
for or explain this central fact,—Christianity—where is
its universality ? if you ignore and avoid the fact, where
is your freedom ¢* If you follow Auguste Comte, and
can find no place for Christ alongside of Buddha, Con-
fucius, Zoroaster, and Socrates, where 18 the universality
of your philosophy? If youn ignore or overlook Christ's
doctrines and influence, are you not the slaves of a
narrow-minded dogmatic prejudice ? As Christians, we
may accept Christ's exclusion from Comibe’s galaxy of
human greatness, as an involuntary testimony to Christ’s
Divinity ; but then, we must say that, such philosophy
is neither universal nor free. The humble Carpenter of
Nazareth has, at the present moment, lelt the greatest
impression ever made by any one man on the history of
mankind ; and His words and prineiples must be hetter
worth study than those of any other man who ever lived.
If you purposely avoid thew, you are the self-confessed
slave of a dogmatic prejudice ; 1f you ignorantly overlook
them, then your philosophy is deveid of wisdom both in
depth and breadth.

But the narrowness of your dogmatic prejudice is
esqually evident if you deny the possibility of mind
exercising powers over matter, or addressing suggestions

* Professor I, Naville of Geneva, Probléme du Mal, 818.
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and voices to the mind of man—if you deny both the
demon of Socrates and the spirit of Christ—what is this
but a self-imposed prejudice? For surely Socrgtes was
no enthusiast, and your prejudice must be self-chosen—a
mere wilful opinion, without any reasonable foundation.

It is one thing to fight with unfair weapons, and
quite another to hoist the ensign by which you have
resolved to stand. 1 deny ithat my reasoning can, be
properly charged with any dogmatic prejudice whatever;
because its foundations are self-ovideni and consistent
with themsclves. And I assert the very contrary
of the Comtean dogma ;* I assert that true reason
or intelligence can ounly be founded on faith, What
I think self-evident I openly declare and’ assume
to be self-evident, and who can deny my assumptions ?
I think man’s body, man’s mind, man’s words—matter,
mind, language—are all three self-evident to every man
who breathes, in his own person and actions, and all
evidently distinet and different from each other. And
I assert that, every man who denies this in language,
must fall into verbal self-contradiction and logical
confusion, Bub I say—strange and remgpte as the con-
clusion may now appear to the reader—that 1[ you grant
me this self - evideni distinction, yow have logically
granted me the greatest of all Christian mysteries, the
logical doctrine of the Holy Trinity; as well as the [ull
refutation of all the philosophies current in the world,
all of which overlook the true position of huwman lan-
guage. You have granted me logically, the truth of
Symbolism, as goon as ever you grant me, mand, matier,
and a spirit and meaning to our words !

¥ ¢ T/intelligence, scule base possible de la Foi.,”-—A, Comte, Cat. Pos.
p. 148,



SYMBOULISM

LT C.

CHAPTER L

THINKING AND REASONING.

THINKING is internal reasouing, or rcasomng to our-
selves, REASONING is external thinking, or thinking
expressed in signs, symbols, words, intclligible to others.
The one is private and peculiar to the individual wman;
the other is the same thing when made common to all
mankind posspssed of language and sufficient intelli-
gence to comprehend it,

But wo.man can ever know the thoughts or thinking
of another. He knows, or may know, the words o
reasoning which are said to embody the thoughts, hut
he can never know the thoughts themsclves which oxist
in the mind of his [ellow-man. The words and their
logical connection or application—the reasoning-—arg the
common property of both or all men; but 1the thoughts
of each are necessarily, or never-ceasingly, confined to
himself alone, and to those Beings or Minds superior %o

man who may be able to read Thought,
A
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Whenever, therefore, men speak of thoughts or think-
ing,—that is, of any internal and metaphysical subjects
whatever, —the phenomena of consciousness —or the

consciousness of internal phenomena—they, of necessity,
are only speaking of the worps which are assumed and

admitited to embody the thoughis. They assume it to
be granted that certain words express or embody the
thoughts in question, and then proceed to discuss and
modify or refute the words. Therefore all discussions
whatever concerning thinking, and the whole internal
world of man’s mind-—all metaphysical questions what-
soever—are of necessity merely discussions aboul human
words—i.e., about certain conventional signs mutually
assumed and adopted in the beginning as names for the
internal phenomena — the NOUMINA — of the human
mind. So far as the Invisible Umiverse of mind is con-
cerned, therelore, we must commence and end with
WORDS. Thinking, or its conclusion—Thought—as a
general name for all human Cognition, common to man-
kind, concerning Mind, and the whole science of meta-
physical truth, can be only a geience of human words,
signs, symbols—a logic—the logic of MIND. Il can be
nothing more.

Strange as it may appear 1o some despisers of verbal
questions, and denied as it may be by all the experiential
and positive philosophers of the day, the same obscrvation
is strictly true of the whole world of MATTER—Of the
whole External Universe of sense without usg—all our
reasgning on material questions can be only a science
of words, signs, and symbols—a Logic of MATTER.

External things make different 1mpressions on each
man’s nerves—the ideag, conceptions, representations, im-
ages, or mental pictures, whatever name we give to those
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internal things, which each man receives or makes
his own mind of or concerning the ecternal things, are
necessarily all different in each manwho breathes. The
thoughts resulting, or invented, or produced, are differcut
in each man’s mind. The words which we make or
adopt {0 express to ourselves or others what we think
or suppose to exist in this external world or universa
without us, are mnecessarily merely conventional, and
must be muinally framed or adopted, as sulficient and
proper to express our own individual and private
thoughts of the cxternal objects, or the causes, as they
are called, of our internal sensations Dut these con-
ventional words, which are called the names of the ex-
{ernal things, arc themselves the only things about which
we can reason or hold any discussiun, or have any ques-
tions 4n truth; becanse they are the only things or ob-
jects which men have, or can have, In common.
Consider—that the things themsclves make different,
impressions with different pencils of light or other wedia
upon ounr different nerves.  Dul wo cannol compare the
impressions, the ideas, the lmages, whatever they are, the
things within 3, all are different and distinet, and cannot,
be brought together, or compared m any way jointly by
mankind, until they ave cmbodied in mublual words.
The resulting words, signs, or symbols, which ave puvely
conventional at first, and wutually adoptled, are in fact
{he only things actually passing from mind to mind-—
WORDS are the only cownmon objects which men possess
jomatly, or can compare together, in any possible qies-
tion or discussion thal can be raised between man and
man. Man's Mind must start with a symbol or syMBoLS.
In short, mankind have nothing else whalever T
common, either respecling the internal universe of Aand
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or the external universe of Maiter, which they can pos-
sibly compare together, except only the mutual words

which they have agreed to use 1n common for the pur-
pose, and in order to express their individual thoughts

concerning the universe without or the universe within.
Some may think the conclusion sad or shocking, hum-

bling or revolting—they may wilfully rcfuse to accept or
believe it; but it is utterly indubitable that men’s powers
of reasoning together must begin and must end with
words—with language—conventional signs and symbols
mutually agreed on and adopted! Iivery step in our
reasoning 1s like the first, a mutual or conventional step
froms words to words. Our reasoning must begin and
end wilh words—our Reason has no other mutual in-
strument and no other mutual object ; and though the
Farth of every man is quite fixed, and as certain to him-
self as the rock on which he stands, thal LANGUAGE 18 not
all that exists in this universe, yeb it 1s all thatl exists in
human cognition—-it is all that men can compare together
i every question and every discussion, and it forms
every possible conclusion at which men can jointly arrive
by their most earnest and careful thinking and reasoning.

Whether the reader is or is not convinced—and 1 do
not expect hin to be convinced—by this shorl prelin-
inary argument, that true logie is the exclusive cmpire,
or at least the ounly field of human reason i general ;
yel 1t is at least clear and manifest that “ before men. can
think or reason on any subject whatever, certain pre-
lminary asstiptions are always necessary and unavoid-
able; and if men could agree upon what must be taken
at first for granted, no doubt a great many dispules
would disappear. We cannot reason about nothing.
Therefore, 1n the first place, it i1s clear that the reasoner
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always assumes the cwisience of the thing aboutl which /
he proposes Lo reason. In the sccond place, it 1s equally
certain that the rcasoner cannot propose any question
concerning the thing to be discussed without he frst
assumes the possilelity of such question.

Thus certain Existences and Possibilities——or, 1o use
their logical names, Cafegores and Predecables—are
unavoidably necessary, and must he always assumed in
every discussion, before men can possibly think or reason
together in any way whatever.

But there is a third necessary agsumption before we
can arnve at any positive truth. Every absolute con-
clusion neccssarily assumes and lmplies that there is
nothing in the whole wuniverse that can overlum if.
And thercfore, in order to arrive at any absolule {ruth,
by our thinking and reasoning, if sueh be possible, it
is unavoidably necegsary thal our preliminary assump-
tions must exhaust and embrace the whole wnveerse of
existence ; for, otherwise, the part originally omitled
in our contemplation wmay possibly invalidate or over-
turn our conclusion, which, therefore, is not absolutely
truc. Jvery ope who asserts anything as being posi-
tively and absolutely true, has alroady, infact, assumel
some system of the universe; for he has asserled thal
there is nothing in the universe that can overtuen hig
conclusion.,

The common scofl’ of some modern philosophers, that
~the medieval schoolmen linited the wuiverse 1o the
categories and predicables of Aristotle, is in facl a sgolf
at the necessary and {fundamental laws of all 4dhinking
and reasoning whatever. They themselves must limit
the umiverse in the assertion of any absoluie truth. 1§
men are dissatisfied, as they jusily are, with Aristolle’s
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fundamental asswnptions, then it becomes their duty to
sugoest and adopt better ones; for thus only can any
truth be established by thinking and reasoning.

The scoifers themselves must limit the universe to
their own categories whenever they venture upon any
assertion whatever, as being positively or uabsolutely
true; for men can arrive at no absolute conclusion
whatever without making some similar {undamental
Al universal assummptions.

Thus theie ave three fundamental and necessary im-
plications and assumptlions required belore any rational
discussion can even commence, 1i your opponent
chooses 1o deny either the eristence of the thing in
question ; or the possibulity of the question or thought
about it proposed for discussion ; or, thirdly, 1f he says
your fundamental thoughts of the wuniverse are ambigu-
ous or incomplete, so that the part confused or omitted
allects the whole question about the thing, the discus-
sion of that question cannot reasonably commence, mmuch
less be brought to any true and absolute conclusion.
His preliminary objection not only prevents any rational
conclusion, but prevents any rational digcussion. It is
simply absurd to attempt to reason with any one who
will admit nothing; butl it 18 equally absurd to rcason
with a man from fundamental principles which he denzes.
We can only reason with him {rom those fundamental
assumptions which he is willing to admit and submit {o.

Livery attempt to evolve the universe oul of nothing-
ness, or out of consciousness, or 1 any other way than by
assuming Logical catcgories and predicables and axioms
—1.¢., scli-evident things, possible questions, and sell-evi-
cdlent principles—is merely doing secretly what ought to
be done openly; pretending to assume nothing when you
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are in truth assuming words for your conscilonsness, and
axioms or principles affecting those words. 1t 18 doing
secretly, and without acknowledgment, what ought 1o
be honestly acknowledged. Even if*we stari, like Iegel,
with a logical contradiction; “thal Being and mothing
are the same, and yel that they are not the same; for
Being is werden, Becoming or arowing.” 'We have there-
by already assumed the word being in two senses: as a
thing and a question, as & noun and a verb; some-~thing
and no-thing; being the noun, and being the verb: and
we have assumed the axiom thal Being ihe noun, 18
werden growth or action, and, as a manilest consequence,
that a thing is, what il does! or is action, and that
the universe is a flux! Such atlempts are mere logical
frauds, or arise from logical ignorance.

Few men, however, sift their thoughts sufliciently 1o
know what asswmptlions they are really making when
they reason. And in most controversics we still hear
the words “substance,” “species,” “essential dillerence,”
“ property,” and “accident,” &e., bandied about [rom side
to side, ag 1if this {fundamental language ol Aristotle—
his categories and predicables—his fundamental words,
thoughts, and“things, were still acknowledged as bind-
ing on all reasoners, instead of being [undamental as-
sumptions, now universally disputed, and more or less
rejected.

Hence, in my opinion, chielly arises the apparond
hopelessness of all modern controversios on religion
and philesophy, in morals and politics, on all those all-
interesting questions which involve man’s Mind=-his
rights, powers, and dulies—his stale on carth, his rela-
tlons with heaven.

Neither dispulant ever knows or asks what the othor
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admits or assumes as fundamental, and very often neither
knows, nor has in the least [ixed in s own muind, all
that he himself assumes as being fundamentally true,
cither as things and facts, or as possible questions or

theories.
We thus constantly find in the present day the very

same questions raised, and discussed as eagerly and as
hopelessly as they were by the Greeks before the days

of Aristotle, nearly 3000 years ago. The chance of any
rational and salisfactory conelusion seems as far off as

ever, and the practical materialist, the positive philoso-
pher of the day, triumphantly exclaims, “Philosophy
has proved ils incapacity by centuries of failure.” “Lect
us stick, therefore,” says he, “to our laboratories and
workshops, to onr steam-engines and telegraphs, for all
else 1s nought 11"

Thus the highest and most important questions which
man can discuss concerning himself and his position on
earth—concerning his history, civilisation, and conduct
here; or concerning his possible futurilty heveafter—his
hopes and aspirations beyond this short and passing ex-
istence, involving as they do all man’s internal thoughts
and secret motives— which are daily and hOurly aflecting
hig conduct in life and his expectations beyond lifo—
are all considered by such philesophy to be subjects of
idle speculation, on which no true conclusion can cver
be established; and a degrading practical materialism,
which dignifies itself with the title of Rationalism, or
the Positive Philosophy of the Expericnce and Observa-
tion 0f Matter, is assumed to be the only proper subject
of man’s thoughts, and the only proper object of man’s

dusies and actions.
But interesting and important as the world of matier
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must ever remain to man upon earth, ils interest and
importance is but ag a passing cloud; for it is infinilely
less than the interest and rmportance which we ought to
attach to the world of mend. The coguition or truth
of the one affects the human body, and 1s as the passing
shadow ; whilst that of the other affects the human
soul, and 1s to it, as the sun in the firnament ol heaven
is to all material beings, the perpetual source of light
and life.

The states and rclations of bodies on carlh are no
doubt of very great interest and importance, but they
all depend fundamentally on the states and rclations of
the human soul. If there is not life in the soul—if
there is not, either in the individual or im the nation,
some worthy motive or mental principle really at work
within, forcing on to action withoul—he external and
resulting work will be neither really great nor really
worthy. We may raise a pyramid, but our efforts will
be useless; we shall in time disappear, and our works
will become mere ohjects of listorical speculation and
permanent contempt.

But to reason at ull, we must assume a nniverse of
existence, and® our categorics or classes of cxistences
are mand, matter, and language, which last includes in
its most general scnse Action* These three embrace
every posstble object of human contemplabion, and are
each distinctifrom the other two, aud not to be mentally
confounded with either. The only possible questions
which we can discuss concerning these three things are

L

* An action is only the oulward ségn or symbol of the inward thought
or motive, and is therefore properly inelnded under the general tepin
language or symbolism, We do not and cannot understand an wetron
till we supply or suppose some intention or motive for it,
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reducible to two predicables—their states and relations
—their States, when considered by us as unities——their
Relations, when considered jointly as pluralities. These
fundamental assunptions impose corresponding liabili-
ties ; for we are bound and liable at every turm to be
called on to say whether we speak or reason of a mental
thing, a material thing, or a mere sign or symbol, and
whether we are discussing its state in itself—. ¢, as
ONE; or its relation to something else or 1o scveral

)
things—. 6., as MANY.




CHAPTER Il
TIHE CATEGORIES.

MinD, matter, and language, arec our calegorics or
classes of existences. They include all things whalso-
ever—GCGod and man, the univerge without, the universe
within, all human knowledge and action—all concelv-
able existences. Nothing exisls or can be contemplated
which is not one of the threc—either a mental thing,
a material thing, or a logical thing. They imclude all,
and each is clearly distinguished from the other two,
and the man who denics the existence of any one of the
three is, we assert, clearly sell-contradictory; for if he
denies the existence of mailer, he denies the exislence
of his own body, and contradicts himself by his bodily
action or words. If ho denies the existence of mandd, he
denies the existence of his own mind, and expresses a
thought which denies the exislence of all thought; andaf
he denies the existence of language—the oubward sy
bol of the mind within—ahe logically contradicts his own.
words. Nor can any onc of these three be confounded
with either of the others of them. And il any man at-
tempts, in obedience to the law of parcimony, as it hag
been termed, which forbids more assumptions thah are
necessary, to deny the distinelion between mind and
matter, and to assert their identily with Spinosa and Me-

gel, and so says that the two may be one and the same
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thing, his words again conviet him of seclf-contradietion.
For every word, sign, and symbol 1s itsell a vibration of
matter, but every vibration of mafter 18 not a word
or language, In order to be a word or language, tha
vibration must have a human meaning. The word is
2 material vibration, but the meaningy cannot possibly
be material ; the meaning in the mind must be the
mental, the spiritual undarstmuhrm and appreciation of
the material word or vibration.

The word 1s molion — the motion of matter; bub
what is the meaning of the word, without which the
word 1§ dead ¢ The vibration i1s not matter, but a form
of motion in matter; but the meaning of the word, the
meaning ilself, cannot be material, 1t must be something
else—i1t must be sgpiritual! For even if we suppose
the word or material vibration in passing through the
human brain, there creates a nervous brain-cell, and
affecls the human soul, creating a cellular material
form, by which we remember the word, yet the meaning
of the word cannot be that brain-cell-—that material,
idea, image, or impression. The meaning must be some-
thing else, which we can transwinit, which passes on to
other men., It must be the spiritual, the mental, and
internal appreciation of the brain-ccll, or of the word,
which 18 distinet [rom maliter, and all ils ordinary
forms and motions, and passes {from man to man;
and without 1lus spiritual and purely mental mean-
ing, the word or vibration itsell, which passes from
mind to mind, would not be a word or language at
all, but a mere dead vibration or undulation.

Thus the meanings of his words do continually con-
vift the materialist of self-contradiction, as the ac-
tions of his own body and the vibrations of his own
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tongue continuvally convict the 7dealist of similar self-
contradiction! Both admit.the existence of language,
both insist on the meanings of thejr words! Kach is
guilty of verbal self - contradiction, and misuses his
words in order to deny their partial existence. The one
denics the matter of which his words are a physical
motion or vibration; the other denies the mind by
which they are spivitually appreciated, weighed, and
valued. Thus the distinetion belween mind and mat-
ter, and that they are separate and distinet things, and
not one thing, i3 forced upon every man by the very
meanings of the words which he adopts, and uses or
misuses. The word is a material vibration, possessing
a mental signification ; 1t 15 a spiritual meaning or men-
tal conception, embodied in a bLodily action or material
motion.

Thus the materialist, who admits ouly matter and
impressions ; and the 1dealist, who adinits only spirits
and ideas, arc both equally refuted bytheir own words and
their meanings: for though the words which the material-
ist uses may make impressions on me, yet my impressions
are certainly ot his meanings, and may be quite differ-
ent from what be desired or intended ; and hig meanings
must have existed belore the words were ubbered, and
therefore could not be impressions, So the words the
1dealist uses may produce ideas in my spirit, but his
meanings are not my ideas, and may be quite different,
and his meanings must have existed before the words
were uttered, and, when uttered, his words were seme-
thing before they reached my spirit or produced my
1deas. That something which the word of the idealist
1s after it leaves his spirit, and before it reaches my
spirit, is a something whieh is neither an idea nor a
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spirit, and can only be a motion or form of matter—mnot
a spirit and not an idea. .And thus the meanings of the
words which the materialist and 1dealist use, which exist
before the words are uttered, and aflerwards, are cer-
tainly neither matter nor impressions, nor spirits, nor

1deas,
But it can be equally wellshown that the maierialistand

the idealist both palter and trifle with the words they use;
for words are nol matter, but motions and forms; not in-
pressions, but that which causes and produces the tmpres-
sions, and therefore a third thing, ncither matter nor im-
pression, so that the materialist has three things—matter,
impressions [and words before they make impressions].
And in like manner the idealist must have spirits, ideas
[and words before they create ideas], whieh in both is
confusing words [motions and forms]| with either matier
or spirit. But motion and form is neither matter nor
apirit, but the work of spirit upon matter and with it
when it takes the form of words. And we may well
suppose matter the work of (od, who brought it into
existence by the word of His power, saying, “ Let there
be light, and there was light;” just as man creates
words with his mind to influence the minds of others,
and to be used by them; so God has ereated the uni-
verse to influence the minds of inferior spirits, and
has made it subject more or less to their powers, their
influence, and their enjoyment. |

The division, therefore, of existence into mind, mat-
ter,-and language, is a sound logical division; it is both
complete and clear. All its parts together embrace and
express all that exists ; and each of its parts is clear
and distinet from all the others. No one can think or
truly say that mind is matter, or matter mind, or either



TIIE CATEGORIES. 1§

of them only language; or thal anything has cver been
ideally thought or sensibly felt by man which is not
included in onc of the three. ﬂ

The most mysterious and difficult subjects which
Philosophy has discussed and squabbled over have been
motion, aclion, force, form, number, space, l1ne, cause,
regemblance, and the rest which some have termaod ¢ dif-
ferent forms of the impulse of the mind to generalise ;”
and the exislency ol which some have denied altogether,
and which others have insisted, are not ideas or things
at all, but that some of them, time and space for example,

v * : .
are mysterious iexplicable “ forms,”

necessary to enable
us to frame our ideas or to think at all! These deserve
our attention and demand our explication. We admit
and confegs our obligation to show that such well-known
and obvious subjects of human thought, as time, space,
number, cause, &c., are included in ihe widest genc-
ralisation which we believe to be true. To say that
such things are not ideas or thoughts, bul “necessary
forms,” or mysterious somethings, which enable us to
frame our ideas, appears to me to sap the foundations of
all truth ; it is o build our knowledge on the shifting
sands of the unknown, and to make unknown some
things necessary to human knowledge, and so to found
knowledge itself upon the unknown—a contradiciion !
We reject all such mystories, We huld upon man’s
body, man’s soul, man’s language, his matter, his
mind, and his words—three things which cach man
knows for himself, with the utmost certainly possille.
We build on nothing else, and on no mystery whatever,
It 1s each man’s duty, and it should be his pleasure, ig
form as true and complete conceplions of these three—
mind, matter, and language—as God will enable him.
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We have in ourselves examples of all; none can de-
prive ns of them. Mind, matter, and langnage ave the
first and last division, both of the universe of existence
and of human knowledge in general. The thing know.
ing, the thing known, and the thing which embodies and
axpresses the knowledga, the subjeet, the objeet, and the
word, which unites the action of the object and the con-
ception of the subject into one—these three—are within
the grasp of every human intellect ; but objects them-
selves are threefold-—mental, material, and verbal-—the
firgt is a subject, and the last o word, and matter is
distinet from both; for the words object and .subject
are confusing and ambiguous.

But if ahy one should think or say that language,
being composed of words, by qur own admission, partly
material or partly mental—a vibration of matter with a
mental emotion or signification—that therelove the laws
of logical division hercafter laid down are violated, in
that they—words—are not sufficiently distinguished
from mind and matter, or confuse the two; we answer
that it 1s not so. [For, though words or language con-
sist of vibrations of matter, with menfal meanings or
sigmifications attiched thereto, yet words are neither
matter nor mind, but only a state of matter and state
of mind conjoined in unity together. Vibrations are
not matter or waterial, but a state of matter—a shifting
form of material particles, Motion is not matter, but
o state of matter—a relation of material particles. And
the meanings or significations of our words are not
minds, but states of mind—spiritual agitations and emo-
fions, FORMS or perceptions of the soul, but not the mind
itself, nor parts of the mind itself, but states and condi-
tions of the soul, the emotional part of the mind.
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Ag the external word is a vibration of matter, so its
internal meaning is an emotion of mind, The two
must be conjoined to conmstitute a word, which is a
state of maiter conjoined to a state of mind, but
neither material nor mental in itsell, Words and
language, therefore, though always consisting or com-
posed of vibrations or undulations of matter connected
with perceptions or cmofions of mind, are neither mind
nor matter themseclves, nor even partly composed of
either mind or matter, Motion is not matter, and emo-
tion i3 not mind-—the one 13 a state of matter, and the
other a state of mind. Words are, therefore, to every
man who thinks, clearly and distinetly a third thing—
neither matter nor mind, neither partaking of matier nor
partaking of mind—but, nevertheless, they arise and are
created by the union and conjunction of the motion of
matter with or by the action or emotion of mind—Dby the
union of certain vibrations or undulations of matter with
certain perceptions, agitations, or emotions of mind at-
tached thereto. Words are the conjunction of motions
of matter witly emotions of mind.

Thus all three, Mind, Matter, and Language, embrace
all existence; but all three are separate and distinet
from each other, and cannot be confounded together by
any rational being. And the division of the Universe
into mind, matter, and language, i3 botl clear as to its

parts and complete as to its entirety.




CHAPTILR IIL

TIIE PREDICABLLS,

We have said that it is impossible to reason with the
man who denies, either the existence of the thing, or the
posstbility of lhe question, proposed to be discussed.
We then have no fundamental asgumptions, or words in
common, from which we can begin to reason. We must
then {ry and go back to something which we both still
hold and admit in common, in order to begin our rea-
soning. If a man denies the exislence ol matter, and
declares himsell an Idealist—or of mind, and professes
Materialism—we can only fall back on the existence of
human knowledge or Language, and the possibility of
understanding it. We are driven to words and their
meanings. We ask, what is a word with no meaning,
but & vibration, an undulation, or Motion of matter? and
what 1s 1ts meaning but an emotion, an agitation, or con-
ceplion or form of mind? And the disputant is veduced
o the necessity ol either denying the existence of words
without meanings, or the existence of meanings without
words to express them. Qur words with meanings
prove the real existence of our minds or undersband-
ings; and our words, or marks and sounds, withoul
meanings, prove the existence of matier independent of
our minds, of which matter, such words are motions, un-

dulations, or vibrations. DBut the truth is, that all men
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admit, In some form, the existence and distinction of
mind and wmatler; and then through bad logic, or bad
intentions, or bad habits, contradict themselves, and hide
their self-contradiction under a cloud of words |

If a plain man were to declare that his own body, or
1ts unsentient parts, were only a “ permanent possibility,”
we might al first think he was joking. But if he assured
us in serious language, in the midst of a deep philoso-
phical work, that, “in any other sense, he did not believe
in the cxistence ol mnaiter,”—q. ¢., excepl as “a perma-
nent possibileity of sensation,”—il ig elear, in such case,
that he does not consider mabter as an existence or thing,
but a possibility or question about a thing—a siate o
relation of Mind. This makes matter a state of Mind,
just as the Materialist makes mind a stale of Matter,®

Berkeley was more reasonable, for he said that the
phenomena, which we call subslance or mailer, were
the language of God 1o man. This made matier, at
least, independent of man’s sensations and mind—a
thing or existence—a language of naturc—not o pos-
sibility, but an existence or thing, mdependent of the
human mind ! ”We still lhad, in Berkeley’s view, the
language of God, or exfernal things ; the thoughts

¥ The same author, of course, as ho proceeds with his language and
reagoning, finds himself under the necessity of troating hig nuind ag o
flux,” “a sevies ;" but of what ? Tt can only be of particles of matlor
a state of matter! Thus, the magician or logician who takes tho phi-
losophic wotld by storm, shifts his'position, fiom {ime 1o time, ag his
argument requiles, and makes his mind matier, o1 lus matier mind,
Just o suit his logical convenience | Of course the resuli is neither
Materialism nor Idealism, bul positive Scepticism ; for he attacks and
1efntes Conceptualism without ieaching faith in words or Symbolism,
which includes faith in matter and faith in MixD, the Creator of all,

Positivism, if consistent, would be the negation bolh of reason and
of farth.
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ol man, tmiernal things; and human words or lan-
ouage, logical things. Dul to call matfer a “possi-
bililty ? is not Berkleianism, but logical conlusion—the
confusing of existences with possibilities; the confusion
of things with questions about things; the confusion of
calegories and predicables. It is logical ignorance,
or logical conlusion,

The error of Berkeley, in my opinion, i this, that
matter or the phenomena of nature 1s, more or less, sub-
ject to man’s will, and also to other wills than that of
(tod. Maun can bring things together which produce phe-
nomena—riwhat we call natural phenomena—according,
and more or less subject, to the human will, And there
may be possibly many other wills, good and bad, in the
universe, between God and man, to whose wills also
natural phenomena—~what we call material phenomena
—may be more or less subject. To call material phe-
nomena the language of God, therefore, 18 {0 make
God's language more or legs subject to lhe wills of
men, and possibly of angels and devils. It cannot be
true or right to call what is subject more orless to my
will—to call the phenomena which I can produce, or
forbear to produce, al pleasure—the language of God.
It is that part of God’s creation which ITe has subjected
In part to my will, and in part not to my will. T call
1t, therefore, part of God's creation-—matter—whiclh
God may, and no doubt does, sustain by ITis almighty
power, but which He has given for the use and instruc-
t»on of man on earth.®

* But even the operations of angels and of devils can only present
themselves to man as phenomena of matter—a. ¢., visible or gensible~—
‘to which he ean “*tuin aside ;” and which he shonld examine without

fear; as a great and good man did to o ‘‘great sight”...a “bush
buimfg with fire, and yet not consumed ! ¥
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Dutr to confound matler with a “ possibility ” is to
confuse things with questions—is to confound cate-
gories and predicables, or nouns with verbs! Matier
cxisls, and 1s the name for a cerlain class of things or
existences. Predicables are possibilities which may ov
may not exist ; which may begin and grow, and change
and deeay and cecase, and possibly begin again,

It is a fundamental error to call matter o slate of
mind; or pure mand, a state of malter. They are two
things or existences, distinetl from each other, It is an-
other fundamental errorio overlook the deep importance
of language, which 1s a third thing, neither matler nor
mind, but a conjoined or united state of malter with a
state of mind, & material vibration with a mental emo-
tion. Having assumed these existences, the simplest
possible question we can ask 15, Whether we are to think
of and consicder them separately and apart, or conjunc-
tively and together — their siafes, considered as unities
or alone; their relafions; considered as not alone but
conjunctively, or as pluralities? Are we to consider {he
thing as one or as many? is the first gquestion any onc
can reasonably sask—its slate as a wunafy, its relations
as a plurality ?

There is no difference, in fact, between slales and re-
lations ; for any number of things may be put {together
by the mind as a unit, and the relations of the num-
ber are the states of the unit. So any wnu 1wy be
divided into many parts or powers or gualities; and
the state of the unit is merely the relations ol such
parts or powers or (ualities. For example, the state
of the solar system at any moment, or ils slates fox
any fume, are the relations of its paits and powers in
space.  We must hereafter consider Number, Time, and
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Space, which all seem to be involved in all the stales
and all the relations of all things 1 the Universe.

But it is evideat that all Amistotle’s predicables are
either stalcs or relations, “ Genus” is the origin, class,
or family history of a thing in {ime and space; ils
original state and successive states 18 i1ts “genus” and
higtory, ““Species” is the form, shape, and resemblance,
which ave evidently states or relations in number, lime,
and space. So “essenlial difference,” “property,” and
“accident "—all are evidently reducible to states of
things as unities, or their relations {o other things, as
pluralities. But the grealer part of Anristotle’s cale-
gories are, in fact, not properly things, bul questions
about things; mot existences, but possibililies; not
properly calegories, but predicables. All of them, in
fact, except substance, are not things, but quostions.
“Quantity,” “quality,” “relation,” “action,” “passion,”
“when,” “where,” “posture,” and “habit,” are all evi-
dently mot things, but states or relations of things.
They are questions and possibilities, not things or exis-

tences themselves. They are all answers to the ques-
tions—How much ? how many ? how lke? Or how?

when ? where? and arc all stafes of the one, or rélations
of the many.

But it may be justly asked, Are nol predicables, of
which we can speak and reason, like quantity and qua-
lity, or actions and passions—in short, all stales and
relations—are they not also all things— conceptions
present to the intellect ”—and justly called #hings as
well as spirits, bodies, and words are called things ?

+ What, then, is the distinetion between existences and
possibilities ? between things and questions? between
categories and predicables ? It appears to me that the
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difference between these fundamental assumptions is
like unto that belween permanence and variableness,
between f[orms and motions, between molions without
progress, which are only undulations, and [orms without
fixity, which are only ideas ! between “ heing” the noun.
and “Dbeing ” the verd.*

It 15 this difference or distinction which gave rise to
Zeno’s old paradox aboul motion, which 18 not a thing,
but a relation of things, a state of things, The first step
of the human muud 18 to distinguish ¢hengs that are per-
manent as categories, and things that are variable or
only possible as precicables; to mark out what is con-
tinuous and permancnt amidst the perpelnal flux of
nature. Man falls back on himself, on his own identity,
the permanence of his mind, his Hgo, and gropes wilh
his language to mark out {rue and real distinetions.
The one and the many—ego and non-ego—object and
subject—facts and theories—mind and malier,—all
these distinctions, as we shall show, are imperfect or
confused divisions, and have given occasion for infinite

* This scems the fundamental jugglo of Ilegelinnism, Of course,
every Predicable call hecome a thing, a thought, & conerete, 1t place of
an abstract conception. Mvery noun can bo used as a voih to oxpress
some action or relation of the noun; and the Gorman languags, from its
general use of its verbs substantively, without any article to distingnish,
affords gieater fucilily for this confusion {han Jinglish, Bui we can.
piay the jeu de mots in English also with the present participlo in ing ;
and we find a little of it with such words ng deing, Fnowing, believing,
action, motion, &e. All language is undunlation, which implios both
motion and form—fixed Hmits to the wavo in form, and motion between
those Zimits, and yet progression beyond them into the sncceeding*un-
dulation! Here Newton's illustration of *¢throwing pebbles into tho
ocean of existence, and counting the ripples which thoy make,” assists
our mind in 1is conception of its own operation in acquiring huma®
truth. Every worD is o pebble flung into the inlinite depths of the

human soul.
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logomachy. But before we can reason with words and
signg, we must discuss the laws or axioms of logie, and
the nature of language. Bul I say that all possibilities
are states of one or relatrons of many ; and all existences
are either spirils, bodies, and words, or mind, matter,
and language.

Thusg, the distinction between calegorics and predi-
cables is the distinetion between existence and possi-
bility.  Calegories are thangs we assume to cxist,
predicables are quesiions we assume to be possible.
Both are fundamental assumptions {frown which our rea-
soning must start, and on which it must always depend ;
and till men can agree on these fundamental assumyp-
tions, all discussion is an idle waste of words. Dut the
laws of logical truth lie at the foundation of all human
truth. We musl have and assume a pror:, calegories,
predicables, and axioms—existences, possibilities, prin-
ciples—all sell-evident, and from which we may and
must start, or else our reasoning cannot even begin to
be. DBut the worst of all possible foundations for itruth
18 to begin with a verbal lie! a vetrbal contradiction !
a falsehood ! It were better to be silenf, for ever !
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AXTOMS/!

LOGICAL TRUTII

WHATEVER truth may exist concerning mind and mat-
ter, it is clear that all human truil, all Luman know-
ledge, must be embodied in words, signs, and symbols,
before it can possibly become the common possession of
mankind.

Logical truth, therefore, lies at the foundation of all
human truth whatever. We must begin with words
and language ; we must first establish what these are,
and in what their {ruth consists. If our words, signs,
and symbols, whatever be their force or meanings, are
so arranged and put {ogether that in and by themselves
they violate logical truth, they are logically false, and
manifestly and ngcessarily cannot be admitied to embody
any truth whatever, either concerning mind, matter, or
language.

I reject the pretended law of Excluded Middle, and
say that the fundamental laws of loglcal truth arve
three, the self-evident axioms of language :~

1. The Principle of Identity.

2. The Principle of Contradiction:

3. The Principle of Logical Division or Distinction.

The first, or principle of Identity, is the law of logicals
lvberty, or free speech, which authoriges every reasoner
to assert, if he pleases, the wdentréy of two words, and
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of the thoughts and things they mean and represent.
Every man has in argument the never-ceasing right to
assert that the two words A and I3 mean 1o his mind
the same material thing, the same mental thought, or
are two words verbally and logically interchangeable.

The second law, or principle of Contradiction, forbids
direct logical falsehood. 11 1s slated simply thus:
Two contradiclory propositions cannot both be irue in
the same place al the same time, here and now. That
is—Logical truth requires that mo man shall directly
contradict himself, and say that A is B; and here, at
the same iime, say that A is not B. That is direct
logical falsehood, sell-contradiction—a L1E, the most
odious violation of truth. IIe who contradicts himself,
stands sell-refuled, and wviolates truth, whalever his
words may mean. Bul a man may well and {truly sy
that A is B here to-day, and that it 15 not I3 at sowme
other {1me, or 1n some other place.

The low of Bxcluded Middle is the converse of the
law of Coutradictiion, but X rcject it allogether as a
necessary law of logical truth. The law of Iixeluded
Middle means that one of two contradiciory propositions
must be true, and is laid down thus: “ A wnust be either
B or not B; therc 1s no third possibility.” This law I
rcject, for reasons to be stated hevcafter, But, I think,
it is obvious that whenever A is only partly B3, or only
sometimes B, we are justly entitled Lo deny both general
or universal propositions. They are both ambiguous,
amrd both false.

The third law of logical truth is the principle or
flaw of logical distinction or Division whieh hag been
grossly ncglected by most writers on. logic; and its
neglect occasions most of their errors and ambiguities.
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This law forbids logical ambiguily -« ¢., wndirect
logical falsehood. This law has two branches — 1st,
that the parts of the division must be clear ; 2d, that
the parts must be complete. The violation of this law
has been the source of almost all the ambiguities ilat
have disgraced philosophy from the days of Thales or
Pythagoras. The meaning of the first branch of the law
is, that if we think it needlul to distinguish the parts of a
whole by dislinelnames, the parls shouldbe clear—r.e,,not
overlap or be confusible with the other parts. Logical
truth manifestly requires that none of the things called
by the name of one part should be possibly included
or confounded with any of the things included under
the other part or parts—r. e, each part should be clearly
distinguishable from all the others. The second branch
of the law requires completeness in the division, and
means that all the parts taken together should com-
prise the whole intended to be divided—ai.e, that no
part of the thing intended to be divided should be left
out or forgotten.

Tf the first branch of the law is violated, the distine-
tion is not cleag; 1 the second is violated, 1t 18 nol
complete,

In cither case, we are landed in an indirect logical
falsehood-—a. ¢., an ambiguity. Ifor if a proposilion is
verbally ambiguous, it is false in one or both means
ings, When the parts are not ¢lear, the things errono-
ously ineluded under two distinet names ronder the
application of these names ambiguous; and when the
division 18 not complete, the parl omilted may possibly
falsify or coniradict what is asserted as to the othen
parts.

But although the parts of a logical division must be
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both clear and complete, it is not necessary that the
mental or physical things themselves should be men-
tally or physically separated or separable. The law
is a logical, not a mental or physical, law. Division
is a logical distinetion, and the meanings of the words
may be clearly distinet in the mind, though the things
are not in themselves separated or distinet; otherwise
we could nof distinguish, logically, the parts of a unit,
or recognise the divisions of a whole, or distinguish
our minds from our bodies, or either fromn the thoughts
and words we possess.

We may, for example, assert that man 18 composed of
body, soul, and spirit, and treat ol them as logically
distinct and separate, though in our present stage of
existence they are inseparable, and all incapable of
beng separately examined, or their boundaries clearly
defined. Yet man’s mind is not his body, nor his body
his mind ; and in like manner his mind is divisible
into soul and spirit; and his soul may be subject to
the material influences of light, heat, magnetism, or
electricity, and yet his spirit may not. And though
we cannot separate them in 1his world, yet we should
constantly remember the great and constant distinction
between the three.

Good divisions ave very difficult to discover; but it is
clear that jf our words are confused, then the general
propositions made with such confused words are con-
fused—that 18, partly false. And il our words are im-
perfect or incomplete, then the gencral propositions
made with such imperfect or incowmplete words are
fhemselves imperfect or incomplete—i, e, partly false.
And what 1s partly false cannot be wholly truc—s, e,
the general proposition is false. Hence it follows that
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both contradictories, made with such confused and i1m-
perfect words, can be, and ought to be, denied in spite
of the law of excluded middle. This law of excluded
middle has, in fact, done more to puzzle and confuse
philosophers, and to disgrace the name of philosophy,
than any other part of logic. And we must therefore
proceed to examine it more at large, in order to fully
justify our rejection of its obligation as a law of logical
truth.

But there are two divisions of the universe much 1n
use at present, which are the worst possible, for they
violate both laws of logical division—viz., Lgo and
Non-Ligo, and Object and Subject. They ave neither
complete as a whole, nor clear as to the parts, and
therefore violate both laws of logical distinction.

I1st, They both ignore langunage or words, and so are
not complete. Words are partly egoistic and partly
non-egoistic ; partly objective and partly subjective.
Belore the word 1s uttered, it is part of the subjective
ego ; after 1t 1s utbered, it 1s part of the objective non-
ego.  Therefore neither division i1 complete, for'lan-
guage 1s Wholly omitted. DBut, 2d, The parts are not
clear. Your ego is part of my non-cgo; and my ego
18 part of your non-ego! so that we are necessarily
always speaking of different things. DBut besides this,
our egos never remain the same for two moments of
time ! They vary wilh every breath we draw, and
every morsel we eat! No logical distinclion can De
worse than ego and non-ego—they are bad English, bad
logic, and end in false philosoply.,

The same observation applies to object and subject ;
for the objects and subjects are diflferent to each man,
and the object can become subjective in thought, and
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the subject can become objective, or the thing we arc
thinking of. The parts, therelore, overlap each other,
and are partly interchangeable. Im short, these cecle-
brated divisions afe as evil as possible, and violate both
laws of logical distinction ; and no {ruth can be arrived
at by resting or depending on such false and ambigu-
ons words ! DBotlh these distinetions—ego and non-ego,
and the objective and the subjeclive—are always sup-
posed to comprise the whole universe known 10 man-
kind, and are always so used ; and yet the parts of each
are not only ambiguous and interchangcable, bt each
distinelion also overlooks and omits the foundation of

all human truth—viz.,, human LANGUAGE.
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LAW OF EXCLUDED MIDDLE FALSE.

Tone law or principle of Excluded Middle means the
logical necessity that ons or other of two directly con-
tradiclory propositions must be true. The law has been
described and laid down by an eminenl logician as
follows 1—

“QOf two direclly contradictory propositions, onc ox
other must be true. . . . This axiom is the other half of
the doclrine of conbradictory proposilions. By the law
of contradiction, contradictory propositions cannot both
be true: by the law of excluded middle, they cannot
both be false, Or, to state the mecaning in other lan-
anage, by the law ol contradiction, a proposition cannot
be both {rue and false: Ly the law of excluded middle
it must be eithe? trne or false—there is no third possi-
hility.” *

I assert that this law or principle of excluded middle
is in many cases absolutely false, and thevefore cannotl
possibly be binding as a goneral law of logical {rutl.

* I, 8. Mull’s ¢ Examinalion of Sir ' W, Hamillon’s Philosophy,’ p. 414,
415, Again, he says - A g either B or nol B, Thal, indeed, 1ests
on the prineiple of Iixcluded Middle, or rathoer is the very formula of
that minciple. Sir W. Hamilton calls this the prineiple of digjunctive
judgmonts.,”  But I think My Mill's is the moie accmate sxpiessiona
for the reasons which he himsell has given.~JInd. I is somotimes
also called the axiom of contradiction and identity.
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This so-called law has puzzled and deluded philosophers
from the earliest ages, and to it may be traced imost of
the fallacies and paradoxes which have disgraced philo-
sophy from the ddys of Zeno to the present time. And
1f we admit the principle as binding on our intcllect,
most absurd propositions have been and can be logically
proved beyond all question.

Zono first applied this doctrine to motion and time
and space, Achilles could never overtake the tortoise,
the greyhound could never overtake a hare; for the
thing must be either overtaken or not overtaken. I it
18 overtaken, the fact is already past; if not overtaken,
1t 18 still yet to come, and the law of excluded middle
excludes the third possibility —the present time. The
mfinite divisibility of space and time may be equally ap-
plied to maintain the same paradox, which still puzzles
some unmathematical conceptualists.

In fact, very few, except mathematicians thoroughly
imbued with the science of Descartes and Newton,
even yet perceive the falsehood and [allacy of the pro-
position, “ A thing must be either moving or not mov-
mg.” DBoth alternalives may bLe false, and a thing may
be beginning 1o move, neither moving hor not moving,
and that beginning to move may last ten thousand years !
For exmnple as it has been observed, a ganal of water
is beginning to move when you open a tap at one end;
but it the canal is long enough, and the ,tap ‘slow zmd
small enough, the cana,l will not be moving for ten
thousand years, though it has been running out at one
end all that time, and all that time has been beginning
to move; yet the canal is not all woving, or all not
‘moving, and during all that time. the canal is neithex
moving nor not moving, but only beginning to move !
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The canal as one thing is neither in molion nor not in
motion, but only beginning to move; for Motion is a
Relation between two md not a predicable of one;
and when we speak of a stafe of motion, and say a,
body 1s in a state of motion, we mean either the Re-
lation of its own parts to themselves, or internal mo-
tion; or else the Relation of the whole to some fixed
point or to space, or 1its external motion in space.
Motion wn wtseif, 18 not matter, but a Statec of matter.
But the same paradox. by the law of excluded middle
may be proved of any Relation; for a relation exists in
neither Relative—it is neither in the relative nor out of
the relative. Lhus by this law there is no beginning to
life, and no end to a walking-stick! The end of your
walking-stick is neither on the stick nor off the stick ;

it ig neither a part of the stick nor beyond the stick—it
does not exist either as a part of the stick, for then it
is not the end; nor apart from the stigk, for then the
stick is without an end. In short, the end of your walk-
ing-stick is,like a mathematical surface, “inconceivable,”
to those who are bound by the law of excluded middle.

But to the mathematician, Newton disposed of all such
paradoxes, when he discussed the ratios of vanishing mo-
tions—the ratios of velocitics ab the moment of their
ceasing altogether—and exhibited the proportions of in-
finitesimals, in the second and third degrees—infinitely
less than things themselves infinitely little !

Of course the Materialist, and the Conceptualist in
hig materinlistic mood, rely on the law of exeluded middle
to refute all such things as the points, lines, and surfaces
of the mathematician, as well as the propm:bmm of van-
ishing ratios infinitcly less than what is infinitely little ;"
all of which, by the law of excluded middle, become

C
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absurd, inconceivable, and non-existent. DBul no person
should presume to reason about the human mind without,
some study of the mathematics of infinitesimals. Till
he has done so, the door of philogophy is shtif to him,
according 1o the rule of the ancient Academy of Plato.

But not only motion and the relations of mathema-
tical quantities may be shown to be non-existent by the
law of excluded middle, but every possible relation, and
every attribute which depends upon a relation, ave equally
non-existent. Fatherhood, brotherhood, sonship, or the
meaning of every abstract term, may be deelared to De
non-existent; for all abstract words are constituted and
created [rom and by relations and resemblances which
exigt neither in the things nor apart from the things,
but between the things; for these Conceptions are con-
ceptions present only when the intellect iy capable
of creating or realising the mental resemblance; and at
other times nowherc and non-existent—{for Relation and
Resemblance arc wholly mental |

Number and Time and Space, the Infinite and the
Absolule, all relations, Divine and Human, the wisdom,
power, and, goodness of God and man, gll virlue and all
obligation—in short, every possible Relation between any
two beings—can be disproved by meaus of this law of
excluded middle; and we thus may behold the spectacle
of a “ theologian taking advantage of the temporary oc-
cupalion of a theological chair to prove [by the law of
excluded middle] that theology cannot exist;” for theo-
logy 18 allogether rolative!  But, happily, comanon sense
is stronger than bad logic.

In fact, no part of human knowledge is logically securo
if the law of excluded middle is bmdmg ; for all human
knowlege 1s a Relation belween object and spbject ex-
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pressed in words, and it exisls neither in the Object nor
without the Object, neither in the Subject nor without
the Subjecli—dor then it could not pass from Subject Lo
Subject-—and 1the law of execluded middle forbids the
third possibility I This law, therefore, is the main weapon
and chief instrmnent of the materialistic and positive phi-
logsophers of the day; and by it they atlempl to support
the dogme of the schoolmen, “that nothing can be in
the intellect which was not first in the senses,” and that
all ideas are derived [rom and founded.on Experience,
and that we can have no ideas independent thereof.

All which 1s false ! For we have ideas of God, Spirits,
and thousands of abstractions which we have created, but
never experienced ab all; but this requires future con-
sideration. TIowever, as we have divided all things into
Mind, Matter, and Language, il is easy to show by a {few
examples, that this supposed law of excluded middle i3
false in each department; and being sometimes false, is
not a law universally true or binding. *‘

It ig false i1 three cases :—1lst, When one or other of
the terms employed, A or B, 13 logically absurd or non-
sensical ; 2d, When the thoughis of A and B are men-
{ally ambiguous or incompatible ; 34, When the things
A and T are physically variable and composite wilh
cach othor in number, time, and spaee—a.c., when A is
partly ox sometimes B, and partly or somelimes not B,
For cxample —

1. Suppose that it were asserled that  all fish must he
either abracadabra or nol abracadabra,” we can well deny
both alternatives, for botly are logically nonsensical.

2. Suppose that il were assorted that “a musical sym--
phony must be eithor as sweet as o rose or not as sweet
as a rose,” we can again deny both absurdities, because
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the thoughts or sensations are incompatible or ambigu-
ous. Both are sweet, but we cannot compare the sweet-
ness of hearing with the sweetness of smell. No man
can be bound by any law of Logic to accept one or
other of such dubious, ignorant, or ambiguous proposi-
t1oms.

3. Suppose that it were asserted that “water must be
either oxygen or not oxygen,” we can well and pro-
perly deny both propositions, for both are false. It is
false to say that water is oxygen, when it 13 only partly
oxygen, It is also false to say that water 18 not oxygen,
when every particle of water 15 oxygen, plus something
else, In all such cases we are well entitled to deny both.
alternatives, in spite of the law of exeluded middle,
for both are false, imperfect, or ambiguous; and we are
entitled by such denial to call upon the reasoner Yo cor-
rect his language, to improve his menial perceptions,
or to extend his physical knowledge.

If your propositions are not framed with correct woxds,
according to the true relations of Thoughts and Things, I
can well deny both the affirmative and the negative, If
the words are absurd, or the thoughts aqd things, A and
B, are ambiguous or imperfect, I can justly decline to
be fixed with either alternative made with such absurd
words or ambiguous or imperfect thoughts and things ;
ancdl in spite of any such supposed law of excluded
middle, I may justly deny both contradictories or both
contraries.

In fact, this law of excluded middle implies and as-
sumes that there 18 nothing,—.c., no state of mind,

~when we speak of thought or Metaphysics,—between the
afirmative and the negative,—Dbetween helief and dis-
belief, But there are three things and three states of
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mind between them. There are doubt, ignorance, and
indifference. What is doubt but partly believing and
partly disbelieving? What is amnbiguity but partly
truth and partly not truth? ‘What 1s incompatibility
but partly thinkable and partly unthinkable ?

So when we speak of matter or physics. There are,
in relation to our senses, three states of matter—solid,
fluid, and gaseous, And fluids penctrate solids, and
gases penetrate fluids, and also gases and fluids inter-
penetrate each other; and besides their physical mixture,
there is also their chemical combinalions, with the real
nature of which wo are wholly ignorant, But neverihe-
less, althoungh man himself cannot penetrate matter, yet
matter can not only penetrate different kinds of matter,
bubt may also penetrate man’s body; and for all that we
at present know on the subject, a Sperit in the form of a
oas might penctrate man’s Brain, or even mnan’s Soul,
just as the fumes of brandy or cther or tobacco may
penetrate a man and deprive him of some or all his
bodily and mental senses. But this law of excluded
middle ignores all these possibilitics, and ingists that
the VlSllJlL or senslble A. must be either B or not B;
whereas it is manifest that the vigible and sensible A
or B may be interpenetrated, even materially, with some
(to man) insensible fAuid or gas, which might render
all our logic, as well as the law of excluded middle,
utterly absurd upon the subject of the physics of such
matter. Both physics and metaphysics are therefore
clearly beyond thoe limits of this pretended law of logie.

This law of excluded middle was first applied by
Zeno in his paradox about motion, which still pmzles
the conceptualists. But it is equally applicable to every
relation, which may be thus shown to be neither in the
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relative nor without the relative; and so lo exist nowhere
but in the humen mind or imagination, Thusg, this
law becomes the stronghold of materialism, sceplicism,
[alse rationalism, and {alse morality or no morality—rfor
all atimbutes, and all abstract relations whatever, even
pure Logical Inference, perceived only by the mind and
not by the body, can be absolutely denied as posscssing
any existence whatever! And, likewise, all the relations
between man and God, and belween man and man, can
in like manner be proved o be non-exisient, except, ag
they may say, in the illogical braing ol priests, pielists,
and moralists, who have not sufficiently stucdied and sub-
witted to Positive philosophy and to the law ol excluded
middle; and so mistake their weak 1maginalions for the
laws of nature, which this logical law ol excluded middle
can clearly show to exist nowlhere and at no tine, neither
in the Things nor apart {rom the Things—muneither now
nor in eternity ! neither here nor there! and nowherc!
for where does a Law of Nature really exist ?

All the philosophical rubbish of twenly centuries
hangs and depends and is buili on this supposed logical
law of excluded nuddle, which, as a general law of
logical iruth, is wholly false, and in no respect binding
on the human intellect.

Of course, logicians have long scen the falschood of
some of the conclusions founded on this law, and have
generally endeavoured, under the title of fallacics or the
laws ol Ifallacies, or of Probabilities, &c., 1o take baclk
what they have previously granted, or arc bound to
grant, under this assumed law of excluded middle.
Ancient and medieval Logic has thus been guilly of
Inconsistency and self-contradiction, bul Aristotle pro-
bably less so than many of his followers, But the
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proper and ouly correct way 1s to deny the whole obli-
gation of the law of excluded middle, and o assert, as I
do assert, that it is not binding on any intelligent huinan
being ; but that whenever human words are ambiguous
or imperfect, men are well entitled to deny both the
affirmative and the negative; because, when composed
with such ambiguous or imperfect language, whether
relating 1o thoughts, things, or words, both general pro-
positions may be [alse.

Botween the affirmative and the negative in thought
and facl,and language, there are doubt, ignorance, and
indifllference, all of which have left their marks in the
corruption and ambiguity of our words, Matter admits
of gaseous and fluid Interpenetrations, and, with Mind,
is equally open or obnoxious to doubl, ignorance, and
indifference, cansed by such material Confusions.

Thus then, the law of Contiradiction is entirely sound
and obligatory, and forbids logical falseliood. No man
has a right to say, here and now in words, that a thing
is both A. and not A ; that 1s logical falsehood. But the
general converse of this, or the law of excluded middle,
is not binding on any man. The thing may be neither
properly A nor i‘:mpeﬂy not A, because A may bo in
itsell absurd or ambiguous; and this may bappen, as
we have said, in three cases i—

1at, When the word A is absurd or nonsonsical,

2d, When tho thing is matcrially composite with A
in space or time; for then hoth propositions are mater-
ally and logically imperfect.

3d, When the thought of the thing is mentally in-
compatible with A ; for then both propositions are men-
tally and logically ambiguous.

In all these three cases both the affirmative and the
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negalive may be justly denied, notwithstanding this
pretended law of exclusive middle,

This law of excluded middle, it may be also observed,
secretly assumes that we are speaking of the things
themselves, and not of our ideas ol things, or of our
words for our ideas of things. And the philosopher who
admits the distinetion between mind and nabtter con-
tradicts himself if he admits the law of execluded
middle; and this contradiction can, I think, be made
manifest thus:—IFor if we admil the distinclion be-

tween mind and matter, then each man’s wordg are the
names, not of things themselves, but of his ideas or
mental images of things; and when he says “ A is B,”
he means, only according to his ideas. But when he
says, “ A must be either B or not B”-—.¢, when he as-
serts the law of excluded middle—he is no longer using
his words as names for his ideas, but as names of
the things themselves; and ho is thereby attempting to
fix nature or his opponent, with the reality ol /s 1deas,
under the name of the realily of things themseclves;
about which, he who admits the distinetion between
mind and matter, admits that he cannot speak at all.

For, whoever admits the independent existence of
mind, and that mind and matter are 1wo anc not one,
admits that he can neither know nor speak of anything
but what is 1n his mind—a. e, not of things themselves,
but only of his ideas of things, Dut this law of ex-
cluded middle always implies that we are speaking of
the very things themselves, as they are in nature and in
the sight of God, as positive realities, and nol mercly as
human 7dealrives, or matters of human faith and mental
certainty embodied in Words. :

Thus, the man who asserts the law of excluded middle
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logically denies the existence ol the human mind, as dis-
tinct [rom matter; as well as the exislence of all abstract
ideas. Dul thig, I think, will appear more clearly here-
after,  First, lel men acquive distinel ideas of mind,
matter, and language—of spirits, bodies, and words—as
positive and indubitable realities—and then the logical
and philosophical fotters of this law of oxcluded middle
drop from our awakened intellect as an ancient, but
empty and contemptible, logical tnoubus*

¥ The argument in the text may be putl lechnically thus :(—In the
universal allivmative, by the laws of all logie, the predicate is not dis-
tmbuted~—i.¢., part ol its comprehension is left out of congideration
altogether, and is not thought of or spoken about at all; therefore,
when we deny the universal aflirmalive to be true, we are aflirming
nothing of that pmt of the predicale not distributed. But when we
also deny the univetsnl negative, both the subject and predicate are
distributed, and both the universal propositions are false, if’ any part of
the subject ig contained in the predieate.

Thus, if A and B have a common part, C,

C
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it is false to say, “Tvery A is B,” and it is also falso 10 say, **No A
is B.” Both are equally fulse whenever A and B have a part in
commott. Or, according to the logic of Aristotle, * Both contiaries
may be faige, though boih cannot be true.”

The error of modern logiciang has, in my opinion, arisen from illieit
dealings with the copula, and from the conneeting improperly the sign
of negation with the predicnte itself, and so converting unlawfully the
negalive proposilion into o new affitmative. Thusg, “ A s B,” and “ A
ig not B,"” are thought of at one time, and the latter is then changed
into A is (not-I3), which is o now ““aflirmative,” in which, of course, as
an affirmative, (not<B3) is not distributed, and ig becomo a wholly dif-
ferent proposition from (No A i8 B).  But ihe conclusion of the law of
the execluded middle—viz,, *f A, must be either B or (not-B) "~—ig then
alleged coneerning Lwo terms, B and (not-B), neither of which have been
distributed—7. e, not wholly thought of, or in general previously setiled ™

or gpoken about in any way |
Of comse, writers on logic fry to get out of this quagmire of inaceur-
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ale langnage or inaccurate thought in various ways, generally in ihe
chapler on fallacies. But one ingenious way adopled by a clever
mathematical logician may be mentioned here—viz, by making
& nniverse not & universe! or creanting a new universe wholly undefined
of every universal term (for who can define & new universe for the nega-
tzve of each universal torm ?)-—i.e., Dy saying that A and (not-A) and
B and (nol-B) are 1wo universes of some parlicular kind, not ““ the one
Universe ?—with which, therefore, philosophy can have nothing to do,
as philosophy is wholly engaged with ‘‘the one Universe.” In discus-
sing the copula “is” and “is not,” this author lays down the law of
sxcluded middle in the naual form, ‘¢ That 4s and 4s nof are contradic-
tory aliernaiives, Onemust, and both cannot, be true.”’—(De Morgan’s
‘ Logice,” p. 60.) But he then soon afterwards abandons the well-known
logical distinetion botween the words contrary and contradictory, and
treats them as synonymous (p. 060), though he candidly admits all I
require-—viz,, that *‘ coniraries may both be false, but cannot both be
true " (4bid.) ; and therefore, that the law of excluded middle, as applied
to universal propositions by Mill and Hemilton, is false. Professor
De Morgan's able book appears to me to involve the confusion, tempt-
ing to & mathematician, of *‘existence ” with “ oquality,” Dut “exis-
tence” only requires one, and ““equality” requires fwo; and we can cer-
tainly reason about the continuous existence of one thing without con.
‘sidering its equality with anything else. The difference, which he
appears to ignore, between ¢ Ilorse (is not) man,” and * ITorse ia
(not-man) ™ (p. 187), appears to me to be thig; that from the first we
can logically deduce ‘“ No horse is a man,” and “ No man is a horse,”
which is defined and positive knowledge ; but from the other, ¢ All
horses are (not-men),” we can only deduce, ‘*Some (not-men) ara
horges.” DBut we cannot possibly deduce logically that ¢ No horse is a
man ;" and Swift's filthy tale might be therefore® true in the ons case
and not in tho otlier, for some (not-men) might be rational, and might
be horses, This seems to mo a very considerable logieal difference,
But such arguments are hardly worlh gerious consideration.
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NUMBIER,

WD have thus laid belore the reader all our funda-
mental assmnptions i~

Three Categories or distinet Barstences—Mind, Mai-
ter, and Language; all three sell-evident to every man in
lis own person.

Two Predicables or classes of possibilitics—questions
concerning these existences—viz, their States as vnity ;
their Relatrons as plurality.

Three Axvoms, or self-evident principles or laws of
logic—the laws of Identity, Oontrachctmn and Divi-
sion.

Besides these fundamental assumptions, we hope that
we have elllfu*n'ed the domain of human liberty by
abolishing the law of excluded middle, showing it to e
false and unfounded ; and have endeavoured to rclicve
the human mind from a logical falsity which bas
pressed it downwards for two thousand years—the very
absurd notion, as it now appears to me, that if A is an
ambiguous or imperfect term, and 1 deny the truth of a
proposition involving it, that thercupon (not-A) is, or has
hecome against me, loss ambiguous or less imperfect;
and that I am obliged to admit that the thing is not A
whereas I may intend to assert, and may assert perhaps
ustly, that both the affirmative and the negative are
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false, because they both involve the imperfect or ambi-
guous thing or thought or word which I reject.

Having thus, as we hope, established logical truth on
the sounder basig of the laws of contradiction and divi-
sion, or logical distinetion, the most natural step might
appear to be to discuss first the nature of language, or of
words, signs, and symbols in general.

But men learn their words and langnage, before they
can remember, from their parents, their companions,
and their teachers. .And before we (any of us) can re-
member how it occurred, we have all learnt three great
abstract words, thoughts, or things, and to use and apply
them as, more or less, the measures and make-sures of
all material things—viz,

NUMBER,~—~TIME,—SPACE.

We all, more or less, understand and apply them, {rom
the ‘child who counts higz marbles and measures his
toys and longs for his play-hour, up to the astronomer
who calculates and measures the least possible distance
and possible times of the dog-star Siriug, or the nearest
of the fixed stars, What then, in I;h@ first place, 1s
number? We all study abstract numbers before we
study language in the abstrach; we stucly arithmetic
before we study philosophy.

Pythagoras, more than 2000 years ago, pmnouuced
number the beginning of all science, the foundation of
all certainty., The modern philosopher, riding on his
positive or materialistic hobhby, pronounces, by the law
of excluded middle, “number in the abstract” to he
nothing at all, “ All numbers,” says he, “ must be num-
bers of something; there can be no such thing as num-

bers in the abstract! Ten must mean ten bodies or ten



NUMBER. 45

)

sounds or ton beatings of the pulse.,” And, of course, to
the materialist, by the logic of the excluded middle, ab-
stract number, like all other abstract wards, has, “strictly
speaking, no signification”-—.e., none visible, or sensible,
or material.  Tor all abstract words, including the word
number, are all names for mental relations or resem-
blances, which the mind perceives or invents between
certain things, when it gives them a class name. |

But this relation or resemblance does not exist in any
one thing; and il not in any one, then mnot in all the
things taken together. The relation or resemblance itself
ig not in the things, but between the things, and only
in the human imagination, in the human mind, which
to the positive materialist is nought and nowhere ; and
the signification of the abstract term 1s also, by the law
of excluded middle, nought and nowhere, neither in the
things themselves nor out of the things themselves—
nothing hut a “ general abstract idea” which, in the
sense of a material image, Berkeley showed to be a
“stark-staring absurdity!”

In short, abstract ideas, to the positive materialist,
are worse than mothing, neither existing in time nor
space—a mere phantasm of ill-regulated imaginations,
not confining and restricting thewsclves to the positive,
or to concrete matter! to the sensible and visible !

Of course, by such reagoning, number in the abstract,
together with foree, cause, resemblance, &e., are proved
to be notl

iing at all, Yet Number is an abstract word
very intelligible to us all; and we all learn arithmetie,
or the abstract laws of number. |

Hqwaver, as we believe in the existence of mind and
language, as well as in matter—and ag we assume that
worcds are positive existences, independent of matter—
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and as we deny the obligation of and reject the law of
excluded middle—we say that abstract number is, like
all other abstract words, a clags name for a number of
units; and each unil is a sign, a symbol, a word made
entirely alike all others. Units are only lske-words!—i. ¢,
when all words become, or are supposed, alike, they
become units, marks of unity, and their class name is
Nuwmber ; or numbers of numbers of like unils pro-
nounced with the mouth, or made with the pen or
printer’s ink, or only thought of by the mind when we
do a sum of arithmetic in the head; where they have
no visible, sensible, or material existence whatever,
that we know of, but are only mere units i the mind,
or thoughts, made all alike, and numbered as mental
units in mental arithmetic. Ten is the abstract name
for ten unets, ten anythings or ten nothings; ten words,
gigns, or symbola. Numbers are words.

Such are numbers in the abslract — 2.c., abstiracted
from the Universe of mind and matter ; and in the con-
crete they aré things, thoughts, or words, mercly con-
sidered as units or ones, and joined together by a class
name. Any arithmetical number isemerely a bundle
of units marked and known by ils sign or name, and
thereby distinguished {rom all other such bundles which
have different sighs, symbols, or names, all of which are
words invented by man Lo’ distinguish the bundles from
each other,

I deny, thereflore, that number in the absiract is
nothing, and show thus what it is. For I say, numbers
are signs, symbols, words. Nor do we get or make our
numbers by tentation, or by any uncertain or doybtfnl
process, or by inductron ! On the contrary, I assert.that
we make them all logically, and get them all by nire-
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sigtible logical necessily—by deduction; and that & man
must conlradiel himsell who does otherwise, or who de-
nies numerical deduetion, _

T asserl thal every man who uses words, and thereby
admits the existence of language, must confradict him-
aelf, or bocome an inaccurate logical shulller, who doubts
any accurate arithmetical caleulation—ifor all sums in
arithmetic are ouly accurately and logically demon-
straled substitutions of sywmbols, DPul, of course,
many men are bolh poor arithmeticians and poor
logicians |

But let us strictly dednce our numbers, and so, by
gound words and language, teach materialistic philoso-
phers to think accurately aboul numbenr.

Having assued or bden granted in ihe beginning
three categories and two predicables, then, by the law of
identity, T am abl liberty to sel down what has been
already granted in o new form, thus :—

(Foneral

Abstiaot

Terms,

Mind = 1 = 1 = One.
+ Matler =] ] = 9 = Tho.,
+ Language Tl 41l = 3 = Three.
+ (Their Stales) = 1 4 1 4 1 4 1 = 4 = [four
+ (Their Relalions) = L + L + 1 + 1 + L = & = live.

And, if you cannot continue the process much [further
than you like, you arc a very poor arithmelician, and
require to sbudy ; for we ean evidently count five as a
new unil, and add one thereto after the manner of the
ancients, and use the old symbols, and say five + 1 = vi;
or, after the manner of the Arabians, lake a new symbol
and say = 6, and so on by lcns to & million or more,
without any possible conclusion—i. ¢, without end, or
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to infinily ; and so can frame all numbers on the hi-

nary, quinary, decimal, or any other system.*
Bul supposing the education of the arithmetician in

symbols perfected, yct ihe positive philosopher and
pious worshipper of induction steps forward and says,
You have not yet proved that two + two make four | !
But I say that I have to cye, ¢ar, and understanding
proved, deduced, and demounstrated that fach; fox, as
soon ag ‘I lave set down my two two’s as units, and
counted them, or divided my four unils inlo two two’s,
then, by the law of identity, T say that they ave visibly,
actually, sensibly, logically, and mentally demonstrated
to be the very same things! T have myself made them
50; and you must contracict yourself in words, signs, and
symbols, and deny what you have first granted—viz,
my first words, signs, and symbols, or deny the law of

* In a former publication 1 showoed that numbers could he deduced
from one, two, three—tho categorics, mind, thing, and word—as 1he
three units then assumed ; and now I inelude tlie predieables, unity
and plurality, ag four and ﬁvu, as two further units, to show that every
distinkt assumption is a distinet unity—to avoid any supposed super-
glition about one, two, and three. Bui I still think the remark correct,
and worthy of observation,—*“If we had comgnenced with assuming
al. first two exislences or distinel things only ; or if we cowldd hold the
opinion that human kuowledgre necessarily implies only two things-
say subject and objeet, or ego aud mon ego-—wo should have al once
fallen into a dubiety or uncertainty in the deduetion of Numbers,
quite independont of materialism or dogmatic idealism, TFor if wo
only had lad one, two, ag the foundation of numhers, ingtead of one,
iwo, three, in our firgt concepiion, wo could nob feel quite sure what
the nexi most simple or most natural stop should he, for there would
bo iwo steps equally natural, Two is formed by adding one to one;
and the next lika step might, therefore, have been two to two, ndl o
on, making cach new mumber by nddmg the former number to itself,
- W should, thercfore, have remailiad uncortain ov dubions, hetiwoen
what are called 1he nalural numbers, 1, 2, 8, 4, &e., and 1he sories,
1, 2, 4, 8, &e.  Both of these might lhave been seid to bo equally
natural, Butl having assumed kpowledge, ag ane unit in the boginning,
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identity-—or clge two and two are four, and have been
four, and will De four, from all elernity 1o all eternity,
in every intellect that ever did or ever.can exist. «Ob,
but pray, suppose a miracle,” says the pious inductive
positivist, though belonging to the class who usually
scoffs at mirvacles and prayers as irralional and wealk
imaginations of wnphilosophical minds! By all means,
as I believe in meny miracles, and in the efficacy of
earnest prayer! ILet us then suppose this miracle * not
beyond the bounds of Omnipotence | ”

But can I go on to suppose a contradiction, p false-
hood, in my own chosen and sclected signg, sympols,
words—a miracle worked by Omnipotence 7 . Can Om-
nipotence alter my words, signs, and symbols? I hum-
bly deny it. Though a much less'Spirit than Omnipotence,
may be able to confuse my mand, and puzzle my intellect,

¥

4 F A
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it three units are given in our first cognition,, or conception of know-
ledge, the mind eanpot jump from three to three times three; and is,
as it were, compelled to rocogniso the individeal wnify of the three
factors—thing, mind, and word~-and to discyss their combihations,
and to proceed hy itha steps of one, two, three, to the natural series of
numbers, adding nnit %f Ler unit, in place of adding units or things ta
themselves.

“The same dubiety or uncortainly which I have illusirated by the
two soriey, 1, ¥, 8, &e., and 1, 2, 4, &o,, seems to moe to result from all
attampls to reduce human knowledge or philosophy to an antithesis—
in short, Lo a couple ; thoughts and things, ego and non ego, subject
and object, focts and theories, and so forth ; from which antithesisy, ag
I eonceive, no kind of certainty con result. I sny, thervelore, with,
graat respect for many of these pront philosophers and learned men,
that the fonydation is insecure and uncertain, and involves all philo-
sophical questions in its own dubiety. If compels them to endeavour
to sustajn their system by new assumptions, forms of thought, intui-
tions, mecessary conceplions—=auch ag Space, and Time, and Cause,
&c,,~whicl enable any bold sceptic to blow the whole fabrie to pieces,
by refusing to admit all or some of these assumptions,”— ¢ Philosoplty,
or the Science of Truth, ’ﬁlm 3¢

I
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if T am willing to submit to the spirit of falsehood ; yet
no person can possibly alter my words chosen by myself
againgt my willt However, for the sake of argument,
suppose this miracle | ;

Behold the miracle proposed and supposed by induc-
tive philosophy |

“ Consider this ease. 'There is a world in whicly, whenever two
pairs of things are either placed in proximity or are contemplated
together, a filth thing is Iimmediately ereated, and brought within
the contemplation of the mind engaged in puiting two and two
togather. This is surely neither inconeeivable, for we can readily
conceive the result by thinking of common puzzle iricks ; nor can
it be said to be beyond the powers of Omnipotence, Yet in such
a world, surely two and two would make five. That is, the result
to the mind of contemplating two two's would be to count five.
This shows that it is not ineonceivable that two and two might
make five ; but, on the other hand, it is perfectly easy to see why
in this wurld we are absolutely certain ihat two and two make
four: there is not an instant of our lives in which we are not
experiencing the fact,” &e.*

Now there is here a very manifest 1llogical shuffle be-
tween “create” and “malke,”—between “creating a fifth”
and “making five”! In this miraculous world, when-
ever a man looked at his four fingerseand saw two and
two, & fifth would be “immediately created” possibly
between them ! But how does this fifth so created
by miracle prevent his seeing that two and two make
four, more than does the now, then, and always exist-
ing thumb? This is not in any way explained
Suppose the fifth created. Surely the having one
over does not alter two and two, or tend to confuse
it In any way with five, more than the always now
- existing thumb confuses the four fingers in counting

* Bssays by a Barrigter, Quoted with approbation by J, S. Mill on
Hamilton, p. 69, n.



NUMBER. g1

four, or two two’s. The thumb is a standing perpe-
tnal miracle, ag Sir Charles Bell has shown us, If the
miracle was intermittent, and only oceurred when we
set to work 1o count by two’s, or make out and deduce
our multiplication table, I ask, ITow would ‘this inter-
mittent mirvacle prevent our counting as we do now?
Would the growing of the fifth finger prevent our reach-
ing six or ten, as we now do, and why? Does the infer-
mission alter the human Sense, capacity or power to
count five, six, seven units ? |

If the perpetual mivacle of the thumb does not, why
should the intermittent miracle, say of a new middle
finger, first growing, then disappearing, have that effeet ?
The whole argument is, in fact, an illogical shuffle be-
tween “creating a fth” and “making five,” as if the
two thcughts were the same, and beyond the powe.r of
man’s intellect to distinguish |

Ag it seems to me, such an intermittent miracle
would not have cven the least tendency to interfere
with an. intelligent man counfing and numbering just
as he now does. If man’s intellectual powers remained
the samd, in this miraculons world, as they cxist ab
present, he could and would still require to count, and
must continue to construct his numbers, just as we
now do by logical and symbolical deduction, or eclse
logic must cease to be logic, and symbols cease to be sym-
bols, and the human Mind cease to be an Intelligence !

But I object to supposititions, as well as superstitious,
miracles, which will not bear discussion, and are in
themselves absurd.

There are no two things in this world exactly alike ;
and the creation of a fifth different from the previous
four, in place of preventing counting, would stimulate
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the arl, by so readily graiifying man’s desires for more
and more! Omnipotence has granted man certain
powers, and in g0 doing has limited His own powers.
He has granted to man the power to make signs, and to
number them; the power to think and to conceive
number, space, and {ime, and to measure them ;
anc the power to create and make a history for him-
self!  God has IHimsell thercby limited His own
powers, by the creation of free spirits or minds, intel-
ligent gods like Himself, bul with limited powers and
capacities.

ITe hag limited His own powers: and though He might,
no doubt, annihilate the whole human race, yet He cannot
most certainly annihilate human numbers or human
history! Number, space, and time, man’s greal abstract
and true Conceptions, once granted, cannot be anni-
hilated evenh by God! Omnipotence Himself could not
annihilate these human words, and thoughts, and signs ;
for they are portions of the divine Essence of Truih,
which He has Himself subjected to human thought | and
in respect to such verbal and mental creations, we are
ourgelves as gods, intelleclually! ¢

To suppose this annihilation, therefore, is to suppose &
contradiction, and 1o suppaose God the author of a con-
tradiction! This assertion, that God cannol annihilate
arithmetie, does not trench on God’s greatness, or the
powers ol Omnipotence, as Schlegel and some pious
philosophers have thought; bnt it asserts the true dig-
nity of the human mind, as being made in the image of
its Creator.

Man also 18 a creator within his proper limits. IHe
i3 the creator of human words, signs, and symbols, and
for all these he is responsible! God might annihilate
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man, but that would not aunibilate history, or arith-
melice, or truc scicnce | ¥

Numbers then are words, signs, symbols, the most per-
fect and cerbain langnage which man is capable of creat-
ing——the beginning and foundation of human certainty.

And thus starting from owr originel agsumption of
categories and predicables, we are clearly able 1o deduce
strictly, and demonsirate mathematically, all numbers,
and all their numerical relations, Thus we can deduce
all arithmetic, by strict logical deduction, from our first
assumplions in logic and philosophy,

To suppose a miracle working or creating a conlradic-
tion in my own words, signs, and symbols, is to suppose
Grod not only the author of falsehood, hut is to suppose
man 1no longer man, no longer master even of his own
symbols, of his own thoughits, nor of the mgns which e
himsell has created! Dub man’s words, signs, and gym-
bols are man’s own Creation, and depend upon his weil for
their meaning and signification; and to suppose a miracle
interfering with this, 18 to suppose God not God, and
man 1o longer man~—no longer an intelligent Being |

But the fundgmental errvor of the induclive 1)11110-—
sophy of the day is this contradiction—viz, that it
supposes oll abstract ideas dependent on, and derived
from, and founded on experience, allhough no man ever

* Yo aroe all gods,” sadd Chiigt, and “tho wordy of Seripture can-
not be broken.” ¥ God doth know,” saidl the templer, Lempting our
first praonts with knowledge, ““thal yo shall be as gods, & nowing good
and ovil,” conlirmed by God Ilimself, when 1To gnid—* Beliold, the man
has hecomo ag one of Us, to Znow good and ovil,” eapable of distingnish-~
ing some truth and some falsehood—sgome knowledge; and there 18 good
logie as woll as good movality—bad logic and bad mmality,

+ The samo answer applios to the other supposed miiacle of the
same author—an infinite 1ailway preventing a man living thereon from
acquiring the idea of paiallel right lines naver meeling, because he
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experienced one single abstract idea 1m the whole course
of his experience ; and these inductive philosophers are
themselves inclined or obliged to declare that abstract
ideas are nothing whatever—thatl abstract numbers, for
example, are nothing at all |

Abstract Numbers are, in iruth, no material thing
whatever, and are only human mental conceplions and
human words. But of course, therefore, 1o the malerialist
neither abslracl ideas nor the meanings of his words
have any existcnce whatever. But yet they aré very
real to us all, and we all know them to really exist in
the mind as thoughts and words to reason with.

But the truth is, that all Arithmetic is built up step
by step by Deduction, each step being deduced {rom the
preceding ones; aml il is absurd to suppose that we
arrive at twice iwo by induetion, but at five times five
or nine times nine by deduction! The simplest step is
learning to count one by one; and the arranging ihe
units in bundles tied together by a name or gign. That
is logical deduction. When we have added by unils,
then we proceed to add by twos, threes, and olher
bundles, or simple addition. Then wg proceed to the
complex addition of equal bundles as complex units,
which is multiplication, three four’s, or four three’s, &e.
And each step is deduced and demonsirated to eye, ear,

would always see {the infinite vailway vanish in a point ; as if in such
o cago & man could never learn the laws of perspeclive ! Why should
o man living on this infinile 1ailway lose his capacity to learn perspsc-
tive ¢ Could he not learn that Ins senses deceive him by walking to
the point of junction, and measuring? If not, then the miracle sup-
poses man no longer man, but deprived of his senses and judgment by
the endless 1ails!  The whole argument illustrates how dompletely
all our knowledge is obtained, nol fiom experience, but by judgment
between experiences, by correcting our first thoughts by subsequent
thoughts—by attention, comparison, reflection, &e.
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and understanding by the fingers, or by the abacus, or on
a slate, Symbolically and Mathematically, arithmetically
and logically, by accurate science, to him who learns arith-
metic, nob as & mechanical arl, hut as an abstract Science.
This iz deduction and demonstration, not induction,
which implies tontation of a number of like instances.
But in arithmetic we proceed siep by step not induc-
tively, but deduclively, by the Laws of Logical Identity.
All arithmetic consists of words, signs, symbols, only,
put in order and arranged by our internal semse of num-
ber ; and thé varying capacities of children for number-
ing, from the poor idiot who cannol learn o count five,
graduated up to the extraordinary phenomena exhibited
by calculating boys, who can do in their heads in half a
minute stimg that would take a good arithmetician a long
while with a slale and pencil, allord one of the best
proofs we have that men are born with innafe senses and
capacitics. Of these, the natural senses of arfhmetic or
number—of music and harmony or fume—and of geo-
metry or space—alford the most obvious examples.
Children are born with, and exhibit from their earliest
years, the mosl varied tastes and capacities or mternal
senses for the clear understanding and comprehension
and application of these three things, or thoughts, or
necessary forms, or whatever we are to call them,

Number, Time, and Space.
I call*them distinet words for clear tdews of mental,

physical, and verbal existences ox things.

Men may dispute and differ aboul innate ideas; but
no observant man can doubt the innale varying capsaci-
ties, powers, or senses of children,for arithmetic, music,
or geometry! Number, time, and space are not only -
words and things, extorior to man’s mind, which he deals
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with and measures withoul him, but he possesses dis-
tinct natural innate senses or powers for each of them.
One child is naturally, from its earliest years, quickest
with numbers; hnother 1s nalurally most capable af
musioc; a third most able at geometry; just as one is
short or far sighted, and another is dull or quick of
hearing, or another weak or strong in muscular move-
ment, And this occurs under like circmnsiances, and
even in the same family.

One might as well doubt the original capacities of
the body as thoge of the mind,

We might as well doubt the innateness of, the senses
of hearing and seeing, as the innateness of the senses of
numbey, time, and space !

Upon and by means of these innatle senses, powers, or
capacities we build up by demonstration and deduclion
the sciences of arithmetic, musie, and geometry. The
senses are innate ; but the useful and agreeable applica-
tions are acquired by experiment and observation, or by
imitation, Mosl men learn more by the last than by
any original observations or experiments whatever. DBub
the natural mental capacities of chﬂdreu for perceiving
the necessary relations of arithmelical numbers, or of
musical tones and harmonies, or of geometrical quanti-
ties, vary as much as does the muscular strength of the
hody in different children,

We have numbers in the mind ; we can add, subiract,
multiply, divide in the mind, We have thoughts of
numbers, but we cannot speal or rcason about general
thoughts ; we can only speak or reason about general
words {or our thoughts, symbols for our numbers, signs
for our iceas of things.

The words, siens, or symbols which we call Numbers
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are the signs of thoughts in the mind, bul we can only
speak and reason about the words—ihe symbols, They
pass from mind to mind, and are conuuon to hoth minds.
We assumoe our eategories, mind, matler, language, three
aeneral terms-—three units, three thoughts, three thiugs;
and from ong, two, three unils we can deduce strictly un-
ending numbers,  Iach number is a sign, symbol, word,
signifying many in one—many units in one bundle, tied
together by the name or symbol,

Bach number is the combinalion of our two predi-
cables ; it 18 many in one. Il is one numboer, and it is
many units—at once onc and many ! It is'many units
in one unit. It 1s a new unil from which we can again
start, and add to or multiply i, by like complex units.

Each number 18 a stafe as a uit, and yel stands in
necessary relations to all other numbers, It is one by
itself, it is many to others.

Every number is thus a word or name for many like
units, cach wnit being itself a sign or symbol equally
applicable to all material, mental, and verbal things, Wae
can number our material sensations, our mental thoughts,
our words, But no Lwo sensations are the same, no two
thoughts are identical.

There are no two words but differ.  No two moments
of time are the same, no two points of space ave the
same ! No two things in 1his universe can begin at the
saine moment and ocenpy the same space and time, or
be the same number to [im who can number and meas
sure all things | !

Nuwmber, then, is a perfect language ; it is divine arlds
perfect, for it is eternal and necessary and indesiructible;
and no two numbers can be confounded together, except,
indeed, by human imperfection and incapacity, It is
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divine, because it partakes of the cternal, unchangeable,
and necessary qualitics of the One Infinite, whose infinite
perfections infinite number is alone capable of measuring.

The never-ending infinity of numbers is the scientific
foundation for all true thoughts of infinity and the in-
finite. Man mulliplies his numbers, and finds himself
lost in the infinity of his own creations! No one can
doubt, bul that God has bestowed upon man the innate
sense and capacity to number.

Numbers, therefore, are demonstrated to be verbal
things or language. We deduce and demonstrate our
numbers from our first assumption of categories by the
law of identily. Mind, matter, and language are our
first units, and nunbers are a perfect language, as divine
as humanity can create. No two words in this language
are alike—mno two words can in this language be con-
founded with cach other! Kach number is a different
and distinet symbol, with a cifferent and distinct mean-
ings—a name or word which cvery careful arithmeti-
cian can always understand.

Bach number is one word, or name for many units;
and as all numbers are words, so we shall find that all
words are numbers, In the concrefe, numbers ave 1gns
or symbols, visible sensible words; in the abstract—i.c.,
abstracted from the Universe of mind and malier—
nwnbers are abstract words signilying all the units in
the number, just as every abstract word signifies all the
units called by thatl ahstract or general name.

Numbers are the beginning and foundation of all
scientific truth and certainty, and infinite number i the
true foundation of all ouridéas of infinity and the in-
finite, so far as it can be considercd and dealt with by

the human intellect.
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The laws of nnmbor, then, are elernal, unchangeable,
and necessary.  Nor do we trench on Ommnipotence in so
saying ; for we only speak of human signs, symbols,
words — man’s own creatipng, for which he alono is
regponsible.  The marks, signs, symbols, ereated by
humanily, by wman’s intelleel, by the ereative powor of
the human mind—these are the subjeets of number, of
arithmetic, and the fonudation of all huwman scionee,

Number also alfords the best prool that language is a
thing entirely distinet from mind and matier, because
numbers and their laws arc nol only eternal and un-
changeable and necessary, or never-ceasing, bub number
exists wholly independently of 1ime or space  Numbers
occupy neither space nor tame.  Though they are clernal
and unchangeable, they have no particular duration, they
have no particular extension. They exist, and have
always existed, and must always exist for ever and {or
ever, and everywhere, in every intellect capable of crea-
ting the numbers; bub they have no lnmited durageon
such as wo eall time, nor no limited exlension such as ‘we
call space. Numbers are wholly independent of both.

We number our times and spaces, and time and
space can be measured and limited by uwumbers; but
we do not and cannot {time or space our numbers, Wo
apply number Lo spate and time, bul not spage or time
to numbers, Nunbers ave words or language, and quite
independent both of the mind’s duration and of matier’s-
extonsion.

If wo could conceive God’s own crealion of the whole
univorse of mind and matter annihilated ; yet surely that
would not affect number or the laws of number, which
would still exist a3 potential symbols, as arithmetic, Lo
all minds capable of numbering. Five times five would



60 CIIAPTER VI

still remain twenty-five, and all arithmetic would still
remain unaltered! Though numbers, thercfore, arc only
poor human signs, symbols, words—yet they partake of
that Divine image in which man was created. They
are man’s own creations, and their ielations are as un-
changeable and as never-ceasing as God Himself.

Whal, then, is time ? What 18 apace? Those “ neces-
sary forms,” as Kant called them, which he assumed as
given a priore or self-cvident, yel not ideas or thinkable,
but some inexplicable somethings, required to enable
man to think a thought or frame an idea, and without
which we could have no1deas? But Kant forgot Number!

But whatever time and space may be, I think number,
as I have explained 1t, also affords the best refutation of
Positive materialism, for the materialist cannot possibly
make abstract number i any way f{all into his sys-
temi  Numbers, in the abstract, are to the materialist
nothing. Therc 1s not a particle of matter in all arith-
melic; yel a great deal of thought and mind, and a vast
quantity of signs, symbols, and words, are employed in
the science of abstract nuunbers. Dut yet abstract num-
bers, says the materialist, are nothing ! Iow absurd and
self-contradictory to every abstract thinker !

The brain works and works all about nothings, and
theu the nothings prove useful—very uselul indeed ; and
then, the Positive materialistic Utilitarian tells us that
numbers are nothings ~useful, but nothing !

In short, words with meanings have no place in the
philosophy of the Positive matlerialist, and numbers are
words with meanings. A materialist cannot have any
meanings Lo his words, and be consistent.

Numbers, however, are equally applicable to all matle-
rial, and all mental, and all verbal things ; but n {femn-
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selves, when we speak of them, thoy are verbal things—
words, sigus, symbols! We make, in thought, our unils
alike, We arrange them inlo bundles and name them.
We choose our basis two, five, ion, &, and every
single step 1s strictly deduced and demonstrated to eye,
ear, and understanding, from the preceding ones; and
we must oither admit each step, or be guilly of solf-
contradiction or verbal falschood in words, signs, or
symbols, first granted and then denied.

Numbers, thorefore, are a perfect language, and I say
that all languages are framed afler the fashion of numn-
bers. Number 18 the first and simplest deducible scien-
tific cognition! It is given by every sense, for we can
count touches, sights, sounds, tastes, and smells; and is
therefore the fil measure of all other things, and it is
the beginning and foundation of all human certainty.
But nwmber itsell is not visible, tangible, or sensible;
number is not material; we have a mental sense ov
capacity to number—i. ¢, Lo arrange, methodise, and order
our verbal signs or symbols; and when so arranged we
call them numbers—numbers of words or symbols.
But numbers are in no respecl material,

Number, Aherefove, properly falls into onr category of
language, Numbers are the simplest of all verbal things
—abstract language, digns, symbols. And all human
science must be founded upon nwmber ; which itself, as
we have shown, is strietly deduecible fyom our firgt as-
sumption of three wourds, thoughts, and {hings—maind,
matter, and lomguage—and Number 13 the most abgtract

conception of Language.
'3
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TIME.

As Number is the most abstract conception or mental
form of Language, so Time is the most abstract percep-
tton and internal sensaiton or form of the mind ilself.
Language, in the most abstract sense of general signs
and symbols, is number, Mind, in its most abstract
sense of conlinuous mental existence or duration, with-
out thought, is time. If we abstract all express ideas
or thoughts out of our words, leaving eur words exist-
ing applicable indifferently to all things and fo every-
thing, they become wunifs, or numbers of units. So if
we abstract all powers and capacities and {thoughts and
ideas out of mind, leaving the mind still existing, and
capable of possible activity in future its mental exist-
ence is then duration or time,

Just as numbers are verbal things—purely verbal
things—or like-units combired together; so times are
mental things—purcly mental things— or like-seconds,—
lilee second thoughts, united, Numbers are units ; times
are seconds-—successive units, nol twos, like numbers or
unite coexisting: but twos like, seconds or units of
thought, succeeding each other in the mind, and noted
or numbered by the mind in Time.

Every like word is a coexisting wunit; but every like
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thought 18 a consecubive sccond. It 15 a unit like the
first thought ; but it has succeeded il wn fume, and is,
therefore, a second of Time in the Mind,

As numbers are verbal things or words; so limes are
mental things, or perceptions existing nowhere but in a
mind, Time is the duration of the human mnd, and
we measure that duration by seconds numbered. Any
gecond thought, remembering the firsl one, 1s a second
of time—a night, a day, a moon, a sun, in a cerlain posi-
tion repeated, is tine., Time is thought and memory
combined—a, ¢, menlal continuance. Timeis the mental
sense of a second thought conjoined to the memory of its
likeness to the first thought, When this oceurs, then &
second of time has struck; a like cousecutive thought,
remembering the first, produces a sccond of Time,.

« As numbers are bundles of onss, so times are bun-
dles of seconds—one, two ; one, two; or ihe tick lack,
tick tack, of the pendulum. We number the thoughts
which like things cause in the mind, and so feel time,
The recurrence and numbering of like days, like nights,
like moons, like suns—the recurrence and numbering of
like solar appearapces-—the recurrence and numbering
of like ithoughts of any kind—thal combination of
thoughts produces in the mind, and is our ‘sensation of
Time. o .

“ However the thoughts are produced in the mind, if
they are alike, we remember the former one; angd with
the second, the ”Llwugh’g of fime, or the suceession of
thoughts, arises or is produced in the mind. In short,
as we obtained and deduced by logical identity our
numbers from -language or symbols, so we obtain and
deduce by mental identity ofir times from successive
minds, or successive mental Thoights,

¥
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“The recurrence or numbering (for recurrence involves
number), of like mental states—the repetition or num-
hering of like mgntal phenomena of any kind—in short,
the enumeration af like minds, thoughts, ideas, percep-
tions, or mental states of any kind—produces, and is, the
sensation of fume passing and past in every man’s mind.

“ TTere we cannol appeal lo our external genses, or to
our logic, for the likeness of the units of time ; for the
unit of time is, like Inference in Logie, a purcly mental
existence—viz., the mental succession ol like thoughts
But we appeal to each man’s internal sense of time
whether it is not a positive undeniable fact, that like
thoughits, like mental phenomena of any kind, remem-
bered so as to be numbered first and second, does not
produce in the mind the feeling and sensation of time
past between them. Therefore we say that we deduce
fime from like minds, like thoughts, and make sure of|
or measure our time by means 0{’ our fi¥st deduction—
Viz, numbers 7 'We number our like thoughts, and so
measure oul times:!

“ But time itself is this recurrence and numbering of
like thoughts; and for this mental fact we must, and
can only, appeal to the gencral human ‘sense of Time
If not this, whal 1s time in the mind ¢ Think! Have
you any.sense of time when the.mind is {horoughly
bugy and: occupied? No! Time has passed, as every
one packnowledges, unieen and unfell., But if we re-
‘peat an idea, if we Took up and see’the old familiar
scene ardbund us,p stroke of {ime has struck, and we
ask the time, or look al our walch! Whenever the same
—{hat 18, a second like state of mind—oceurs, or is forced
on qur attention, that ig time, or realises or produces our
sensation of time—our perception of time in the mind.
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“To my mind, Time seems the negative of perfect
mind ; or the mmperfection of mind. It is the obstrue-
{ion to continuous and persistent thought by the familiax
sound or sight, or other maferial interference, with pure
thought which, as it were, compels the mind, enclesed
in a body, and acting through that body, to take in once
more the old familiar state of mind or thought, and so
to feel a second of time—a negation of ils own perfec-
tion—which would be an eternal present time,

“However, il has forced itself clearly on my mind,
and I trust will force itself also clearly on the mind of
the reader, that we have a very distinel and marked
rdea, of Time, arging 1n an 1mperfect mind surrounded
by matter. Andthat the true view of Time is, as human
duration, the negative of perfect mind ; and that times
are simply the enumerated or numbercd states of mind,
produced Dby like phenomena causing a repetition and
enumeration of old familior thoughts in the human
mind.

“There arve two acknowledged facts that strongly sup-
port this conclusion: 1st, How shortly and impercep-
tibly time passes o the mentally active. Days, weeks,
years, lifo itself, flies by Lo him who is always employed.
But, 2d, How long time is to the man‘of oue idea. The
same thought constantly recurring, and forcing the mind
to repeat itself, and remember the one thing, and so to
number continually like thoughts—ifor example, grief,
sickness, fear, rcmorse; an eternfty of remorse, tunes”
wasted or misemployed, followed by times constantly
remembered ; and if no change were possible, the game
eternal past, the endless, hopeless future, ever pressing
the human imagination, can alone be felt—then, wibth the

mind, fixed on one idea, ever the same, and ever recurring,
v
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and ever remembered, that hopeless duration of a single
idea arises in the mind, under which the hwman mind
itself perishes in monomania, with its one ever-recurring
idea perpetually fixed in the memory, destroying the
human mind for a time. Such 18 Time !—the nunbering
of one idea continually repeated lor ever.

“ Just asour general idea of Number 15 as o bundle of
like units, so our general idea ol Time 18 as a bundle of
like seconds. Numbers are bundles of like words or
states of Language, and Times are bundles of like minds
or states of Mind. Units enumerated are numbers;
thoughts enumerated are times. Numbers are repeated
symbols ; times are recurring thoughts.”

We have therefore deduced and established a very
clear idea of mwumber as the most abstract language.
When all meaning but verbal existence or symbolic ap-
plication 1s taken away, language is number; and so
we insist that we have also deduced and established
a very clear idea of Z¢me as abstract mind, when all
thought but one possible thought or possible mental
existence repeated has been taken away-—that is
duration or time. Take away or abgliact all meaning
out of the symbols, and we can number them as wnzts !
Take away or abstract all ¢oughts oul of the mind but
its own perception of its own recurring exislence in a
thought ; and that is duration or #eme !

As numbers are enumerated symbols, so limes are
enumerated thoughts. Number is the first great human
abstract, and fme 1s the second. Accurale time is the
product of thought and number !

All abstract words, as we shall hereaflter see, are pro-
ducts, Infinite number i3 the produet of unity into in-
finity or unendingness, and infinite time is the product
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of infinite number into some thought or perceptlion which
is the chosen umit of time, The tick of a sidersal clogk,
o sidereal second, & sidereal day, or the passage of a
fixed star across the meridian, on of the sun across a
fixed star, &e., registered and numbered, are our measures
of Time.

Numberis language, lime is mind /—each abstracted to
the utmost ; and so, 1f we abstract matier 1o 1he ulmost,

we have Spaco !



CHAPTER " VIIL

" SPACE.

SPACE is matter menially abstracted as far as possi-
bility will admit-—. e., absolutely and altogether. Mat-
ter is the concrete ; space is the abstract. What do we
mean by space but the possibility of the existence of
matter ?

It is surely absurd to say that we have no <dea of
space. We all have a very clear idea of space—strictly
of the space; a visible image of space; as, for exam-
ple, the space between two separated bodies. Put three
cubes touching! and then, that is in #me, take the
middle one away! Is not the space 1t occupied a clear
unit of space? Ov, take any hollow globe: is not its
interior an image or idea of space which we might
enlarge infinitely ?

Ol course we all now know that the space we see
between the cubes, or in the globe, is 10t empty space.
We know that it is full of air or [ull of light, though in
owr infancy we weret ignorant even of that. But why
cannol we abstract and mentally take away all the air
and all the light, just as we physically took away the
solidl cube, or the fluid contents of the globe when filled
with water?

We do so! Iivery man in existence who can speak
or reason on the subject has done and does this, and
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fully understands and has an idea of space, clear and
distinet, and speaks of empbiness or space] the empty
space between' bodies —matter being abstracted.

Is not this a mental image, strictly an idea, a thought
as clear and positive as almost any idea a man can form,
though the idea 1s invented from matter? DBut then
it is surely lalse and absurd to say with Kant that we
have no ideas of space or of time !

It is frue that we cannot {hink matter without exten-
sion, and we say that extension is an attribute of matter:
but this is not because we think space frst, or because
space 1s given to us & preor, or before the thought of
matter ; but because our idea of space is subsequent io,
and is derived or deduced from, our idea of matter, by
the process we call absiraction; or by the mental power
of iinagination or #nvention—hy deduction.

It is rveversing the natural order in which ideas are
formed, or come into the mind, to think or assnme space
firgt, and mattor alterwards. On the contrary, we first
invent matter to explain our sensations, or the effect of
external matter, and {hen mvent space to explain matter
absent in f2me, ang capable of returning to Al the space
it formerly occupled. .

It ig unscientific—that is, inaccurate, and dangerous
to truth~—to assume cither, more than is absolutely need-
ful to explain the phenomena, or anything whateven
which one can trace higher, or shaw to be deduced from
something more obvious or more certain, 'We must be-
ain with what 13 most certain and obvious, not with what
is less obvious. And certainly, when Kant assumed that
space and time were not ideas, properly speaking, but
something inexplicable, “ necessary forms,” * given to us

a priory;” something “ not thoughts orideas themselves,”
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but yeb necessary to enable ng to think at all, or form
ideas at all; that is, not satisfactory or reasonable to my
mind, and I deny it! And lor a prool, by examyle, I
oive the instance of nuwmber, which we {think of and
understand absiracted [rom ecither time or space. The
abstract iden of three, or iem, or twenty, or a million,
involves neither space nor time. It is independent of
both ; 1t occupics no gpace, and endures no timne in par-
ticular. IL 18 etemnal and necessary and unchangeable
in every intellect which can count or think the nmmber.
It is absurd to ask, where does three or five or fifty exist,
or what time coes it endure? Fach number exists every-
where, and endures, and has endured, and will endure,
from all cternity and to all eternity. To be sure, the
number is only a mere human word, sign, symbol—a,
{hought, an idea or 1magination; an cxistence, a being,
or a thing—a mental thing as well as a verbal thing—
but we all understand il ; we all know what three, fve,
and filty ave; we all can use and apply each of them.
DBut {three occupies no space, and yet is everywhere, and
endures no time, ahd yoebt must engdlure to all etemity, a
never-ceasing and unchangeable combination of mental
units, Numbers are words, thoughts, and things wholly
indestructible. The annihilation of man himsell would
not annihilate the number three, or any number.

Instead, therelore, of thinking that woe have no 2deas
of numbey, time, or space, 1 assert that they arve the very
elecrest ideas that wman can frame. We all have them,
and know more or less how to apply then, in order to
measure and make surve of external things, or some of
the phenomena of external nature.

Day by day, and age by age, man improves his me-
thods and contrivances for using these great abstract
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ihings or ideas, numbering phenomena, and measuring
their duration and extension; and I assery that the whole
object of material or physical science is, . fact, the proper
application of number, time, and space 6 external things.

Men receive their ideas ol these greal abslract things so
carly that they lorget how they acquired them. Irom
our earliest years we have learned how, in some degree,
more or less, Lo counl numbers, to compare duration or
time, and to measure material quantities or spaces. We
have wniernal scnses or capacities Lor nwnber, time, and
space, just as we have external senses of hearing, secing,
and smelling. Our sense of numbering 1s jusl as certain
as our sense of seeing, and our sense of fime 1s jusl as
certain as our sense of hearing, We nol only hear the
undulations of air, bul in our minds we mark and num-
ber their concords and their discords, their coincidences,
which we feel and like ; or interferences, which we dis-
like, or their fulness or sharpness, or their pauses,
which we approve. Every child can do so more or less,
and shouts and marches in wnison with the beat of a
drum or the sound ol a {rumpet. We have Lhereforc
by nature, wnternal senses of number, of time, and of
space, just as we have our ord mary senses ol secing,
smelling, and hearing external things.

We leamn to number one, two,” three, and then we
apply our numbers to duration and extensgion; to num-
ber our days and our hours; to mensure our sizes, our
welghts, our quantities, which are mere modilications or
states and relations of space and time,

Whatever doubt the reader may have had, or still re-
tains, about my deduction of time from wind and num-
ber—ifrom numbers of like thoughls or perceplions—no
man, I think, can really doubt thoe true oxigin of man’s

*
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idea of space; that it is derived and deducible from
number and time and matter ; that space is the negative
of matter, the possibility, in time, of one or more bodies
existing to fill the spacc! Space is matter thought of

and then wholly abstracted !
The first and most obvious existence is malter, that

hard and resisting something against which we knoclk
our heads in infancy; and to the child at first the atmo-
spheve I8 space, in which there appears no wnatter to in-
terferve with its actiohs.

As we live and learn, the strength of the wind, and
the hardness of his loothall, teaches the child that his
space 18 full of matter. We become philosophers, and
reacl of Torricells, and make o vacuum without air, bub
still full of light ; and we study, Newton, Laplace, Fres-
nel, and Frauenhofer, and find our space unending, and
practically infinite, but still full of the waves and un-
dulations of light—imponderable matter which exists
even 1n the gloom of the deepest mine, ready to shine
around us if we only seek it properly, and the noblest
material image of the Deity~—that imponderable light
pervading mnfinite space, so that even the Christian ca.n
say, “ God is light,” and “ Our God ig P consuming fire’
—the possible 11'g11t and firec of Mind,

But our discovery that the atmosphere, and that the
spaces belween the stars, are all [ull of the wmatter of
Light, does not in any way weaken or alter our frst or
infantile idea of space, when we thought Space for our
ball or our playthings, empty of matter. A

Space 18 the negative of matier ; as we fivst originally
met it, or imagined it in the infancy of science or in our
own infancy; so it still remaing, The iden of emptiness
is just as clear to the child as to the philosopher,
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The idea of space still involves the three ideas of
matter, and number, and time—matter abstracted in-
time, and capable of refilling the space. We still put
three cubes touching, and then wn fime take away the
middle one, and say there before our eyes is our visible
idea or image of space, our unit of space, the extension
which the middle cube formerly oceupicd and may
ocoupy again—that is & unit of space, mabter being ab-
stracted.

We first think matter or body; but our unit of space
is mentally deduced and derived {rom it by number and
time, and mentally abstracting the matter!

Space is to matter what timne i1s to mind, and what
number is to language ; z.e., they are the most abstract

conceptions possible of each.

The materialist, of course, may decclare all of them
three great infinite nothings! Space is nothing; and
time is nothing; and number is nothing — nothing
MATERTAL! But who belicves them 'to be nothing ?

We live, and move, and have our being in these three
things. Our bodies live, and move, and have their
being in spact; qur winds or spivits live, and move,
or continne, and have their being in time; and our very
souls or intelligences live, and move, and have their
bemng in Language and in Number, which is the foun-
dation, of all buman certainty, the origin of all human
science, for we can number everything that our apivit or
Intellect can really know.

If human existence and human science are nothings,
then time, space, and number are nothings. But they
;?f,ﬂ'ﬂ“ three as real as ourselves-—as owr mindsyas our

1tellects, as our own actual exisience.

Lime is abstract mind ; space abstract matter; mun-
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ber abstract language. DBut number is the simplest of
ihe three ; it is involved in the other two, and aids us
to measure them. We cannot think time without num.-
bers of seconds of time; nor space without numbers of
parts or units of space!

Number is as one continuous Line ; divide it in two
by the point of present ¢#me, and we have an cternity of
time o parie ante, and an eternity of time a parie post.
The line when moving forms a surface; the surface, re-
volving, forms our space—a conception as solid, though
ideal and mental, as the material universe of light,
which, immense though it be, is but a point of that
great infinite space which might or may become the
blackness of darkness for ever and ever; in which all
sense 1s extinguished, and the possibilify of light alone
remains—that infinite Space, which yet exists to the
mind, infinitely extending beyond the whole visible uni-
verse, where falsehood and fraud may be banished for
ever !

The 1dea of space is, I insist, therefore, as clear as
the 1dea of matter. It 1s the negative or abstract of
matter ; but to the mind is as clegr and positive as
the universe of matter itself,

The idea of time is algo as clear as mind, It is the
negative of perfect mind, the memory of fwo thoughts
past ; of seconds and the relation existing between them
as succeeding each other. Time is as clear and positive
as mind itself, but is not mind itself—but the abstract
Iixistence or Duration of Mind.

And number is that negative or indifferent symbolic
language, which is equally applicable to all bodies, and
to all thoughts, and to all words, considered as many

and as one—number 18 abstract Language.
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Thus we have assumed the earliest and most obvious
conceptions, mind, matter, and language, known to all
men from their own bodies, spirits, and.words ; and [romn
these three we deduce and demonsirate, by unanswer-
able reasoning, those great infinite things, thoughts, and
words—infinite number—infinite time—infinile space!
But what 1s infinity ? and have we no positive or clear
idea of infinity or unendinguess? Infinity must be
scientifically learnti from Nuwnber alone! We must
always endeavour to proceed [rom what is sunple, and
obvious, and_self-evident to all men; and must require
them to grant only what cannot reasonably be denied ;
and thence we must deduce truth and certainty on those
subjects which to themn formerly may have seemed all
full of doubt and confusion. ILogical Deduction is the
only source of scientific Truth ; and every falsehood
the world has ever for a time adopted, on scientific sub-
jects, has been the result of hasty and presuinptuous

Induction.
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THE INFINITE AND THE ABSOLUTLE,

AssuMiNg that ideas are purely mental things, and
admitting and assuming the existence of mind distinet
from matter; then our ideas of matter, being strictly
the developed meaning of the word Matter in the mind
—our ideas of matier are not matter, but mental things
about matter.

Matter is not and cannot be the same as our idea of
matter, for the one is, by our first assumption, out of
and distinet from our mind, and ideas are mental things
wn the mand, and not distinet {rom it, except as a parti-
cular body or bodies, which are parts of matter, may be
supposed to be distinet from matter in general: soideas
are not mind, but are in the mind—ihey are, properly
speaking, not parts of mind, but creations of the mind,
by 1ts powers of conception and judgment.

Mind is one and indivisible, and docs not admit of
parts excepb metaphorically, But ideas are the result
of some active emotion or affection of an intellectnal
mind, which action is to mind as motion is to matter,
or as multiplication is to number; and ideas are stales
or relations of mind itself, and in no respect matter or
material things. Ideas, then, are to the mind what phe-
nomena, or the sensible actions and passions of matter,
are to matter, Ideas are the actions and passions of
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mind in activity—thinking and emofion expressible in
words,

The phenomena of mind may be called nouwmena ;
but the phenomena of mind are not properly phenomenca
—appearances common to many or to mankind—bul
are private mental appearances; nol motions, but emo~
tions, peculiar to the individual or to each mind which
is capable of creating and perceiving or [eeling them.,
Tdeas are mental to the individual, bul must be verbal
to more than one man, or to mankind-—all ideas are
WORDS in the Mind. ‘

Of course the materialist i3 here out of the question.
He is contradicted, and ought to feel himself refuled, by
the meanings of his own words ; for his own words arve
vibrations or motions of matter. Bul whal matter can
there be in the meaning of a mofion, an undulation, a
vibration, a word? The notion itself is nol material, or
a part of matter. Motlion 1s not mattier, but a state of
matter, Then what possible matier can there be in the
meantng of the motion, the intellectual understanding or
comprehension of that vibralion or motion, which mo-
tion or vibration Jisell is not matter? Motion is a state
or relation of matter—an internal state or an external
relation of matter. Bul il motion itself be not matter,
how can the idea or meaning of {the motion be matler?
1f our words be as they are, mere motions, vibrations, or
undulations—motions of matber, their meanings cannot
possibly be material things or matter; and the maleri-
alist is always refuted by the very meanings of his own
words. The materialist must always be in tho most
helpless state of logical self-contradiction !

But 2deas, as we assumed, are purely mental things in
the mind ; and we have deduced and demonstrated our
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ides embodied in the words number, time, and space—
ideas clearly deducible, as we insist, from our very ordi-
nary and assumed words and ideas, mind, matter, and
language—all of which are typified and symbolised to
us in ourselves.

The result is, that number has been demonstrated to
be an idea of language, time an idea of mind, and space
an idea of matter—three great abstract ideas—things,
words. '

We assert that no one who can speak and reason
correctly and accurately can possibly doubt these con-
clusions, if they grant our first assumptions. The com-
mon sense of mankind must admit and recognise these
three, things, thoughts, and words—mind, matter, lan-
guage! The common reason of mankind must admit,
also, that from these three we can deduce and fully
demonstrate unanswerably to the intellect that number
is an idea of language, time an idea of mind, and space
an idea of matter; when matter has fled away, or becn
abstracted in 2deq, space remains, The mind has extin-
guished matter., But what is infinity, that hopelessness
of an end—that endlessness which wg all attribute to
number, time, and space? Infinite number! infinite
time! iInfinite space! DBut Ary are infinite—the infinite
MANY may be all included in the absolute ONE.

True and accurate science must ever be formed by the
assumption of the least possible number of original and
undeniable conceptions or words for the beginning and
foundation of gur reasoning, and thence by deducing as
strictly as possible—<. e, by demonstrating to our senses,
and understanding the more complicated conceptions—
we must thus arrive at those remoter thoughts which are,
and are consistent with, Fact and Truth |
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Step by step, with laborious accuracy [rom generation
to generation, hag science been built up, and its halls
have been illuminated with the torch of truth, handed
down from school to school, and from nation to nation.
The sceptic, the Pyrrhonist, professes to doubt avery-
thing ; but, by the laws of reason, he must hold his
tongue, or contradict himself verbally in cach assertiouw
of his universal doubt; for those who assert the non-
existence of truth or knowledge contradict themselves,
for they assert their certainty thatno certainty can exist,
their knowledge that no knowledge exists—a manifest
contradiction ; they assert ds the truth that no truth
exists, which is in itself, verbally and logically as well
as mentally, absurd and self-contradictory.

We might, therefore, according to the law of Iarci-
mony, have assumed at fixst only one existence about
which we can dispute, or about which we can have
any question, and have called thab existence, Knowledge
or truth. But in that case our view would have heen
limited to human knowledgé and human truth! That
first assumption of knowledge or truth would have given
us a thing or oljat to be known, a mind or subject to
know it, and a word or ¢raject passing from human mind
to human mind to embody and express the knowledge
or the truth. General human knowledge cannot possibly
exist without these hree. Bub object, subject, and #ra-
ject, or things, thoughts, and words, though a popular
division, is a bad division of human knowledge, and
ig a worse division of the Universc.

The object can become a subject, and the subject may
be a word. The thing in question may be a thought,
and the thought in question may be only a word; and
thus the laws of logical division are violated, for the
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parts embrace and overlap each other! The sound
logical division, therefore, is Mind, Matter, and Language,
which embrace the universe, and are all clear and dis-

tinet from each other.
But every man contains in himself a mind or spiri,

and also in himself a body or matter ; and also in him-
self his words or language ! Each is distinet from the
*others, and the whole miecrocosm of man, when general-
ised into mind, matter, and language, embraces ghe whole
universe of existence, and comprises all knowable, ail
disputable, all existing things. From mind, matter, and
languade we deduced and demonstrated certain i%eas of
number, time, and space, ag* the carefully-framed ab-
stracts of language, mind, and matter respectively, and
the true, and accurate, and only scientific origin of all
our ideas of Infinity is, I assert, the infinity of Numbers !
Some men have never learned number except as an
art, and not as a science ; as the uselul art of the grocer
mstead. of the foundation science of all sciences—the
fundamental truth deduced with logical certainty at
every step, and the very foundation of all human science.
Fvery human science depends for itsecertainty on Num-
ber. HEven space and time must be measured by num-
ber, but Number ean be only measured by itself, and by
accurate deduction and reason—Dby self-evidence.
Number affords to man the clearest and most accurate
and scientific idea of infinity——the infinite and the ab-
solute—the MANY and the oNE. There 15 no number,
however great, but what we can add to it and multiply
1t, Numbers are endless. The Infinity of number is
self-evident to any one who can count. We all know
that numbers are endless and infinite, and the infinity

of time 1s clearly nothing but a unit of time added to,

¥
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or multiplied by numbers without end—a. e, endless
days, or years, or ages, ol timeg—~our units of timoes |
Time is made infinite by number. Iub so, I say, is
space! The infinity of Space 1s merely a unil of space
added to and multiplied without end—a great growing
globe, its radius doubling, tripling, expanding infinitely
on all sides—a unil of space, multiplied or added to,
till it extends infinilely beyond the liwils of the whole .
material universe of life and light, and of heat and
motion, fito the “ blackness of darknesg for ever”! That
is infinite space — endless finitd spaces added to and
multipligd by number! - “

But to any one who thinks clearly, and understands
arithgnetic, the infinity of numbers is far more extraor-
dinary and incomprebensible than the infinity of Time or
of Space. Man loses his conceptiomﬁ*ﬁ? the thoughts of
infinite duration and infinite space—oreat endless units
of time and space, beyond which we can conceive no-
thing greater than themselves proceeding for ever and
ever 1nlo infinite Space and infinite Time. But infinite
Space end infinite Time are positive and fixed infinites,
beyond which, or ggeater, or longer, or larger than whieh,
no conception can be formed of space or time, which is
not already included in the words infinite space and ins
finite time. And the notion that these infiniles are not
positive, 15 absurd and self-conftradictory; for thoy are
here and now.

But we cannot take infinite Number as a great nnit
like infinite space, and set it down in 4 word, sign, or
symbol as endless or infinite, without being able to ima-~
gine and prove scientifically an Infinily infinitely greatér
than itself~—an Infinity of infinilies, cxceeding each other
by infinity ; for, however fast and by whatever system

T
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we suppose our numbers to grow and develop themselves,
we can always supposc some system of Number pro-
ducing an infinite number infimtely greater than the
infinite number produced by.the first system, and also
produced in less time, with less trouble to our imagina-
tion. In number our symbols are ever growing, and
must grow, with scientific certainty, from one infinite

to an infinitely greater infinite.
Newton. demonstrated that there 18 no kind of absurd-

ity in supposing one Infinite infinitely greater or infin-
itely less than another Infinite, DBut numbers afford
the simplest proof of the same fact, for however, and on
whatever basis, we construct our numbers, we can always
suppose them endless, and to go on to infinity, and can
always exhibit an Infinity infinitely greater than any
former Infinity—the Power, as it is termed, of the for-
mer One.

For example, our ordinary numbers—1, 2, 3, &e., to
infinity—however continued, can always be taken as the
mere roots of another series—1, 4, 9, &c., to infinity ; in
which the second Infinite is the product or power of the
first infinite, and thus infinitely greatgr than the first In-
finitte, And so we can go on and on, piling series
on series, and Infinity upon Infinity; and we may and
can have a series of Infinites in which each step of
the series 1 infinitely greater than the last step; and
yet, by the laws of numbers, the first step is infinite!
and every step beyond is infinitely greater or less than
the previous one !

Space also affords us, however, the same conception of
one infinity being greater or less than another infinity; -
for any solid angle with its sides infinitely produnced con-
taing an infinite space; but this is by dividing Infinite




THE INFINITE AND TIIE ABSOLUTE, 83

space into lesser infinite spaces, which are all contained
in the one great Infinite Space; but no one nwmber can
be made or supposed to contain all numbers, as one
infinite space is made to conlain all infimite spaces.

Thus Number, which is only human language, affords
to, the thoughtful mind, the best example both of the
areatness and humility of man. It tells him that, humble
as he may be, yet his thoughts and symbols are inlinite;
and yet that he may be, and must be, infinitely less
than God his Creator! It tells hinr that he may ox
must endure for ever, and yeb that hig infinite duration
may be infinitely less than the duration of God! Ti
tells him that the infinite space-—the sphere of that
light to which he has been introduced, and which he is
himself capable of contemplating—is doubtless infinitely
less than the great infinity which is the FHabitation of
the One Infinite Author of all things, who in Himseclf is
wholly incomprehensible { the Infinite of all infinities,
the only Absolute ONE,

Man contemplates infinite time and infinile space,
and thinks of their growing immensities, and then he is
exhausted, and exglaims, Can anything be greater than
infinite space continuing for infinite time ? Bul Nwumber
reminds him both of his greatness and of his infe-
riority; and teaches him of the possibility of infinites
which are infinitely greater than any infinity which he
can conceive possible! an eternal time which is always
Present Time; an infinite space which in every part is
always comprehensible to ils Inhabitant; yet that these
may be nothing, in comparison with those infinite intel-
lectual and moral perfections of the Deity, which are
wholly beyond our conceptions.

If a man-feels himself logt in the infinity of time or
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space, he turns to the words, signs, and language, and to

the numbers which he himself has constructed, and they
tell him by demonstration—mathematical, arithmetical

demonstration before his eyes—that there is the infinitely
little as well as the infinilely great ; they tell him of a
series of infinites, each infinitely g 1e'1t01 than the former
one, and of another series in which each is infinitely less
than the preceding one; and that thonghman’s words may
be infinitely little, yet that the word of God may be infin-
itely great—ONE o whom “all power may be given in
heaven and in earth,” the beginning and the end, the
Alpha and the Omega! whom to know is life eternal,
light, and life; and whom not to know 1s the blackness
of darkness, even of intellectual and spiritual darkness,
for ever and for cver!

Man thus finds himself at onece both elevated and lost
in the infinity of his own numberss which aie his own
verbal creations! and if he 1s wise, he humbly seeks his
Creator as a little child seeks its parent, to guide and
protect even his intellectual progress in its seaich after
truth, in the full confidence that what He, as a Parent,
has promised, He also is able to perform! ¢ The spirit
of truth shall guide you into all truth,” said a Jewish
peasant, who yet also said, “I am the way, the truth, the
life,” *“ Learn of me, for I am meek and lowly of heart;
who, claiming to be the greatest, yet became Hlmself
the least, the despised, the rejected of men; for in man
“(od’s strengtlh 1s made perfect in weakness;” and God’s
object 18 to teach,us to overcome hatred by love, evil by
good, and all visible material Forces by invisible mental
Powers.

But the Infinite Absolute One is not nought and is
not everything; for He has created minds or spirits like
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Iimself, and Ile resists the proud and gives grace to
the humble, and withdraws Ilimsell [rom those minds
who render themselves unfit habitations for His Iloly
Spirit. He is nol far from any of us, for “in IIim we
live, and move, and have our being” Even beforc
one sinale ray or spaik from His divine Spirit has yet
illumined the intellectual and spiritual darkness of
our interior, He is round aboul us, and beholdeth all
our thoughts and ways. Naturo and revelation both
declare wulo us that the fear of {he Lord is the be-
ginning of wisdom; and that man can only reach truth,
even intellectual truth, by «limly and humbly feeling
for the divine Spirit within! ever ready to reveal ifself
to him who humbly asks for 1t.

There is to man a spiril of fruth and a spivit of
error; we are {ree to choeose either the one or the other.
But scientifically, number is to all cognition and all
human science what God is to the universe—Lthe be-
oinning and the end—the Alpha and Omega— the
primal source of scientific truth, and the end and object
to which all science and all cognition must ultimately
seek to reduce itself. We do not know anything accu-~
rately till number intervenes and [orms o part or share
of the cognition. And this is true, in my opinion, even
of all our knowledge of the infinite and absolute Crea~
tor of the universe Himself, as He can be iruly known
to man'! Tor no theology can be true which does not
begin and end with that doctring of Unity in Trinity,
and Trinity in Unity, which worldly science may treat
with scorn, but which lies at the very foundation of
every true conception of God, as the infinite and the
absolute ONE.

But the Infinite and the Absolute, even of all Space
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and Time and Number, afford a most insufficient and
inadequate conception of the Deity, even as man is able
to think of Him; because they embrace only the intel-
lectual and not the moral attributes of God. DBut what
possible verbal, or intellectual expressions can be in-
vented for His justice, His mercy, His long-suffering,
His LOVE ?

But we are here only concerned with the intellectual
conception of the Infinite and Absolute ; and are not in
any wise discussing the Moral, DBut the intellectual
conception of all Infinity is strictly confined to Time and
Space and Number, It is only metaphorically that we
can speak of infinite Justice, or infinite mercy, or infinite
love. All justice i1s in itself, and by its very nature,
infinite and perfect, or it is not Justice—but partial jus-
tice ; all mercy is in itself, and by its nature, infinite
and perfect, or it 18 not Mercy—Dbut pretended merey ;
and all love 1s in itself, and by its nature, infinite and
perfect, or it is not Love—Dut aflected love. It is only
to avoid such partial and pretended and affected Auman
conceptions, that we speak of infinite justice, and infinite
mercy, and inlinite love. But who car reconcile infinite
justice with infinite merey ? The true solution is not
Calvinism but 1s to be found in that third conception,
InvINITE LOVE, which is God Himself working with
infinite Numbers, for an iufinite Time, through infinite
Space. But to the plous and humble Clhristian this
becomes no longer symbolism, but reality ! God is the
only Absolute ; and our Relations to Him are not obli-
gations on His part, but only on ours. But God has
created the human Mind, within its own limits, abso-
lutely Free. Justice requires Libexty, but only liberty
of Thought—of Mind ; not liberty of matter or body.
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THE ORIGIN OF OUR IDIEAS,

InEsS we have assumed to be purely menial things—
things in the mind, internal things,the meansings of oux
words, obvious internally to all who speak and think and
reason ; with which ideas we furnish our minds as we
pass through life, but of whicly, i our infancy, so far as
each of us can remember his own history, we had and
possessed nothing whatever.

Let it be granted, as I do frankly and {ully grant, that
our minds came into this world wholly unfurnished with
ideas or mental images of any kind: whence have we
obtained this “furniture of our minds”? What is the
origin of our ideas? The original state of our minds
being nought, whence has come their present stafe, full
of thoughts and ideas ?

The philosophy of the day, very positive, at least in
illogical dogmatism, since the time of Locke, replics ot
once, “ From expericnce!” All men’s ideas are derived
from, and founded on, experience! *“Solve frst the ques-
tion; Have men any ideas independont of experience? and
then begin to speculate.”—* Philosophy has proved its
incapacity Dy centuries of failure.” Let us then stick to
the positive, to our steam-engines and telegraphs! and give
up all discussion of so~called philosophical ideas not de-
rived from experience—1.e., sensible positive experience, -
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My solution of the question is at least as clear and as
positive as theirs, for I assert that none of our 1deas are
dertved from, or founded on, experience, and that all our
ideas are just as independent of experience as we choose
on reflection to make them. Man never yet experienced
an idea, and he never will! It seems to me mere con-
fusion of thought and langnage to say that he has done
or can do so, It confuses mind and matter.

The whole dilficulty herve is, that as the origin of our
ideas i lost in the mists of infancy, we are all more orv
less well furnished with ideas before we can begin to
discuss their origin, or to think of the mind’s original
state of emptiness at its birth, before it is furnished with
any 1deas,

Let it be at once also admitted that the senses are the
only avenues to the mind, and that 1f we could take an
infant at birth and put out its eyes and destroy its hear-
ing, tasie, and smell, and carefully divide the nerves of
touch, so as to paralyse its limbs, its organic life might
possibly still continume for a time—but 1t must and
would remain a hopeless idiot, without any of the
things which we call 4deas in its mind. Its education
could not commence, and 1ts mind must remain as when
it was born, in a state, which, for the sake of argument,
I admit to be a state, so far as we know, wholly unfur-
nished with ideas-—-gsuch as we all conceive them to be
when we speak of ideas ag mental things, thoughis—
the meanings of our words, the furniture of our minds.

But all general Experience 1s bodily. There is no such
thing as common mental experience; there is no possi-
bility of two minds joining hands, and feeling the same
electric shock, or the same earthquake ; or of two minds
looking through the same telescope, or with the same
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pair of eycs, or hearing with the same pair of ears.  Our
minds cannot, in any manner that we know of, jointly
experience the same comparison,conceplion, or judgment,
even though we express the result in the samo words;
yet it is not the truth that we can jointly experience
any one mental phenomenon—thought, cmotion, or idea.

We may, indeed, sympathise at the same timae at the
same words ; but the pathy is sym-pathy, not ideo-pathy,
if we may say so. The utmost any one can allege 1is,
that we can join our bodies together, and jointly expe-
rience the same bodily shock. DBut does the shock of
our bodies, and not the judgment of our minds, produce
an idea in each mind? can any one, admitling the ex-
istence of mind, pretend that either knows the other’s
idea ?

Now, do our ideas originate in ihe shock — the
bodily experience, or in the judgment—ihe mental act ?
That is the only question. Does the idea depend on the
shock, or is it independent of the shock; and is it, or
not, a purely mental creation of the judgment originat-
tng in the mind, and dependent on the mind’s powers
to understand the ehock, and wholly independent of the
shock, which we may perhaps never experience our-
selves in any way?

If the senses be the avenues 10 the mind, before men
discuss the-origin of our udeas they ought to strive and
acquire some clear conceptions of the rvads or avenues
by which it is said our minds have acquived all their
ideas. The peasant knows as well as the philosopher
the distinction between the part of his body which has
neither sense nor feeling, and that part which hag both.
He knows that his hair and nails, for example, have no
feeling, and that if a fnger or limb were cut off, still,
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that his mind and intellivence would not be in any wise
affected.

But at first the ignorant man might well suppose
that the greater part of his body is conscious! How-
ever, physiology quickly demonstrates before our eyes
and microscopes, that a very few ounces of our bodies
include all that is directly connected with the conscious
phenomena of our internal mind, The cranio-nervous
system, or network of nerves, all running into the
brain from the.surface of the body, wilth the optic and
aural and otlier cranio-nerves, forming, together with
the brain itself, some fifty to eighty ounces of mat-
ter, is the only part of the bhody connected wilh the
mind, and all the rest i1s as unconscious as the hair
or the nails! DBut it is also certain that the matter
of the nerves and biain themselves is itself wholly
UNCOBSCIONS.

If a necrve 18 cut through, the part of the nerve cut
off [rom the brain becomes unconscious, aud is wholly
removed both from sensation and from will The lower
part or limb supplied by that nerve has, after it is cut
through, no feeling or sensation wlmtever, and is no
longer obedient to the will of the patient, and the nerves
within that part are equally senseless. It is wholly
paralysed both for semsation and perception, and for
will and action, muscles and nerves, and all.

Jut the mass of the brain itself is also wholly un-
conscious, and may be cut without the patient feeling
or knowing what has been done. In fact, in some
accidents, nearly one half of the brain has been cut off
and taken away withoul the patient having lost all

_will or all consciousness, and without his knowing what
operation had been performed on his brain itself ; which,
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nevertheless, is the very centre and scat of what we
call human consciousness and human intelligence, the
very organ or instrument of the hwnan nund.

Thus mind itself retires before us, 1f not 1o the pineal
oland, as Aristotle supposed, yei 1o the deepest recesses
of the interior of ithe brain; and we ave driven by the
obvious facts of physiology, demonstrated hefore our
eyes and microscopes, to admil and to conclude, that
whatever the humnan mind or soul may be, it must be
seated and situated somewhere within the brain, or con-
nected in a manner unknown with the inner ends of
our in-carrying nerves, which are themsclves, through-
out their course, wholly unconscious ; and it would be as
reasonable to say, that the man at the Iiuropean end of
the Atlantic cable knows from the telegraphic signals
the face of his correspondent in America, as to say
that a man through his in-carrying nerves knows thoe
Face of nature !

Man’s mind, whatever the human mind or soul, may
be, is separated from external nature by an innumerable
network of minute nervous filaments, all of which ac
themselves inseunsible and unconscious. Xach of these
filaments, passing from the external world into the
inner recesses of the grey cellular matter of the hrain,
is itself a bundle of minute tubular fAbrils—so minute
as to be only visible under aspowerful microseope, and
towards the suvface of the body they disappear uunder
the greatest microscopic powers we possess. .

Millions of these minute in-carrying filaments or
fibrils might Iie together in the tenth of an inch; and
whatever experimental knowledge the mind can acquire
of external nature, has all passed along these rpinute
filaments which flash inward to the infier recesses of
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the brain—the vibrations, or currents, or operations pro-
duced by external material objects.

But besides these infinitesimal 4n-carrying nerves of
bodily sensation, and alongside them, enclosed in the
same sheath or outer covering, but without uniting in
any part of their course to the brain itself, lie the oui-
carrying nerves of will and action, If the IN-carrying
nerve is cut or paralysed, sensation and perception cease.
We becone, in the part of the body supplied by that
nerve, unconscious of the outer world. If the our-
carrying nerve is cutb or paralysed, the limb is paralysed,
and the power of the will ceases. We can no longer
move the part, or express our will or wish therewith.

Disease and accidents often produce both this numb-
ness, or want of sensation and perception, and also this
paralysis, or destruction of the power of the will over
the part or limb. Sometimes the one ig lost, and some-
times the other; sometimes both together; and some-
times the paralysis of will and gsensation is partial. The
patient can only exercise his will in certain directions,
and not in all, as usual ; or he can only feel certain sen-
safions, and not all the usual ones. d&e can walk side-
ways, but not straight ; or drag his limb, but not lift it.

‘We behold a man who can still taste with his tongue,
but he cannot speak. He 18 paralysed in his control of

the organs of voice, but he can write his will or wishes
on a slate. Elis will remains, but he cannot direct his

voice and tongue. We behold another who has lost
sensation in a limb, and does not feel the fire burning,
and yet retaing the power of his will over the motions
of the limb, and when he sees the danger can withdraw
the Limb from the injury which it does not itself feel.
The whole perception by the mind within of the
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world without depends on these minule an-carrying
nerves of sensation, and the whole action of the mind
within upon the outer world depends on these ni-
nute oui-carrying nerves ol will. And what is very
remarkable, and never {10 be forgotten, 1s, that the inner
ends of these en-carrying and ouwi-carrylng unerves are,
under the microscope, visibly distinel and separate from
each other, and lose themselves, as 1l were, in the grey
cellular matter of which the brain is chiefly composed
—a mass of microscopic globular eells which, in addition
to the white nervous filaments, the nerves of scnsation
and will which pass between the brain and the surface
of the body, compose and complete the subsiance or
composition of the Brain, The #n-carrying and the oui-
carrying nerves have physically distinct and separate
ends within the brain itself.

We have thus in our cranio-nervous system a double
apparatus —an immense number of Infinitesimally
minute tubular fibrils or telegraphic wires—to carry i
bodily sensatious, and an immense number of like bui
separate fibrils or telegraphic wires to carry out the
mind’s determinatiypn and will,

The two parts are separate and distinet, and visibly
so under the microscope, at the inner ends of the nerves
in all our brains, There is, therelore, a physical hig-
tus—a gulf of separation—between the inward im-
pression and the oulward action. This gulf is not filled
up by matter, but by mind, What passes vut is noi,
and cannot be, that physical vibration which pagsed in, |}
It has passed from the in-carrying nerves tlwough the
mind, and has there ceased to be material, and has be-
come mental, and then has passed into the out-carrying
anerves of will and action. It began by being a bodily
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sensation—a vibration of matter. DBut before it leaves
the mind it has become a mental perception—a thought,
an idea, a desire, a will, embodied in the resultant word
or sign or action. *The sensual has passed into the
intellectual, and the intellectual into words ™ or outward
actions, which are equally signs or symbols of thoughts
and of mental actions,

Thus each nerve, when carefully viewed under a micro-
scope, is a mere bundle of excessively minute tubular
filaments, each of which appears to be filled with &
sort of central fluid pith, and in no instance does the
minutest fibril from one appear to penetrate the others
so that there might be any intermixture of their com-
ponent particles; and there can be therefore, as far as
we know, no physical or material confusion or intermix-
ture in the discharge of their functions amongst those
that reach the brain. Each sensation from each filament
is probably separate and single.

But then, again, not only are the in-carrying fibres
for sensation and the out-carrying motive fibres, though
both shut up in the same sheath, distinct and separate
from each other, but each sense hasea distinct species
of nerves for its own use, and the nerves appropriated
to one sense do not transmit the sensations or perceptions
of another. If the optic nerve is touched, there is trans-
mitted to the brain, not the feeling of touch, but the
sensation of a flash of light; and if the aural nerve is
touched, there is transmitted the sensation of sound.
The same is the case if the touch is caused by a current
of electricity. And from what we know of the pressure
of fluids readily transmitting undulations, the fluid pith
of the interior of the tubular fibrils of the nerves may
be, and must be, well adapted to transfer the outer touch
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or undulating stroke from the surface of the body to
the inner ends of the in-carrying nerves ol sensabion in
the brain. _

But a man might just as well dishelicve our tele-
scopes, and insist that the sun moves round the eartl,
as dishelieve our microscopes, and insist ihat we have
any direct or immediate knowledge of the outer world,
or can know or be conscious of anything exceplt some
minute vibrations or undulations, which are mere mo-
tions and forms, at the inner ends of our in-cairying

nerves of sensation.
' Now there are but two alternatives—either {0 deny

wholly the existence of mind and its action between the
inner ends of our in-carrying nerves and the outer ends
of our out-carrying nerves, which, i faet, the experien-
tial materialistic dogmatists generally do, i[ they aro
consistent—.c.,, deny the existence of mind altogether
or else to admit that our ideas are not derived {rom ex-
perience, but are all derived from and founded on reflec-
tion and judgment—in short, from and by means of
mental invention and intuition, by attention, compari-
son, and eonceplioy, or other mental powers.

The thing that passes along our in-carrying nerves
may be called, 1f you please, a sensation or pereeption,
but it i3 certainly bodily and material, and iz in no
respect mental; il can only be some motion, vibration,
or undulation of the matter of our own bodies,

At the mner end of our in-carrying nerves matier
ceases, and if we admil mind, the mind begins L0 act.
Attention beging, comparison commences, resemblances
are mentally perceived, conceived, and invented, and by
Judgment are accepted or rejected ; and the result is an
1dea—a mental thing—in the mind! But this resultant
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ider is mot obtained from experience, but from the
action and invention of the mind to explain to itsclf the
experience of the bedily senses. The Body experiences
vibrations—motions and forms very minute; and the
Mind invents ideas to explain their causes.

In the most obvious as well ag the most recondite
ifleas, the actzon which creates the idea or the thought
is entirely mental! We have mnever, in fact, in the
whole epurse of our lives, experienced one single idea
or thought! It is mere confusion of language and of
thouglit—confounding the body ang the mind—ito say
that our ideas, or any of then), are derived from or in
any way founded on experience, for we never experience
ideas of any kind. ‘What is probably meant by the
more sensible of the experimental philosophersis, that
we experlence sensations and perceptions of the body :
and then the mind, by attention, imagination, and judg- +
ment, invents ideas which it thinks will explaii to
1tself and others how such sensations and perceptions
are produced or caused. We experience bodily sensa-
tions; we invent mental theories or ideas. Butb the
comparisons, the resemblances, the gnalogies, the judg-
ments, the conclusions, are all purely mental operations,
and the resultant ideas or thoughts are purely mental
things, not derived from or founded on any experience
whatever, but are all invented by our mental powers
to explain our bodily experiences! and the resulting
1decas are as wholly independent of experience as mind
1s distinel fromn matter. Nor is it even strictly true, as
Locke said, that we experience “the materials of our
1deas.” We experience the materials for thinking our
ldeas. We experience bodily facts: but a bodily fact
18 not an idea, or the material of an idea. The idea is
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the theory which combines the facls, the analogy the
resemblance between the facts. We do not experience
analogies or resemblances; we invent them by our own ,
powers of comparison and judgment, They exist only
in the mind—not in the bodily facts, not m the things,
not in the experié¢nce. No man ever cxperienced &
comparison: ng man ever experienced an analogy, nor
a resemblance, nor a judgment. We experience ihe
materials for thinking—{or using our minds. We only
experience bodily sensations; we invenlt menial anala-
gies, reseniblances, comparisous, ideas, We never expe-
rience mental phenomena; we wmperience (if we may
malke a word for each man’s private individual thinlking
in the mind, which can form no part of general hurhan
knowledge)—we imperience or creale 1deas, and we cm-
body our ideas in words.

The error of experiential philosophy appears to me to
partly arise from supposing that sensation and percep-
tion are mental phenomena, and also from a loose way
of using these words, as well as the words conscious
and consciousness. The dog and the man have both
of them sensationg and perceptions, and in some way
may be said to have consciousness of each other’s pre-
sence. But the man is mentally conscious that he is
conscious ; and he individually examines his conscious-
ness vy the second and higher mental consciousness,
comparison, judgment, &c.,, of which the dog does not
appear, so [ar as we know, to partake.

It 1s this consciousness, in the second degree, which
is mental. It is this knowledge of our knowledge,
and {eeling that we feel, and being conscious that we
are conscious, which is alone mind, and which the
materalist denies, and therefore says that such ex-

G
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pressions are merely “tautqlogical.” Whereas there
is the greatest possible difference (the whole difference
between mind and matter) between feeling and knowing
per se, and feeling that you know and knowing that
yvou feel! It is not consciousness which gives us the
phenomena of mind, but self-consciousness—consecious-
ness in this second degree—introspection of ourselves.

Accordingly the materialist atlempts to confound con-
sciousness with the reflex action of the nerves. But
there are in the human body divers ganglions of nerves
or nerve-centres—Ilittle brains, they might be called—
scattered about along the spinal marrow and elsewhere,
for the preservation of particular parts of the body,
which possess and produce unconscious reflex actions
of apparent intelligence, butb of which the man 1s wholly
unconscious till the danger is past.

But I believe that it is clear beyond question that,
though the consciousness of the lower animals may
possibly, for all we yet know, be reflex action, produced
by and tracing its origin to the original wmpression
made by the outer world on the in-carrying nerves,
yet the inner self-consciousness of the man is not
reflex action; and though it may become by habit and
usage almost ingtinetive, yet that 1t 1s never completely
free from mental attention, reflection, and judgment, {the
self-will and self-consciousness—the wilfulness which
1s the essential characteristic of the human mind in
thinking. Sensation is material, but thought is men-
tal, and all ideas are mental inventions.

In short, there are but fifty to eighty cunces of matter
in the human body in any way connected with the sen-
sation or consciousness of the human mind. Allthe
rest of man’s body is wholly unconscious, and wholly
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nnconnected with his mind or will, except 1hdirectly
through the unconscions sympathetic system, bysallecting

his general health of body:.
But, again, these few pounds of nervous matter are also,

as & mass itself, wholly unconscious, when and if cut off
from the brain-centre, which we cannot investigate, but
where must be the seat and conire of the will and mind,
if we admit mind to exist in our [rames. .Aund this
unconscious nerve-matler is go arranged as to make the
distinetion between mind and matler more and more
probable, the more the nerves and the nervous system

are investigated.
This wondrous network of nervous filaments, which

are mere conduit - pipes, mere lelegraphic wires, can
only carry 47 vibrations or impressions, only motions
and undulalions, through the matler of our nerves.
But these filamenis are so infinitesimally minute on the
surface of the body, thal ten thousand millions of them
possibly could lie side by side in the space of an inch;
for when one of these minute nerve-fibres rcaches the
surface or periphery of the body in the case of toueh,
which 13 the coarfest of our sensations; each filanent
branches out into finer filaments, which are lost under
the powers of our microscopes ; ,and possibly, therefore,
many thousand millions of them might le side by side
in the tenth of an inch. DBui these infinitesimally min-
ute tubular threads, and such minute undulations or
motions ag they can convey, are the only things which
reach the mind or brain !

Whatever man’s mind knows of the oater world, has
therefore been necessarily invented by the mind from
the mental discussion and comparison of the minute
waves or motions which pass along and through these
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microscopical filaments! And as we know that sounds
and sights are actual vibrations, undulatious, or motions
of the elastic mediums of air and light, it i1s clear that
our aural and optic nerves must transmit, in some way
we know not how, these motions or vibrations to the
matter or fluid pith of our in-carrying nerves. Where
the in-carrying nerves visibly eease and terminate, the
mental actions-—the Attention, the Comparisons, the
EReflection, the Conceptlions, the Judgments—must be-
o and proceed and conclude before the out-carrying
nerves of human will, agitating the voice or limb,
become instinct with the mental life imparted to them
by the mind, and create a word or action. -

It 18 very reasonable also to suppose from analogy
that all our nerves of scnse are like those of sight and
hearing, and only fransmit vibrations, undulations, or
motions inwards; and that heat or gravity, electricity
and magnetism, are merely vibrations also transmitted
by the nerves of louch, smell, and taste respectively,
just as light and sound ave transmitted by the optic and
aural nerves. But all our ideas must be obtained from
reflection, and. by mental comparisén and judgment of
these minute motions of our own nerves in our hrains.

It 18 more reasonable fo use such words as nervous
motion or vibration, rather than the old one “animal
spirits,” to express the material actions of the nerves
produced by the operations of the ouler world. .Animal
spirits, if we were to adopt such language, could only
mean those 1mponderable matters which we call light,
heat, gravity, electricity, and magnetism operating on
our nervous organisation, the phenomena of which we
investigate as matter, not as mind or spirit.

But if we admit the existence of the human mind at
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all distinet from the human body, then certainly, what-
ever the human mind does kunow of the outer world is
not from experience, but from smperience or invention—
the mental comparison of internal bodily mnotions; and
all our ideas are, and have always been, merely accumu-
lated judgments formed by our mental powers, our alten-
tion, comparison, reflection, imvention, and jucdgment,
upon these infinitesimally minuie nervous vibrations or
“ somethings,” capable of passing along nerve-filaments,
of which many millions could coexist in a circle the
tenth of an inch in diameter. It cannot be otherwise.

But I say that it is a clear contradiction in terms ;«
first, to admit the distinction—the verbal distinetion—
between mind and matter; and then to say that the
material vibrations or somethings which pass along our
bodily nerves, and which alone we get from experience,
and which are merely material motions, arve or can he
ideas or mental things which we never expericnced in
our lives. It is a logical contradiction.

We never experience a comparison, an analogy, a
resemblance! We experience vibrations, motions, and
forms, in our nerves, bodily facts, but not mental theories
or resemblances; bul it 18 our mind which sees the re-
semblance, which malkes the comparison, and builds up
and creates the ideas. Our minds create their mental
furniture by our menial powers. We do not know
what goes on in our nerves, but we do know, by reflection
on our microscopes, that our mind and consciousness do
not exist in the nerves themselves; and that thoy are
merely the roads, the avenues, the telegraphic wires, or
channels of communication which pass from the outer
world to the mind within, carrying only material motions
inwards ; and bringing outwards, in the shape of words
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and actions, the menial emotions which we call ideas.
Motion is a state of Matter, nol a state of Mind.

But experience is linnted fo material motions, It is
certainly, therefore, ¥mperience or invention, the acl of
the mind, the result of attention, comparison, reflection,
judgment, &ec., and not experience, which gives ug all
our ideas, all our mental furmiture; and it is merely
confusing mind and matter, or body and spirit, to assert
the contrary.

The visibly-separale ends of our in-carrying nerves of
sensation, clearly separated from the ends of our out-

scarrying nerves of will by their separation, assist us to

perceive that the whole immense gulf of> the human
mind is interposed between the two parts of our bodies,
thein-carrying and out-carrying apparatus. And though
the one terminates and the other begins in the grey
cellular mass of the brain side by side, yel the mind
of man and his spirit may range the universe before
he says “I will” or makes “I dare not” wait upon
“T would ;” or before he frames the word which is to
express his 1deq of the thing.

These minute grey cells, consistin® of myriads upon
myriads of microscopical cells, infinite as they seem in
number, with an opaque nucleus or point in each form-
ing the mass of the brain, may well be the material
storehouse of our memory, where material sensatlions are
pholographed or laid up to be ready for the mind’s use
when required ; but the ideas, the emotions, the menial
things, cannot be given us by any experience {rom with-
out, but must be all invented by attentive comparison,
reflection, conception, and judgment, &c., within the

mind.
We thus experience material motions, but we 2mpere-
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ence or invent mental conceptions, representations, ideas,
which we embody in the words and signs which we send
forth along our motory nerves of will oylwards.

Thus the bodily organ or instrument of our mind is
the brain and nervous system; but no experience gives
our mind any of these ideas or mental {urniture.
Experience gives our bodies scnsations, or gives vibra-
tions of our in-carrying sensory nerves. The mind in-
vents all its icdeas by attention, comparison, reflection,
conception, judgment, excrcised by means of ils mental
senses of number, time, and space; and it invenls words
wherein to embody the ideas, which words, though in-,
tended to explain and to record what we often call oux
experience, are, in accurate logical truth, the production
of the mind alone, and of its senses and powers—of ils
senses of number, time, and space; of its powers of
attention, comparison, reflection, 1nvention or conception,
and judgment, inventing theories to explain our supposed
facts. |

Thus, some part of the brain of man may be the organ
or instrument of our intellectual [unctions; some part
the organ of our amotions and passions; some part the
organ of our senses—our internal senses; of number,
time, and space, and of all our self-consciousness; and
sonie part may be tho organ of our volilions, DBut the
grey cellular mass of the brain 1s, on the one hand, con-
nected to the in-carrying filaments or sensory nerves,
separate [or each special sense, passing into the brain
from the eye, ear, nose, tongue, and the whole surface
or periphery of the body—the locality of touch ; and on
the other hand the brain is connected with the spinal
cord and the nerves of motion, and in man and the
higher animals the brain gives and possesses thatb con-
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trolling power over the nerves of veluntary motion
which are distributed to the motor muscles; and these
out-carrying or ,motory nerves are therefore called the
nerves of volition, and the muscles are called voluntary
muscles, by which, at pleasure, we move our limbs.
But we do not use our whole brain in every mental
act.

Now, just as the astronomers and their telescopes have
for ever overthrown, to those who can think and reason,
the most obvious decisions and judgments of our senses
and intellect concerning the motions of the heavenly
bodies, and compelled us to dishelieve our senses and
experience,~which, as we usually say, tell us that the
world is fixed and immovable, and that the sun, moon,
and stars vise and set and move round the world every
twenty-four hours,—so I say that the surgeons and their
microscopes have most effectually put a stop to our
reason and judgment, believing that the human mwnd
actually sees and hears and feels the outer world, or
gaing 1ts ideas by experience. Xvery false idea has
always been said to be founded on experience. But
we do not experience falsehoods ; we experience bodily
sensations, and often invent ideal falsehoods or falsities
which we afterwards reject. We do not experience
mental 1deas, but material sensations; and our minds
from time to time invent ideas which, as we think and
say, help to explain and account for our accumulated
experiences! And every word involves a mental theory
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